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ABSTRACT

Executive control through appointment powers rests with a president’s ability to appoint
officials aligned with their policy interests. A theory is advanced positing that both U.S. presidents
and Senate confront greater uncertainty as Senate partisan majorities weaken, and therefore,
confirmed executive appointees exhibit greater ideological divergence from presidents. This logic is
evaluated analyzing 4,835 PAS confirmed executive appointees between the 100th and 116t
Congresses (1987-2020). Insecure Senate partisan majorities are positively associated with
ideological divergence between presidents and executive appointees. Yet, this evidence is
asymmetric, with insecure Senate partisan opposition majorities providing a more effective
ideological check on presidents than the ideological benefits being conferred to presidents as their
party’s Senate majorities become more secure. The findings underscore the limits of presidential
influence when the same party controls the executive appointment process, as well as the
constraints imposed by robust Senate minority parties on presidents seeking executive branch

policy cohesion.



INTRODUCTION

Modern U.S. presidents seek to consolidate executive powers to exert control over
policymaking and administrative systems. However, the reality is that government authority is
highly fragmented within the U.S. executive branch. Presidents rely upon appointed executive
branch officials to ensure policies consistent with administration objectives (Aberbach and
Rockman 2000; Krause 2009; Lewis 2008; Lowande 2024; Resh 2015; Rudalevige 2021). Yet,
seeking unity in executive branch governance through appointed officials represents a major
challenge for U.S. presidents (Kennedy and Rudalevige 2025; Krause 2022; Heclo 1977; Lowande
2018; Moe 1985). Presidential efforts at executive branch cohesion via appointments are enhanced
when their party has majoritarian control over legislative institutions (Coleman 1999; Hollibaugh
and Rothenberg 2017, 2018; Lewis 2011; Ostrander 2016; cf. Hollibaugh and Krause 2023, 2024).
Yet, presidents struggle to achieve executive branch policy cohesion for governance purposes in
presence of unified partisan control of democratic institutions (Krause and Dupay 2009).

This study analyzes maintains that insecure partisan majorities (IPMs) in the U.S. Senate
affects act to constrain presidents’ ability to staff the executive branch with ideologically-aligned
policy loyalists. IPMs have two sources: the relative partisan legislative seat balance, coupled with
the fragility of control for those legislative seats that are most contested, and hence, most in danger
of a party switching —i.e., ‘toss-up’ seats. Because of these dual considerations, IPMs connote that
the majority party has a tenuous hold on power that can be easily lost in the subsequent election
cycle (Lee 2016; Curry and Lee 2020). IPMs thus have tangible consequences for governance by
creating reduced incentives for bipartisan compromise, coupled with greater incentives to engage
in ‘partisan combat’ via position-taking, advertising, and credit claiming activities, (Lee 2016; Curry
and Lee 2020; Gelman 2019). As IPMs become more acute, the Senate will require presidents to

concede greater ideological slack in executive appointees requiring Senate confirmation.



The proposed theory is empirically evaluated using data from the 100t through 117t
Congresses (1987-2020) on 4,835 U.S. federal PAS (presidential-appointed, Senate-confirmed)
executive appointees with ideological estimates derived from the widely adopted DIME political
campaign contributions database (Bonica 2024). Because existing IPM studies limit their focus to
legislative policymaking and the internal operation of legislative institutions (Lee 2016; Curry and
Lee 2020; Gelman 2019; Crosson, et al. 2021), our study offers a novel lens into understanding the
consequences of IPMs for interbranch politics. In addition, it provides much needed attention to
analyzing the variation involving ideological convergence between presidents and their own
confirmed PAS executive appointees.! Instead, existing scholarship on U.S. executive appointment
politics focuses on the length of the confirmation process (Christenson, et al. nd; Hollibaugh and
Rothenberg 2018; Krause and Byers 2022, 2025; McCarty and Razaghian 1999; Ostrander 2016), or
the political calculus underlying individual Senators’ confirmation votes or collective confirmation
outcomes (Bonica, Chen, and Johnson 2014; Nokken and Sala 2000).

Employing structural econometric methods which explicitly account for endogeneity bias,
the statistical evidence is consistent with the theory proposed in this study. The evidence reveals
that insecure Senate majorities reduce ideological alignment between presidents and their
confirmed executive appointees. These effects are asymmetric —weak Senate partisan majorities
favoring the president offer lesser ideological congruence from PAS confirmed executive
appointees relative to such ideological benefits obtained from weak Senate partisan opposition
majorities. These findings call into question the presumed wisdom that partisan control of the
executive appointment process nets the confirmation of more ideologically congruent executive

appointees that redound to the policy benefit of presidents. Moreover, this evidence also shows

1 A notable exception is Bertelli and Grose’s (2011) analyses of ideological congruence between presidents

and 89 cabinet secretaries for 15 U.S. federal executive cabinet departments between 1991-2004.



how insecure partisan majorities in legislatures have ramifications for executive branch
governance through the staffing of political executives.

On a broader level, our study offers three novel insights into the study of American political
institutions within a separation of powers framework. First, although legislative instability
attributable to IPMs induces policymaking paralysis within legislatures (e.g., Lee 2016; Curry and
Lee 2020; Gelman 2019), it also shapes both the character and capacity of executive branch
governance. Second, our study challenges the standard separation of powers view that unified
Senate partisan majorities do not empower presidents by exploiting a fractured legislative
environment incapable of effective collective governance (e.g., Howell and Moe 2016). Rather,
insecure unified partisan majorities yield negative institutional spillovers that constrain presidents’
ability to secure Senate confirmation of more ideologically congruent executive branch officials.
Finally, IPMs impact on PAS executive appointments offer presidents further incentive to both
centralize and politicize executive branch governance via alternative channels, whether through
temporary and vacant executive branch positions (e.g., Kinane 2021; O’Connell 2020; Piper 2022),
or the expansion and empowerment of Schedule C and Non-Career SES executive branch positions

that do not require Senate confirmation (Lewis 2008, 2011; Hollibaugh and Rothenberg 2024).

CONFIRMATION OF EXECUTIVE NOMINATIONS: MOTIVATIONS & STYLIZED FACTS

Executive appointments enable presidents to translate achieve policy goals via executive
branch governance. For presidents seeking to maximize policy cohesion within the executive
branch, a key element is selecting appointees who adhere to administration policy goals (Lewis
2008; Moe 1985). Although presidents do obtain benefits from policy expertise in choosing
executive appointees (e.g., Hollibaugh 2015; Krause and O’Connell 2016, 2019; Lewis 2008;

Waterman and Ouyang 2020), policy congruence between presidents and their executive



appointees is necessary for executive branch cohesion and responsiveness to transpire (Hollibaugh,
Horton, and Lewis 2014; Krause and Byers 2022; Krause and O’Connell 2016).2

Presidents do appoint individuals based on a variety of considerations (Bonica, Chen, and
Johnson 2015; Hollibaugh and Rothenberg 2018), yet ensuring effective executive branch policy
cohesion requires president’s to obtain confirmation of leadership appointees in PAS positions with
shared policy interests (Hollibaugh and Rothenberg 2018; Krause 2009; Krause and O’Connell
2016; Lewis 2008; Lowande 2018). PAS appointees exercise substantial authority to both design
and implement executive branch policies (Aberbach and Rockman 2000; Heclo 1977; Kennedy and
Rudalevige 2025; Lowande 2024; Resh 2015; Rudalevige 2021). Ideologically congruent PAS
executive appointees are more likely to advance and safeguard the administration’s policy agenda.
When the Senate’s policy preferences align with those of the president, legislators are more likely to
support the president’s nominees and broader policy direction (Coleman 1999; Lewis 2011).
Unified partisan governments also enable presidents to exercise greater discretion in filling
vacancies with ideologically aligned loyalists, thereby increasing their influence over agency
operations (Kinane 2021; Lowande and Rogowski 2021; Piper 2022).

Figure 1 presents the stylized facts regarding the confirmation process through time by
depicting the confirmation rate of PAS executive nominees from the 100t Congress (1987-88)
through the 116t Congress (2019-2020) covering six presidential administrations from Reagan
through Trump, 1. This covers an era when the appointment process became contentious due to the
onset of legislative gridlock reflected by declining legislation, coupled with both changing norms
and incentives regarding the more vigorous and contentious exercise of the Senate’s advise and

consent powers (see Mackenzie 2001: 22-24, 27-36). Figure 1 displays relatively high confirmation

Z Alternatively, presidents display strong incentives to obtain reliable appointees, and not necessarily greater

policy congruence (e.g., Hollibaugh and Krause 2023, 2024).



rates, yet nomination does not guarantee confirmation. The unconfirmed rate of executive
nominees (I - confirmation rate) reveals that the highest unconfirmed rate is approximately 52%
in the 114t Congress (2015-2017) during the final years of the Obama presidency when
Republicans had majority control of the U.S. Senate. The lowest unconfirmed rate is 18% in the
111th Congress during the first two years of the Obama presidency when Democrats enjoyed a
relatively sizable partisan seat advantage in the U.S. Senate. Overall, the confirmation rates are
strikingly similar between those PAS executive nominees with Bonica (2024) CF scores (70.10%)
versus those lacking CF scores (71.25%), a difference of 1.15%. Interestingly, confirmation rates
are numerically similar under unified or divided partisan control of the executive appointment
process [+1.39% UPC—DPC difference among all executive nominations in this sample; +2.50%
(—0.90%) UPC—DPC difference among executive nominees possessing (lacking) a CF score ideal
point estimate].3 A nontrivial proportion of PAS executive nominees are not confirmed, thus
indicating that the Senate is able to thwart presidential efforts at staffing this critical subset of
executive branch positions. The nontrivial rate of PAS executive nominees not being confirmed is
actually a conservative estimate of the Senate’s formal advise and consent powers since it excludes
instances where the Senate voiced opposition to potential nominees informally considered that
were not formally submitted to the Senate.

Second, Figure 1 uncovers a secular decline in confirmation rates through time, with greater
amplitude in the post-2005 (109t Congress) era. This is an intriguing data pattern when one
considers efforts to facilitate the confirmation of executive nominees with the passage of the
Federal Reform Vacancy Act of 1998 (Brannon 2025), and later, the adoption of the ‘nuclear option’

in November 2013 to reduce Senate cloture thresholds for such positions to a simple majority vote

3 Confirmed executive nominees are 0.031 units (4.37% of a standard deviation) more ideologically divergent

from their appointing presidents compared to unconfirmed executive nominees.



FIGURE 1

Confirmation Rates of PAS Executive Nominees: Total Sample and
by CF Score Status Subsamples, 1987-2021 [Reagan — Trump, 1]

FIGURE 1:

Confirmation Rates by Congress, 1987-2021: Based on All PAS Executive Nominations
[Reagan through Trump, 1]
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(Heitshusen 2013). Finally, the data indicate that executive nominees making political campaign
contributions have confirmation rates that do not differ from those who refrain from this type of
political activity. The confirmation rates between those nominees with CF ideological scores, based
on making FEC registered political campaign contributions (Bonica 2024), and those lacking CF
ideological scores due to an absence of such campaign contributions (28.72% of the overall
sample), exhibit extremely similar temporal patterns in relation to total confirmation rates
(bivariate correlations = 0.995 and 0.970, respectively).* Hence, political campaign contributions
do not appear to affect the prospects for being confirmed by the Senate for a PAS executive branch
position. It is worth noting that these observed patterns are strikingly similar when excluding from

this sample renominated individuals to the same agency-position by the same appointing president.

4 This pattern holds when excluding PAS Executive Renominations to the same agency-position under the

same appointing president (bivariate correlations are 0.996 and 0.079, respectively).



APPOINTMENT POWERS UNDER INSECURE SENATE PARTISAN MAJORITIES

Existing research finds that presidents obtain more compliant appointees during times of
unified partisan control of the executive appointment process (Krause and O’Connell 2019;
Hollibaugh and Krause 2024; Lewis 2011; Ouyang, Haglund, and Waterman 2017), while also
enhancing agent reliability when both branches exhibit ideological convergence (Hollibaugh and
Krause 2024). This because a partisan-aligned Senate has an incentive to afford considerable
discretion to presidents’ efforts in obtaining executive branch cohesion. Conversely, when
presidents and the Senate exhibit policy conflict, the Senate exercises their powers to both
vigorously vet and constrain presidents’ appointment authority (Hollibaugh and Rothenberg 2017,
2018; Kinane 2021; Krause and Byers 2022, nd; McCarty and Razaghian 1999; Ostrander 2016).

Not all manifestations of a unified (or divided) executive appointment process, however,
afford presidents with the same opportunities to shape the staffing of PAS executive branch
positions. Rather, presidents must adapt to the extent that insecure partisan majorities (IPMs) in
the Senate constrain presidential appointment choices.5 Greater IPMs yield an increasingly stark
tradeoff confronting presidents - a desire to nominate executive branch officials with similar
ideological policy predispositions while securing Senate confirmation. This tradeoff becomes
steeper as Senate partisan majorities become more insecure, and hence, confirmation prospects
become more uncertain. Presidents thus strategically nominate, on average, less ideologically
congruent executive nominees for PAS positions to secure confirmation. This could be attributable
to presidents obtaining policy side payments from legislators in exchange of offering an appointee

who is less ideologically proximate to the president (see McCarty 2004; Bertelli and Grose 2011).

5 Our use of the term insecurity refers to the precariousness of the majority’s hold on power, with even
partisan splits. Greater insecurity of partisan majorities exacerbates uncertainty regarding confirmation

outcomes resulting from member defections or procedural mechanisms that thwart executive appointments.



This is a valid presidential appointment strategy since the Senate confirmation process has
become more burdensome for executive nominees (e.g., Labiner and Light 2001: 238-243; Loomis
2001: 163-167; Working Group on Streamlining Executive Nominations 2012). Due to swift PAS
executive appointee turnover rates (Dull, et al 2012; Krause and Byers 2023), these problems
compound the president’s challenges when it comes to effectively staffing these positions that are
responsible for conveying administration policy goals to civil servants (Mendelsohn 2015). When
confirmation prospects exhibit greater uncertainty, presidents have an incentive to offer ideological
concessions by appointing executive branch officials who are more ideologically distant from them.
Conversely, when Senate partisan majorities become more secure, presidents face less uncertainty,
and hence, need not to concede ideological slack in appointments.

If IPMs make bipartisan cooperation and agreement more tenuous since the stakes are
higher for attaining a partisan advantage (Lee 2016: 3), then it naturally follows that party unity
will be strengthened while bipartisanship suffers. That is, stronger “in-party” (president’s party)
versus “out-party” (opposition party to the president) tensions occur under intense partisan
competition (Lee 2016: 179). The collective action consequences of insecure partisan majorities are
exacerbated in an era of high levels of elite partisan polarization, thus making bipartisanship
requisite for effective collective outcomes (Curry and Lee 2020). As Senate partisan majorities
become more insecure, presidents will experience greater difficulty getting their executive
nominations confirmed by the Senate. Presidents will respond to this situation by nominating more
ideologically divergent (i.e., moderate) executive nominees that will have an easier time being
confirmed by the Senate. Because IPMs make Senate partisan control more volatile, Senators may
fear they will lose the ability to oversee executive branch agencies beyond the current Congress
cycle. Hence, this raises the stakes of confirmation, and thus paradoxically makes the Senate less
willing to reject more ideologically divergent (moderate) nominees serving under a future shift in

partisan control of the Senate.



Because gridlock both within and between the branches are present in the form of insecure
partisan majorities, exacerbated by non-majoritarian procedures which empower individual
Senators and the minority party, the Senate has difficulty ensuring that confirmed executive
appointees will be responsive to their policy and administrative concerns ex post. The logic
advanced here presumes that insecure partisan majorities reduce executive branch cohesion by
requiring presidents to appoint ‘confirmable’ executive nominee positions that are less

ideologically proximate to themselves. This logic leads to the hypotheses:

H1: Executive appointee ideological divergence to the president is rising as Senate

presidential partisan opposition majorities become more robust.

H2: Executive appointee ideological divergence to the president is declining as Senate

presidential partisan aligned majorities become more secure.

H1 predicts that executive appointee ideological congruence to the president falls as their Senate
partisan majority becomes less secure, while H2 predicts that executive appointee ideological
congruence to the president increases as the president’s party control over the executive
appointment process in the Senate is strengthened. An implication of H1 and H2 is that presidents
obtain less ideological congruence, on average, from PAS executive appointees as Senate partisan
majorities become increasingly insecure. Conversely, presidents obtain more ideologically
congruent executive appointees as Senate partisan majorities become more secure. Put simply, our
theory predicts that Senate IPMs constrain presidential appointments in a non-monotonic fashion.
That is, presidents obtain greater ideological divergence from executive appointees as their party
becomes an increasing threat to the opposition majority party in the Senate (upward sloping curve)
consistent with H1, while obtaining less ideologically divergent appointees as the presidents’
partisan majority grows (downward sloping curve) consistent with H2. Next, we turn our attention

to the data and empirical strategy used to evaluate these testable hypotheses.
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DATA AND EMPIRICAL STRATEGY
Our sample consists of 4,835 PAS confirmed executive appointees between 100th Congress
(January 3, 1987) and 118th Congress (January 2, 2025) spanning the Reagan through Biden
administrations for 208 federal agencies [agency-level average = 23.25 observations: (4,835 /
208)].6 The data from January 20, 1987- May 24, 2012 come Ostrander (2015), as well as updated

by the authors at [https://www.congress.gov/]. The outcome variable of interest is the absolute

ideological distance between presidents and confirmed executive appointees based on the Bonica
(2024) CF ideological scores for each institutional actor (| Pcrscore = Ncrscore|]- The mean absolute
ideological distance is 0.688, with a median equal to 0.379, a standard deviation of 0.71, an
interquartile range of 0.993, a minimum value of 0, and a maximum value of 2.847. This measure
contains some degree of positive skewness (1.12) while approximating a normal distribution
(2.95). Larger (Smaller) values of this dependent variable indicate greater (lesser) appointee
ideological divergence from the president.”

The primary covariates of interest pertain to the extent that the president’s party has
partisan control of the U.S. Senate. The first measure, Partisan Seat Balance, is simply the partisan
seat advantage in the Senate enjoyed by the president, with more negative values connoting an
increasingly divided executive appointment process since greater partisan opposition to the

president exists; with more positive values indicating an increasingly unified executive

6 The overall sample of confirmed and unconfirmed PAS total executive nominees is 6,783 in 226 federal
agencies [agency-level average = 30.01 observations: (6,783 / 226)]. The sample of unconfirmed PAS
executive nominees is 1,948 in 226 federal agencies [agency-level average = 11.60 observations: (1,948 /
168)]. Later, the sensitivity analysis conducted on the total sample of 6,783 PAS confirmed executive
nominees is summarized (see Appendix C for additional details).

7 The descriptive statistics for the variables analyzed in the structural econometric models appears in Table

A1l located in Appendix A).
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appointment process due to greater strength of the presidents’ party majoritarian control of this
chamber; and value closer to zero indicate insecure partisan majorities either opposed to the
president (negative values) or aligned with the president (positive values).8

Although the partisan seat balance measure is an obvious way to evaluate measure the
extent that Senate partisan majorities are insecure, it cannot properly ascertain the extent that a
partisan advantage is safe since it does not factor in the relative closeness (margin) of individual
Senate election contests (Feigenbaum, Fouirnaies, and Hall 2017: 282). For a given partisan seat
balance, the closeness of individual Senate election outcomes will exacerbate insecure partisan
majorities since it will make a majority (and minority) party’s control over the institution more
tenuous compared to when larger electoral margins transpire for a given partisan seat balance. To
evaluate how IPMs in the U.S. Senate influence presidential appointments to U.S. executive branch
positions, three partisan seat distance metrics are employed, alongside partisan seat balances.

Following Feigenbaum, Fouirnaies, and Hall (2017), these measures minimize the distance
between a vectorin y < R?toasurface y. Where we are trying to find, “the distance from a vector
of the K closest losses where K is the number of seats needed to win the majority, to the origin.”
(Feigenbaum, Fouirnaies, and Hall 2017: 281). The uniform partisan swing distance measures the
minimum vote swing required to flip partisan control of the Senate. This measure computes the
closest loss margin required for the number of Senate seats needed to alter the partisan majority in

this chamber. This distance measure is calculated as x]-US . This seat distance measure evaluates the

spatial distance required for the president’s party to attain a Senate majority is equal to the j#

closest opposition party member’s losing electoral margin for a Senate general election contest,

8 Kernel density plots of Senate partisan seat balances (see Appendix A: Figure A3) reveal the presence of
(more) secure majorities in the postwar period predating our analysis: 1947-1986 (80t»—99th Congresses)

compared to period of interest covering 1987-2021 (100t —116t Congresses).
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where j represents the Senate partisan seat deficit in terms of the president’s party. Negative
values reflect the extent that the president’s partisan opposition in the Senate is secure while
positive values are indicative of the robustness of the president’s partisan majority in the Senate. As
the uniform partisan swing distance measures move closer towards zero, partisan majorities
become increasingly less secure. This measure is distinct, yet in the spirit of a ‘distance-to-majority’
simulated measures which measure the average vote shock necessary to shift partisan control of a
legislative assembly (Fiva, et al. 2018; Feigenbaum, Fouirnaies, and Hall 2017: Note 22).

Euclidean partisan seat distance captures the minimum Euclidean seat distance between
the spatial coordinates of the partisan seat distance and an evenly split Senate partisan balance of
power. Specifically, Euclidean partisan seat distance captures the “straight-line” distance between
the current seat margins and an evenly split Senate. It summarizes electoral vulnerability across
multiple seats using squared differences, treating the closeness of each race as a spatial coordinate.

The Euclidean partisan seat distance is computed as x]E =) szl- — which is simply the square root of

the partisan seat electoral loss (win) margin raised to the mt?power, where m is the partisan seat
deficit (advantage) of the president’s party when holding minority (majority) party status in the
Senate. As with the previous partisan seat balance and uniform swing distance measures, smaller
negative or positive values indicate more insecure partisan majorities since it takes less for partisan

control of the Senate to take place.?

9 An alternative Manhattan distance measure uses a rectilinear grid approach to calculating partisan seat
distance. However, this measure has considerably greater variability (i.e., ‘noise”) compared to the other seat
distance measures, especially the uniform partisan swing distance measure.® This empirical pattern is hardly
surprising since the Manhattan distance measures calculate distance does not rely on a ‘straight-line distance
approach such as Euclidean distance. In Appendix A (Figure AZ, Table A4, and Figure A3), we discuss the
empirical distributions of all three partisan seat distance measures, and perform comparison of model

estimates. To summarize, the inherent ‘noisiness’ of the Manhattan distance measure translates into
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Several control variables are also accounted for in predicting variations involving executive
appointee ideological divergence to the president. Executive appointees to ideological ally and
opposition agencies should exhibit lower levels of ideological divergence from the president than
compared to moderate agencies in the baseline group (signified by negative coefficients) based on a
95% Bayesian credibility binary classification of the ideological scores proposed by Clinton and
Lewis (2008). In the former case, it is easier to obtain more ideologically congruent executive
appointees for those public agencies whose policy missions serve key partisan constituent groups
since a deeper talent pool exists for political executives in these settings (e.g., Education
Department for Democratic Presidents, Commerce Department for Republican presidents). At the
same time, however, presidents also have strong strategic incentives to appoint individuals who are
more in sync with their administration’s goals as a means of wrestling greater control away from
federal agencies whose policy missions run counter to their ideological-based policy interests (e.g.,
Hollibaugh, Horton, and Lewis 2014; Krause and O’Connell 2019). Because political appointees
chosen to serve in upper-echelon agency positions (i.e, cabinet level, deputy cabinet secretary,
director/administrator, assistant secretary, undersecretary, and appointment to major
boards/commission) should exhibit less ideological divergence from the president than those in
lower-echelon political executives (i.e., all other remaining agency positions) since the former are
not only more organizationally powerful within agencies, but also more proximate to presidents
(Krause and O’Connell 2016: 916-917; see also, Krause, Lewis, and Douglas 2006: 772-773).

Executive appointees chosen to serve in executive agencies should exhibit less ideological
divergence to presidents than counterparts selected to serve in independent agencies since the

latter types of agencies have institutional features which limit the influence of appointments in

somewhat attenuated, but highly imprecise statistical estimates whose sign/direction are nonetheless

consistent with our theory’s predictions.
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several ways, such as staggered terms, partisan balancing requirements, constraints on removal
authority, and budgetary and policy clearance authority (Selin 2015; Selin and Lewis 2015). Finally,
major policy agencies are politically contentious along ideological and partisan lines; whereas, this
is not the case for other agencies (Richardson 2024). As a result, executive appointees’ ideological
divergence from a president should be lower for individuals chosen to serve in major policy

agencies compared to counterparts serving in non-major policy agencies.

Identification Strategy

Modeling the statistical relationships of interest to evaluate our theory is challenging since
one cannot assume that the institutional conditions associated with the executive appointment
process are exogenous to presidential appointment decisions. If a presidents’ appointment calculus
for obtaining loyal executive officials is strategic, then it is apt to be endogenously determined by
the political conditions posed by the Senate confirmation process. For example, one would expect
that those executive nominees chosen and confirmed by presidents would be non-randomly
assigned when partisan control of the Senate is tenuous. This statistical problem of endogenous
manipulation of presidential choices under insecure partisan majorities for both divided and
unified executive appointment processes is supported by regression discontinuity design (RDD)
density manipulation tests (see Appendix A, Table A2). RDD designs assume exogeneity of the
running variable that can be evaluated using such tests (e.g., Cattaneo, et al. 2018; Eggers, et al.
2018).10 The consequence of this statistical bias is straightforward. Any slope or intercept
parameter estimates corresponding to the piecewise regressions and threshold discontinuity
intercept involving the partisan seat balance or seat distance covariates will be plagued with

endogeneity bias if handled with standard regression (e.g., OLS, Tobit) or RDD methods.

10 Further complicating matters is that RDD density-based manipulation tests may be biased towards

showing support in favor of satisfying this exogeneity assumption (Fitzgerald 2025).
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A structural econometric modeling strategy is proposed to address these problems. This
approach incorporates endogeneity bias from these partisan seat balance and distance running
variables in two distinct forms represented by our theory - the pair of linear piecewise segments
predicting the relationship between insecure partisan majorities and president-appointee
ideological divergence in both times of divided and unified executive appointment processes,

respectively. This is reflected by the three-equation structural econometric model below:

Partisan Majorities ,—f‘m"’ ols
Y=ay+a +BppcXPFC + BupcXUFC + S yZ+e, n
k=l
Exogenous
m
XPPC=00+> 6, WhrC +uPtc o
m=1
Exogenous
m
XY =g+ 35 0, 4 o
m=1

The covariates of interest in the outcome equation (¥;) are the Senate partisan seat margin/
distance ‘running’ measures associated with each piecewise linear segment noted above (X;27¢, X;
UPt) and the corresponding discontinuity intercept between divided and unified executive
appointment processes (a”), plus a vector of control variables defined above focusing on agency
and position type considerations which might impact the degree of shared ideological policy
preferences with the appointing president (Z«1), and a residual term (£;). The respective running
covariates each have their own regression function, which are predicted by a vector of covariates
posited to impact presidential appointments indirectly through the extent that Senate partisan
majorities are unfavorable/favorable to the president during the Senate appointment process

(W m)), plus respective disturbance terms for each endogenous regressor equation (/Jl-DPC, ,ulUPC) .

The vector of covariates in this pair of endogenous covariate regression equations are

posited to indirectly influence a president’s ability to obtain policy congruence from executive
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appointees confirmed by the Senate. However, because this vector of exogenous covariates pertains
directly to the Senate’s operations and performance as an institution, and not subject to
presidential control per se, these indirect appointment effects are manifested through the Senate
partisan-seat margin and distance measures representing the degree of insecurity for Senate
partisan majorities under a divided and unified partisan control of the executive appointment
process. Senate Party Polarization is the absolute difference in party mean 1st dimension DW-
NOMINATE scores (Lewis, et al. 2025). Senate party polarization will be positively associated [+]
with more insecure Senate partisan majorities opposing the president, as well as more secure
partisan majorities favoring the president’s party [+]. Simply, presidents benefit from polarization
that can undermine partisan opposition majorities when the executive appointment process is
divided, while it imposes costs on presidents when their party enjoys majority status (unified
executive appointment process). Seasoned committee chairs should be both more attractive and
impactful as partisan majorities become more insecure due to the nature of interparty chamber
conflict (Ba, Schneider, and Sullivan 2022; Berry and Fowler 2016, 2018; Bonica, Chen, and Johnson
2015; Krause and Byers 2025). Committee chair experience should thus be positively correlated
with insecure Senate partisan majorities under intense inter-party competition, and hence, exhibit
positive [+] and negative [—]| coefficients for the divided and unified executive appointment
processes, respectively. Finally, the civilian executive nominations workload will be more robust
Senate IPMs become less secure. This is because presidents can leverage both the threat and use of
alternative appointment strategies, including the use of temporary/acting officials (Kinane 2021;
0’Connell 2020), to get their executive nominees confirmed in politically uncertain times. The
hypothesized coefficients should be positive [+] and negative [—] for predicting the Senate partisan
seat margins/distances under each respective type of executive appointment process.

Prior confirmation can redound to the benefit of presidents when partisan control of the

executive appointment process is weaker under both divided and unified partisan control regimes.
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Executive nominees who were previously confirmed by the Senate for an executive branch position
are more likely to be confirmed for their current position when partisan seat balances/distances
are relatively more unfavorable to presidents under each partisan appointment regime (thatis, a
negatively-signed coefficient in each endogenous regressor equation: [—], [—]). Institutional
changes involving the executive branch positions covered by the Federal Reform Vacancies Act
(FVRA) of 1998 used to expedite the confirmation of select agency positions is posited to be
positively associated with partisan seat balances/distances that are relatively more favorable to
presidents under each partisan appointment regime (that is, a positively-signed coefficient in each
endogenous regressor equation: [+], [+]). Although the FVRA provides guidelines for succession in
the event of vacancies, presidents may unilaterally fill these positions with any previously
confirmed PAS official (Miller and Piper 2024; O’Connell 2020). Presidents can, therefore, can
install appointees who are more closely aligned with their ideological and policy preferences
(Kinane 2021; Lowande and Rogowski 2021; Piper 2022) Finally, the Senate decision to lower the
cloture threshold on executive nominees to a simple majority as of November 21, 2013 (termed the
‘nuclear option”) should benefit presidents when Senate partisan majorities become more insecure
(that is, a negatively-signed coefficient in each endogenous regressor equation: [+], [—]).

The modeling of endogeneity bias in the structural econometric model denoted by
equations (1)—(3) is rooted in control function methods (see Wooldridge 2015 for an excellent

overview) that explicitly estimate the correlations between the outcome equation residuals and the

. . . . DP
residuals from each respective endogenous regressor equation - i.e.,, g (51" y7s C) and

P (ai, ,u,-UPC ), and also accounts for cross—correlation between the pair of endogenous regressor

DPC

equations - i.e., p; (,u, upc

Ny ) . Because the outcome variable of interest (absolute difference

between presidents and executive appointee’s CF scores) is bounded at zero by definition, we
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employ a left-censored Tobit type model specification. The full log-likelihood function that is

maximized to estimate equations (1)—(3) as a structural econometric model is given as:

InL = ZW,' In ¢>1k (—OO,Vui,O'ﬁc)

iel
N m
+ 3 XPPC —ng, | XpTC-> 0, W08, (4)
i=1 m=l1
N m
+ ZXiUPC_ln¢m anffc_zem Wn(z]zPC;Zm
i=1 m=1

Equation (4) is jointly estimated using full information maximum likelihood (FIML)
methods with robust standard errors cluster-adjusted by agency.1! With a fully identified structural
model, the statistical estimates of interest capable of estimating the severity of endogeneity bias to
ensure that the model estimates are valid for statistical inference. Next, we present the empirical
findings from these models estimated using different types of measures to analyze the impact of
insecure partisan majorities on the extent that confirmed executive appointees’ policy preferences

diverge from presidents.

EMPIRICAL FINDINGS
The complete set of regression estimates generated from the structural econometric models
with different partisan seat balance and seat distance measures appears in Table 1. The boundary
intercept shift coefficient estimates indicate that presidents do not benefit from greater executive
appointee loyalty when their party transitions from being a strong Senate minority party to a weak

Senate majority party. In fact, these point estimates are not only the incorrect sign, but also

11 These FIML models are estimated using the eintregcommand within the ERMs suite in Stata 18.
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estimated with considerable imprecision (p = 0.341).12 More insecure Senate partisan majorities
are positively associated with lower levels of executive appointee loyalty to the president.

The control covariates in the outcome equation capturing agency and position-specific
differences in executive appointee loyalty to the president largely conform to expectations.
Executive agencies and upper-echelon political executives tend to be associated with higher levels
of appointee loyalty to presidents compared to independent agencies and lower-echelon political
executives, respectively. Presidential-aligned agencies to presidents also tend to be associated with
higher levels of appointee loyalty to presidents compared to moderate agencies. Executive
appointees in both presidential-opposed and major policy agencies fail to exhibit higher levels of
presidential loyalty compared to moderate agencies and non-major policy agencies, respectively.

Several of the exogenous covariates in the endogenous regressor equations have the correct
hypothesized sign while also estimated with statistical precision. Most notably, executive
appointees who have been previously confirmed by the Senate tend to be more common when the
Senate partisan opposition is strong (divided partisan control regime), and when the president’s
party has a weak majority (unified partisan control regime). Conversely, Senate party polarization
benefits the president’s party in terms of favorable partisan seat balances and distances within both

divided and unified executive appointment processes. The Senate’s executive civilian nomination

12 This null finding for the boundary intercept coefficient estimates is generally supported in the alternative
model specifications analyzed in the Appendix. In some exceptional instances, the coefficient sign is opposite
of expectations (Appendix B: Table B1; Appendix C: Table CI). When considering an alternative quadratic
polynomial functional form for the partisan seat balance/distance measures, a rise in ideological affinity to

the president is observed at this boundary consistent with expectations (Appendix D: 7able BI).
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TABLE 1

Full Information Maximum Likelihood (FIML) Model Estimates of Confirmed Presidential
Appointments to Executive Branch Positions, 1987—2021 Reagan — Trump, I]

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
[Seat Margin]  [Uniform] [Euclidian]
President crscore — Executive Nominee cr score
Boundary Intercept Shift 0.048 0.030 0.040
Divided versus Unified Partisan Control [-] (0.051) (0.065) (0.059)
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance: 0.054™ 0.454™ 0.455"
Divided Partisan Control [+] (0.008) (0.119) (0.198)
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance: —0.053™ —0.123" —0.148+
Unified Partisan Control [-] (0.009) (0.060) (0.088)
President-Agency Ideological Alignment [] —0.078* —0.068" —0.070*
(0.032) (0.031) (0.032)
President-Agency Ideological Opposed [-] 0.036 0.013 0.013
(0.033) (0.039) (0.039)
Executive Agency [-] —0.204* —0.214* —-0.212™
(0.030) (0.033) (0.033)
Upper-Echelon Position [-] —0.058" —0.047+ —0.043+
(0.024) (0.025) (0.025)
Major Policy Agency [-] 0.023 0.026 0.024
(0.028) (0.030) (0.030)
Intercept 1.254™ 1.176™ 1.412™
(0.084) (0.116) (0.293)
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance:
Divided Partisan Control
Nuclear Option [+] —0.263 0.130* 0.087
(0.240) (0.045) (0.069)
Federal Vacancies Reform Act [+] 0.218 0.062 0.085
(0.170) (0.040) (0.057)
Civilian Nominations Workload [+] —0.000004 0.00008" —0.000005
(0.00009) (0.00003) (0.00005)
Chair Experience [+] 0.036™ 0.005 0.006
(0.012) (0.003) (0.004)
Prior Confirmation [—] —0.803** —0.214* —0.292*
(0.181) (0.041) (0.075)
Senate Party Polarization [+] 37.906™ 2.642™ 4.124™
(0.848) (0.168) (0.266)
Intercept —32.570"* —2.895™ —4.128"
(0.723) (0.156) (0.281)
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Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance:

Unified Partisan Control

Nuclear Option [—] —3.739™ —0.246™ —0.343"
(0.740) (0.065) (0.104)
Federal Vacancies Reform Act [+] 0.004 0.316™ 0.405™
(0.383) (0.043) (0.078)
Civilian Nominations Workload [—] —0.001™ —0.0001™ —0.0002"
(0.0001) (0.00002) (0.00003)
Chair Experience [—] 0.023 —0.001 —0.002
(0.017) (0.003) (0.003)
Prior Confirmation [—] —1.234* —0.187* —0.308™"
(0.310) (0.033) (0.051)
Senate Party Polarization [+] 27.676™ 4.462™ 8.240™
(2.281) (0.267) (0.461)
Intercept —13.294™ —2.122™ —4.059™
(1.570) (0.189) (0.302)
Equation Residual Variances and Correlations:
O, 0.516™ 0.554™ 0.715
(0.024) (0.031) (0.187)
O pre 12.869 0.531™ 1.583™
A (0.309) (0.022) (0.074)
O urc 36.103™ 0.491* 1.475™
A (0.814) (0.009) (0.031)
(g. DPC) —0.067" —0.343" —0.544"
P&k (0.034) (0.083) (0.154)
(8- UPC) 0.184™ —0.173" —-0.173"
P\ & H; (0.059) (0.050) (0.040)
( DPC UPC) 0.537" 0.662™ 0.559™
P3\Hi o H (0.012) (0.009) (0.009)
Observations 4,835 4,835 4,835
AIC 65,706.48 28,433.88 40,008.86
BIC 65,894.51 28,621.91 40,196.88
Wald Outcome Model Test Statistic 126.28" 92.82" 85.00™
[0.000] [0.000] [0.000]
Joint F Test for Instrument Validity (DPC) 2713.97 1402.63" 1179.51*
[0.000] [0.000] [0.000]
Joint F Test for Instrument Validity (UPC) 361.14™ 1608.17** 1766.27*
[0.000] [0.000] [0.000]

Notes: Entries are extended regression estimates. Agency-clustered robust standard errors appear inside

parentheses. *+*p<0.10 ‘p<0.05

“p<0.01

**p <0.001.



workload is more robust as Senate partisan majorities become less secure, but this pattern is more
consistent and compelling during unified partisan control of the executive appointment process.
More FVRA exempt positions are filled when the president’s partisan seat balances and distances
improve within the Senate only when the president experiences unified partisan control of the
executive appointment process. Similarly, the nuclear option to lower Senate cloture thresholds in
the executive appointment process has been utilized more (less) when a president enjoys weak
(strong) unified partisan control of this process. The residual correlation estimates listed at the
bottom of Table 1 uncover substantial amounts of endogeneity bias that are properly controlled for
in these structural models when evaluating the statistical relationship between Senate partisan seat
balances/distances and the ideological affinity between presidents and their executive appointees.

Figure 2 displays the impact of the marginal slope effects, based on the observed range of
non-zero values for each partisan control regime, on predicted values of absolute ideological
distance between president and executive appointee’s CF scores. These estimates indicate that
more insecure Senate partisan majorities are generally associated with lower appointee loyalty to
presidents. Based on visual inspection, not only are the slopes different from one another (i.e., not
parallel to one another), but they also indicate that the robust Senate opposition partisan
minorities are more effective at constraining presidents from appointing more loyal political
executives than compared to weak Senate majorities favoring the president’s party.

Figure 3 offers a precise numerical assessment regarding how insecure Senate partisan
majorities reduce presidential loyalty associated with executive appointees based on distinctions
between divided and unified partisan control regimes. The first set of tests evaluate whether the
estimated partisan majority slope effects are equal across partisan control regimes (denoted by
purple solid circles). These tests estimate the appointee loyalty difference when the opposition

party in the Senate attains majority status and the president’s party has majoritarian control over
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FIGURE 2

Substantive Marginal Slope Effects of Insecure Senate Partisan Majorities on Executive
Appointee Loyalty to the President: Divided and Unified Executive Appointment Processes,
1987—2021 [Reagan — Trump, I]
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this institution.13 The marginal slope differential effects are statistically significant between these
partisan appointment regimes and statistically significant from zero at p < 0.01 for the partisan seat
balance (Model 1), uniform partisan swing (Model 2), and Euclidean seat distance measures (Model
3). The substantive quantities of interest range for the partisan seat distance measures are 0.428
(Model 2) and 0.346 (Model 3), respectively. In relative terms, these constitute meaningful
respective effect sizes of 46.78% and 19.56% of the observed interquartile range of the absolute
ideological distance between presidents and executive appointees based on their respective CF
scores. Taken together with the Figure 3 estimates, one can infer that robust Senate partisan
opposition majorities are more effective at reducing executive appointee loyalty to presidents than
weak Senate presidential party majorities are at enhancing presidential loyalty from the executive
appointment process. This finding challenges the presumptive view that presidents receive only an
intercept-level shift of greater appointee loyalty based on the distinction between unified and
divided partisan control of the executive appointment process. This evidence is also incompatible
with the alternative view that presidents obtain appointee loyalty benefits that are monotonically
increasing in their own party’s favorable partisan seat balance or distance within the Senate
chamber.

Although the theory proposed here is agnostic regarding partisan majority slope symmetry,
the empirical evidence is decidedly mixed regarding this issue. The right-hand side point estimate
(denoted by orange solid circles) focuses on the estimated absolute appointee loyalty difference
between divided and unified when the opposition party enjoys a Senate majority and the
president’s party has majoritarian control over this institution. Interestingly, the absolute marginal

slope differential effect for the partisan seat balance measure (Model 1) is statistically discernible

13 These marginal slope differential effects are calculated as respective observed minimum to maximum

increase in the respective seat balance/distance measures for a given partisan appointment regime.
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FIGURE 3

Substantive Marginal Slope Differential Effect of Insecure Senate Partisan Majorities
on Executive Appointee Policy Divergence to the President: Divided and Unified
Executive Appointment Processes, 1987—2021 [Reagan — Trump, I]

FIGURE 3:
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from zero (0.089, p = 0.007). The partisan seat distance measures, which account for the closeness
of general elections when calculating the insecurity of partisan majorities, reveal asymmetric slopes
for the uniform partisan swing (Model 2) and Euclidean partisan seat distance measures (Model 3)
at conventional significance levels. These respective substantive effect sizes are 0.147 and 0.069 -
which is 5.163% and 2.388% of the observed range of the absolute ideological distance between
presidents and their executive exist between divided and unified executive appointees. Although
these might appear as small effects, the asymmetry involving executive appointment processes
should be attenuated since the theory proposed here posits that insecure partisan majorities will
result in less appointee loyalty as president’s party becomes a stronger minority party, while

obtaining greater appointee loyalty as this party becomes a stronger majority party.
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Summary of Sensitivity Analyses

A series of sensitivity checks are performed to evaluate the FIML model estimates reported
that reveal provide considerable support for H1 and H2. Single-equation Tobit models that ignore
endogeneity bias are analyzed in Appendix B (Single-Equation Tobit Model Estimates of Outcome
Equation). Although the results of primary interest exhibit similar patterns to the FIML model
estimates, the models subject to endogeneity bias exhibit a downward bias towards zero, thus being
more susceptible to Type Il inferential errors. Analysis is also conducted combining both confirmed
and unconfirmed executive nominees to assess whether the primary conclusions vary when one
considers the entire pool of PAS executive nominees (see Appendix C: FIML Model Estimates —
Both Confirmed and Unconfirmed PAS Executive Nominees). This evidence generally shows that
insecure Senate partisan majorities have similar substantive impacts and inferences on executive
branch cohesion predicted by our theory irrespective whether all PAS executive appointees or only
those confirmed to these positions. In Appendix D (Quadratic Polynomial Senate Partisan Seat
Margin/Distance Model Specifications), the reported model specifications based on a linear
piecewise functional form for the partisan seat balance/distance covariates are re-assessed using
a quadratic polynomial functional form (p = 2). Except for the estimated relationship of insecure
Senate partisan majorities on constraining presidential appointments based on ideological affinity,
these core results are robust to these alternative piecewise functional form choices.

It is possible that insecure Senate partisan majority slope effects within partisan control
regimes systematically differ based on the type of agency and positions served by executive
appointees. These heterogenous treatment effects are analyzed by adding a fourth equation to the
structural model system that separately analyzes each of the control covariates in the outcome
equation by allowing for endogenous treatment effects (see Appendix E). In 32 out of a possible 36
(88.89%) instances, the null of slope equality between various treatment groups cannot be rejected

at conventional significance levels (see Table E1). In four exceptional instances, the slope effect is
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greater for PAS executive appointees serving in executive agencies than compared to independent
agencies (Uniform & Euclidean Partisan Swing Distance Models), while this slope effect is greater
for individuals serving in major policy agencies relative to those in non-major policy agencies for
each of the three partisan seat distance measures. Since heterogeneous slope effects arise only in
the presence of a Senate partisan opposition majority, robust Senate minority party’s ability to
obtain greater ideological concessions on confirmed executive appointees is limited to those
agencies that the president has the most leverage in terms of both institutional and policy control.
Appendix F performs sensitivity analyses based on either restricting the sample of observations by
omitting non-agency positions (e.g., U.S. Attorneys, Marshals) or renominated individuals for the
same agency-position by the same appointing president. Although there are minor differences in
the precision of the estimates between the reported model estimates and these alternative

subsamples in a couple of instances, the empirical patterns and conclusions remain unchanged.

DISCUSSION

Insecure partisan majorities arise when strong prospects exist for political parties to flip
majoritarian control of legislative chambers (Curry and Lee 2020; Lee 2016). As a result, intense
partisan-based political competition for institutional control alters incentives by placing a premium
on the “...the quest for partisan political advantage......by investing more effort to promote their
own party’s image and undercut that of the opposition.” (Lee 2016: 2). This study has attempted to
extend this line of inquiry by considering the implications of insecure legislative partisan majorities
for separation of powers politics involving the executive branch. We offer a novel perspective
seeking to explain how separation of powers’ politics shapes presidential appointments, and by
extension, the character of executive branch governance.

IPMs in the Senate generate intense competition over executive appointees, while also

creating greater uncertainty for presidents seeking to obtain confirmation for their nominees in an
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era where a sizable proportion are effectively rejected by the Senate. That is, greater partisan
control insecurity of the Senate heightens this institution’s resistance to presidents’ efforts at
obtaining a more compliant set of political executives through the PAS appointment process. This
effect can be attributed to greater political uncertainty resulting from uncertain partisan majority
status in the next election cycle. As such political uncertainty rises, partisan posturing becomes a
more prominent feature of institutional politics while cooperation suffers. In turn, presidents’
appointment powers are weakened, contrary to the conventional wisdom predicting that fragile
partisan majorities should make coordination more difficult for the Senate to pose an effective
institutional check on presidents. Both our logic and evidence indicate that presidents do not
unequivocally benefit from having their party enjoy majority status in the Senate. More precisely,
presidents are in the most advantageous position to obtain more loyal executive appointees when
presidents face robust opposition or strong support from Senate partisan majorities. This impact is
asymmetric due to more robust Senate partisan opposition offering a stronger constraint on
presidential appointment powers than the benefits obtained from narrow Senate majorities in
favor of the president’s party. One rationale for this finding is that out-partisans legislators’ policy
disagreement with presidents is increasing in the electoral vulnerability of legislators (Alexander
and Jacobs 2024).

Two additional potential explanations might also explain these asymmetric findings given
the unique nature of the Senate confirmation process. First, because sole institutional powers to
advise and consent presidential appointments rests with the Senate, this institution may have a
greater incentive to act as a rampart to executive branch authority compared to when both the
House and Senate offer distinct veto points for presidential action. This is due to Senators being
more politically insulated from conflict with presidents, and its electoral repercussions, relative to

House members due to a long electoral time horizon, coupled with representing more diverse
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constituencies.1* In addition, much less is at stake in electoral terms in the realm of top-level
presidential appointed positions within the executive branch compared to legislative policymaking
delivering policy and programmatic benefits to constituents. Lee’s (2016: 165) analysis of debt-
ceiling votes, which involve the risk shutting down the U.S. federal government, seemingly shifts
electoral risk more heavily towards the majority party under unified party government since
citizen accountability attributions will be much clearer than compared to divided party
government. The consequences of this asymmetry of insecure Senate partisan majorities might
compel presidents to make ideological compromises on their preferred executive nominees.

The broader implications of this study offer important novel insights for understanding
modern American political institutions. First, insecure partisan majorities in legislatures exert
negative institutional spillover consequences that constrain presidents’ ability to secure Senate
confirmation of more ideologically congruent executive branch officials. This runs counter to not
only existing research confining its focus on the impact of insecure partisan majorities on legislative
organization and policymaking (Curry and Lee 2020; Lee 2016; Gelman 2019; but see Alexander
and Jacobs 2024), Second, this study counters the broadly accepted wisdom that the institutional
advantages that presidents enjoy at the expense of Congress (e.g., Howell and Moe 2016; Moe
1985) by demonstrating that presidents are unable to take advantage of the severe collective
actions problems posed by insecure Senate partisan majorities to obtain greater executive branch
policy cohesion and bureaucratic accountability. Instead, presidents are institutionally weakened
since they obtain PAS senior level executive appointees who, on average, are ideologically more
distant from them. Finally, presidential efforts at centralization and politicization coincide with the
emergence of insecure legislative partisan majorities in an era of insecure partisan majorities in

Congress. Therefore, it is hardly coincidental that presidential staffing of executive branch positions

14 Lee (2016: 172) finds that majority party size predicts House debt ceiling votes, but not in the Senate.
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has focused on both the prevalence and significance of temporary and vacant executive branch
positions (e.g., Kinane 2021; O’Connell 2020; Piper 2022), expanding Schedule C and Non-Career
SES executive branch positions exempt from Senate confirmation (Lewis 2008, 2011), and
allocating greater executive authority to these non-PAS executive appointees is lesser positions
within administrative hierarchies (Hollibaugh and Rothenberg 2024). Put simply, the security of
the majority party in the Senate, and not merely presidential party control of the Senate, is vital for
presidents to attain success in obtaining greater loyalty from political executives.

Although the scope conditions of this study are necessarily restricted to the U.S. federal
executive appointment process, future research on American governmental institutions would
greatly benefit from analyzing both the interbranch and intergovernmental level consequences of
insecure legislative partisan majorities on democratic governance that extend beyond the halls of

Congress.
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ONLINE APPENDIX A:

Descriptive Statistics, RDD Density Manipulation Test Results, and Comparison of
Partisan Seat Balances and Distances in the Postwar Era (1947-1986, 1987-2021),
and Manhattan Partisan Seat Distance Measure Comparison Analyses with Reported
Model Estimates



Table Al

Descriptive Statistics
(Outcome Equation: Full Sample; Divided & Unified Partisan Control Regime Subsamples)

Variable Mean SD Min | Max Source
/President CF Score - Nominee CF Score/
(Lower Bound) 0.689 0.710 | 0.001 | 2.847 Calculated by authors from information obtained from Bonica (2024)!
(abscafall 1)
/President CF Score - Nominee CF Score/
(Upper Bound) 0.688 0.710 0 2.847 Calculated by authors from information obtained from Bonica (2024)
(abscafall_uc)
Boundary Intercept Shift
Divided versus Unified Partisan Control 0.611 0.487 0 1 Calculated by authors
(int zero_rseatnew)
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance:
Divided Partisan Control —-8.515 3.253 -14 -2 Calculated by the authors from Senate Partisan Seat Margins'
(rseatnew _sdneg): [N = 1,877]
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance:
Unified Partisan Control 8.185 6.318 1 18 Calculated by the authors from Senate Partisan Seat Margins
(rseatnew _sdpos): [N = 2,958]
President-Ag: eny [deological Alignment 0.252 0.434 0 1 Created by the authors from Clinton and Lewis (2008)ii
(idpresally)
PrESIdent-Agency [deological Opposed 0.237 0.425 0 1 Created by the authors from Clinton and Lewis (2008)
(idpresoppose)
Executive Agency 0.693 0.461 0 1 Created by the authors from Ostrander (2016)%
(exec_agency)
Upp er—Ecl.zelo.n Position 0.774 0.417 0 1 Created by the authors from Ostrander (2016)
(hightier)
Maj or PO/IC’[./ Agency 0.355 0.478 0 1 Calculated by authors from information obtained from congress.gov"
(policy majagency)
Seat Margin/Distance: Divided Partisan Control
Nuclear Option 0.043 0.203 0 1 Congressional Record"
(nuclear)
Federal Vacancies Reform Act 0.141 0.348 0 1 Congressional Record https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/USCODE-2006-
(FVRA) ' ' title5/pdf/USCODE-2006-title5-partlll-subpartB-chap33-subchaplll-sec3345.pdf
CIV?@?%;ZZ;HQI)OHS 3239.314 | 740.273 | 1992 | 4655 Created by the authors from Senate.govVi
Chair Experience 19.863 9088 2 45 Congressional Directory"i, Congress.gov®, BloGuide* & Senate.gov*, Krause and Byers

(chair_experience_1)

(2024)



https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/USCODE-2006-title5/pdf/USCODE-2006-title5-partIII-subpartB-chap33-subchapIII-sec3345.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/USCODE-2006-title5/pdf/USCODE-2006-title5-partIII-subpartB-chap33-subchapIII-sec3345.pdf

Prior Confirmation

. . 0.179 0.383 0 1 Ostrander (2016)
(priorconfirm)
Senate Party Polarization 0.707 | 0074 | 0611 | 0.814 DW-NOMINATEi
(polarization)
Seat Margin/Distance: Unified Partisan Control
Nuclear Option 0.224 0.417 0 1 Congressional Record
(nuclear)
Federal Vacancies Reform Act 0321 0.467 0 1 Congressional Record https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/USCODE-2006-
(FVRA) ' ' title5/pdf/USCODE-2006-title5-partlll-subpartB-chap33-subchaplll-sec3345.pdf
Civilian Nominations
(kv workload) 3195.078 | 755.057 | 1805 | 5374 Created by the authors from Senate.gov
Chair Experience . . . .
(chairexperience 1) 20.685 8.494 2 37 Congressional Directory, Congress.gov, BioGuide & Senate.gov, Krause and Byers (2024)
prior .Conﬁrn?atmn 0.132 0.338 0 1 Created by the authors from Ostrander (2016)
(priorconfirm)
Senate Party Polarization 0789 | 0.060 | 0.685 | 0.880 DW-NOMINATE
(polarization)

Note: Descriptive Statistics for endogenous regressor subsamples are based on partisan seat margins (which varies slightly based on the partisan
seat/distance measure under investigation).



https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/USCODE-2006-title5/pdf/USCODE-2006-title5-partIII-subpartB-chap33-subchapIII-sec3345.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/USCODE-2006-title5/pdf/USCODE-2006-title5-partIII-subpartB-chap33-subchapIII-sec3345.pdf

TABLE A2

RDD Manipulation Test Statistics for Partisan Seat Balance/Distance Measures

Method Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
[Seat Margin] [Uniform]  [Euclidian] [Manhattan]
Conventional 28.779™ —-17.786™ —22.519™ —8.963™
[0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000]
Robust —6.7495™ —8.102™ —23.603"™ —-8.210™
[0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000]
Observations 4,835 4,835 4,835 4,835

FIGURE A1/TABLE A3

Kernel Density Plots and Descriptive Statistics: Partisan Seat Balance Measures
(80" —99h Congresses [1947—1986] versus 100h— 111% Congress [1987—-2021]

FIGURE A1:

Kernel Density Estimates of Net Partisan Seat Balance:
1947 [80th Congress] - 1986 [99th Congress] versus
1987 [100th Congress] - 2021 [117th Congress]
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TABLE A3

Descriptive Statistics

Time Period Mean SD Min Max
Pre-1987 5.1 18.394 —-30 36
Post-1987 —-0.114 9.061 -12 18

Difference in Means, Standard Deviation, and EDF Tests
T-test 5.214
(Difference in Means) [0.118]
F-Test 2.030™
(Difference in Standard Deviations) [0.0001]
Pre-1987 0.200
[0.225]
Post-1987 —0.250
[0.097]
Combined 0.250
Kolmogorov-Smirnov [0.194]

The Manhattan (i.e.,, minimum rectilinear) distance measure of partisan seat insecurity in
the Senate represents a more sensitive cumulative-based measure of partisan control vulnerability
compared to the Euclidean partisan seat distance measure. This is because the Manhattan distance
measure involves summing the absolute value of each partisan seat’s vote margin in the Senate,
while the Euclidean distance measure squares such margins. The Manhattan partisan seat distance

measure is given by xJR = Y |x;;|, and hence, is computed similarly to Euclidean partisan seat

distance, except that it computes the sum of the absolute difference in the spatial coordinates
between the Senate partisan seat distance and an evenly split Senate partisan balance of power.
Although each of the three partisan seat distance measures are based on a minimum
distance principle in terms of the partisan control of executive appointment processes space (i.e.,
running variable) in relation to evenly split Senate partisan balance of power (i.e., treatment
boundary), they might differ somewhat based on specific applications (Feigenbaum, Fouirnaies,
and Hall 2017: 280, e.g., see also, Wong et al. 2013). While these measures are highly correlated for

the entire series, they differ somewhat when one considers analyzing the non-boundary values of

6



these measures as separate piecewise linear segments for divided and unified partisan control over
the executive appointment process.! Specifically, the bivariate piecewise linear correlations
between the uniform partisan swing and Euclidean partisan seat distance measures (divided
partisan control regime: 0.938, unified partisan control regime: 0.942) are relatively stronger than
those between uniform swing and Manhattan partisan seat distance measures (divided partisan
control regime: 0.862 , unified partisan control regime: 0.886).2 Further, the Manhattan partisan
seat distance measure has considerable more variability compared to the other seat distance
measures, especially the uniform partisan swing distance measure. This empirical pattern is hardly
surprising that the Manhattan distance measures yield considerably ‘noisier’ measures since it
calculates distance using a grid approach; whereas, Euclidean distance is computed simply as a
straight-line distance between two points. Therefore, it is not safe to presume that these three seat
distance measures will provide substantively identical results.3

This issue is graphically depicted using kernel density plots in Figure A2. These plots that
the Manhattan partisan seat distance measure (denoted by the ) contains the
most variability based on the coefficient of variation (CoV msp <o = —0.641; CoV msp>0 = 0.763),
followed by the Euclidean partisan seat distance measure — denoted by the blue shaded plots (CoV
gsp <0 = —0.546; CoV gsp >0 = 0.611), while the uniform partisan swing seat distance measure —

denoted by the red shaded plots — contains the least variability (CoV yssp <o = —0.483 ; CoV yssp>0 =

1 These correlations range between 0.955 (uniform partisan swing and Manhattan partisan seat distance
measures) and 0.984 (uniform partisan swing and Euclidean partisan seat distance measures).

2 The correlations between the Euclidean and Manhattan measures are 0.981 and 0.982, respectively.

3 In Appendix A, we show that the Manhattan Distance model estimates of interest reveal similar patterns as
those produced by other reported partisan seat balance and distance measures, albeit with considerably

greater imprecision consistent with its much ‘noisier’ data generating process (see Table A4 & Fjgure A3).



0.489).4 In comparative terms, the percentage difference in these coefficient of variation statistics is
nontrivial, as the Manhattan partisan seat distance measures are relatively larger by 32.71% and
56.03% compared to the uniform partisan swing seat distance measure, and also by 17.40% and
24.88% compared to the Euclidean partisan seat distance measure.5 This empirical pattern is
hardly surprising that the Manhattan distance measures yield ‘noisier’ measures since it calculates
distance using a grid approach; whereas, Euclidean distance is computed simply as a straight- line
distance between two points. Therefore, it is not safe to presume that these three seat distance

measures will provide substantively identical results.

FIGURE A2

Kernel Density Estimate Plots of Alternative Seat Distance Measures Under Divided Versus Unified
Partisan Control of the Executive Appointment Process, 1987-2021 [Reagan — Trump, 1]

FIGURE 3:

Kernel Density Estimates of the Uniform, Euclidean, and Manhattan Partisan Seat Distance Measures
Under Divided and Unified Partisan Control of U.S. Senate, 1987-2021 [Reagan - Trump, I]
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4 Coefficient of variation is computed as: CoV = [standard deviation / mean]*100.

5 These comparative percentage differences are given by [(CoVmsp — CoV mEsp/ussp) / CoV mesp /ussp)|*100.



A comparison of the model estimates from the Manhattan partisan seat (rectilinear)
distance measure to those measures containing much less noise that are reported in the manuscript
appear in Table A4 and Figure A3, respectively. Table A4 reveals that the coefficient estimates for
the line segments’ slopes are attenuated when using the Manhattan partisan seat distance measure
compared to the uniform partisan swing and Euclidean distance measures by approximately half
for the Senate Partisan Seat Distance under divided partisan control of the executive appointment
process, while it is less than one-half for the alternative regime under unified partisan control of
this process. This is hardly surprising given the kernel density plots in Figure A2 reveal that the
Manhattan partisan seat distance measures are not only flatter (more platykurtic) distribution, but
also exhibit greater coefficient of variation/variability compared to the uniform partisan swing and
Euclidean partisan seat distance measures. The comparative ‘flatness’ of these slope estimates are
apparent in Figures A3A (cf. Figures 2 and 3 from the reported model estimates appearing in Figure
2 in the manuscript). Further, support that these Manhattan partisan seat distance estimates are
much noisier, as evinced by the relatively large standard errors in Table A4, and graphically
portrayed in Figure A3A. As a result, the Manhattan partisan seat distance estimates reveal similar
empirical patterns consistent with our theory’s predictions in terms of direction or slope sign, but
are muted and estimated with considerable imprecision that results in failure to reject the null
hypotheses with respect to these estimates. For example, the Manhattan partisan seat distance
estimates uncover sizable effect sizes (0.196, 6.884%) yet are highly imprecise (p= 0.706) in
Figure A3A. Although this estimate hints at the Senate’s greater facility for parlaying insecure
partisan opposition majorities to reduce executive appointee loyalty to presidents compared to
tenuous majorities favoring the president’s party to enhance loyalty to the president, the lack of

statistical precision renders these findings inconclusive.



TABLE A4

Full Information Maximum Likelihood (FIML) Model Estimates of Confirmed Presidential
Appointments to Executive Branch Positions, 1987—2021 Reagan — Trump, I]
(Comparison of Reported Model Estimates to Manhattan Partisan Seat Distance Measure)

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model A1
[Seat Margin]  [Uniform] [Euclidian] [Manhattan]

President crscore — Executive Nominee crscore

Boundary Intercept Shift 0.048 0.030 0.040 0.009
Divided versus Unified Partisan Control [-] (0.051) (0.065) (0.059) (0.053)
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance: 0.054" 0.454™ 0.455" 0.226
Divided Partisan Control [+] (0.008) (0.119) (0.198) (0.750)
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance: —0.053™ —0.123" —0.148+ —0.053
Unified Partisan Control [-] (0.009) (0.060) (0.088) (0.320)
President-Agency Ideological Alignment [-] —-0.078" —0.068" —-0.070" —0.069"
(0.032) (0.031) (0.032) (0.032)
President-Agency Ideological Opposed [-] 0.036 0.013 0.013 0.012
(0.033) (0.039) (0.039) (0.041)
Executive Agency [-] —0.204™ —0.214™ —0.212™ -0.211™
(0.030) (0.033) (0.033) (0.040)
Upper-Echelon Position [-] —0.058* —0.047+ —0.043+ —0.039
(0.024) (0.025) (0.025) (0.027)
Major Policy Agency [-] 0.023 0.026 0.024 0.023
(0.028) (0.030) (0.030) (0.030)
Intercept 1.254™ 1.176™ 1.412™ 1.381
(0.084) (0.116) (0.293) (2.122)
Observations 4,835 4,835 4,835 4,835
AIC 65,706.48 28,433.88 40,008.86 56,022.91
BIC 65,894.51 28,621.91 40,196.88 56,210.93
Wald Outcome Model Test Statistic 126.28™ 92.82" 85.00™ 88.30™
[0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000]
Joint F Test for Instrument Validity (DPC) 2713.97* 1402.63** 1179.51™ 1053.71™
[0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000]
Joint F Test for Instrument Validity (UPC) 361.14* 1608.17 1766.27" 1568.44
[0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000]
Notes: Entries are extended regression estimates. Agency-clustered robust standard errors appear inside
parentheses. *+*p<0.10 *p<0.05 "p<0.01 **p <0.001.
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FIGURE A3

Substantive Marginal Slope Effects of Insecure Senate Partisan Majorities on Executive
Appointee Loyalty to the President: Divided and Unified Executive Appointment Processes,
1987—2021 [Reagan — Trump, I]

(Comparison of Reported Model Estimates to Manhattan Partisan Seat Distance Measure)

FIGURE 2A: FIGURE 2B:
Net Partisan Seat Balance Uniform Partisan Swing Seat Distance
T
1.4 | 1.2 A
1 1
1 1
1.2 | 14 1
1 1
_ 1 ! - !
z : z 87 :
o 84 1 o !
3 | FR |
g 87 I 3 I
4 1 £ 1
a o 44
44 ! !
1 1
1 i 1
2 I 2 H
1 1
1 1
T Y T Y O N
14 12 10 -8 -6 -4 -2 0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
Net Partisan Seat Balance Uniform Partisan Swing Seat Distance
——e—— Divided Partisan Control [DPC] ———— Unified Partisan Control [UPC] ——e—— Divided Partisan Control [DPC] = ———— Unified Partisan Control [UPC]
FIGURE 2C: FIGURE A3A:
Euclidean Partisan Seat Distance Manhattan Partisan Seat Distance
T T
1.2 | ] !
1 1
1 1
" | |
B | 2 |
z 8 : z :
o ! = !
8 6 i R !
kel 15}
5 1 5 1
£ | £ |
T 4 | & 1
I 0 I
1 1
21 i i
1 1
1 1
0*‘II : ! II‘IIIII‘ I III‘ 1 I‘II II‘ : I‘ -1A‘II — ‘I‘I‘ ‘III‘I‘II‘ |‘II‘I I‘ ‘II‘I‘ ‘II‘ — [
5 -4 -3 2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5 10 -9 8 7 6 5 -4 3 -2 -1 01 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Euclidean Partisan Seat Distance Manhattan Partisan Seat Distance
——«—— Divided Partisan Control [DPC] ———— Unified Partisan Control [UPC]‘ ‘+ Divided Partisan Control [DPC] ~———— Unified Partisan Control [UPC]
FIGURE A3B:
Marginal Slope Differential Effect on Appointee Loyalty to President
2]
=
®
=
] 1
()
g 1 |
] |
»n |
3 ¢ 'y I
S |
' !
= R
e I
e o R N
£ |
= |
3 I
=
|
|
|
-1
Net Partisan Uniform Partisan Euclidean Partisan Manhattan Partisan
Seat Balance Seat Distance Seat Distance Seat Distance
’. DPC - UPC | DPC - UPC |

11



ONLINE APPENDIX B:

Single-Equation Tobit Model Estimates of Outcome Equation

Appendix B reports the estimates from Tobit single-equation models predicting the
absolute ideological distance between presidents and PAS executive appointees. These models do
not consider endogeneity bias resulting from the Senate partisan seat margin and distance
covariates. This is a serious problem given the RDD density manipulation tests (see Table A2 in
Appendix A), coupled with the substantial and statistically discernible residual correlations
involving the outcome equation and endogenous regressor equation errors (see bottom of Table 1
in manuscript, and Tables B1, C1, D1, and D1—D4 in the Online Appendix). The results for Senate
partisan seat margin model (Model B1) reveal substantively similar patterns, but more modest
estimates compared to the FIML model estimates reported in Table 1 of the manuscript, as well as
those reported in Appendix C, D, and E (Tables B1, C1, D1, E1—E4). These effects are the correct
hypothesized sign in relation to H1 and H2, yet are also more attenuated for the Senate partisan
distance seat measures in Model B2 /Figure B2, Model B3 /Figure B3, and Model B4/Figure B4. The
divided partisan control slope estimates are only the correct sign and distinct from zero for the
Senate partisan seat margin covariate (Model B1), while the unified partisan control slope is also
the correct sign and statistically discernible from zero at p < 0.100 for Models B1-B3. Taken
together, these single-equation Tobit model estimates evaluating our theory’s key empirical

predictions (H1 & H2) yield a downward bias towards zero.
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TABLE B1

Tobit Single—Equation Model Estimates of Presidential Appointments to Executive Branch
Positions, 1987-2021 [Reagan—Trump, I]

Model B1 Model B2 Model B3

Variable [Seat Margin]  [Uniform] [Euclidian]

President cr score — Executive Nominee crscore

Boundary Intercept Shift 0.046 0.162 0.177
Divided versus Unified Partisan Control (0.053) (0.057) (0.046)
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance: 0.019* 0.013 —0.007
Divided Partisan Control (0.006) (0.033) (0.016)
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance: —0.019" —0.042" —0.018+
Unified Partisan Control (0.002) (0.020) (0.011)
President-Agency Ideological Alignment —0.083" —-0.071" —0.072"
(0.031) (0.031) (0.031)
President-Agency Ideological Opposed 0.036 0.017 0.017
(0.032) (0.038) (0.038)
Executive Agency —-0.201™ —0.208™ —0.209™
(0.030) (0.031) (0.031)
Major Policy Agency 0.032 0.028 0.028
(0.027) (0.028) (0.028)
Upper-Echelon Position —0.045 —0.042+ —0.042+
(0.023) (0.024) (0.024)
Intercept 0.961™ —0.785™ 0.754™
(0.058) (0.054) (0.045)
Observations 4,835 4,835 4,835
AIC 10,225.48 10,289.34 10,290.49
BIC 10,290.31 10,354.17 10,355.32
185.41™ 134.23™ 133.07

Wald Outcome Model Test Statistic

| President cr score — Executive Nominee cr score | [0.000] [0.000] [0.000]

Notes: Entries are extended regression estimates. Agency-clustered robust standard errors appear inside
parentheses. *+*p<0.10 ‘p<0.05 "p<0.01 **p <0.001.
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FIGURES B1—-B4

Substantive Marginal Slope Effects Under Divided and Unified Partisan Control Regimes (B1—B3: cf. Figure 2 in Manuscript) &
Corresponding Marginal Slope Differential Effects (B4: cf. Figure 3 in Manuscript): (Single-Equation Tobit Models)
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ONLINE APPENDIX C:
FIML Model Estimates — Both Confirmed and Unconfirmed PAS Executive Nominees

Appendix C reports the estimates from a PAS sample of observations that include both
confirmed and unconfirmed executive nominees. This sensitivity analyses is performed to evaluate
the sensitivity of the reported model estimates restricted to only confirmed PAS executive
appointees since confirmed individuals represent the actual loyalty obtained by presidents from
the Senate confirmation process. These model estimates appearing in Table C1 are strikingly
similar - and somewhat larger in magnitude - compared to the results reported in the manuscript
(Table 1) for the Senate partisan seat margin (Model C1, cf. Model 1), uniform partisan swing seat
distance (Model C2, cf. Model 2), and Euclidean partisan seat distance model (Model C3, cf. Model
3). Therefore, these findings generally indicate that insecure Senate partisan majorities have
similar substantive impacts and inferences on executive branch cohesion predicted by our theory

irrespective whether if all PAS executive appointees or only those confirmed to these positions.
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TABLE C1

Full Information Maximum Likelihood (FIML) Model Estimates of Presidential
Appointments to Executive Branch Positions, 1987-2021 [Reagan—Trump, I]

(Both Confirmed and Unconfirmed PAS Executive Nominees)

Variable Model C1 Model C2 Model C3
[Seat Margin]  [Uniform] [Euclidian]
President crscore — Executive Nominee crscore
Boundary Intercept Shift 0.042 0.050 0.071
Divided versus Unified Partisan Control [-] (0.039) (0.059) (0.057)
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance: 0.062" 0.506™" 0.654+
Divided Partisan Control [+] (0.009) (0.124) (0.372)
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance: —0.070" —0.179" —0.273
Unified Partisan Control [-] (0.012) (0.077) (0.202)
President-Agency Ideological Alignment [-] —0.069" —0.064" —0.066"
(0.030) (0.031) (0.032)
President-Agency Ideological Opposed [-] 0.006 —0.009 —0.009
(0.032) (0.035) (0.036)
Executive Agency [-] —0.156™" —0.165™ —0.162™
(0.029) (0.031) (0.031)
Upper-Echelon Position [-] —0.057* —0.049+ —0.047+
(0.025) (0.025) (0.026)
Major Policy Agency [-] 0.033 0.032 0.033
(0.028) (0.028) (0.028)
Intercept 1.291™ 1.194™ 1.688"™
(0.086) (0.123) (0.568)
Observations 6,783 6,783 6,783
AIC 91,678.93 40,017.88 56,033.39
BIC 91,876.77 40,215.73 56,231.23
Wald Outcome Model Test Statistic 150.63™* 105.52™ 87.86™
[0.000] [0.000] [0.000]
Joint F Test for Instrument Validity (DPC) 3459.99 1549.03** 1430.71*
[0.000] [0.000] [0.000]
Joint F Test for Instrument Validity (UPC) 414.21* 1850.06** 2221.82™
[0.000] [0.000] [0.000]

Notes: Entries are extended regression estimates. Agency-clustered robust standard errors appear inside

parentheses. *+*p<0.10 ‘p<0.05

“p<0.01

**p <0.001.



FIGURES C1—-C4

Substantive Marginal Slope Effects Under Divided and Unified Partisan Control Regimes (C1—C3: cf. Figure 2 in Manuscript) &
Corresponding Marginal Slope Differential Effects (C4: cf. Figure 3 in Manuscript): (Confirmed & Unconfirmed PAS Executive Nominees)
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ONLINE APPENDIX D:
Quadratic Polynomial Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance Model Specifications

Appendix D analyzes the sensitivity of the reported model results based on a linear
piecewise first-order polynomial (p =7) relationship between Senate partisan seat
balance/distance and the absolute ideological distance between presidents and their confirmed
PAS executive appointees. We estimate a comparable set of model specifications based on a
quadratic piecewise second-order polynomial (p =2) relationship to evaluate the sensitivity of
evidence in support of both H1 and H2 when we an alternative functional form is employed. We do
not undertake an analysis with higher-order polynomials (p = 3) since these are prone to yielding
biased and noisy slope and intercept shift estimates, coupled with poor coverage of confidence
intervals in RDD designs, and the design analyzed in this study (e.g., see Gelman and Imbens
2019).6

The evidence in Figures D1—D5 reveal that the results based on the piecewise quadratic
estimates (p =2) are substantively similar compared to the estimates reported in the manuscript
predicated on piecewise linear estimates (p =7). In short, the choice between a linear versus
quadratic piecewise functional form has no substantive bearing on the empirical conclusions drawn
from the manuscript regarding the impact of insecure Senate partisan majorities on constraining

presidential appointments based on ideological affinity.

6 Andrew Gelman and Guido W. Imbens. 2019. “Why High-Order Polynomials Should Not Be Used in

Regression Discontinuity Designs.” Journal of Business and Economics Statistics 37(3): 447-456.
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TABLE D1

Full Information Maximum Likelihood (FIML) Model Estimates of Presidential
Appointments to Executive Branch Positions, 1987-2021 [Reagan—Trump, I]
(Quadratic Polynomial Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance Model Specifications)

Model D1 Model D2 Model D3

Variable [Seat Margin]  [Uniform] [Euclidian]

President crscore — Executive Nominee crscore

Boundary Intercept Shift -0.174" —-0.667" —0.594
Divided versus Unified Partisan Control [-] (0.094) (0.223) (0.177)
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance: 0.162* 1.007* 0.898
Divided Partisan Control [+] (0.037) (0.245) (0.225)
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance: —0.074™ 0.476™ 0.067
Unified Partisan Control [-] (0.016) (0.178) (0.112)
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance: 0.008™ 0.123" 0.053*
Divided Partisan Control? (0.003) (0.054) (0.020)
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance: 0.0008+ —0.175™ —0.040™
Unified Partisan Control? (0.0004) (0.047) (0.012)
President-Agency Ideological Alignment [-] —-0.079" —0.082" —0.081"
(0.033) (0.033) (0.032)
President-Agency Ideological Opposed [-] 0.035 0.021 0.018
(0.032) (0.035) (0.036)
Executive Agency [-] —0.203™ —0.230™ —0.214™
(0.030) (0.033) (0.033)
Upper-Echelon Position [-] —0.056* —0.060* —0.046+
(0.025) (0.026) (0.025)
Major Policy Agency [-] 0.023 0.018 0.023
(0.029) (0.030) (0.030)
Intercept 1.552™ 1.559™ 1.931™
(0.123) (0.193) (0.302)
Observations 4,835 4,835 4,835
AIC 65,695.6 28,406.23 39,983.21
BIC 65,896.59 28,607.22 40,184.20
Wald Outcome Model Test Statistic 169.42* 149.59™ 123.91™
[0.000] [0.000] [0.000]
Joint F Test for Instrument Validity (DPC) 2728.12" 1409.81* 1192.87*
[0.000] [0.000] [0.000]
Joint F Test for Instrument Validity (UPC) 349.54" 1571.64** 1793.62™
[0.000] [0.000] [0.000]
Notes: Entries are extended regression estimates. Agency-clustered robust standard errors appear inside
parentheses. +p <0.10 ‘p<0.05 *p<0.01 **p <0.001.
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FIGURES D1—-D5

Substantive Marginal Slope Effects Under Divided and Unified Partisan Control Regimes (D1—D3: cf. Figure 2 in Manuscript) &
Corresponding Marginal Slope Differential Effects (D4: cf. Figure 3 in Manuscript):
(Quadratic Polynomial Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance Model Specifications)
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ONLINE APPENDIX E:

FIML Model Estimates - Heterogeneous Slope Treatment Effects
(By Agency Type and Position)

In Appendix E, statistical results are presented from a series of structural econometric
models which permit each control variable in the outcome equation to serve as endogenous
treatment effect. This requires estimating a fourth equation in the structural econometric model
analyzing endogenous treatment effects by comprised of (1) president-agency ideological
composition, (2) position hierarchy, (3) structural design, and (4) policy importance. These
estimates can be found in Tables E2—ES5. These model estimates are similar compared to those
reported in Table 1 found in the manuscript, with the following exception. The slope effects under
unified partisan control tend to be both smaller and estimated less precisely for models employing
either Uniform Partisan Swing or Euclidean distance measures. This pattern might be attributable
to reducing the statistical power of tests by splitting these slope estimates into subgroups.

In 32 out of a possible 36 instances (88.89%), the null of slope equality between various
treatment groups cannot be rejected at conventional significance levels (see Table E1). In four
exceptional instances, the slope effect is greater for PAS executive appointees serving in executive
agencies than compared to independent agencies (Uniform & Euclidean Partisan Swing Distance
Models), while this slope effect is greater for individuals serving in major policy agencies relative to
those in non-major policy agencies for each of the three partisan seat distance measures. Since
heterogeneous slope effects arise only in the presence of a Senate partisan opposition majority,
robust Senate minority party’s ability to obtain greater ideological concessions on confirmed
executive appointees is limited to those agencies that the president has the most leverage in terms

of both institutional and policy control.
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TABLE E1

Estimating Slope Differences for Heterogeneous Treatment Groups: By Control Covariates
(President—Agency Ideology/Position Hierarchy/Structural Design/Policy Importance)

Estimated Coefficient Difference Partisan Seat | Uniform Partisan | Euclidean Partisan
Balance Swing Distance Seat Distance
Aligned ppc —Moderate ppc -0.011 0.046 0.014
[0.364] [0.471] [0.635]
Opposition ppc - Moderate ppc —0.005 0.018 0.013
[0.728] [0.798] [0.717]
Opposition ppc — Aligned ppc 0.006 —0.027 —0.001
[0.632] [0.581] [0.972]
Aligned ypc —Moderate ypc 0.004 —-0.023 0.016
[0.473] [0.648] [0.620]
Opposition ypc - Moderate ypc —0.004 —0.030 —0.009
[0.951] [0.512] [0.691]
Opposition ypc - Aligned upc —0.005 —0.007 —0.025
[0.338] [0.891] [0.415]
High Tier ppc —Low Tier ppc 0.005 0.011 0.008
[0.701] [0.831] [0.780]
High Tier ypc —Low Tier upc 0.003 0.025 0.005
[0.514] [0.523] [0.783]
Executive ppc —Independent ppc —0.019+ 0.110+ 0.053+
[0.098] [0.083] [0.092]
Executive ypc —Independent ypc 0.001 —-0.021 —-0.014
[0.816] [0.049] [0.599]
Major Policy Agency ppc - —0.0003 0.157" 0.067"
Non-Major Policy Agency prc [0.985] [0.011] [0.032]
Major Policy Agency ppc - 0.006 —0.064 —0.008
Non-Major Policy Agency pec [0.305] [0.156] [0.707]

Note: These estimated slope differences are computed from point estimates appearing in Tables
E2—ES5. Red cell entries indicate statistically discernible slope differences between treatment
groups under divided partisan control regimes. +p<0.10 "p <0.05.
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TABLE E2

Full Information Maximum Likelihood (FIML) Model Estimates of Presidential
Appointments to Executive Branch Positions, 1987-2021 [Reagan—Trump, I]
(Heterogeneous Treatment Effects: Moderate/Aligned/Opposition Agency Positions)

Model E1 Model E2 Model E3

Variable [Seat Margin]  [Uniform] [Euclidian]

President crscore — Executive Nominee crscore

Boundary Intercept Shift

Divided versus Unified Partisan Control (8?)2(7)) _(8883) (88;}2)
(Moderate Agencies) ' ' '
_ Boundary Intercept Shift 0.142+ ~0.001 0.006
Divided versus Unified Partisan Control (0.073) (0.112) (0.101)
(Aligned Agencies) ' ' '
__ Boundary Intercept Shift 0.087 0.001 0.027
Divided versus Unified Partisan Control (0.085) (0.100) (0.085)
(Opposed Agencies) ' ' '
Sote P Sl g Daneeoogr ot oa0n:
(Moderate Agencies) EY) (L) (D)
Soto e Senl Magn Ditarce:ooug ogse o
oy — (0.010) (0.110) (0.153)
Sote bt Sen Magn/Ditarce:gosse o o,
(Opposed Agencies) (0.012) (0.104) (0.149)
Somte Prtoa St Vrgin/Dbtance: _pgue oons oot
(Moderate Agencies) (L) W2y (OhY
o e M e
(Aligned Agencies) ' ' '
Somte Prtm St Vargin/Dhtance: _gug ooss oo
(Ornesed A (0.011) (0.119) (0.090)
Observations 4,835 4,835 4,835
BIC 75,881.66 38,633.31 50,204.27

Joint F Test for Instrument Validity (DPC) 2693.68 1529.91 1403.42

[0.000] [0.000] [0.000]
. o 336.48™ 1621.60™ 1773.06™
Joint F Test for Instrument Validity (UPC) [0.000] 0.000] [0.000]
14.20™ 13.95" 13.83"
Joint F Test for Instrument Validity (ET) [0.007] [0.008] [0.008]
Notes: Entries are extended regression estimates. Agency-clustered robust standard errors appear inside
parentheses. *+*p<0.10 *p<0.05 "p<0.01 **p <0.001.
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TABLE E3

Full Information Maximum Likelihood (FIML) Model Estimates of Presidential
Appointments to Executive Branch Positions, 1987-2021 [Reagan—Trump, I]
(Heterogeneous Treatment Effects: Low Tier/High Tier Agency Positions)

Variable Model E4 Model E5 Model E6
[Seat Margin]  [Uniform] [Euclidian]
President cr score — Executive Nomineé cr score
Boundary Intercept Shift _
Divided versus Unified Partisan Control (8825) (88;)57) (8822)
(Lower-Echelon) ' ' '
Boundary Intercept Shift _
Divided versus Unified Partisan Control (8822) ((g)(())gg) (8852)
(Upper-Echelon) ' ’ '
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance: N
Divided Partisan Control (88(5);) (81}%2) (8?;2)
(Lower-Echelon) ' ' '
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance: 0,058 0436 0.403"
Divided Partisan Control ' ' '
e (0.011) (0.119) (0.178)
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance: —0.050" —0.032 —0.087
Unified Partisan Control ' ' '
(Lower Bl (0.009) (0.067) (0.080)
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance: —0.047" —0.007 —0.082
Unified Partisan Control ' ) '
U Il (0.009) (0.073) (0.084)
Observations 4,835 4,835 4,835
AIC 71,409.57 34,126.07 45,710.02
BIC 71,694.85 34,411.35 45,995.30
Wald Outcome Model Test Statistic 2?8%83] 1?3 Z)gg] 1?8%88]
Joint F Test for Instrument Validity (DPC) 24[15 ?633] 1%(? ?)gg] 1([)3 36}03]
Joint F Test for Instrument Validity (UPC) 3[%86%%] 1?03 3801] 1{01 %gg]
126.65 133.38™* 131.58"
Joint F Test for Instrument Validity (ET) [0.000] [0.000] [0.000]

Notes: Entries are extended regression estimates. Agency-clustered robust standard errors appear inside

parentheses. +p <0.10 ‘p<0.05

“p<0.01

**p <0.001.



TABLE E4

Full Information Maximum Likelihood (FIML) Model Estimates of Presidential
Appointments to Executive Branch Positions, 1987-2021 [Reagan—Trump, I]
(Heterogeneous Treatment Effects: Independent/Executive Agency Positions)

Variable Model E7 Model E8 Model E9
[Seat Margin]  [Uniform] [Euclidian]
President cr score — Executive Nomineé cr score
Boundary Intercept Shift _
Divided versus Unified Partisan Control (8833) (8131) (8332)
(Independent Agency) ' ' '
Boundary Intercept Shift _ _
Divided versus Unified Partisan Control (8(1)(5)3; (88;312) (88:2)
(Executive Agency) ' ' '
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance: N
Divided Partisan Control ((())?)?Z)) ((())?ng) ((()é;;})
(Independent Agency) ' ' '
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance: 0.048" 0465 0.426"
Divided Partisan Control ' ' '
ey p— (0.009) (0.110) (0.181)
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance: —0.052" —0.038 —0.094
Unified Partisan Control ' ' '
ey — (0.011) (0.088) (0.094)
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance: —0.050" —0.059 —0.108
Unified Partisan Control ' ) '
ey T— (0.009) (0.074) (0.085)
Observations 4,835 4,835 4,835
AIC 70,429.42 33,180.46 44,750.11
BIC 70,714.70 33,465.74 45,035.39
Wald Outcome Model Test Statistic 3?3%35] 27[8%)83] 1?3%83]
Joint F Test for Instrument Validity (DPC) 2?3 %)gg] 1?3 3063] 1([)3 (6)507]
Joint F Test for Instrument Validity (UPC) 3[’{)96%3(;] 1?05 Z)(?(?] 1{8 (1)6}5]
122.01 125.60" 125.23*
Joint F Test for Instrument Validity (ET) [0.000] [0.007] [0.000]

Notes: Entries are extended regression estimates. Agency-clustered robust standard errors appear inside

parentheses. *+*p<0.10 ‘p<0.05

“p<0.01

**p <0.001.



TABLE E5

Full Information Maximum Likelihood (FIML) Model Estimates of Presidential
Appointments to Executive Branch Positions, 1987-2021 [Reagan—Trump, I]
(Heterogeneous Treatment Effects: Non-Major Policy/Major Policy Agency Positions)

Variable Model E10 Model E11 Model E12
[Seat Margin]  [Uniform] [Euclidian]
President cr score — Executive Nomineé cr score
Boundary Intercept Shift .
Divided versus Unified Partisan Control (812%) (8183; (8382)
(Non-Major Policy Agency) ' ' '
Boundary Intercept Shift _ _
Divided versus Unified Partisan Control (88é8) (88372) (8853
(Major Policy Agency) ' ' '
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance: N
Divided Partisan Control ((())?)i;) (8?1)32,) (%igi;
(Non-Major Policy Agency) ' ' '
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance: 0.054" 0,477 0.444"
Divided Partisan Control ' ' '
T ey y— (0.009) (0.113) (0.187)
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance: —0.055" —0.045 —0119
Unified Partisan Control ' ' '
(Non-Major Policy Agency) e (O{UtEEY )
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance: —0.050" —0.109 —0127
Unified Partisan Control ' ) '
T — (0.009) (0.070) (0.090)
Observations 4,835 4,835 4,835
AIC 70,371.66 33,106.93 44,683.16
BIC 70,656.94 33,392.21 44.968.44
Wald Outcome Model Test Statistic 4?8%(?8] 22[8%) gg] 1?3%8(2)]
Joint F Test for Instrument Validity (DPC) 2?3 %)()38}] 1%5) 883] 1([)8 gég]
Joint F Test for Instrument Validity (UPC) 3[39033] 1?03 8065] 1?3 %066}]
21.75 21.56™ 20.88"
Joint F Test for Instrument Validity (ET) [0.000] [0.000] [0.000]

Notes: Entries are extended regression estimates. Agency-clustered robust standard errors appear inside

parentheses. *+*p<0.10 ‘p<0.05

“p<0.01

**p <0.001.



ONLINE APPENDIX F:

FIML Model Estimates - Omit Non-Agency Confirmed Appointees (N = 409); Omit
Renominations to Same Agency-Position by Same Appointing President (N = 534)

In Appendix F, we provide statistical estimates from the outcome equation from a series of
structural econometric models that (1) omit non-agency confirmed PAS executive appointees (e.g.,
U.S. Attorneys, Marshals), and also (2) omit individuals who are renominated to the same agency-
position by the same appointing president. These models evaluate the sensitivity of the reported
results in the manuscript to assess how such atypical PAS confirmed executive appointees might
influence support for our theory. These estimates can be found in Tables F1 & F2 And
corresponding Figures F1 & F2. These model estimates are similar compared to those reported in
Table 1 found in the manuscript, with the following exception. The slope effects under unified
partisan control tend to be estimated somewhat less precisely for models employing either Uniform
Partisan Swing or Euclidean distance measures. This pattern might be attributable to reducing the
statistical power of tests by splitting these slope estimates into subgroups. Although there are
minor differences between the reported model estimates and these alternative subsamples in a
couple of instances, the empirical patterns observed remain the same (e.g., cf. Figure 2, cf. Figures

F1—F4 & F5—F8).
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TABLE F1

Full Information Maximum Likelihood (FIML) Model Estimates of Presidential
Appointments to Executive Branch Positions, 1987-2021 [Reagan—Trump, I]
(Omit Non-Agency Confirmed PAS Executive Appointees: N = 409, 8.46% of Sample)

Variable Model F1 Model F2 Model F3
[Seat Margin]  [Uniform] [Euclidian]

President crscore — Executive Nominee crscore

Boundary Intercept Shift 0.045 —-0.012 0.010
Divided versus Unified Partisan Control [-] (0.093) (0.065) (0.058)
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance: 0.054™ 0.499™ 0.496™
Divided Partisan Control [+] (0.009) (0.131) (0.227)
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance: —0.053" —0.114+ —0.154
Unified Partisan Control [-] (0.009) (0.063) (0.102)
President-Agency Ideological Alignment [-] —0.080" —-0.069" —-0.071"
(0.032) (0.032) (0.033)
President-Agency Ideological Opposed [-] 0.036 0.013 0.012
(0.034) (0.040) (0.041)
Executive Agency [-] —0.205™ —0.214™ -0.212™
(0.033) (0.035) (0.035)
Upper-Echelon Position [-] —0.060* —0.047+ —0.044+
(0.024) (0.025) (0.025)
Major Policy Agency [-] 0.014 0.017 0.015
(0.030) (0.031) (0.032)
Intercept 1.269™ 1.222™ 1.481™
(0.088) (0.129) (0.333)
Observations 4,426 4,426 4,426
AIC 60,140.26 26,021.08 36,641.28
BIC 60,325.73 26,206.55 36,826.74
Wald Outcome Model Test Statistic 116.35™ 76.57™ 71.18™
[0.000] [0.000] [0.000]
Joint F Test for Instrument Validity (DPC) 2402.93* 1294.75** 1099.63*
[0.000] [0.000] [0.000]
Joint F Test for Instrument Validity (UPC) 333.24™ 1516.45** 1723.27™
[0.000] [0.000] [0.000]
Notes: Entries are extended regression estimates. Agency-clustered robust standard errors appear inside
parentheses. *+*p<0.10 ‘p<0.05 "p<0.01 **p <0.001.
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FIGURES F1-F4

Substantive Marginal Slope Effects Under Divided and Unified Partisan Control Regimes (F1—F3: cf. Figure 2 in Manuscript)
& Corresponding Marginal Slope Differential Effects (F4: cf. Figure 3 in Manuscript):
(Omit Non-Agency Confirmed PAS Executive Appointees: N = 409, 8.46% of Sample)
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TABLE F2

Full Information Maximum Likelihood (FIML) Model Estimates of Presidential
Appointments to Executive Branch Positions, 1987-2021 [Reagan—Trump, I]
(Omit Renominated Confirmed PAS Executive Appointees: N = 534, 11.04% of Sample)

Variable Model F4 Model F5 Model F6
[Seat Margin]  [Uniform] [Euclidian]
President crscore — Executive Nominee crscore
Boundary Intercept Shift 0.095 —0.001 0.025
Divided versus Unified Partisan Control [-] (0.061) (0.074) (0.059)
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance: 0.044* 0.511™ 0.687*
Divided Partisan Control [+] (0.008) (0.179) (0.342)
Senate Partisan Seat Margin/Distance: —0.042™ —0.109 —0.235
Unified Partisan Control [-] (0.009) (0.075) (0.151)
President-Agency Ideological Alignment [-] —-0.092" —-0.078" —0.081"
(0.034) (0.032) (0.034)
President-Agency Ideological Opposed [-] 0.036 0.013 0.015
(0.032) (0.040) (0.040)
Executive Agency [-] -0.197 -0.203™ —0.195™
(0.030) (0.032) (0.032)
—0.064" —0.057" —0.053"
Upper-Echelon Position [-] (0.024) (0.024) (0.025)
0.024 0.030 0.028
Major Policy Agency [-] (0.030) (0.030) (0.031)
1.147 1.199™ 1.700™
Intercept (0.096) (0.163) (0.481)
Observations 4,301 4,301 4,301
AIC 58,493.66 25,035.05 35,369.70
BIC 58,678.29 25,219.68 35,554.34
Wald Outcome Model Test Statistic 120.85" 90.50™ 83.62™
[0.000] [0.000] [0.000]
Joint F Test for Instrument Validity (DPC) 2572.42" 1109.34™ 837.24™
[0.000] [0.000] [0.000]
Joint F Test for Instrument Validity (UPC) 351.89" 1353.55" 1512.70™
[0.000] [0.000] [0.000]

Notes: Entries are extended regression estimates. Agency-clustered robust standard errors appear inside

parentheses. *+*p<0.10 *p<0.05

*p<0.01

**p <0.001.



FIGURES F5—F8

Substantive Marginal Slope Effects Under Divided and Unified Partisan Control Regimes (F5—F7: cf. Figure 2 in Manuscript)
& Corresponding Marginal Slope Differential Effects (F8: cf. Figure 3 in Manuscript):
(Omit Renominated Confirmed PAS Executive Appointees: N = 534, 11.04% of Sample)
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Endnotes

i Bonica, Adam. 2024. Database on Ideology, Money in Politics, and Elections: Public version 4.0 [Computer
file]. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Libraries. https://data.stanford.edu/dime.

i https://www.senate.gov/history/partydiv.htm. For the other distance measures that we utilize, we follow:
Feigenbaum, James J., Alexander Fouirnaies, and Andrew B. Hall. 2017. "The Majority-Party Disadvantage:
Revising Theories of Legislative Organization." Quarterly Journal of Political Science. 12(3): 269-300.

i Clinton, Joshua D., and David E. Lewis. 2008. "Expert Opinion, Agency Characteristics, and Agency
Preferences." Political Analysis. 16(1): 3-20.

v Ostrander, Ian. 2016. "The Logic of Collective Inaction: Senatorial Delay in Executive Nominations." American
Journal of Political Science. 60(4): 1063-1076.

v This information was obtained for the agencies, for each nominee, from congress.gov.

Vi https://WWW.Congress.gov

Vil https://www.senate.gov/legislative/ResumesofCongressional Activity 194 7present.htm

viii The Congressional Directory, which includes Senate Committee Information for each Congress, was
employed to create a list of all committee members on relevant committees and their experience between
1987-2021.

ix Members full experience in the Senate was calculated from member bios using in Congress.gov. “Members.”
https://www.congress.gov. (For Senate Member Bio Information).

x The Biographical Directory of the United States Congress”. https://bioguideretro.congress.gov.
was employed to assess Senate Member Bio Information on those leaving Congress early or joining a
Congress in the middle of a session and understand who was serving on committees.

xi Additionally, information from Senate.gov was employed to determine which Senators were appointed
during the middle of terms and who they replaced Senate.gov “Appointed Senators (1913-Present)”.
https://www.senate.gov/senators/AppointedSenators.htm. Retrieved on August 04, 2020; and members
who changed parties during their tenures: Senate.gov “Senators Who Changed Parties During Senate Service
(Since 1890).”

https://www.senate.gov/artandhistory/history/common/briefing/senators changed parties.htm. Retrieved
on August 04, 2020. Changes occurring within a Congress were checked the Congressional Directory in the
“Notes” section.

i DW-NOMINATE scores were downloaded from VoteView on May 4, 2020—source: Lewis, Jeffrey B., Keith
Poole, Howard Rosenthal, Adam Boche, Aaron Rudkin, and Luke Sonnet. 2020. Voteview: Congressional Roll-Call
Votes Database. https://voteview.com/. Retrieved on May 04, 2020. NOMINATE scores for Senators and
Presidents between 1987-2021 are employed to construct a measure of the absolute distance between the Senate
Committee members and the President.
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