
PRIORITIES OF THE U.S. PRESIDENCY: INSIGHTS FROM BUREAUCRATIC

APPOINTMENTS

by

FAITH PRICE

(Under the Direction of Dr. Anthony Madonna)

ABSTRACT

This paper seeks to provide the field with a greater understanding of executive delay

related to civilian nominations. The author uses a duration model to visualize how the President

may appoint nominees at varying rates depending on their respective executive department or

committee assignment. The author also explores the use of this technique in determining

presidential policy priorities in contrast to the literature’s current reliance on State of the Union

speeches.

INDEX WORDS: Bureaucracy, Congress, Presidential nominations, Presidential

priorities, Senate, Senatorial delay



PRIORITIES OF THE U.S. PRESIDENCY: INSIGHTS FROM BUREAUCRATIC

APPOINTMENTS

By

FAITH PRICE

B.A., The University of Georgia, 2023

A Thesis Submitted to the Graduate Faculty of The University of Georgia in Partial Fulfillment

of the Requirements for the Degree

MASTER OF ARTS

ATHENS, GEORGIA

2024



© 2024

Faith Price

All Rights Reserved



PRIORITIES OF THE U.S. PRESIDENCY: INSIGHTS FROM BUREAUCRATIC

APPOINTMENTS

by

FAITH PRICE

Major Professor: Anthony Madonna
Committee: Jamie Carson

Michael Lynch

Electronic Version Approved:

Ron Walcott
Vice Provost for Graduate Education and Dean of the Graduate School
The University of Georgia
May 2024



iv

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

LIST OF TABLES v

LIST OF FIGURES vi

INTRODUCTION 1

PRESIDENTIAL POWER AND THE NOMINATION PROCESS 5

THEORY: NOMINATIONS AS A PROXY FOR PRIORITIZING POLICY GOALS 8

RESEARCH DESIGN/METHODS 10

RESULTS 13

CONCLUSION/DISCUSSION 26

REFERENCES 30

APPENDIX 35



v

LIST OF TABLES

Page

Table 1: Obama Summary Statistics 17

Table 2: Trump Summary Statistics 19

Table 3: Departmental p-values for Figure 4 22

Table 4: Ordered Lists of Priorities for Each Measure and President 25

Table 5: Presidential Nominations by Department 35

Table 6: Presidential Nominations by Committee 36

Table 7 – Policy Agendas Project Counts 38



vi

LIST OF FIGURES

Page

Figure 1: Presidential Appointments by Department, Obama 2008 11

Figure 2: Presidential Appointments by Department, Trump 2016 13

Figure 3: Kaplan Meier Curve for Total Appointment Vacancies, Obama 2008 vs Trump 2016 19

Figure 4: Presidential Appointments by Department, Obama 2008 vs Trump 2016 19

Figure 5: Presidential Appointments by Committee, Obama 2008 11



1

Introduction

When looking back on the laundry list of peculiarities associated with the 118th

Congress, observers may be inclined to focus on the House’s seemingly endless rolodex of

Speakers falling victim to motions to vacate from the Freedom Caucus. Indeed, between the

record-shattering number of special rules rejected, Speaker McCarthy’s dismissal and the

extended period the chamber went without a formally elected leader, it might be tempting to

conclude that the U.S. Senate is the “well-managed” chamber—at least in a comparative sense.

However, a closer examination of an ordeal in the upper chamber does provide some insight into

an often overlooked and troubled aspect of the executive nominations process.

In November of 2022, Senator Tommy Tuberville (R-AL) learned about a policy

concerning reproductive healthcare in the Department of Defense, and subsequently decided to

place holds on any nominees under that department. Tuberville, a former college football coach,

did so through his refusal of the unanimous consent agreements associated with the nominations.

The policy he objected to provides “paid leave and travel reimbursement to troops seeking

abortions and other reproductive care (Seligman 2023).” Tuberville argued that the use of

taxpayer dollars for abortions is illegal and that the sole purpose of this rule is to facilitate those

procedures (Weaver 2023a). The Justice Department has said otherwise. Tuberville’s holds lasted

from November 2022 through December 2023, and through that period, Tuberville attempted to

use them as a bargaining chip with both President Joe Biden (D-DE) and Secretary of Defense

Lloyd Austin.
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The primary criticism Tuberville faced from opponents concerned the effect those holds

had on the military itself. In August, Lloyd Austin denounced the tactic by claiming that it “is

undermining America’s military readiness (Concepcion and Gains 2023).” This particular

critique became even more salient in October of 2023 because several of the vacant positions

were important for the United States in relation to Hamas’ attack on Israel. Many Republicans

were placed in the uncomfortable position of seeming like they needed to take either a

pro-military or anti-abortion stance (Weaver 2023a). Most Republicans opted against Tuberville,

with Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell (R-KY) coming out against his holds in May of

2023. Senator Lindsey Graham (R-SC) asserted that: “No matter whether you believe it or not,

Sen. Tuberville, this is doing great damage to our military (Rimmer 2023).” And a number of

Republicans took the floor for several hours in November calling for votes on individual

nominations.

Eventually, these costs proved too great and Tuberville accepted a deal brokered by

Republican senators Dan Sullivan (R-AK) and Joni Ernst (R-IA) who were among the many in

vocal opposition to the holds (Weaver 2023b). As a part of the deal, Tuberville will continue to

hold up four star generals but relinquish the remainder of the nominees by agreeing to the

unanimous consent agreements. When addressing the Senate after the deal was made, Tuberville

claimed that “we need to know who is running our military. These jobs are too important to

rubber stamp (Tuberville 2023).” In the aftermath of this failure, Senate Majority Leader Chuck

Schumer (D-NY) stated that he hopes any future attempts of this tactic are deterred by “learning

the lesson of Senator Tuberville, and that is he held out for many, many months, hurt our national

security, caused discombobulation to so many military families who have been so dedicated to

our country and didn’t get anything that he wanted (Weaver 2023b).”
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While a number of interpretations can be taken from the Tuberville holds, it is the

readiness criticism that seems particularly noteworthy. That critique suggests there are stark

policy implications of leaving these positions empty. It also follows the conventional focus on

the Senate’s role in leaving these nominations unfilled present within the political science

literature. Finally, the fact that one senator can undermine the readiness of the U.S. military

highlights the large number of nominations that the Senate processes. In this piece, I examine the

preceding step in the process by focusing on the president and the timing of nominations being

sent to the Senate rather than confirmation.

In doing so, I seek to highlight two related aspects of the nominating process: executive

priorities and nomination delay. How does the president use his powers within the executive

branch to implement his policy goals? If a president prioritizes a specific policy area, he will

appoint members of a bureaucratic agency related to this work as quickly as possible so as to put

the necessary people in place to implement these policies. In this paper, I use a Kaplan Meier

curve to show the relative speeds of those appointments across policy areas.

For each presidential appointment sent to the Senate during the first terms of Barack

Obama and Donald Trump, I have compiled the date on which that appointment was submitted

to the Senate, the specific title of that appointment, the associated department, the Senate

committee that nomination was sent to, and the number of days it took the president to send that

appointment to the Senate. In this paper, I present two different proxies for policy area, and

compare them to the literature’s current method of establishing presidential priority using the

State of the Union.

The figures will show how certain positions related to various areas of policy will have

fewer and fewer vacancies as the president’s term progresses. If the number of vacancies
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decreases sooner, it could signal that the president has placed a priority in putting the necessary

people in place to accomplish the work of this policy area.
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Presidential Power and the Nomination Process

Within the first chapter of his work Thinking About the Presidency: The Primacy of

Power, Will Howell sets up a point on which the remainder of this puzzle can be built. It reads:

“What do we expect of our president? The answer is at once obvious and unbelievable:

everything (Howell 2013).” If everything is expected of an office, how should presidents go

about getting things done?

A key component of that answer lies in the relative power of the office in comparison to

the other actors, if any, necessary to achieve this goal. Richard Neustadt argues in Presidential

Power and the Modern Presidents: The Politics of Leadership from Roosevelt to Reagan that this

power rests from an individual president’s ability to persuade, bargain, and convince other actors

to comply in a way that coincides with his policy goals. Ultimately, according to Neustadt, this

power rests in personality. Howell refutes this claim in Power Without Persuasion: The Politics

of Direct Presidential Action by outlining accounts of unilateral action in which the president

both moves first and acts alone. To Howell, the power of the president rests in his formal powers.

The concentration shifts from president to presidency. Howell goes on to argue that even the

institutional literature is misguided by remaining focused on the president’s ability to bargain,

even if they have the good sense to abandon personality arguments. Howell argues that

presidents can unilaterally enact policy through the use of executive orders, no persuasion

necessary.

This framework is then challenged by Andrew Rudalevige in By Executive Order:

Bureaucratic Management and the Limits of Presidential Power. Here the degree to which
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executive orders are unilateral is called into question. Rudalevige finds evidence that the

interaction between presidents and their bureaucracies function more like a dialogue than a

command. Executive orders are a result of negotiation actors, and Rudalevige demonstrates that

the bureaucracy acts as a strong enough negotiator to result in the failure to enact the president’s

desired policies in the form that he is most often associated with having direct control.

If our perspective shifts on the power that these high-ranking bureaucratic officials hold,

it should motivate us to pay more attention to the capacity of these departments as policymakers.

If their power hinges on their information advantages, it proves critical to have the necessary

people in place to do their work. In The Fifth Risk: Undoing Democracy, Michael Lewis

provides a journalistic account of the presidential transition period, illustrating how time is

crucial in getting these processes underway. Of course, a journalistic telling of how three

presidents handle this time has its uses, but an empirical approach can provide new means of

visualizing this process.

Rachel Potter and Charles Shipan offer a more formalized attempt to understand the

impact of presidential priorities on bureaucratic rulemaking. Their theoretical argument outlines

that if a president places priority on an agency, it should engage in more rulemaking (Potter and

Shipan 2019). They find that prioritization itself “does not affect the production of either

proposed or final rules” directly, but instead the effects of aligned presidents and midnight rules

are increased for those agencies prioritized by the president.

The complete impact of presidential priority may not have been captured in this study due

to the nature of the measurement of presidential priority currently present within the literature.

Potter and Shipan use State of the Union speeches to determine whether an agency is one

determined to be a priority. They match each agency to a policy area as determined by the Policy
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Agendas Project. That agency’s policy area is determined a priority if it “exceeds the mean

number of mentions across all agencies in that year.” They follow Bolton et al. (2016) who

follows Cohen (1995) in using rhetoric to determine priority. And they are not alone in arguing

the State of the Union and other speeches can help presidents define policies and set their agenda

(Canes-Wrone 2001; 1997; Light 1999; Yates and Whitford 2005).



8

Theory: Nominations as a Proxy for Prioritizing Policy Goals

I argue here that there is no reason to take these stated priorities at face value to

determine how the president actually prioritized policy. The array of policy area promises could

be broader than the actual capacity of the administration. State of the Union speeches have every

incentive to be as broad as possible due to the nature of the audience. Analyses based on any

other speeches would also be impacted by the prospective audience. This incentive to be as broad

as possible could also be problematic for count variables especially.

The measure presented in this paper emphasizes that an essential aspect of prioritization

is the ranking of one thing over another. This is shown through the examination of the allocation

of resources by the president. Using rhetoric to measure priority denies us an ability to

differentiate between how he uses his institutional power to move policy and what he believes is

advantageous to support publicly.

This difference in messaging and realized policy is exhibited in the Congressional

literature. We see members of congress using messaging bills and procedural votes to signal

policy preferences that they have no intention of actually making progress on (Lee 2015,

Madonna and Lynch, forthcoming). There is no reason to treat the presidency any differently in

this regard. Moreover, using the timing of nominations to each committee can also give us policy

insights without our measure being so directly influenced by public opinion.

Additionally, as stated in my introduction, nomination timing also has direct policy

consequences. While scholars often treat nomination delay as being driven solely by Senate

obstruction, as was the case with Tuberville’s holds, Lewis’ work demonstrates that executive
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branch nominations take time. Presidents do not always have nominees lined up for every

potential vacancy. Identifying, vetting and nominating individuals to fill those positions takes a

great deal of time and effort on the part of the executive and his or her team. Meanwhile, those

vacancies have real policy consequences. In the case of Tuberville’s holds, it raised serious

questions regarding the readiness of our military. Additionally, anecdotal evidence suggests that

vacancy delay can vary a great deal from administration to administration. Following these

observations, I offer two hypotheses:

● H1: If a president wants to get work in a particular policy area done, he would prioritize

getting the positions in that area submitted so that they may complete their work sooner.

● H0: If a president has no preference for the work of a particular policy area getting done

before others, we should expect similar rates at which the president fills positions related

to that policy area.
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Research Design/Methods

Kaplan Meier curves are used in this piece to demonstrate that the president nominates a

greater share of positions related to certain policy areas than others. These are used as

visualization tools to show the percentage of nominations the president has submitted to the

Senate as time passes throughout their term. In order to gain leverage in answering these

questions, the author collected data on 2,500 nominations. The time frame measured in this paper

starts the day before inauguration day for a given president and ends on the date on which the

nomination was submitted to the Senate. The day before inauguration day is used because I

wanted to capture the nominations submitted on the first day of a president’s term. The duration

measured ends when the nomination is submitted to the Senate in order to isolate the timing of

presidential decision making since politics within the Senate could cause delays in the

confirmation as seen in Ostrander (2016) and Black et al. (2007).

The dependent variable in this paper is the time it takes for the president to send the

nomination to the Senate. The independent variables in this paper are the presidents, executive

departments, and committees associated with each nomination. While Kaplan Meier curves can

be used to estimate models regarding survival probability, the figures in this piece are descriptive

and to be used as visualization tools only.

From this dataset, several graphs were produced. Figure 1 sets out to compare the time it

took President Obama to nominate appointees from various departments using survival curves.

Figure 2 will do the same for the departmental appointments of President Trump. Figure 3

compares the Kaplan-Meier curves of the total departmental appointments for each president.
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Figure 4 compares the appointment times of the two presidents for each department. Figure 5

shows the relative times it took President Obama to submit nominations for positions under the

jurisdiction of each Senate committee. Figure 6 does the same for submitted nominations of

President Trump.

Each of these measures present a president with issues of scarcity to determine priorities.

In the State of the Union, presidents cannot possibly address everything and even if they could,

the amount of time they might be able to spend on an issue is considerably constrained. In the

timing of his selection of nominees, resources must be expended to narrow down a pool of

applicants in order to send them to the Senate for confirmation.

Another advantage using nominees over speeches grants us is insight into a larger pool of

input from the president’s administration as well as the types of individuals that might advise in

those decision making processes. The translation between the count and associated policy area is

also more direct when using nominations. Theoretically, it is hard to convince me that something

so intentionally related to public opinion can be useful for explaining behavior related to the

bureaucracy. The State of the Union is the speech that needs to be designed for the widest

audience for a president outside of their inauguration speech. In the end, the use of the State of

the Union measures rhetoric, while nominations deal with more substantively relevant decisions.

For the most part, bureaucratic agency appointments have been largely viewed as

apolitical and not of public interest or excitement. Recently, as it has in an array of processes, the

118th Congress has made this story a bit more convoluted. With the backlash Senator Tommy

Tuberville acquired in the time he was holding all nominees for the Department of Defense that

could have provided the Biden administration with an incentive to nominate those flag officers

more quickly so that the list of holds was inflated to make him look worse. I have not yet



12

examined the data for the Biden administration, but at the very least, it is an implication that I

could explore using the nominees as sorted by department.

Although the years I used do not line up with those in the Potter and Shipan (2019) piece,

I did use the Policy Agendas Project data on the State of the Union for each president to

determine how the priorities established by these measures compare.
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Results

Figure 1 – Presidential Appointments by Department, Obama 2008

Each figure shows us the change in the proportion of nominations submitted over time.

The proportion of vacancies left for a department is used rather than a count in order to make it

easier to compare the relative capacity of the departments present at any given time. For Figure

1, each of the lines represents one of the fifteen cabinet departments. Each “death” in the Kaplan

Meier curve represents a nomination being submitted to the Senate. The mean in each

department represents the average number of days it took for a nomination in that department to
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be submitted, starting from the day before the president’s inauguration day. The median for each

department represents the median number of days it took for a nomination to be submitted. On

average, President Obama submitted nominations for the Department of Health and Human

Services in the shortest amount of time at 239 days; he was slowest at submitting nominations

for the Department of Justice, which took an average of 655 days. President Obama was slowest

in fulfilling half of the vacancies he would appoint during his first term for the Department of

Justice. President Obama was fastest in fulfilling half of the vacancies he would appoint during

his first term for the Department of Veterans Affairs.

I performed a log-rank test to determine if there is a statistically significant difference in

the time it takes for the president to nominate appointees for each department. With a

Chi-Squared test statistic of 29.7 with 14 degrees of freedom and a p-value of .008, we can

conclude that there is a significant difference in the groups. Since this p-value is less than the

threshold of .05, we reject the null hypothesis.

The Department of Health and Human Services being the department for which President

Obama would appoint personnel the fastest follows the logic of the theory in this paper. In his

campaign for 2008, healthcare reform was certainly in the running for the issue he viewed as

most important on his agenda.
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Figure 2 – Presidential Appointments by Department, Trump 2016

Figure 2 has the same formatting as the first and is only different in the fact that it

represents the data for President Trump’s term rather than the first of President Obama. On

average, President Trump submitted nominations for the Department of Veterans Affairs in the

shortest amount of time at 332 days; he was slowest at submitting nominations for the

Department of Justice, which took an average of 808 days. President Trump was slowest in

fulfilling half of the vacancies he would appoint during his first term for the Department of

Justice. President Trump was fastest in fulfilling half of the vacancies he would appoint during

his first term for the Department of Health and Human Services.
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I performed a log-rank test to determine if there is a statistically significant difference in

the time it takes for the president to nominate appointees for each department. With a

Chi-Squared test statistic of 25.4 with 14 degrees of freedom and a p-value of .03, we can

conclude that there is a significant difference in the groups. Since this p-value is less than the

threshold of .05, we reject the null hypothesis.

In Table 1, the values under the “President” heading correspond with Figure 3. It took

President Obama an average of 486 days to send his nominations to the Senate, while it took

President Trump an average of 584 days. The curve for President Obama also has a steeper

slope, which indicates that he sent nominations to the Senate more quickly.
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Figure 3 – Kaplan Meier Curve for Total Appointment Vacancies, Obama 2008 vs Trump 2016

Figure 4 – Presidential Appointments by Department, Obama 2008 vs Trump 2016
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Table 3 – Departmental p-values for Figure 4

In Figure 4, we can see that with the exception of the Department of Commerce and the

Department of Treasury, the curves for President Obama are steeper initially. Over time, the

proportion of appointments evens out for each president. Figure 3 illustrates how those

seemingly small differences in each department curve add up to this large observable difference

in the Kaplan Meier curves of the total departmental vacancies for each president. Figures 3 and

4 have different implications for theoretical decision-making processes of the president. Figure 3

paints a picture related to bureaucratic capacity as a whole without the specific policy and

agenda setting implications an approach emphasizing individual departments can provide. Figure

3 is also able to pick up on differences in the number of appointments each president sent to the



23

Senate for each department by aggregating the appointments. Figure 3 can also give us insights

into how each president differs in his management of the appointment process. For President

Trump’s curves, we see more instances of the curves not changing for longer periods of time,

especially in the latter part of the presidency. Another observation I found interesting in the

collection of this data was that for both presidents, no appointments are made during the month

of October preceding their next election.

Table 3 presents the p-values for the graphs in Figure 4. The Department of Agriculture

and the State Department each have p-values less than the significance cutoff of .05. These

results indicate that nominations for these two departments were submitted to the Senate at

statistically distinct rates from each other. It’s interesting to note that while looking at the

departments individually, only two departments are statistically distinct in this manner, but with a

p-value of < .0001, the aggregated departmental nominations were statistically distinct as shown

in Figure 3.

Figure 5 – Presidential Appointments by Committee, Obama 2008
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Figure 6 – Presidential Appointments by Committee, Trump 2016

President Barack Obama took the lowest average number of days to submit nominations

to the Senate under the jurisdiction of the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

President Obama submitted half of the nominations the quickest for those positions under the

jurisdiction of the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. President Trump took the lowest average

number of days to submit nominations to the Senate under the jurisdiction of the Committee on

Veterans’ Affairs. President Trump also submitted half of the nominations the quickest for those

positions under the jurisdiction of the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.
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Table 4 – Ordered Lists of Priorities for Each Measure and President
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Conclusion/Discussion

The implications of the study presented in this paper affect the discussions occurring

within the following divisions of the Presidency literature: public opinion and representation,

agenda setting, executive branch politics, the unilateral presidency, and the president’s

relationship with Congress.

Bureaucratic appointments may on the surface seem like the aspect of government

removed farthest from public opinion, both in popular level of interest in the subject and the

non-electoral nature of such appointments. There are two main avenues in which bureaucratic

appointments interact with public opinion. The first is that the president’s approval is highest

when he first takes office and only decreases from there. This is when the president is going to

have the greatest leeway to act in a unilateral fashion. The president’s public opinion will also be

reliant on bureaucratic appointments by way of his agenda setting capabilities. The

Particularistic President emphasizes that a president will cater to a particular geographic

audience that helps his reelection chances. The president is only able to help these areas using

the power and information of the bureaucracy. These departments have critical insights into the

needs of particular regions and the ability to implement the policies that the president has worked

so hard on catering for that region. If the proper people are not in place soon enough, this whole

process can be jeopardized.

The agenda setting implications of the figures presented in this paper are of the greatest

consequence. An inability for a president to achieve his goals is a nail in the coffin for both his

future campaign hopes but also his legacy. Presidents are always judged at the time of their
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reelection on their ability to achieve the policy goals they set in place during their first campaign.

If a president hasn’t put the proper people in place by the time of that policy being realized, the

policy itself can become unpopular due to its poor implementation.

The research in this paper is predicated on the assumption that presidents will prioritize

certain agencies that are responsible for the execution of policies that they view as important, and

as such, the president would want to put the necessary people in place to complete that work.

These inclusions are especially important because Black et al. (2007) emphasize that presidents

will use their recess appointment power in a way that maximizes the policy impact of their

nominations, namely through major independent agencies. This comparison can be used to

determine if the president’s public-facing policy priorities line up with his decisions in

prioritizing the appointment of personnel.

Several improvements could be made to this paper to inch it closer to measuring time’s

importance in presidential bureaucratic nominations. The first and most obvious is to expand this

study to more presidents.. Over the course of multiple presidencies, these data could allow us to

additionally consider effects of the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998 and the Presidential

Efficiency and Streamlining Act of 2011 on the bureaucratic capacity examined here. Black et al.

(2007) also emphasizes that presidents will use their recess appointment power in a way that

maximizes the policy impact of their nominations, namely through major independent agencies.

In the future it could be useful to determine how exactly the president anticipates the actions of

Congress and how that affects the timing of these appointments.

The measures in this paper each provide their own unique benefits and drawbacks.

Departments and committees, the latter especially, lack the specificity that the Policy Agendas

Project measure wields. That is to say, the responsibilities of departments are so varied and the
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jurisdiction of committees so expansive, that researchers could certainly hold doubt about what is

actually being measured here. I would argue that the committee measure has a bigger problem

here than that of the departments. The committee measure, however, does see a marked increase

in observations compared to that of the departments. The switch to filtering by committee the

nominee is assigned to rather than department also allows us to gain greater insight into priorities

throughout the executive branch by expanding the measure to independent agencies. Both

measures, however, do have categories that leave me doubtful that a conclusion can be drawn

from so few observations. The Policy Agendas Project is perhaps most useful in its ability to be

prospective in a way that the Kaplan Meier curves cannot.

In the future, I would inquire about the responsibilities of specific positions appointed

and how they relate to specific policy areas, but importantly, these areas would not be seen as

mutually exclusive. Another improvement to this paper would be the inclusion of the average

number of people appointed on a specific day given that someone was appointed that day in

order to better gauge the way in which the president went about making these appointments.

In the future, I would like to use the data set of agency rules from 1995-2007 in Potter

and Shipan (2019) to see if the measure produces results that we may draw similar conclusions

from. This piece also matches the agency to policy area according to the Policy Agendas Project,

and that might be how I sort them in the future. From that, I would replace their current

dichotomous variable of using mentions from each “quasi-sentence” in the State of the Union.

Within this piece, the policy area is considered a priority if it has an above average number of

mentions. Following this logic, I could do the same for the Kaplan Meier curves that show that

positions associated with a specific policy area are submitted to the Senate faster than the

average. Ultimately, I would like to be able to eventually replace the priority variable within the
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Potter and Shipan piece’s time period and see if priority still lacks its own independent effect

even though it is shown to influence other measures in the piece.
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Appendix

Table 5 – Presidential Nominations by Department

Department Name Obama Mean Trump Mean Obama Median Trump Median

Health and

Human Services 239 334.7391 168 179

Agriculture 283.7037 513.9412 193 459

Housing and

Urban

Development 294.6 457.2 92 353

Homeland

Security 322.0968 440.2692 190 367

Labor 331.4286 442.1923 141 353

Veterans Affairs 356.3846 332.6429 91 249

Commerce 388.7059 446.1818 310 286

Transportation 405.2609 539.92 168 447

State 416.6875 577.2692 172.5 514

Interior 416.7895 539.4444 175 391

Energy 417.1765 494.0833 281.5 406.5
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Education 463.5312 394.8947 401 333

Treasury 512.2222 492.2162 457 410

Defense 565.9434 554.011 618 514

Justice 655.9048 808.5556 716 726

Table 6 – Presidential Nominations by Committee

Committee Obama Mean Trump Mean Obama Median Trump Median

Energy and

Natural Resources 358.5 549.8382 171.5 515

Foreign Relations 407.9965 609.5231 304 614

Finance 451.1408 485.4211 269 445.5

Health, Education,

Labor, and

Pensions 627.4704 601.275 683 663

Banking,

Housing, and

Urban Affairs 574.3256 543.7404 690 386

Judiciary 447.2533 507.1509 401 406

Environment and

Public Works 536.283 610.4706 326 515
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Commerce,

Science, and

Transportation 484.0179 602.2034 321 551

Homeland

Security and

Governmental

Affairs 490.9851 680.8966 303 727

Budget 325.5 282

Veterans' Affairs 356.3846 333.5714 91 250

Agriculture,

Nutrition, and

Forestry 304.7317 596.8667 193 510.5

Intelligence

(Select) 398.1053 507.1818 280 368

Armed Services 458.9756 592.1574 304 397

Small Business

and

Entrepreneurship 370 483.5714 332 270

Indian Affairs 654.4167 570 637 392

Rules and

Administration 592.5556 823.5 737 727
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Table 7 – Policy Agendas Project Counts

Major Topic Area Obama Counts (*Priority) Trump Counts (*Priority)

Macroeconomics 470* 97*

Civil Rights 92* 32*

Health 119* 141*

Agriculture 3 0

Labor 167* 18

Education 224* 25*

Environment 45 1

Energy 140* 9

Immigration 37 99*

Transportation 64 26*

Law and Crime 30 132*

Social Welfare 27 13

Housing 17 7

Domestic Commerce 124* 14
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Defense 225* 154*

Technology 55 6

Foreign Trade 103* 51*

International Affairs 190* 97*

Government Operations 99* 20*

Public Lands 2 4

Culture 0 0


