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Presidential Appointments, Party Patronage and the U.S. Senate in an Era of Territorial 
Incorporation1 

 
In this paper we use data on all nominations to civilian positions in the United States government 
during the period between 1817 and 1913 to evaluate the influence of Senate representation on 
nomination outcomes. We examine more than 65,000 nominations in the period after all southern 
states had been readmitted to the union (1871) and before the adoption of direct election of senators 
(1913), focusing on the Senate treatment of nominees in committee and on the floor. We use the fact 
that nominees to positions in the territories have no Senate representation until they become states to 
evaluate the value of Senate representation. We further explore how nominations to positions in the 
various states are influenced by the party of the state’s senators and whether a Senator from that state 
serves on the committee with jurisdiction over the nomination. Several consistent patterns emerge. 
First, the Senate is slower to report and confirm nominations to the territories (and foreign 
governments) than positions in the states. Second, the Senate is quicker to report nominations to 
positions in states represented by two members of the president’s party, particularly during unified 
government. These nominations, however, spend slightly more time on the floor, but remain quicker 
to confirmation overall. Nominations to positions in states represented by two members of the 
opposition party are reported and confirmed more slowly than other nominations. The presence of a 
presidential co-partisan from the state of the position on the committee of jurisdiction in the Senate 
has no consistent effect on the pace of reporting or confirmation. We conclude with a discussion of 
the value of Senate representation for nominations and the implication of these results for our 
understanding of the presidency, Congress, and the development of the administrative state during 
this post-Civil War period. 
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In December, 1907, President Roosevelt sent the nominations of Edward E. Wagner, James 

M. Yeager, and John M. Hawkins to the Senate.4 Roosevelt nominated Wagner to be the U.S. Attorney 

for South Dakota and Yeager to be the U.S. Marshal for the middle district of Pennsylvania. Hawkins 

was selected to be postmaster in Almogordo in the territory of New Mexico. The Senate received the 

nominations Wagner and Yeager and referred them both promptly to Committee on the Judiciary.5 

The Senate referred the Hawkins nomination to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.6 

Yeager was reported and confirmed by unanimous consent four days later.7 The nomination of 

Wagner, however, languished. Senator Kittredge from South Dakota opposed the nomination and sat 

on the Judiciary Committee.8 The New York Times reported that Wagner was “one of the most 

pronounced political opponents Senator Kittredge had in the state.”9 Wagner’s nomination died in 

committee and the president did not renominate him. Hawkins was reported and confirmed but not 

until January 8, 1908. The example of President Roosevelt’s nominations of Wagner, Yeager, and 

Hawkins raise the question of the value of Senate representation in appointment politics. Wagner was 

opposed by one of his state’s Republican Senators. Yeager was approved by his state’s Republican 

senators. Hawkins had no Senate representation at all since New Mexico would not become a state 

until 1912.   

The value of Senate representation on personnel matters is an important question since many 

of the most important political debates in post-Civil War America revolved around personnel. Persons 

 
4 Journal of the Executive Proceedings of the United States Senate. Volume 38. Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, p. 
157, 166.  
5 Journal of the Executive Proceedings of the United States Senate. Volume 38. Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, p. 
157. 
6 Journal of the Executive Proceedings of the United States Senate. Volume 38. Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, p. 
168. 
7 Journal of the Executive Proceedings of the United States Senate. Volume 38. Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, p. 
168. 
8 “Wagner’s Name Held Up.” Washington Post, December 18, 1907. 
9 “Roosevelt Lottery Fails; Senator Kittredge Rebels Against His Nomination of Wagner.” New York Times, December 18, 
1907. 
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filling administration jobs made important policy decisions and used their authority to raise money 

and do work for the party. Appointed jobs paid well and had reputational benefits for the appointing 

party beyond that which accrued from the recipient. Patronage could tip the scales in favor of one 

faction or party in an area. Indeed, the giving and withholding of appointed jobs was the giving and 

withholding of resources and power, the lifeblood of politics. Choosing the right persons for 

government jobs could shape the trajectory of an agency, policy, or region for years to come 

(Carpenter 2001). 

Debates about appointment – related issues in various guises filled newspapers during this 

period.10 The president and the Senate regularly engaged in a tug of war over the filling of appointed 

positions (Harris 1953; White 1958). Sometimes these debates involved disagreements over civil 

service reform (Johnson and Libecap 1994; Skowronek 1982; Theriault 2003). At other times the 

contestation was simply over whether the president or the Senate had the right to select executive 

branch officials.11 Party factions sometimes took sides in these disputes and at other times the 

disagreements fell along party lines.12 Republican Half-breeds and Stalwarts fought a decade-long 

battle over the wisdom of civil service reform. Over the decades after the Civil War, minority senators 

that once faithfully voted for most presidential nominees grew increasingly restive when presidents 

removed qualified appointees from the minority.13 Debates also flared when presidents took steps to 

appoint women, African Americans, and former confederates to appointed positions or failed to 

 
10 As early as 1860s a burgeoning group of reformers, backed by clergy, business interests, and an urban middle class 
pressured government for laws to ensure merit in public employment (Johnson and Libecap 1994; Skowronek 1982; 
Theriault 2003). Reformers argued that the existing means of staffing government offices led to harmful turnover, bred 
corruption, and ultimately resulted in low quality public service (Wilson 1887). 
11 “General Grant’s Cabinet,” New York Times, January 25, 1869, p. 4. 
12 See, for example, “Ohio Postmaster Out: Man at St. Marys Ousted for Commercial Transaction.” Washington Post, March 
9, 1904. 
13 For evidence of minority party cooperation in the president’s nominees see “Trust and Profit: The Part the Democrats 
Will Take in the Pending Fight,” Chicago Daily Tribune, December 9, 1877. 
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appropriately reward some key group in society (see, e.g., Blodgett 2000; Harris 1952; Pluta 2026).14 

Giving jobs to one set of people meant other people did not get these jobs, threatening to widen raw 

societal cleavages. 

There has been little attention to the role of individual senators in facilitating the smooth 

passage of nominees through the confirmation process, particularly during this era (see, however, 

James 2000, 2006). Part of the reason for this is that the Senate-steeped patronage politics that 

characterized this period has faded from modern view. The number of appointed positions has 

decreased and presidents have gained more control over selection (Brown and Thompson 1997; Lewis 

2011; Sorauf 1960). In addition, the digitization of historical sources like the Journal of the Executive 

Proceedings of the United States Senate (i.e., Senate Executive Journal) and the Official Register of the United States 

has only recently facilitated the systematic collection of personnel data and now appointments data 

(Aneja and Xu 2024; Angell and Rogowski 2025). This has made it possible to evaluate the role of 

individual senators in the success and failure of different nominations. 

In this paper we use data on all nominations to civilian positions in the United States 

government during the period between 1817 and 1913 to evaluate the influence of Senate 

representation on nomination outcomes.15 We examine more than 65,000 nominations in the period 

after all southern states had been readmitted to the union (1871) and the adoption of direct election 

of senators (1913), focusing on the Senate treatment of nominees in committee and on the floor. We 

use the fact that nominees to positions in the territories have no Senate representation until they 

 
14 See, for example, “Fails to Confirm Crum Nomination: Senate Allows Appointment to ‘Die,’ Which Leads to Talk of 
Extra Session.” Chicago Daily Tribune, April 28, 1904 which discusses the contestation over Theodore Roosevelt’s 
appointment of a Black American as collector of the Port of Charleston; “Soldiers Ignored by President Benjamin Harrison 
in the Appointment of a Postmaster for Akron.” Cincinnati Enquirer, December 5, 1890, which discusses Harrison passing 
over veterans for federal jobs; “Conkling: The New York Senator’s Alleged Outburst Against President Hayes.” Chicago 
Daily Tribune, April 19, 1878, which describes objections to the appointments of former rebels in Louisiana. 
15 Determining which positions in the military departments are civilian or military is difficult during this period. In this 
paper we focus on positions with clear civilian titles – e.g., Secretary of War, Assistant Secretary of War. We exclude all 
others. 
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become states to evaluate the value of Senate representation. Eleven territories become states during 

this period, allowing us to compare outcomes before and after admission to the union. Thousands of 

nominations to comparable positions exist across states and territories and across time. We further 

explore how nominations to positions in the various states are influenced by whether a Senator from 

that state (majority party, minority party) serves on the committee with jurisdiction over the 

nomination.  

Several consistent patterns emerge. First, the Senate is slower to report and confirm 

nominations to the territories (and foreign governments) than positions in the states. Second, the 

Senate is quicker to report nominations to positions in states represented by members of the 

president’s party, particularly during unified government. These nominations, however, spend slightly 

more time on the floor, but remain quicker to confirmation overall. Nominations to positions in states 

represented by a members of the opposition party are reported and confirmed more slowly than other 

nominations. The presence of a presidential co-partisan from the state on the committee of 

jurisdiction in the Senate has no consistent effect on the pace of reporting or confirmation. We 

conclude with a discussion of the value of Senate representation for nominations and the implication 

of these results for our understanding of the presidency, Congress, and the development of the 

administrative state during this post-war period. 

 

Senate Behavior and Confirmation Outcomes 

Scholars have conducted notable research on the role individual senators have played in the 

appointments process, particularly recently in work focused on the modern breakdown of the 

nomination and confirmation process. Researchers have described the role legislators play in 

recommending nominees to the president and senatorial courtesy, the historic practice of deferring to 

majority party home state senators in filling positions in those states (Harris 1952; Rottinghaus and 
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Bergan 2013). They have detailed the causes, responses, and consequences of individual 

obstructionism in the confirmation process. This includes senators’ committee tactics, more frequent 

objections to unanimous consent of personnel-related motions, drawing out legislative debate, the use 

of the filibuster and the increasing problem with vacancies in appointed positions (e.g., Bell 2002; Dull 

and Roberts 2009; Kinane 2021; O’Connell 2009; Resh et al. 2021; Stier 2021). Scholars have also 

described and examined different institutional efforts to manage this obstruction. This includes the 

historic use of the blue-slip process and cloture votes (e.g., Binder and Maltzman 2009; Koger 2010; 

Sollenberger 2010) and more recently, the nuclear option, Senate limits on debate, and the added the 

ability to bundle consideration of nominees (King and Ostrander 2025; Piper and Tenpas 2025; 

Wawro and Schickler 2018).  

This literature has emerged in parallel with an interdisciplinary literature on personnel politics 

in state development (Van Riper 1958; White 1958). Personnel politics were central in many elections 

and drove policy debate in the period after the Civil War. Newspapers were filled with reports about 

fights over patronage and civil service reform. Scholars have documented the forces driving the 

adoption and expansion of civil service in the United States (Johnson and Libecap 1994; Skowronek 

1982; Theriault 2003; Van Riper 1958). They have also explored the interbranch struggle for control 

over Senate-confirmed positions, mapping the uneven but steadily increasing control of nominations 

by presidents (Gerhardt 2001; Harris 1953; White 1958).  

More recently, scholars have taken advantage of the digitization of historical sources like the 

Journal of the Executive Proceedings of the United States Senate (i.e., Senate Executive Journal) and the Official 

Register of the United States to study personnel-related issues (Aneja and Xu 2024; Angell and Rogowski 

2025; James 2000, 2006; Moreira and Perez 2021). The focus of these important studies has usually 

been personnel generally rather than appointees specifically. Scholars that have focused on directly on 

the Senate and appointment politics during this period, have examined specific subsets of positions 
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such as postmasters or high-level officials, making generalization difficult (e.g., James 2000, 2006; 

McCarty and Razaghian 1999). We take advantage of this newly digitized data to examine the 

appointments process during this period, focusing on all civilian appointees, and shedding light on 

this key moment in state development. 

 

Patronage Politics 

Staffing the state after the Civil War was an enormous job. In each Congress the president 

would nominate and the Senate confirm anywhere between 1,200 and 6,200 persons.16 These 

appointees would then, in turn, fill 10,000s of jobs in the departments and agencies of the executive 

and judicial branch. These appointees and the employees they selected served in all the U.S. states and 

territories and dozens of countries around the world.  

With a White House staff comprised of only a few employees, presidents relied largely upon 

co-partisan legislators to help them identify candidates for positions in different states. Only 2-3 

percent of appointed positions were in Washington, DC and so presidents needed help identifying 

and vetting potential candidates for the large number of positions.17 For positions in some states, 

presidents had trusted co-partisans in Senate that helped them identify appropriate candidates or vet 

names the president had received from other sources.18 And, given the party system at the time, co-

partisan legislators felt entitled to control or influence the filling the Senate confirmed positions in 

their states (Blodgett 2000). In other states, presidents had to rely on the recommendations of other 

 
16 There is no official list of the positions requiring nomination by the president and confirmation by the Senate during 
this period. One source in 1877 estimates that there were about 3,000 positions. “Executive Control Over Appointments,” 
New York Times, March 14, 1877, p.4. 
17 One source in 1869 notes, “He cannot possibly know – it will be urged—all about the public men of the country, or 
about their fitness for special duties.” New York Times, January 25, 1869, p. 4. 
18 Traditionally, co-partisan House members had influence over the selection of postmasters in their districts (Harris 1953, 
342). 
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party leaders in those states. In the territories, presidents often looked to non-voting delegates to 

Congress (Lamar 1956). 

 As a matter of courtesy, senators deferred to nominees approved by their colleagues in other 

states unless an issue of fitness or appropriateness overrode these norms (Senate Historical Office 

2024).19 In some cases, co-partisans within states disagreed over a nominee.20 This could lead to delays 

or defeat as the President, the senators, and the party tried to hash out disagreements, sometimes 

taking the disagreement to official proceedings in the committee or on the floor (Harris 1952). In 

other cases, opponents of nominees from the minority party would force an extended evaluation of a 

candidate due to concerns about fitness. Sometimes concerns about “fitness” revolved around issues 

of race, Southern sympathies, or notable complaints about bad behavior.  

Nominees recommended or approved by the president’s co-partisan senators were more likely 

to avoid these obstacles. The imprimatur of home-state senator approval indicated, in the absence of 

contravening information, that the nominee was qualified for the job. The senator would vouch for 

the nominee. This could mean the senator believed in the nominee’s minimal competence or that the 

nominee’s appointment provided enough political credit to the senator or the party that it was worth 

supporting. 

Senators raised objections to some nominees because the president had rejected the senator’s 

preferred nominee or because senators preferred the incumbent in the position to the president’s new 

nominee (Harris 1953).21 Appointees during this period served fixed terms and senators objected to 

president’s removing them before their term expired. This was particularly the case if the president 

 
19 In some cases majority party senators would align with Senators from the minority party against a nominee if the minority 
party senator objected to a nominee. This was not common and usually because a nominee was personally objectionable 
to a senator or the minority party senator had merited deference for other reasons (Harris 1952). 
20 State legislatures could neither easily select senators nor agree on recommended names for appointed positions due to 
factional disputes in some states (Schiller et al. 2013). 
21 “A Gale in the Senate,” Washington Post, February 22, 1878, p. 1; “Partisan Plans Foiled: The Senate’s Effort to Make 
Political Capital. Republican Senators Fretting About the President’s Appointments.” New York Times, January 15, 1886, 
p. 1. 
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removed an incumbent and then replaced them with another appointee during a congressional 

recess.22 In the period between 1867 and 1887, the Tenure of Office Act of 1867 required Senate 

approval for a presidential removal before a term expired.23 Starting in 1869, however, the president 

could remove incumbent appointees during a congressional recess and replace them with recess 

appointments.24 The Senate was not formally required to approve such removals, only confirm their 

recess-appointment replacements.25  

Several implications emerge from these dynamics. First, nominees to positions in the 

territories should have lower confirmation rates and greater delays in the Senate than those in the 

states. Such nominees lacked the imprimatur of a local senator’s recommendation. While majority 

party senators from various states recommended their own candidates for territorial positions, these 

nominees invited scrutiny. Many nominees to the territories had no familiarity with the territories to 

which they were being nominated and many had been rejected for other appointed jobs in the states 

(Lamar 1956).26 Territorial politics was rife with internal party disagreement and the territories had no 

Senators to help resolve those disagreements, increasing the chances of problems during confirmation. 

H1: Territory Penalty: Nominees to positions in U.S. territories will be delayed 
and fail at greater rates than nominees to comparable positions in the U.S. 
states. 

 
22 “Tinsley’s Appointment as Postmaster,” New York Times, March 7, 1895, p. 2. 
23 Tenure of Office Act of 1867 (14 stat 430).  
24 Tenure of Office Act of 1869 (16 stat. 6). 
25 The terms of recess appointees expire at the end of the next congressional session (Article II, Section 2, Clause 3). An 
1876 law independent provided that first, second, and third class postmasters would hold their offices for four years, only 
to be removed with the consent of the Senate. This law is at issue in the Myers v. U.S. (1926) case. 
26 See, for example, “A Western Political Feud: The McCook Fight in Colorado.” New York Times, June 3, 1874, which 
describes how “During his Governorship McCook was abroad the greater portion of the time, did not court the 
acquaintance of the citizens of the Territory, nor manifest much interest in public enterprises and improvements”; See 
also “Offices in Territories: A Bill Requiring Governors to Be Residents.” New York Times, April 9, 1884. The article 
describes how “Nine out of ten of the governors were total strangers to the people and carpet-baggers, simply drawing 
their salaries, discharging their duties in a perfunctory manner, and ready to return to their homes as soon as their terms 
of office expired.” 
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Evaluating the treatment of nominees to positions in territories (and foreign governments) compared 

to nominees to positions in the states provides a clean way of gauging the importance of Senate 

representation in appointment politics.  

 Second, nominees to positions where the state is represented by co-partisan senators should 

have higher confirmation rates and pass more quickly through the confirmation process. Nominees 

to positions in states with co-partisan senators were more likely to have been vetted by the senators 

and these senators could help shepherd the candidate through the confirmation process. And, in cases 

where party factions in the president’s party disagreed, co-partisan senators helped presidents resolve 

disagreements that could spill over into the confirmation process. 

H2: Advocate: Nominees to positions in U.S. states represented by co-partisan 
senators will be confirmed more quickly and fail at lower rates than nominees 
to positions without co-partisan senators (e.g., states without a co-partisan 
senator, territories, foreign appointments). 
 

 Co-partisan senators for the state to which a nominee was headed also sometimes sat on the 

committee with jurisdiction. Such senators could more directly work to shepherd a nomination 

through the confirmation process. 

H3: Gatekeeper: Nominees to states where a co-partisan senator sits on the 
committee with jurisdiction over the nomination will be confirmed more 
quickly and fail at lower rates than other nominees. 
 
Positions in states without a co-partisan should run into more difficulty. In such locations, 

presidents had fewer reliable sources of information and less help identifying and advancing good 

candidates for vacant positions. This problem could be even more difficult in the territories where 

there was no legislative representation and often fractious local and party politics. Presidential reliance 

on recommendations from party officials in states without co-partisan senators could elevate to the 

president disputes among factions and candidates with less vetting. Presidents simply had less 

information and were more likely to nominate a candidate. Opposition party senators could also use 
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their local expertise more easily to raise objections to president’s nominee.27 Throughout most of this 

period, the opposition party was generally deferential to presidential nominees from the other party, 

but some nominees particularly tested their resolve. This could involve policy views, race, or personal 

interactions where the senator found the nominee personally obnoxious. The presence of a minority 

party senator on the relevant committee could lead to delay in the committee. 

H4: Opposition Penalty: Nominees to positions in U.S. states represented by 
opposition senators will be confirmed more slowly and fail at greater rates than 
nominees to positions without opposition senators. 

 

Data, Variables, and Methods 

 To evaluate the role of senators in the appointments process, we collected data on all civilian 

nominees to executive and judicial branch positions between 1871 and 1913. We collected this data 

from the Journal of the Executive Proceedings of the Senate of the United States. We retrieved these documents 

in pdf form from Hathi Trust. We used Amazon Web Services to convert the images into machine-

readable text using optical character recognition (OCR) and then used Python to extract key data 

elements from the text.  

We employed human checking all throughout to ensure data quality. Specifically, we produced 

two standardized Excel files: one listing nominees with regular procedural patterns and another 

detailing those with irregular patterns. During file generation, our Python scripts implemented initial 

data integrity checks—for instance, ensuring that page numbers for sequential legislative stages were 

weakly increasing. During this process, a research assistant then manually audited every entry marked 

by a specific digital identifier, basing their verification on a catalogue of potential errors flagged by the 

code. The final, validated files, encompassing all nominees, were subsequently saved and organized by 

congressional term or volume.  

 
27 See, for example, “The South Carolina Marshal: Democratic Opposition to President Hayes,” New York Times, May 20, 
1880 describing senator opposition to a nominee for U.S. Marshal in South Carolina. 
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With this raw data in hand, we conducted two further rounds of human cleaning. In the first 

round we cleaned position titles, agency names, states, dates, and duration data to make sure it was all 

consistent. We examined data from each Congress for missing or odd cases or cells. In the second 

round we systematically removed duplicates and audited cases where durations that were too long or 

too short (e.g., negative duration or duration longer than the length of the session). Further details of 

data collection are included in Appendix A.  

The unit of analysis is the individual nomination.28 The resulting dataset comprises 66,690 

nominations and 129,706 nominee-stage observations. This includes 66,647 committee-stage 

durations and 63,059 floor-stage durations. The discrepancy between these figures represents 

nominees who failed to advance from the committee stage. By disaggregating the confirmation 

process, we account for the divergent institutional logics and partisan dynamics that govern committee 

gatekeeping versus floor disposition (Basinger and Mak 2010; Harris et al. 2012; Krause and Byers 

2025). This bifurcated design allows us to assess whether key covariates—such as home-state advocacy 

or territorial status—exert asymmetric effects across distinct phases of the legislative process.29  

There were 37 committees reviewing the nominees included in our dataset. The distribution 

of nominations across Senate committees reflects the administrative and patronage-heavy priorities of 

the late 19th-century federal government. Chief among these is the Committee on Post Office and 

Post Roads, which accounts for 75.29 percent of all nominees in our dataset. As the 'Patronage King' 

of the Gilded Age, this committee oversaw thousands of local postmaster appointments, serving as 

the primary engine of the era's spoils system. The second largest concentration occurs in the 

Committee on Commerce (7.63%), which managed high-level economic appointments such as 

customs collectors and steamboat inspectors. These prestigious, high-salary positions were frequently 

 
28 We consider renominations to be new nominations for the purpose of analysis. 
29 As a robustness check, we also analyze the aggregate duration from initial referral to final disposition for each nominee, 
ensuring that our stage-specific findings reflect a consistent net influence on the total confirmation timeline. 
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the focal point of intense factional battles between 'Stalwarts' and 'Half-Breeds' within the Republican 

Party. The remaining bulk of the data is comprised of the Committee on the Judiciary (4.37%) and 

the Committee on Public Lands (4.27%), the latter of which was central to Western expansion and 

territorial administration. Together, these four committees account for over 91 percent of our total 

observations. 

Of these nominations, 49,934 (75%) are to positions in the Postal Department. The next 

largest agencies for nominees were the Interior Department (7%), State Department (6%), and 

Treasury Department (5.5%). The most common position titles in each agency were postmasters 

(49,323), registers (1,355) consuls (2,672), and collectors of customs (1,355), respectively. There were 

close to 4,000 nominees to positions in other countries and 3,100 nominees to positions in the 

territories. For comparison, New York state is the only state that received more nominees (4,350) than 

either the territories combined or foreign governments. Washington, DC received close to 1,350 

nominees during this period, or 2% of the total. 

Of these cases, the Senate committee with jurisdiction reported 63,077 (95%) and the Senate 

confirmed 62,029 (93%). The remaining nominees were withdrawn by the president (831, 1.25%) or 

rejected by the Senate, either directly or because the Senate did not act on the nomination before the 

end of the session.30  

Dependent Variable: Time to Reporting, Time to Confirmation  

Our primary dependent variable is the time to reporting or confirmation, measured in days. 

We measure duration since the most common way the Senate rejected a nominee was to let the 

nomination languish rather than reject it outright (Holmes et al. 2012).31 Rejected nominees have 

 
30 When the Senate does not act on a nominee before the session ends, the nomination was sent back to the president.   
31 We have also estimated models on confirmation (0,1) and withdrawals (0,1). These models reveal that nominees to 
territories are more likely to be withdrawn and less likely to be confirmed although the estimates are imprecise. 
Nominations to states with two co-partisans are significantly more likely to be confirmed and less likely to be withdrawn 
than other nominations. Nominations to states with two opposition party senators are significantly less likely to be 
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longer durations at both stages of the confirmation process. Some nominees were confirmed without 

referral to a committee. In such cases, we consider the nominee to have been referred to the committee 

of jurisdiction but the time in committee was 1 day. The average nominee was confirmed in 14 days.32 

The average confirmed nominee was confirmed during this period spent 12 days in committee and 2-

3 days on the floor. The median time was 7 days, 5 days in committee and 1 day on the floor. So, the 

appointments process was generally quick and efficient for filling the thousands of open positions. 

The maximum time for each nominee was the time from nomination to the end of a session, when all 

nominations were returned to the president. Congresses had at least two sessions and some had as 

many as four. These sessions vary in length from 3 days to 328 days. Nominations rejected, withdrawn, 

or where the Senate did not act are censored at the end of the session.33 

The temporal scope of the dataset spans the 42nd (1871–1873) through the 63rd (1913–1915) 

Congresses, a period encompassing the height and subsequent professionalization of the federal spoils 

system. Although the volume of nominations varies across Congresses, we observe systematic surges 

during the first session of each new presidential term, reflecting the large-scale redistribution of 

patronage following a change in administration. Beginning with the 59th Congress (1905–1907), 

nomination volume increases markedly, coinciding with the expansion of the American administrative 

state during the Progressive Era. Notably, the 59th through 63rd Congresses account for nearly 

39.13% of all observations in the dataset. 

 

 
confirmed and more likely to be withdrawn. We could not reject the null that nominations to states with senators on the 
committee of jurisdiction were no more likely to be confirmed or withdrawn. 
32 If we include durations for those never confirmed, the durations are slightly longer. The average nominee was confirmed 
in 19 days, with 15 days in committee, and 3-4 days on the floor. The medians are 7, 5, and 1 days respectively for total 
duration, time in committee, and time on the floor. 
33 In this analysis we assume rejected and withdrawn nominations are censored at the end of the session. We have also 
estimated models including only confirmed cases and the results are the same as those reported here. Our next iteration 
will consider rejected and withdrawn cases as censored at the time of action. Given the small percentage of cases withdrawn 
and rejected, a competing risks model is not appropriate. 
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Independent Variables  

From these records, we constructed an indicator variable, Territory, coded as 1 for nominees 

appointed to positions within U.S. territories and 0 for those in established states. This allows us to 

empirically test whether the lack of formal senatorial representation created a structural 'duration 

penalty' for territorial appointments relative to their state-based counterparts. We also estimate models 

only on positions that exist in both the territories and states to ensure that any results are not 

dependent upon different types of positions and not the presence or absence of Senate representation.  

To capture the influence of informal Senate norms—specifically the custom of "Senatorial 

Courtesy"—we include two indicator variables representing the partisan composition of the nominee’s 

home-state delegation, with our geographic data. First, Co-partisan State identifies nominations from 

states represented by two of the President’s co-partisans. This variable tests the "Advocacy Effect," 

where home-state senators act as political brokers who utilize their standing within the president’s 

party to accelerate the vetting process. Conversely, Opposition State identifies nominations from 

states represented by two opposition-party senators. This measures the "Obstruction Effect," or the 

functional "Silent Veto," where the opposition party leverages institutional norms to bottleneck local 

patronage appointments. We treat all other configurations, i.e., split delegations, third party 

representation, and nominees for foreign positions, as the baseline category.34 By distinguishing 

between these two poles of partisan alignment, we can isolate whether the Gilded Age Senate was 

more efficient at facilitating partisan rewards or at executing institutional delay. 

To evaluate the institutional influence of committee-specific representation, we utilized 

referral information from the Senate Journals to match each nominee’s position and agency with its 

corresponding Senate committee. We interfaced these records with the committee database developed 

 
34 We also estimate models including foreign positions since they also do not have Senate representation. These models 
are included in Table 2 and show that the Senate was also slower to report and confirm nominees to foreign positions. 
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by Canon, Nelson, and Stewart (1998) to assign unique committee identifiers. From this, we 

constructed two indicator variables. The first is Co-Partisan State Committee Rep, which is an 

indicator for whether the state to which a nomination is made has representation on the committee 

and whether this senator is a co-partisan of the president. Opposition State Committee Rep is an 

indicator for whether the state to which a nomination is being made has representation on the 

committee and whether the senator is an opposition party member to the president. These variables 

allow us to test the 'Gatekeeper Hypothesis': whether direct participation in the vetting process 

facilitates faster confirmation or introduces institutional friction. 

During this period, presidents were almost always from the majority party in the Senate. There 

were 4 congresses out of 21 during this period where the president and the Senate did not share the 

same party. Nominees for positions in states represented by presidential co-partisans mattered less 

when there was divided government. The president and the Senate had to negotiate over the removal 

of incumbents and the Senate’s willingness to confirm presidential nominees. As such, we estimate 

models with versions of the measures of presidential co-partisan representation and committee 

representation that account for unified and divided government.  

Methods 

To evaluate the institutional and partisan determinants of confirmation delay, we estimate  

stratified Cox proportional hazard models. These models are appropriate for time-to-event data in 

legislative settings, as it allows us to estimate the daily likelihood—or “hazard”—that a nomination 

moves forward through the different stages of the Senate’s advice and consent process. We start with 

a basic model of total duration, including variables for positions in territories, positions in states with 

two co-partisan senators, positions in states with two opposition senators, and positions in states with 

senators on the committee of jurisdiction. By stratifying the baseline hazard by Congress, agency, and 

committee of jurisdiction, we take into account differences in workload, timing patterns, and 
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procedural norms across administrative periods and legislative committees. In effect, we are 

controlling for time, agency, and committee in order to isolate the variation between territories and 

states and among states.  

We then estimate models that separate out time in committee and time on the floor. In these 

models the unit of analysis is 66,647 committee-stage durations and 63,059 floor-stage durations. 

These models allow additional nuance to illustrate the ways that Senate representation can increase or 

decrease the chances of confirmation as well as the pace of consideration. We estimate a main model, 

a model with an indicator for positions in foreign nations (since such positions also have no natural 

Senate representation), and a model estimated on only the subsample of positions that exist in both 

territories and states to get the cleanest identification on the value of Senate representation.  

The final set of models account for the fact that the effect of the key covariates are likely 

influenced by whether the president’s party is in the majority or minority in the Senate. We discuss 

these models last.  

In all tables we report estimated hazard ratios and robust standard errors. The hazard rate is 

the probability that confirmation or confirmation happens today, conditional on it not happening 

already. A hazard ratio greater than 1 indicates a higher hazard rate and reporting or confirmation are 

estimated to happen more quickly. A hazard ratio less than 1 signifies a lower hazard rate and that 

reporting or confirmation are estimated to be slower. So, for example, a hazard ratio of 1.25 indicates 

a 25 percent increase in the hazard rate and a 0.75 hazard ratio implies a 25 percent decrease in the 

hazard rate.  

 

Results 

The evidence from more than 65,000 nominations during this period reveals an interesting 

and complex process, including different effects at the committee stage and on the floor. Overall, 
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however, clear patterns reflecting the importance of Senate representation emerge. These can be seen 

even in the simplest models. In Table 1 we include estimates from a Cox model of confirmation 

duration stratified by Congress, agency, and committee of jurisdiction. The model reveals that 

nominees sent to locations without Senate representation lagged. Nominees to positions in territories 

are estimated to have an 8-9 percent lower hazard rate of confirmation. This can be seen clearly in 

Figure 1, which graphs coefficient and uncertainty estimates. These effects for nominees to territories 

are robust and consistent across models and specifications. The journalistic accounts from this period 

suggest that presidents had fewer clear co-partisans to help identify and vet persons for such positions. 

The factional politics of the territories bubbled up to the Senate and many nominees to these positions 

were persons that had little knowledge of the job or location to which they had been nominated. Some 

nominees had washed out of other jobs, complicating their nomination to positions in the territories 

or foreign governments.  

Table 1: Determinants of Senate Confirmation Speed for Total Duration 
 (1) 
 Hazard Ratio 
Territory 0.918*** 
 (0.022) 
Co-Partisan State 1.143*** 
 (0.013) 
Opposition State 0.752*** 
 (0.009) 
Co-Partisan State Committee Rep 0.946*** 
 (0.011) 
Opposition State Committee Rep 0.959*** 
 (0.014) 
Observations 66,087 

Dependent variable is total time in the Senate. We report exponentiated coefficients and robust standard errors 
in parentheses. Model stratified by Committee, Congress, and Agency. Hazard Ratios reported. Values < 1 
indicate a delay; values > 1 indicate speed-up. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. 

 
The results in Table 1 highlight that nominees to states with representation by two presidential 

co-partisans went through the process more quickly than nominees to states with split representation 
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or states represented by two opposition party senators. Their hazards of confirmation are 14% higher 

than nominees from states with split delegations and 39% higher than nominees to states with two 

opposition party senators. These findings confirm H2 and H4 and indicate that Senate geographic 

representation had a significant and predictable influence on appointment politics during this period. 

Senators from the president’s party could recommend, vet and advocate for nominees from their 

states. Nominees to states without co-partisans, however, had less sway in recommending candidates 

and lower priority in having their positions filled. Nominees by the president to such states were 

regularly opposed by senators from those states since the senators often preferred other candidates, 

including persons from their own party or incumbents. 

 
Figure 1: Coefficient Estimates from Model of Total Duration, 1871-1913 

 
Interestingly, and contrary to expectation, nominees to states that had senators sitting on the 

committee of jurisdiction, whether in the minority or majority, moved more slowly through the 

process overall relative to nominees to states without such committee representation. States with 

senators sitting on the committee of jurisdiction moved through the process 4-6 % more slowly. It is 

Territory

Co-Partisan State

Opposition State

Co-Partisan State Committee Rep

Opposition State Committee Rep

.7 .8 .9 1 1.1 1.2
Hazard Ratio (Effect on Confirmation Speed)

Note: Hazard Ratios > 1 indicate faster confirmation; < 1 indicate delay.
Robust standard errors; Strata by Committee, Congress, and Agency.

Determinants of Senate Confirmation Speed for Total Duration
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possible that intimate home state knowledge on the committee meant that nominees to such states 

were treated differently than nominees to other states. Scrutiny and factional brokering may have been 

more likely to make it to the committee in such contexts. Or, senators may have used their position 

on the committee to delay home state nominations as part of their effort to exert influence over the 

party at home and extract benefits. This deserves further investigation.  

Separating Committee and Floor Stages 

When we dig deeper into the data by looking at the committee and floor stages separately, 

looking at nominees to foreign positions, and restricting analyses to positions common to both 

territories and states, the results generally support for our theoretical expectations regarding the 

geography of patronage.  

To begin, by separating the analysis into the committee stage and the floor stage, the model 

shows how institutional pressures change as nominations proceed through the legislative process. 

Notably, nominees for positions in U.S. territories experience a consistent “confirmation penalty” 

compared to nominees from states. At the committee stage, territorial nominees are about 7% less 

likely to be reported on any given day. This delay continues at the floor stage. This is true whether we 

look at all positions (Model 1) or only positions common to states and territories (Model 3). These 

findings support H1 and suggest that, without the formal status of statehood and the advantages 

associated with senatorial courtesy, territorial nominees have fewer institutional supporters to help 

them move through the process efficiently. In addition, nominees to foreign locations also experience 

this same penalty. Such nominations have a 25% lower hazard rate in committee but no discernible 

difference in treatment on the floor. The differential treatment experienced by nominees to territorial 

and foreign positions are consistent with the importance of Senate representation on confirmation 

dynamics. 
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Table 2: Multi-stage Cox Regression of Nomination Duration, 1871-1913 
 (1) (2) (3) 
 Hazard Ratio Hazard Ratio Hazard Ratio 
Territory (Committee) 0.932*** 0.932*** 0.938*** 
 (0.022) (0.022) (0.022) 
Territory (Floor) 0.959** 0.959** 0.965* 
 (0.019) (0.019) (0.020) 
Co-partisan State (Committee) 1.190*** 1.189*** 1.194*** 
 (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) 
Co-partisan State (Floor) 0.958*** 0.958*** 0.959*** 
 (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) 
Opposition State (Committee) 0.750*** 0.749*** 0.749*** 
 (0.009) (0.009) (0.010) 
Opposition State (Floor) 0.977** 0.977** 0.980* 
 (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) 
Co-Partisan State Committee Rep (Committee) 0.952*** 0.952*** 0.955*** 
 (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) 
Co-Partisan State Committee Rep (Floor) 1.021** 1.021** 1.022** 
 (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) 
Opposition State Committee Rep (Committee) 0.953*** 0.953*** 0.952*** 
 (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) 
Opposition State Committee Rep (Floor) 1.028** 1.028** 1.031** 
 (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) 
Foreign (Committee)  0.745*  
  (0.115)  
Foreign (Floor)  0.993  
  (0.106)  
Observations 128,676 128,676 115,397 
Dependent variable is time in committee and on the floor in the Senate. Model 1 is the main model. Model 2 includes an 
indicator for nominations to positions in foreign locations (i.e., not Senate representation). Model 3 includes only 
nominations to positions that exist in both territories and states. We report exponentiated coefficients and robust standard 
errors in parentheses. Model stratified by Committee, Congress, Stage and Agency. Hazard Ratios reported. Values < 1 
indicate a delay; values > 1 indicate speed-up.* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. 

 
The variable Co-partisan State, which tests H2, shows a strong but asymmetric effect. At the 

committee stage, nominees from states with two co-partisan senators have a 19% higher hazard of 

confirmation. However, at the floor stage nominees from presidential co-partisan states move through 

slightly more slowly. This is illustrated most clearly in Figure 2 which includes a graph of the coefficient 

estimates in Table 2. Overall, co-partisan support helps nominations move more quickly even though 

they take slightly longer on the floor.35 

 
35 In Appendix B we include full models of total duration. These results confirm what we report here in Tables 2 and 3. 
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Figure 2: Coefficient Estimates from Table 1 Indicating Influence of Political 

Representation on Reporting and Confirmation Speed, 1871-1913 
 

Hypothesis H3 examines whether having a co-partisan advocate on the committee of 

jurisdiction (Co-Partisan State Committee Rep) further speeds up the process. The results are more 

complex than expected. At the committee stage, the presence of such an advocate is associated with 

a slowdown of about 5%. This may reflect a stronger vetting process when committee members are 

directly involved with the nominee. However, after the nomination is reported, these nominees receive 

a small advantage on the floor, with about a 2% increase in the hazard of confirmation, suggesting 

that committee endorsement may help facilitate final approval.  Notably, a post-estimation test of the 

linear combination of these stage-specific hazards is not statistically distinguishable from unity (p > 

0.05), indicating a net neutral effect on the total duration. We observe a consistent pattern for 

opposition-party advocates (Opposition State Committee Rep), indicating that the institutional role 

of the committee may outweigh purely partisan alignments. Ultimately, we cannot reject the null that 
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having a senator from the nominee’s state on the committee of jurisdiction has no consistent effect 

on the pace of Senate consideration. We find little support for H3. 

The strongest predictor in the model is the “opposition penalty” (Opposition State), which 

provides clear support for H4. When a nominee comes from a state represented by two opposition-

party senators, the hazard of confirmation at the committee stage decreases by 25%. This result reflects 

the operation of senatorial courtesy, as committees often defer to objections from home-state senators 

and allow them to delay nominations. It is also the case that presidents may have fewer sources of 

information about viable nominees from states controlled by the opposition party. A lack of senators 

in a state may lead to less thoroughly vetted nominees to that state or increase the likelihood of 

nominees that opposition senators find objectionable. Although this effect remains statistically 

significant at the floor stage, its impact is much smaller, indicating that the main point of obstruction 

occurs during the committee phase.  

Overall, these findings characterize the Gilded Age Senate as a formidable gatekeeping 

institution. Nominees from the states were consistently advantaged over those from the territories and 

foreign governments. Senate representation sped up the pace of nominations. The exact contours of 

Senate representation on the pace of Senate consideration was determined by partisanship. The 

asymmetric impact of home-state partisans—where opposition senators caused a 25% reduction in 

the hazard of confirmation (a slowdown) compared to a 19% increase facilitated by co-partisans—

suggests that a nominee's geographic and political context frequently overshadowed individual 

qualifications. Furthermore, our analysis reveals that the influence of home-state senators consistently 

surpassed that of committee-level partisans; co-partisan or opposition representation on the 

committee of jurisdiction exerted a markedly smaller, and at times counter-intuitive, influence on 

confirmation dynamics across both the committee and floor stages. 
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Majority and Minority Status 

To further refine the analysis of senatorial influence, it is necessary to consider the broader 

partisan context of the chamber. While home-state advocacy and committee membership are vital 

mechanisms of the confirmation process, their efficacy likely depends on whether those senators 

belong to the chamber majority or minority. One might reasonably be concerned that the influence 

of co-partisan floor representation is conditioned by whether those co-partisans actually enjoy a 

majority in the Senate. Under unified government, a co-partisan sponsor is a member of the majority, 

potentially wielding more procedural leverage than a co-partisan sponsor who must operate from the 

minority during periods of divided government. 

Similarly, we suspect that the effects of committee representation are conditioned by the 

partisan status of the committee member. The gatekeeping power of a senator sitting on a committee 

of jurisdiction may vary significantly depending on whether that senator is a member of the majority 

party with the power to set the agenda, or a member of the minority party. This distinction may 

account for the previously observed marginal effects of committee representation. By interacting our 

primary variables of interest with majority status, we can disentangle these conditional effects and 

examine how the institutional norms of 'Senatorial Courtesy' are mediated by the partisan balance of 

power within the chamber. 

Table 3: Multi-stage Cox Regression of Nomination Duration, 1871-1913 
 (1) 
 Hazard Ratio 
Territory (Committee) 0.948** 
 (0.023) 
Territory (Floor) 0.962* 
 (0.019) 
Co-partisan State (Majority) (Committee) 1.167*** 
 (0.014) 
Co-partisan State (Majority) (Floor) 0.952*** 
 (0.009) 
Opposition State (Majority) (Committee) 1.068* 
 (0.039) 
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Opposition State (Majority) (Floor) 1.039 
 (0.034) 
Co-partisan State (Minority) (Committee) 1.366*** 
 (0.058) 
Co-partisan State (Minority) (Floor) 1.063 
 (0.041) 
Opposition State (Minority) (Committee) 0.712*** 
 (0.009) 
Opposition State (Minority) (Floor) 0.969*** 
 (0.011) 
Co-partisan Committee Rep (Majority) (Committee) 0.947*** 
 (0.011) 
Co-partisan Committee Rep (Majority) (Floor) 1.029*** 
 (0.010) 
Co-partisan Committee Rep (Minority) (Committee) 1.033 
 (0.054) 
Co-partisan Committee Rep (Minority) (Floor) 0.872*** 
 (0.044) 
Opposition Committee Rep (Majority) (Committee) 0.952*** 
 (0.015) 
Opposition Committee Rep (Majority) (Floor) 1.036** 
 (0.015) 
Opposition Committee Rep (Minority) (Committee) 0.950 
 (0.042) 
Opposition Committee Rep (Minority) (Floor) 0.972 
 (0.041) 
Observations 128,676 

Exponentiated coefficients. Robust standard errors in parentheses. Standard errors in parentheses. Model 
stratified by Committee, Congress, Stage, and Agency. Hazard Ratios reported. Values < 1 indicate a delay; 
values > 1 indicate speed-up. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. 

 
The results from the interacted stratified Cox model provide a more detailed view of how the 

Senate’s partisan environment shapes the speed of confirmation across both stages of the legislative 

process, as shown in Table 3. The slower pace of nominees to the territories remains in these models. 

The effects of co-partisan representation are robust across different configurations in Congress. There 

is a “sponsor’s boost” that appears regardless of which party holds power. Two co-partisan home-

state senators in the majority is associated with a 16.7 percent increase in confirmation speed at the 

committee stage relative to states with one co-partisan and a 46 percent increase over states with two 

opposition party senators in the minority. This suggests that majority status helps reduce procedural 

barriers and facilitates faster movement of nominations. In addition, the models reveal that the Senate 
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acts more quickly on nominations to states with co-partisan representation even when the president’s 

co-partisans are in the minority. Such nominations are 37 percent faster through committees than 

nominees to states with split representation and 30 percent faster than nominees to states represented 

by two opposition party members in the majority. These effects are seen most clearly when we 

summarize them by 1) whether the senators from the state belong the president’s party and 2) are in 

the majority or minority. We do this for simplicity in Table 4. 

Table 4a: Change in Hazards of Committee Reporting Nomination, by Co-partisanship and 
Majority Status of Senators from State, 1871-1913 

 Majority Minority 
State Represented by Two 
Presidential Co-partisans 

16% 37% 

State Represented by Two 
Opposition Party Members 

7 % -29% 
 

State Represented by Split 
Delegation 

Base Base 

Note: Estimates from model in Table 3. In all cases, we could reject the null hypothesis of no difference between nominees 
to these states and nominees to positions in states in the base category. 
 

Table 4b: Change in Hazards of Floor Confirming a Reported Nomination, by Co-
partisanship and Majority Status of Senators from State, 1871-1913 

 Majority Minority 
State Represented by Two 
Presidential Co-partisans 

-4% 6% 

State Represented by Two 
Opposition Party Members 

 4% -3% 
 

State Represented by Split 
Delegation 

Base Base 

Note: Estimates from model in Table 3. In two of the four cases in this panel we could not reject the null of no difference 
between nominees to these states and nominees to positions in states in the base category. Specifically, when the state is 
represented by the opposition party and that party is in the majority, we could not reject the null that nominees to such 
states were no quicker or slower on the floor. Similarly, when the state is represented by the president’s party and this 
party is in the minority, we could not reject the null that floor action was no faster. 
 

Interestingly, states represented by two opposition party senators do slightly better than 

nominees with split state representation when the opposition party is in the majority. They are 

estimated to move through committee 7-8 percent faster, reflecting the influence of majority 

representation on the appointments process. While Senate representation is helpful when 1) the state 

is represented by presidential co-partisans or 2) the state is represented by two senators in the majority, 
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nominations to states represented by opposition senators when those opposition senators are in the 

minority are significantly delayed relative to nominations to states with split delegations or states 

represented by two of the president’s co-partisans. Nominees to states represented by opposition 

senators in the minority are estimated to be 29 percent slower through committee relative to nominees 

in split states and 45 percent slower relative to states represented by two senators from the president’s 

party. This indicates that presidents have more difficulty identifying acceptable candidates from those 

states and minority-party senators exert meaningful delay, particularly at the committee level.  

The interaction effects for committee representation further clarify that nominees to positions 

in states with senators on the committee of jurisdiction, have little consistent advantage, whether in 

the president’s party or opposition, majority or minority. In three of the scenarios, committee 

representation is correlated with a state’s nominees going no faster or taking longer than nominations 

to states with no committee representation in the president’s party or opposition party. In unified 

government it appears that the floor defers to the committee slightly more on nominations to a state 

that has representation on the committee.  

 

Discussion 

  The purpose of this paper was to evaluate the value of Senate representation in filling key 

executive and judicial positions during the period after all southern states had been readmitted to the 

union and before the adoption of direct election of senators. The evidence from more than 65,000 

nominations during this period reveals an interesting and complex process, including different effects 

at the committee stage and on the floor (Krause and Byers 2025). Even amidst this complexity, it is 

clear that Senate representation has important consequences for the staffing the administrative state. 

Nominees sent to the Senate that did not have Senate representation lagged, whether nominees to 

positions in the territories or nominees to positions in foreign countries. In addition, nominees to 
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states with representation by two presidential co-partisans went through the process more quickly 

than nominees to states with split representation or states represented by two senators that were both 

members of the opposition party. 

Obscured by these overall patterns is the variation in committee and on the floor and variation 

that comes from being in the majority or minority. For example, nominees to states represented by 

presidential co-partisans during unified government move through committee quickly but are 

estimated to take slightly longer on the floor. And, nominees to states with senators sitting on the 

committee with jurisdiction are estimated to take longer in committee but sometimes move more 

quickly on the floor. Most of the variation in time in the Senate happens at the committee stage. There 

is also variation depending upon whether a state is represented by senators from the majority or 

minority. Nominees to states represented by two senators from the majority moved through the 

process more quickly than nominees to states with split delegations or states represented by the 

opposition party. This is particularly the case when the president shared the party of the majority as 

the president did in the vast majority of congresses during this period. By contrast states represented 

by senators from the minority party saw the best outcomes when the president shared their party. The 

states with the worst outcomes were this in the minority that did not share the president’s party. 

 While these general patterns emerge, it is important to remember that there is significant 

change throughout this period. In addition to the end of Reconstruction and the return of the 

Democratic Party, Congress enacted the Pendleton Act in 1883 to create a civil service system, and 11 

states are added to the union. Several appointment norms break down. The Senate norm of confirming 

the president’s cabinet nominees by unanimous consent and without referral to committee weakens. 

In addition, the norm of minority party deference to presidential nominees breaks down. This suggests 

that there is unexplored nuance over time (James 2000, 2006). 
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Conclusion 

 The nominations of candidates like Wagner, Yeager, and Hawkins are broadly representative 

of a personnel system around the height of the spoils system. Party factions negotiated over the spoils 

of office, comprised in large part of jobs in districts and states. Senate-confirmed appointees would 

fill lower-level jobs according to the wishes of national legislators and party officials. The possible 

reward of a good government job induced significant work for the parties. It was an important source 

of funding and labor for the parties since patronage workers gave a portion of their salary back to the 

party and used official time for party work. The story of who is and who is not getting jobs during 

this period reveals a lot about party politics but also about the separation of powers and about gender, 

race, and memory in American politics. Presidents increasingly resisted Senate efforts to control the 

filling of presidentially appointed positions, sometimes pointedly by selecting persons offensive to 

senators, including women, Black Americans, and veterans of both armies (Blodgett 2000; Harris 1952; 

Pluta 2026; White 1958).  

 During the first part of this period, positions automatically became vacant every 4 years. 

Presidents sought to increase the vacancy rate by removing incumbents before their terms expired. 

When the Tenure of Office Act was repealed in the 1880s there were few remaining restrictions on 

removals. While civil service protections were expanding at the lower levels, the number of Senate 

confirmed positions was increasing. The entire administrative state was subject to regular election-

driven instability in the administration of government. This instability facilitated corruption and 

venality. Thousands of job seekers would descend on elected officials and agency heads. It generated 

persistent performance problems since poorly qualified person filled jobs and turnover was regular, 

hindering the development of an efficient rule-based administration (Aneja and Hu 2024; Johnson 

and Libecap 1994; Moreira and Perez 2024).  
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 There are only a few more important political arenas than appointments during this period 

and all of the important policy issues intersect with personnel at some point. Right at the heart of 

these debates are senators, cooperating with or opposing the president, navigating minority status or 

trying to preserve majority status. Their presence and strategies determine which positions are filled 

and by whom with great consequences across the country.   
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Appendix A: Data Acquisition Methodology 

This section details the multi-stage process used to generate a structured dataset from historical 

legislative records. 

Step 1: Source Material Acquisition 

Our primary source consists of the Journal of the Executive Proceedings of the Senate of the United 

States of America. We obtained digital copies (PDF format) of these journals from HathiTrust, spanning 

volumes 18 (1871–1872) through 122 (1980–1980). This acquisition process took place between 2023 

and 2024. It is important to note that these PDF files are image-based and often suffer from poor 

visual quality, presenting a significant initial challenge for data extraction. 

 

Step 2: Optical Character Recognition (OCR) 

To convert the image files into machine-readable text, we performed Optical Character 

Recognition (OCR) using Amazon Web Services. This process was applied to the entire volume set, 

with the exception of indices pertaining to military positions, as our project focuses exclusively on 

civilian appointments. The resulting text files were saved and prepared for subsequent data scraping. 

 

Step 3: Data Scraping and Validation 

Leveraging the text files from Step 2, we employed a mixed-method approach combining 

Python programming and manual human checking to extract key data elements. For each volume, 

Python scripts were written to generate Excel files containing: nominee names, position titles, 

location/state, page numbers for each stage (Nomination, Referred, Reported, Confirmed), and the 

full sequence of stages each nominee underwent. While many nominations follow a predictable pattern 

(Nomination → Referred → Reported → Confirmed), the data extraction process was complicated 

by two primary factors: 
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1. Data Quality Issues: The poor quality of the original PDFs and the resulting imperfect OCR 

output necessitated repeated adjustments to the scraping code. 

2. Irregular Procedural Patterns: A substantial number of nominations involved non-standard 

procedural steps. These irregularities include recommittal from the floor, multiple committee 

referrals, floor reconsideration following rejection, presidential renomination, and presidential 

withdrawals. 

These irregularities required multiple iterations of Python coding and intermediate human checking, 

often necessitating distinct, tailored Python code for data extraction within different congressional 

terms. 

This stage culminated in the creation of two standardized Excel files: one listing nominees 

with regular procedural patterns and another detailing those with irregular patterns. During file 

generation, our Python scripts implemented initial data integrity checks—for instance, ensuring that 

page numbers for sequential legislative stages were weakly increasing. A research assistant then 

manually audited every entry marked by a specific digital identifier, basing their verification on a 

catalogue of potential errors flagged by the code. The final, validated files, encompassing all nominees, 

were subsequently saved and organized by congressional term or volume. 

Step 4: Preliminary Human Processing of Scraped Data 

At this stage, we had created raw scraped data for every relevant civilian nomination from each 

Congress in a separate Excel spreadsheet. Relevant civilian nominations include every civilian position 

receiving presidential nomination in the executive, judicial, and legislative branches with one kind of 

exception.  

We limit our positions in the War Department and Navy Department to the Secretary, 

Assistant Secretaries, and few clearly civilian positions (e.g., Professor, Civilian Member of Board of 

Fortifications, etc.). All uniformed military officers require Senate confirmation and it is difficult to 
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determine whether a person is being promoted into a new rank and position as a military officer or a 

civilian. We limit our focus to the most senior positions that are clearly civilian positions.  

We conducted human cleaning of all the spreadsheets and supplemented this data with additional 

information on Congresses, sessions, and volumes of the Senate Executive Journal. This involved six 

actions: 

1. Positions: We created a clean position title for each entry. Automated processing via Python 

provided a column with extracted position information. We used information from the 

“extracted position” column to create a new column with clean and regularized position titles.  

2. Agencies: We create an agency column that included the agency location for each position. We 

extracted this information from the position title column or from the Official Register of the 

United States. 

3. States: We created a clean state variable from the location information in each nomination. 

Automated processing via Python provided a column with extracted location from each 

presidential nomination. Most nominations outside Washington included information on the 

location of the position. We used information from the extracted location column to create a 

new column with clean and regularized locations. In cases where there was no location 

information we supplemented with information from the Official Register of the United States. 

This includes the name of the state if the position is located in a state. We include the word 

“Territory” for nominations to positions in a territory.  Nominations to positions in foreign 

countries are given the location “Foreign.”  

a. In cases where positions cover more than one state (e.g., a judge riding circuit) and no 

position was listed in the Senate Executive Journal or the Official Register of the United 

States, we left the state column blank.  
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4. Supplementing: For each spreadsheet except 1871 we added data on the Congresses and sessions 

within which the nominations took place. We also added the volume number for the Senate 

Executive Journal that provided the raw data in that spreadsheet.  

5. Durations: Verifying that durations match up with session lengths. For each spreadsheet we 

examined duration lengths to make sure there were no negative values, extreme values or 

nominations whose durations were longer than session lengths in the sessions in which they 

were nominated. In cases where there were problems, we collected the correct data from the 

Journal of the Executive Proceedings of the Senate. If positions were referred more than twice, we also 

created new entries for the subsequent referrals. 

6. Duplicates: The scraping procedure occasionally picked up a nomination more than once. For 

example, an index entry could be unusual, leading a nomination to be entered twice. A human 

checker went through the entire dataset, congress-by-congress, to identify duplicates to 

remove.  

Step 5: Connecting Positions to Senate Committees 

We extracted a list of positions and agencies by Congress from our nominations data. We used 

the Senate Executive Journal and Canon et al. 201836 database to identify the Senate committee with 

jurisdiction over each position. We also use the Stewart dataset to identify the corresponding 

committee ID for each committee in order to determine membership of each committee during each 

session of Congress. 

We merge the committee data to the cleaned nominations data by matching on position title, 

agency, and volume of the Senate Executive Journal. We then identified nominations that were missing 

committee data. There were two reasons for missing committee data. Either there were inconsistencies 

 
36 David Canon, Garrison Nelson, and Charles Stewart. Historical Congressional Standing Committees, 1st to 79th 
Congresses, 1789-1947: [Chamber/Congresses], [date of data file].  [Please see 
https://web.mit.edu/cstewart/www/data/data_page.html] 
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between the two datasets in the naming of positions or agencies or the Senate confirmed nominations 

without referral to a committee. During the 1870s and 1880s, the Senate regularly confirmed some 

positions by unanimous consent without referral to a committee, including cabinet secretaries or 

nominations of former senators. To remedy the first type of missing data, human checkers went 

through every case of missing committee information and corrected inconsistencies in coding in both 

the nominations dataset and committee dataset. For committee information missing because 

nominations were not referred to committee, we took reasonable steps to infer a committee, where 

possible. Specifically, in cases where it was easy to determine the committee of jurisdiction even 

without referral, we included that information. For example, the Secretary of the Navy would be 

referred to the Committee on Naval Affairs. One of the largest categories of nominations that would 

be confirmed without referral were cabinet secretaries. These, generally, are easy to connect to a Senate 

committee.  
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Appendix B. Model of Total Confirmation Duration 

Table B1: Extended Multi-stage Cox Regression of Total Duration, 1871-1913 
 (1) 
 Hazard Ratio 
Territory 0.931*** 
 (0.022) 
Co-partisan State (Majority) 1.121*** 
 (0.013) 
Opposition State (Majority) 1.055 
 (0.039) 
Co-partisan State (Minority) 1.323*** 
 (0.056) 
Opposition State (Minority) 0.716*** 
 (0.010) 
Co-partisan State Committee Rep (Majority) 0.943*** 
 (0.011) 
Co-partisan State Committee Rep (Minority) 0.972 
 (0.050) 
Opposition State Committee Rep (Majority) 0.958*** 
 (0.015) 
Opposition State Committee Rep (Minority) 0.957 
 (0.042) 
Observations 66087 

Dependent variable is total time in the Senate. We report exponentiated coefficients and robust standard errors 
in parentheses. Model stratified by Committee, Congress, and Agency. Hazard Ratios reported. Values < 1 
indicate a delay; values > 1 indicate speed-up. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. 
 

Figure B. Coefficient Plot for Multi-Stage Cox Regression of Total Confirmation Duration, 
1871-1913 
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