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Abstract

This paper examines an understudied tool of presidential control of the bureaucracy – the
ability of the president to shape the federal workforce. First, I develop a theory of personnel
politics in which the president strategically allocates human resources to ideologically-aligned
agencies. I also hypothesize that interest group politics plays a role in structuring presidential
allocations, with agencies displaying higher levels of union penetration receiving higher personnel
allocations, particularly during Democratic presidencies. Using an original dataset of budgeted
personnel levels from fiscal years 1983-2012, I find strong support for these hypotheses. Further,
I demonstrate one unique aspect of personnel politics as a tool of control – its effects on the
career concerns of individuals working in federal agencies.
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1 Introduction

The size of the federal workforce is a perennial target of administrative reforms. From President
Reagan’s issuance of a hiring freeze on his first day in office to President Clinton’s declaration of
the end of big government to President Obama’s in-sourcing initiatives, presidents from across the
ideological spectrum have sought to exert influence over the number of federal employees. As the
agents that will carry out the president’s policies, presidents have a special interest in ensuring that
the federal workforce matches their needs. Furthermore, beyond being just a means to the end
of achieving policy goals, shaping the federal workforce (indeed, in most cases, reducing its size)
has become a political end in itself for some presidents, eager to capitalize on public distaste for
bureaucracy and “red tape.” Presidents are able to exercise influence on employment through their
role in allocating personnel for agencies across the federal government.

Despite the centrality of shaping the federal workforce to the administrative and policy agendas
of many presidents and its importance for policy outcomes and organizational capacity, we know
surprisingly little about how presidents distribute the personnel burdens of downsizing or the gains
of growth across the bureaucracy. What factors influence presidential decisions during the budget
process? How do the interests of other political actors, such as Congress and unions interact
with presidential interests? Further, there is little systematic evidence about the effects that these
allocations have on policy outcomes, agency capacity, and the career concerns of federal employees
in affected agencies. In an era marked by fiscal cliffs, sequester, and government shutdowns, it is
more important than ever to understand how personnel policies operate and the effects that they
have on agency capacity, policy, and human capital in the federal bureaucracy.

In this chapter, I argue that presidents act strategically, molding the federal workforce in ways
designed to advance their ideological goals. Relative to other control techniques discussed in Section
3, such as political appointments or budgeting, presidents have traditionally faced little intervention
from other actors, such as Congress, in shaping the federal workforce through personnel controls
(with some important exceptions). In the Sections 4 and 5, I describe the personnel budget process
and develop a theory about the process by which presidents allocate employees across the federal
government. I argue, contrary to previous accounts (e.g. Light 1999), that these allocations are not
random; rather, ideology plays an important role in determining the human resources available to
agencies. Furthermore, I argue that interest group politics also plays a role in allocations – agencies
with higher levels of union penetration are relatively insulated from personnel cuts, particularly
during Democratic administrations. I test these hypotheses in Section 6 using an original dataset
of budgeted personnel levels from fiscal years 1983 through 2012, and find strong support for the
theoretical predictions.

I also argue that these allocations are distinct relative to other forms of control in the effects
that they have on the careers of federal employees. The literature in political science and public
administration has focused on the human capital crisis in the federal bureaucracy. Attracting em-
ployees with the requisite skills to the public sector and retaining them in the face of attractive
private sector career options with contractors, lobbyists, or consultants, has been a challenge noted
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by scholars and policymakers alike for decades. While most of the focus has been on wage differen-
tials in the public and private sectors, relatively little attention has been paid to the role that tools
of political control play in structuring the career concerns of employees throughout the federal bu-
reaucracy, up and down the hierarchy of agencies. I examine the role that budgeted personnel levels
have on the part-time/full-time career structures in agencies. I find that these personnel controls
significantly affect the workforces of agencies, leading them to rely more heavily on part-time work
during periods of retrenchment.

Overall, this work extends our understanding of several aspects of executive management of the
bureaucracy. First, it provides important insights into how presidents have managed the growth
and downsizing of the executive branch. Rather than across-the-board cuts or gains in employment,
the evidence provided here suggests that presidents are strategic in personnel allocations, favoring
ideologically-proximate agencies relative to more distant ones. Second, these findings further our
understanding of the role that labor unions play in shaping the careers of their members and the
bureaucracy more generally. While previous studies have found mixed effects of unionization on
substantive outcomes in the bureaucracy, I provide evidence that federal employee unions can have
a significant impact on the careers of employees as well as differential growth across the bureaucracy.
Finally, I examine how this particular method of presidential control of the bureaucracy impacts
the ways in which agencies conduct business – in particular, I demonstrate the effects of this control
technique on agency management generally.

2 Personnel Allocations and Agencies

Limits on employment in agencies are frequently named by public managers as one of the most
frustrating constraints they face. The 1993 National Performance Review found so many complaints
about the arbitrariness of ceilings and floors on employment among the managerial corps that a total
elimination of ceilings was warranted: “Federal managers often cite FTE controls as the single most
oppressive restriction on their ability to manage . . . FTE ceilings are usually imposed independently
of – and often conflict with – budget allocations. They are frequently arbitrary, rarely account for
changing circumstances . . . .” (National Performance Review 1993). Further, the NPR called for
Congress to cease meddling in the allocation of FTEs to agencies as well.

When agencies do not have the personnel resources necessary to carry out their missions, agency
leadership is left with few options. Managers in agencies consistently report that during periods of
cutbacks they are forced to do the same amounts of work or more, with fewer resources. The idea
that human resources are central to the capacity and outputs of agencies is pervasive throughout
the literature on the size of government and downsizing (e.g. Ban 1995; Jones 1998; Rubin 1985;
Carpenter et al. 2012).

Furthermore, the literature on agency personnel cutbacks also suggests that they have a signif-
icant, negative impact on the career concerns of employees and overall agency morale. Importantly
these effects extend not just to individuals who lose their jobs or are in danger of losing their jobs;
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rather, cutbacks chill morale and enthusiasm across the agency. Suddenly, employee workloads in-
crease, while pay and other resources do not. This is associated with lower job satisfaction, and
potentially leads some employees to look to the exits, which further exacerbates the problems asso-
ciated with downsizing. These types of cuts and freezes can also have serious negative consequences
for career paths. Individuals that might otherwise be promoted no longer will receive that recogni-
tion and pay increase. By stunting the career development of all agency employees, and particularly
those of the best employees, employment control strategies can have deleterious effects on human
capital in the federal government.

Jones (1998) conducted interviews with managers and executives in three agencies that had to
make serious personnel cuts in response to the 1994 Federal Workforce Restructuring Act.1 In these
interviews he found strong concerns among agency leadership both about the ability of the agency
to carry out its mission satisfactorily with decreased human resources and the negative impact of
the cuts on the careers of agency employees. I reproduce here two representative quotes from his
study that illustrate the ideas discussed in this section. The first is from a program executive at
the Food and Drug Administration:

“The GS-13s have not been promoted now for almost a year. Many of those peo-
ple. . . fully deserved to be promoted to a GS-14 leave, and we were working through
that when the freeze came in. Some of those people are seriously adversely affected from
a career point of view. On the other hand, there are many young scientists who deserved
to be promoted because they are becoming internationally known and are considered
experts in their fields. . . To be quite honest with you, some of those are looking outside
the government for other employment and some of them are being hired, which is a
loss to us. . . There is some concern about their personal standing, loss of professional
standing because their ability to keep current and to continue certain research programs
is reduced. . . They’re not able to remain competitive with the outside world because of
lack of resources” (Jones 1998, 153-154).

This quote clearly exemplifies the concerns of top level managers that cutbacks in agencies have
significant policy effects as well as consequences for the career concerns of employees. In the case
of the FDA, hiring freezes and personnel cutbacks were associated with damage to the ability of
the agency to carry out its mission. They also blocked the career paths for critical employees in
the organization, leading them to look for employment elsewhere. The next quote, from a middle
manager in the Bureau of Reclamation (located in the Department of the Interior), describes similar
issues:

“The biggest problem is that there are no reductions in program requirements, but they
expect the same quality, timeliness, and support with less staff or no staff. We are at a
breaking point and only getting out the crisis issues. Some things are not being dealt
with. We can’t continue at the same quality levels. People are doing their best just to

1This law required that the president eliminate 252,000 civilian full-time equivalent positions in five years.
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get the job done. More is being spent on overtime. We are using flexible work schedules.
Job pride carries them on.” (Jones 1998, 125).

These accounts suggest that personnel changes, particularly reductions and cutbacks, have im-
portant consequences for agency capacity and ultimately policy. First, as when budgets for an
agency are reduced, they limit the ability of the agency to carry out its mission. Fewer human re-
sources in some cases means having to reduce resources devoted to key priorities of the agency. Even
in situations where agencies can contract out, it is unclear how this affects the ability of agencies to
carry out their functions. Indeed, many within government argue that they have too few resources
to oversee contractors and that contracting serves only to hollow out the capacity of the agency in
the long run (e.g. Light 1999; Ban 1995). However, unlike budgets, these personnel controls and
other restrictions have direct impacts on the career concerns of agency employees: increasing their
workload, decreasing morale, and prompting some to leave government. These direct effects on
employees have potentially serious negative ramifications for agency capacity.

The evidence for the relationship between employment and the capacity and production of
agencies is not just anecdotal or qualitative. For instance, Carpenter et al. (2012) find that the
number of employees at the Food and Drug Administration’s Center for Drug Evaluation and
Research has a significant impact on the speed with which the agency is able to process new drug
applications, a plausible proxy for the capacity of the agency. Similarly, Bolton, Potter and Thrower
(2014) find that the Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs (OIRA) reviews regulations much
faster during periods in which staff sizes are larger, even after controlling for a number of other
political and resource factors and regulatory oversight regime changes that may also impact review.
Production also appears to be affected by agency size. Potter and Shipan (2014) find that agency
regulation production is significantly affected by employment – larger agencies produce greater
numbers of regulations. Finally, in subsequent chapters, I examine the effects of personnel on
agency production and capacity, with extensive case studies of ACTION and the Occupational
Safety and Health Administration and find similar results.

Given the importance of personnel levels and human capital for agency performance and policy
outputs, it is necessary to understand the political process by which presidents allocate personnel
and where this process fits relative to other presidential attempts to control the bureaucracy.

3 Related Literature

Presidential attempts to control the bureaucracy have been well-documented by political scien-
tists and outside observers alike. As the organizations and individuals that will implement their
policies, presidents are keenly interested shaping the bureaucracy in ways that make it responsive
to their preferences. As Wilson writes, “Presidents see much of the bureaucracy as their natural
enemy and are always seeking to bring it to its heel” (Wilson 1989, 257). Moe (1985) outlines two
strategies that presidents employ: centralization and politicization.

Presidents have increasingly sought to centralize policymaking in the White House (e.g. Rudale-
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vige 2002; Croley 2003). For presidents, this has the benefit of moving policymaking authority from
the wider bureaucracy to the components of the Executive Office of the President in an attempt
to minimize the agency problems that result from the divergent preferences of political principals
and careerists in agencies (Aberbach and Rockman 1976; Maranto 1993; Clinton et al. 2012). Per-
haps the greatest recent exemplar of this desire for White House control over policymaking was the
development of regulatory central clearance in the Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs.
While the centralization literature often notes that agencies may have more expertise than White
House staff, this expertise is deeply discounted because of the potential for ideological divergence
between the president and the White House. I argue here and in the chapter on SES allocations that
presidents recognize the informational advantages and expertise in the bureaucracy and actually try
to improve the capacity of agencies that are ideologically similar to them.

Politicization refers to the role of the president in attempting to control organizational leadership
in order to overcome agency problems in the bureaucracy (Lewis 2008; Light 1995). Presidents are
able to choose ideological allies to lead agencies in an attempt to bring policy outputs in line with
the president’s preferences. Indeed, it appears that presidential appointments can have significant
effects on the work that agencies do. For instance, Wood and Waterman (1991) find that in five
of the seven agencies they examine, new appointed leadership led to a near-immediate change
in policy outputs in the direction favored by the president. Similarly, Randall (1979) finds that
Nixon’s appointees were able to push through several important changes to the Aid to Families
With Dependent Children over the objections of careerists in the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare. Even on independent regulatory commissions, theoretically insulated from presidential
control (e.g. Moe and Wilson 1994; Lewis 2003), new appointees can create substantial changes in
policy outputs (Chang 2001; Snyder and Weingast 2000; Krehbiel 2007). While politicization may
bring about greater agency responsiveness to presidential preferences, it also appears to diminish
agency capacity (Lewis 2008; Gilmour and Lewis 2006; Cohen 1998; Krause, Lewis and Douglas
2006).

In addition to politicization and centralization, scholars have also noted the importance of the
president in other aspects of administrative politics. Since the passage of the 1921 Budget and
Accounting Act, the president has had proposal power for agency appropriations. These proposals
are subject, of course, to the explicit approval and adjustment by Congress before they can become
law (Schick 2008). Presidents also are able to use unilateral actions in order to instruct agencies
to take certain actions and enhance their regulatory authority. However, this power requires some
explicit statutory or constitutional authority and appears to be highly constrained by Congress and
the federal courts (Mayer 2002; Howell 2003; Thrower 2012).

In this chapter, I examine a relatively understudied mechanism of presidential control – the
ability for the president to control federal employment through the budget process. Some have
studied the effects of presidents’ use of reductions-in-force to downsize agencies and the role they
play in shaping agency capacity and morale (e.g. Jones 1998; Ban 1995). I argue that presidents’
personnel powers are much broader. While reductions-in-force are often targeted within particular
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agencies at particular times, budgeted personnel levels are an ongoing control over labor levels in an
agency. In particular, the president’s ability to shape federal employment through the (relatively
unfettered) allocation of personnel resources across the federal bureaucracy has immense impacts on
the capacity of organizations and their outputs, as well as the career concerns of federal employees.
In the next section, I explore this power in greater detail.

4 Managing the Size of Government: Position Management and
the Budget Process

4.1 Presidential Control

Position management is an important process in the translation of agency goals into actual
implementation. In a 1978 report, the GAO described position management in the following way:
“Position management refers to interrelated management activities in organizing work to accomplish
an agency’s mission. It is a systematic approach to determining the number of positions needed,
skill and knowledge requirements, and the grouping and assignment of duties and responsibilities
among positions” (Krieger 1978). While position management is often described in technocratic
terms – the process by which the assignment of human resources to particular goals and agencies
can be used to enhance agency capacity – in this paper I argue it has been the focus of political
goals related to the management of the federal civil service.

In particular, the position management process has been used to both control the size of federal
employment (through the allocation of positions to organizations) as well as limit the wages paid to
federal employees (through control of the position classification process). As the chief administrators
of the federal government, presidents have long been concerned with the costs of federal employment
and the size of the federal workforce. Most of these concerns have been that the workforce is too
large and too expensive.2 While the merits of this goal have been debated, it has nonetheless
been a management priority for most presidents in recent memory. Furthermore, because position
management can have significant effects on the capacity and outputs of agencies, presidents have
taken special interest in the issue.3 In order to carry out these goals, presidents have turned
primarily to the centralized position management functions that exist in the Office of Management
and Budget (Benda and Levine 1988).

Since the 1940s, the President, usually acting through OMB (or previously the Bureau of the
Budget) and OPM, has generally has had wide discretion to control growth of employment in

2Although, recently, President Obama has actually sought to increase federal employment in order to reduce the
federal government’s reliance on contracting out functions. These “in-sourcing” initiatives are a departure from recent
history in which presidents have sought to increase contracting out.

3For instance, in a 1976 memorandum, President Ford exhorted agencies to evaluate and reform their position
management processes in order to create savings for personnel costs: “Proper position management ensures that work
is organized in a cost effective manner to provide optimum development and use of people’s skills and energies. When
either position classification or position management is deficient the result may be an unnecessary increase in the cost
of Government.” (Gerald Ford, Memorandum 539, “Memorandum on Civil Service General Schedule Classifications.”
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/index.php?pid=6065&st=&st1. Accessed 30 January 2014.)
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agencies.4 This accumulation of personnel power in the presidency reflects a general trend in the
movement of personnel management issues from Congress to the president that began at the end of
the nineteenth century as a result of the increasing size and scope of the federal government (Schick
1983). More recently, presidents have relied on broad grants of discretion in existing statutes that
give them significant power over the operation of the civil service to justify their outsized role in
personnel administration.5

Agency employment levels are set during the annual budget review process, as specified in OMB
Circular A-11. The unit of employment used by OMB is the full-time equivalent, or the FTE,
which is defined as 2,080 work hours. Note that one employee is not necessarily equal to one
FTE. Along with their requests for funding, agencies also submit FTE requests to OMB, and those
requests are subject to its approval. Importantly, however, a number of scholars have pointed out
an almost total disconnect between budget and FTE allocations. It is not uncommon to find agency
budgets increase while FTEs stay the same or even decrease. This disconnect is institutionalized,
as different parts of the OMB staff are responsible for financial and personnel allocations (Light
1999). Final FTE levels are then included in the president’s annual budget request. Unlike requests
for funds, however, there is no need for explicit congressional approval of FTE levels for them to
take effect. In fact, OPM and OMB use the levels in the president’s budget for monitoring purposes
unless Congress specifically adjusts them during the appropriations process, either in statute or in
the appropriations committee reports in the bill (Schick 2009).6 Compliance with these levels is
monitored by the Office of Management and Budget, which requires agency leadership to report the
number of FTEs used by the agency on a regular basis (Benda and Levine 1988).7

While this process might seem to be irrational or inefficient relative to private organizations
(which typically do not budget specific personnel levels), it is actually a fairly common way of
controlling personnel levels across the OECD (Schick 2009). Many countries impose hard ceilings
on the number of employees across agencies and make hiring new employees extremely difficult.
Most of these procedures were created with the intention of limiting personnel levels.

4.2 Role of Congress

Prior to the twentieth century, Congress played an active role in the federal personnel system.
Members of Congress paid close attention to the distribution of federal employment within their

4Notably, Congress has acted to limit the total number of employees across the federal government, leaving the
distribution of these employees across agencies largely in presidential hands. This was the case after the passage of
the Whitten Amendment (see Light 1999) and was also the case for the government-wide caps imposed by the Federal
Workforce Restructuring Act in 1994.

5For instance, President Clinton cited 5 U.S.C. §3301, 3 U.S.C. §301, and 31 U.S.C. §1111 for authority in his
executive order that instructed almost every agency to reduce employment by 4% by the end of his first term, all
of which give the president broad authority to structure the civil service system and executive branch in ways that
vaguely promote efficiency. He also cited his constitutional authority to execute the law as further authority for
implementing the cuts.

6Congress intervenes in about 10% of agency-years. See the Congress chapter for more details on this.
7OMB Circular A-11 makes clear that agency leadership is responsible for ensuring total agency employment is in

line with the budget numbers and specifies reporting requirements. Furthermore, additions of FTEs during the fiscal
year or transfer FTEs between agencies must be cleared by OMB staff.
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districts and played an integral role in the pre-Pendleton Act patronage system (Johnson and
Libecap 1994). Schick (1983) notes that in the nineteenth century, Congress actually wrote the
names and salaries of federal employees into appropriations bills. However, the vast expansion of
the size and scope of federal programs that occurred at the end of the nineteenth and early-twentieth
centuries made this approach to personnel administration infeasible. As in so many policy areas
during this era, Congress largely delegated personnel administration to the executive branch.

Congress has, however, intervened at times in the personnel allocation process since World War
II. The passage of the Whitten Amendment during the Korean War put a cap on the total number
of federal employees. This was the first overall cap on federal employment in American history
(Light 1999). A similar government-wide cap was placed on federal government employment by the
1994 Federal Workforce Restructuring Act. Importantly, in both of these cases, Congress left the
president to determine how to allocate personnel under the constraint of this cap. Congress has
also acted in some cases to target specific agencies, applying floors and ceilings to them, though
this is relatively uncommon.8 This raises the question of why Congress has apparently delegated
personnel administration to the president.

On the one hand, there may be a severe informational disadvantage for Congress relative to the
president when it comes to personnel administration. This was certainly the main driver behind the
congressional retreat from personnel matters at the beginning of the twentieth century. Understand-
ing how the personnel inputs and existing human resources of the agency affect outputs may not be
clear, especially as contracting out of services and functions has increased. The production functions
of agencies are complex and Congress may be unwilling to invest in generating costly expertise in
this area. On the other hand, the Office of Management and Budget specializes in such matters
and in its yearly budget negotiations with agencies may have come to acquire greater knowledge
about the link between inputs and outputs for agencies. Thus, Congress may have largely delegated
personnel control to the executive for informational reasons and only in clear cases intervenes.9

Alternatively, this delegation may also reflect the differing incentives for members of Congress
and the president. In particular, members of Congress are primarily interested in reelection (Mayhew
2004). Furthermore, as Moe and Wilson (1994) and Moe (1985) argue, members of Congress are not
motivated by any grand, fully rationalized bureaucratic design.10 When they do care about matters
of administration, it is most likely with respect to the effect of a president’s proposal on employment
within their districts, which I explore more in the chapter on Congress. However, decisions about
this are made after ceilings are set, and thus Congress may rely on informal lobbying of the agency
in order to secure constituent jobs.

Furthermore, legislative action to adjust ceilings through statutes may founder on supermajority
requirements and congressional gridlock. On the other hand, presidents care greatly about the
structure of the bureaucracy and do not face the same gridlock challenges. They are elected to

8This occurs in less than 1% of agency-years.
9Indeed, as noted above, there are several areas of the US Code that presidents point to that consist of large

delegations of personnel powers to the executive.
10In fact, members of Congress may benefit electorally from bureaucratic failures (Fiorina 1977).
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carry out a program and must shape the bureaucracy in ways that will achieve those ends (Moe
1985).

Despite Congress’s seeming abdication in the realm of personnel policy, it is important to con-
sider the fact that general inaction by Congress does not necessarily suggest that congressional
preferences have no influence. Presidents may anticipate intervention from Congress and adjust
levels to avoid this. Indeed, the observation that Congress rarely intervenes in personnel allocations
may suggest that the president is actually making allocations perfectly in line with congressional
preferences. I consider these issues further in Appendix C and in the next chapter.

5 The Politics of Position Management

In order to develop a theory of position management and make predictions about which agencies
presidents will target for increases and decreases, it is first necessary to consider what their objectives
are in changing the number of FTEs allocated to a given administrative unit. I argue that presidents
have two primary goals in mind when allocating personnel. The first and most immediate goal
concerns the effects that employment has on the capacity and policy outputs of agencies. Indeed, I
argue that when presidents allocate personnel, they are essentially allocating capacity to agencies.
Second, however, presidents also take the concerns of interest groups (particularly those with which
they are allied with) into account. I begin by considering the capacity and production concerns.

5.1 Ideology, Capacity, and Production

Human capital is often cited as one of the most important factors for agency capacity, and
adequate numbers of employees and other manpower concerns are central to this dimension of
capacity. The examples from the Food and Drug Administration and the Bureau of Reclamation
discussed above demonstrated this. Without adequate numbers of staff, agencies are unable to
carry out basic tasks that are central to their missions. For instance (Carpenter 1996) describes
how the true measure of capacity for the Food and Drug Administration is the personnel levels of
the agency. The ability of the agency to carry out its mission is primarily dependent upon this.
Similarly, (Bolton, Potter and Thrower 2014) find that personnel are a significant determinant of
capacity at the Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs.

In addition to directly affecting the ability of the agency to carry out its mission, budgeted
personnel levels also indirectly affect the capacity of agencies in the way that they affect career
concerns and skills of the employees in an agency. First, when agency employment is growing,
it has positive effects on the outlooks of careers of employees in the agency. As I demonstrate
below, the career structures of agencies are significantly affected by budgeted personnel levels. In
particular, agencies that face decreasing personnel levels use a number of strategies in order to
accommodate the demands of political principals, including shifts toward more part time work,
hiring freezes, promotion freezes, and contracting out services to the private sector (Ban 1995). All
of these actions have negative impacts on the outlook for individuals’ careers in an agency that
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may lead them to seek outside employment. Part time work leads to lower pay, as do promotion
freezes. Hiring freezes exacerbate the low pay problem by creating more demands for employees left
in the agency. Contracting out of services creates demand in the private sector for individuals with
expertise in the policy area and in the workings of the agency offering contracts. More required
effort and fewer incentives decrease the utility that employees receive from working in the agency
and make private sector employment options more attractive. This is particularly true for employees
in agencies and positions where their experience and acquired expertise in the business of the agency
can command a wage premium in the private sector (Cameron, de Figueiredo and Lewis N.d.). Exit
for the private sector serves to “hollow out” agencies, as individuals that have accumulated years of
expertise, human capital, and institutional memory leave the organization.

This point also serves to highlight the difficulty for agencies in recovering from cuts to budgeted
personnel levels in the long term. Even as an agency regains the ability to hire new employees in the
future, it will still take these new hires a significant amount of time to learn about the procedures
and routines of the organization. The ability of workers to understand the norms and expectations
of others in the organization can have a significant impact on overall agency performance (Dilulio
1994; Hermalin 2000; Kaufman 1967; Kreps 1990; Van den Steen 2010a;b; Wilson 1978; 1989). All
of this suggests that cuts in budgeted personnel levels can have significant negative repercussions
for overall agency capacity.

On the other hand, increases in budgeted personnel levels can have the opposite effects. Indi-
viduals may come to see the agency as growing and a place where they can advance in their career.
This allows the agency to give individuals the promotions and pay increases they expect in the civil
service system. While it may still be difficult to compete with wages offered by some private sector
organizations, individuals’ identification with the mission of the organization and their perceived
efficacy in fulfilling it, may help to make up this differential, at least as compared to agencies on
the decline (Cameron, de Figueiredo and Lewis N.d.; Gailmard and Patty 2007). Furthermore, a
growing agency with real prospects for career advancement may be advantaged in recruiting talented
individuals.11 All of this suggests that budgeted personnel levels can have significant effects on the
capacity of the organization and its overall performance.

In addition to the effects on how well agencies carry out tasks, the examples in Section 2 also
demonstrated how employment levels can affect the volume of agency outputs. Studies of volume
range from examining the number of regulations issued by an organization to the number inspections
carried out to the number and amounts of fines levied. Politicians may view staffing as a way of
enhancing or inhibiting the production output of an agency. Adequate numbers of personnel are
necessary in order to carry out the missions of organizations. Under-staffed agencies will be unable
to complete the tasks allocated to the by them president and Congress. For instance, Potter and

11Frank P. Claunts, a senior official at the FDA for decades, described his initial job search: “I got a copy of the
President’s budget and went through it to see which agencies looked like they were growing, so I’d see where the
best chances were to find employment opportunities.” Robert A. Tucker and John P. Swann, “History of the U.S.
Food and Drug Administration,” transcript of an oral history conducted by Robert A. Tucker and John P. Swann.
December 8, 2012. Available at: http://www.fda.gov/downloads/AboutFDA/WhatWeDo/History/OralHistories/
SelectedOralHistoryTranscripts/UCM263898.pdf. Accessed 23 June 2014.
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Shipan (2014) find that employment levels in agencies are significantly and positively related to the
volume of regulatory output in federal agencies.

However, different types of agency outputs are not equally favored by presidents. A key concern
for politicians is the ideological content of policies and agency outputs. For example, Democrats
may prefer greater numbers of inspections by the Occupational Health and Safety Administration,
while Republicans prefer fewer given the burdens that they can place on businesses in order to en-
sure worker safety. Presidents often view the ideologies of agency missions as shaping the outputs of
agencies. Because of this, I argue that presidents’ preferences for capacity and output are differen-
tiated based upon the ideological orientation of an agency’s mission relative to the president’s own
ideology. Thus, I assume that the president’s utility is a function of the ideological loss associated
with outputs, the capacity of the agency, as well as the multiplicative product of the two.12 This
view is in contrast to typical theories of agency capacity that tend to view capacity as additive, or
equally valued by an agency’s principals independent of agency ideology (Lewis 2008; Huber and
McCarty 2004).13 This assumption has important implications for presidential behavior. In partic-
ular, it suggests that presidents will prefer to distribute capacity-enhancing resources to agencies
that are ideologically closest to them (a prediction that would not arise from an assumption that
agency capacity is additive in the president’s utility).

Thus, to summarize, if agency capacity and output volumes are a central concern in the allo-
cations of FTEs, I argue that presidents will prioritize higher staffing levels for agencies to whose
missions they are most sympathetic, as presidents get the most utility from increasing capacity and
activities in agencies with outputs that are spatially closest to the president’s ideal point. Likewise,
agencies with missions that are ideologically-distant from the president are likely to fare less well
in the allocation of FTEs during the budget process. This leads to the first hypothesis:

Ideological Targeting Hypothesis: Presidents will favor ideologically-close agencies
relative to distant ones in the allocation of personnel resources.

5.2 Unionization, Ideology, and Budgeted FTE Levels

Now, I turn my attention to the role of federal employee unions in affecting budgeted FTE levels.
I argue that unions will advocate for higher FTE levels in agencies where they represent employees.
Members are the lifeblood of unions. Their dues fund the operations of the union. Declining
membership makes it difficult for a union to operate and to credibly argue to new potential members
that they can offer effective representation. This fact alone suggests that unions will oppose cuts to
personnel levels and will seek increases in agencies where they represent employees. Furthermore,
unions may also impact FTE levels in the positive direction through their consistent opposition to
contracting out.

12Formally, I argue that the utility function of the president takes the form: uP (x, c; p) = c−g ·(x−p)2−c ·(x−p)2,
where c is the capacity of the agency (which is a function of employment), g is the level of production (which is a
function of labor), x is the ideological location of agency output, and p is the president’s ideal point.

13However, for an exception, see Kendall, Nannicini and Trebbi (2013).
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One side effect of limiting the number of FTEs in agencies discussed above is to induce the
contracting out of public services to the private sector (Light 1999). The size of the federal workforce
and the use of contracting out are almost always explicitly linked to one another in policy debates.
Cost savings from privatization are often framed in terms of the reduction in personnel costs that
that private sector firms enjoy, free of having to pay many of the personnel benefits afforded to
civil servants (Kettl 1991). While data on contracting out is spotty, all signs suggest that it is used
frequently and widely across the government, but particularly in the area of defense (Light 1999;
2008; Stanger 2011). The issue of contracting out raises deep questions about its potential effects
on public accountability and economic efficiency (Wilson 1989). Whether contractors actually are
able to deliver services and products at a lower price has been a subject of contention for as long as
the practice has existed. Whether they can further do so with the appropriate accountability and
legitimacy necessitated by democratic demands has also been an area of central concern, particularly
in light of recent scandals in prisons, war zones, and at the National Security Administration.

There are not clear partisan dimensions to contracting out itself as a strategy for administration.
While many have noted the proclivity of Republican presidents, most recently George W. Bush, to
outsource public provision of goods and services to the private sector, President Clinton’s National
Performance Review encouraged contracting and the Federal Workforce Restructuring Act passed
in 1994 by a Democratic Congress and signed by President Clinton is viewed as having led to a large
increase in contracting out (Light 1999). The Obama administration, on the other hand, has made
efforts to promote “in-sourcing,” or moving contracted out services back into the government.14 In
response to this effort by the White House, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates announced that the
Department of Defense was planning to add 30,000 civil servants to carry out President Obama’s
in-sourcing goals, further demonstrating the link between manpower and contracting out.

Public sector unions have been among the most stalwart critics of contracting out. They argue
that it does not actually lead to cost savings, often violates federal prohibitions on contracting out
“inherently governmental” functions, and hollows out the capacity of agencies. Colleen Kelley, the
national president of the National Treasury Employees Union (which represents more than 100,000
employees across the federal government), summarized the union opposition to contracting in her
2012 testimony before the Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs
Subcommittee on Contracting Oversight:

“With agencies so reliant on federal contractors, the in-house capacity of agencies to
perform many critical functions has been eroded, jeopardizing their ability to accomplish
their missions. It has also resulted in the outsourcing to contractors of functions that are
inherently governmental or closely associated to inherently governmental functions.”15

14See March 4, 2009, “Memorandum on Government Contracting”, American Presidency Project: “Excessive reliance
by executive agencies on sole-source contracts (or contracts with a limited number of sources) and cost-reimbursement
contracts creates a risk that taxpayer funds will be spent on contracts that are wasteful, inefficient, subject to misuse,
or otherwise not well designed to serve the needs of the Federal Government or the interests of the American taxpayer.”

15Statement of Colleen M. Kelley, National President of the National Treasury Employees Union on “Contractors:
How Much Are They Costing the Government?” Submitted to the Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-

13



The American Federation of Government Employees (AFGE) even maintains a privatization
action page on its webpage that encourages members to build cases against the contracting out of
specific functions and to monitor and notify management (and Congress) of perceived infractions of
conversion rules. “Constant pressure” is the key to fighting conversion according to AFGE. It advises
members: “Press management about the specific case and the issue in general at every level. . . and
at every opportunity.”16 Unions have also actively opposed the imposition of federal employment
caps, viewing them as arbitrary and deleterious to the ability of agencies to carry out their missions
(and of employees to keep their jobs). The National Federation of Federal Employees argued in a
recent position paper that these caps were primarily based on politics rather than a concern for
effective administration.17

Thus, in order to maintain and increase their membership numbers, as well as to avoid con-
tracting out, I argue that unions use their political resources in ways that advance these interests,
particularly in agencies where they represent employees. Why might presidents respond to union
demands? First, unions are active participants in elections at the federal level, spending millions
of dollars every election cycle and organizing voters with volunteers from their ranks. Crossing
them may electorally endanger an incumbent president. Second, unions also have hefty lobbying
budgets. In 2013 alone, AFGE alone spent $1.5 million lobbying officials in the government. Union
lobbying may provide important information about the effects of employment in agencies to budget
officials at OMB as well as to members of Congress. Thus, even if the president is not predisposed
to support the union’s position, he may nonetheless acquiesce in order to avoid riling a potential
foe to only be reversed by members of Congress.

All of this suggests that unions will be opposed to cuts in FTEs and instead favor growth,
particularly in agencies where they have many members. This does not, however, suggest that
presidents will be equally responsive to union positions. In particular, I argue that Democratic
presidents will be most responsive to the level of unionization in an agency when setting FTE levels
in the budgeting process. Public sector unions are typically thought of as allied with the Democratic
Party. For instance, according to the Center for Responsive Politics, over 90% of public sector union
campaign contributions in federal congressional elections went to Democratic candidates. Notably,
this number exceeded 80% even in the 2004 election cycle when Republicans controlled both houses
of Congress. The partisan breakdown for union giving is displayed in Figure 1. Thus, because
Democrats rely on unions for electoral support and may be most receptive to their lobbying, they will
be more responsive to the demands of that constituency. Therefore, the effect of union penetration
in an agency should be conditional on the party of the president. This suggests that employees are
not helpless to suffer the ideological whims of presidents; rather, through organization and political
influence through campaign finance and other means they can successfully avoid cuts and receive

ernmental Affairs Subcommittee on Contracting Oversight, March 29, 2012. https://www.nteu.org/UnionOffice/
LegislativeIssues/CongressionalTestimony/TestimoyPrint.aspx?ID=200. Accessed 13 February 2014.

16The particular fact sheet from which this quote was drawn, “AFGE Direct Conversion Guidance” can be viewed
here: http://www.afge.org/index.cfm?Fuse=Content&ContentID=3731 (accessed 13 February 2014).

17See “NFFE-IAM Opposes Efforts to Arbitrarily Cut Federal Government Jobs”: http://www.nffe.org/ht/a/
GetDocumentAction/i/57367 (Accessed 13 February 2014).
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Figure 1: This figure displays the proportion of giving by public sector unions to congressional candidates
in each election cycle from 1990 through 2012. The light red bars denote giving to Republican (“GOP”)
candidates and the light blue bars denote the proportion given to Democratic candidates. As can be seen,
these unions overwhelmingly support Democratic candidates at the federal level, even during periods in which
Republicans controlled both the Senate and the House of Representatives. Source: Center for Responsive
Politics. Note that I combine the Center for Responsive Politics categories for “public sector unions,” “postal
unions,” and “teachers’ unions” to calculate the proportion of money going to candidates of each party.
Focusing on any one or combination of these categories produces a similar pattern.

higher FTE allocations.

Unionization Hypothesis: Unionization rates will be positively associated with changes
in budgeted personnel levels.
Partisan Conditioning Hypothesis: Democratic presidents will be more responsive
to the level of unionization in an agency than Republican presidents.

It should be noted that while the two hypotheses discussed above (ideological allocations and
Democratic responsiveness to agency unionization) seem somewhat straightforward, they actually
cut against much of our current understandings of position allocation in the federal government.
Indeed, Paul Light offers one of the few scholarly analyses of the process by which personnel ceilings
are set. He describes the process as essentially random. He writes: “. . . [Presidents] have left the
downsizing to a mostly informal, often random process at the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB). Just how OMB actually assigns head counts during ceilings and freezes has never been
completely transparent to those either inside or outside of government. There is no evidence that
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the agency has a sophisticated methodology, or any methodology at all for that matter, for allocating
head count gains and losses” (Light 1999, 139).

Furthermore, this argument brings to light new avenues through which unions may impact the
careers of their members. Most previous studies of federal public employees’ unions have focused on
their effect on wages relative to the private sector, with mixed results.18 Here, I argue that unions
play an important role in shaping the growth of the federal bureaucracy through their influence on
presidential budget requests for FTEs. In Section 8, I demonstrate that this influence further extends
beyond wages to fundamentally affect the career paths of employees and the career structures of
agencies.

To summarize, I argue against the prevailing conception of position management as a nonpolit-
ical process. Indeed, my argument is that the growth of federal agencies and federal employment
is a politically important issue to presidents and others. The frequency with which presidents ar-
ticulate goals about the size of the federal workforce seems in strong contrast to the idea that the
implementation of these goals is devoid of political (or apparently any other) concerns.

6 Data and Analysis

6.1 Dependent Variable: Changes in FTE Levels

The key dependent variable in this analysis is the president’s proposed FTE level for an agency
for the coming fiscal year. Given that agencies vary significantly in size across the federal gov-
ernment, I analyze the proposed percentage point change in FTEs from the FTE estimate for the
current fiscal year to the proposal for the coming fiscal year:

100 ·
Proposed FTEst+1 − Expected FTEst

Expected FTEst

One question that arises is why a more appropriate comparison would not be among FTE levels in
given budgets, i.e. the Expected FTEst+1 for each budget year. As noted, these proposals occur long
before the actual fiscal year begins. For example, budgeting for FY 2014 began in agencies during
the spring of 2012, culminating in the president’s budget request in early 2013. In the intervening
time, there can be a number of factors that shape the FTEs allocated to a particular agency.
In particular, new legislation, supplemental appropriations, emergencies, or executive actions may
add a program that requires additional human resources to an agency after the president’s budget
proposal is released. These types of changes become part of the estimated FTEs for the coming
budget year (in ways that are not readily observable to outside observers), even though they were not
included as part of the FTE ceiling for the current fiscal year.19 Thus, by making the comparison
between the FTE estimates for the current and next fiscal years these observed and unobserved

18See Donahue (2008) for an overview and Moe (2006) and Chen and Johnson (N.d.) for important exceptions.
19The process for adjustments of FTEs is somewhat opaque, however, OMB Circular A-11 instructs agencies to

consult with their OMB representative if they are considering adjustments to FTE levels or transfers to or from
another agency, suggesting that OMB plays a continuous role in personnel management throughout the fiscal year.
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types of changes in agency responsibilities can be accounted for.
As discussed above, these proposals are made during the annual budgeting process. To collect

this data, I examined the annual budget requests for fiscal years 1983 through 2012. These years
capture the Reagan administration’s first budget proposal through the end of President Obama’s
first term.20

The proposed FTE levels for each agency are reported in the president’s budget request as
depicted in Figure 2. Budget accounts in which salary expenses are included are nearly always
followed by a personnel summary that reports the president’s proposed FTE allocation for that
account. In all, in the three decade period examined, data from roughly 29,000 personnel summary
lines were collected to create the dataset. In all, there are 2,135 agency-years used in the analyses
below. Because the key ideological variables in the dataset are at the department level, I aggregated
these personnel summary lines to the same level for the analysis reported below in order to compute
the department-wide personnel level (Schick 2009). This aggregation also accurately reflects the data
generating process. The agency has discretion to move FTEs among bureaus within the agency so
long as the budgeted level is adhered to. Thus, department-level numbers are a more accurate
reflection of the outcomes of the OMB-directed budget process.

The distribution of FTE proposals is exhibited in Figure 3. As can be seen, there is wide
variation in the proposed increases and decreases in personnel. In some cases, presidents requested
more than double the number of FTEs and at other points have sought to zero-out FTEs in an
agency. These extreme proposals are uncommon, however. In order to avoid making inferences
driven by these types of outliers, I limit the analysis to only the agency-years in which the absolute
value of the proposal is less than twenty five percentage points. The results are robust to choosing
different cutoffs.21

6.2 Independent Variables

6.2.1 Ideology

Ideological Distance. The key independent variable for the analyses reported below is the ideo-
logical distance between the president and the agency for which he is proposing FTEs. Great strides
in recent years have been made in measuring the ideologies of federal of agencies (see, for example,
Clinton and Lewis 2008; Clinton et al. 2012; Bonica, Chen and Johnson N.d.; Chen and Johnson
N.d.; Bertelli and Grose 2011). In this paper, I rely primarily on the estimates of agency ideology
created by Clinton and Lewis (2008). The ideology scores are derived from a survey of experts who
were asked to rate agencies as liberal, conservative, or neither. They then used a multirater item
response model that integrated other information about the structure and creation of the agencies
in order to create estimates of ideology for 82 departments and agencies. The breadth of agencies
for which ideal points are estimated is only one strength of these particular ideology scores. They

20Note that while President Reagan was inaugurated prior to the budget submission deadline, President Carter
actually introduced a FY1982 budget that President Reagan amended, but not through the formal budgeting process.

21See Appendix for estimates with 5%, 10%, 15%, and 50% cutoffs.
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Figure 2: This figure displays the President Obama’s FY2010 budget request for the Department of Housing and
Urban Development’s Policy Development and Research budget account. Note that each request includes proposed
legislative language for the relevant congressional committees, a summary of requested budget authority, and a
personnel summary (highlighted in red).
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Figure 3: This figure displays a histogram of FTE proposals for presidents from FY1983-FY2013. The range is
bounded by -25% and 25% changes. The analyses reported in the main text are for proposals in this range in order to
avoid influence for some extreme proposals (e.g. elimination of agencies where 100% of personnel are cut). Appendix
B demonstrates the robustness of the reported results to different proposal ranges.

are also useful in that they tap into the aspect of agency ideology most salient for the purpose of
this analysis, i.e. the general underlying ideological of the agency and its work. Other measures
focus more on the ideology of agency employees (e.g. Chen and Johnson N.d.; Clinton et al. 2012)
or presidential appointees (e.g. Bonica, Chen and Johnson N.d.; Bertelli and Grose 2011), which,
for the purposes of testing the hypotheses laid out above, are less relevant.

The primary complication with the Clinton and Lewis (2008) ideology estimates is that they
do not jointly scale the president with agencies. I circumvent this problem in two ways. First,
I rescale the Clinton and Lewis (2008) estimates to be between 0 and 1. Because the CL scores
are increasing in the conservatism of the agency, during Democratic presidencies, the measure
of ideological distance is this transformed Clinton and Lewis (2008) score. During Republican
administrations, I subtract the transformed CL score from one. Thus, for a Republican president,
a higher number corresponds to a more liberal agency and vice versa for a Democratic president.
Note that in this coding there is an implicit assumption that a Republican president is at least as
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conservative as the most conservative agency (Department of the Navy) and a Democratic president
is at least as liberal as the most liberal agency by the CL measure (Action). To the extent that
this assumption is incorrect, it should serve only to bias against finding support for the Ideological
Targeting Hypothesis.

Ideological Ally. As an alternative to the ideological distance measure discussed above, following
O’Connell (2011), I also categorize agencies as liberal, conservative, and moderate. Agencies with
95% credible intervals that cross zero are coded as “moderate.” Those with estimates significantly
less than zero are coded as “liberal.” Finally, agencies with ideology estimates greater than zero
are coded as “conservative.” Using these classifications, I then create a binary indicator for whether
an agency is an “ideological ally” of the president. Conservative agencies are coded as allies during
Republican presidencies and liberal agencies are coded as allies during Democratic presidencies.
Alternative classifications, such as a binary liberal-conservative measure, yields similar results.

Unionization. I argue that unionization may help agencies, particularly during Democratic
administrations, to retain and even increase their numbers of employees. I measure unionization in
three ways. Union Rate is the percentage of agency employees that are currently part of a bargaining
unit. The distribution of unionization rates is highly skewed, so I log the percentage (plus one) in
the models below.22 I also operationalize unionization with two different dummy variables. First,
High Union takes a value of “1” if the unionization rate is higher than the sample average. Second,
Union takes the value “1” if there are any unionized employees in the agency. Unionization rates
and other statistics were calculated using data obtained from the Office of Personnel Management
by Cameron, de Figueiredo, and Lewis. The data is available for the fiscal years 1989-2011 for
non-defense agencies.

Public Demand. I also control for the extent to which there is demand from the public for
increased activity in a given policy area. In order to do this, I used data from the Policy Agendas
Project that codes responses to Gallup’s “most important problem” into policy areas. I then link
these policy areas to the mission statements of agencies. See the appendix for the links between the
Policy Agendas Project issue area codings and agency missions. I take the natural logarithm of the
percentage in order to account for the long right tail of the distribution.

Presidential Election. I also control for whether the president is proposing the budget in a pres-
idential election year. Election year actions may receive extra scrutiny with respect to government
waste, so presidents may be hesitant to substantially increase employment in these years.

Title V Exempt. I also control for whether an agency is or has components that are exempt
from the merit system prescribed in Title 5 of the United States Code. These exemptions are
granted by Congress. In theory, exempt agencies have greater flexibility with respect to hiring and
implementing budgeted personnel levels. Because this status changes over time within agencies, I
control for it with a dummy variable that takes the value “1” if the agency or one of its subunits is
exempt and “0” otherwise.

War. Times of national security emergency may stimulate demand for government action.
22The results are not sensitive to this transformation.
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Because of this, I control for times in which the United States is involved in armed conflict. The
War variable takes the value “1” during periods of war and “0” otherwise. Following Cohen (2012)
and Howell, Jackman and Rogowski (2013), I identify the Gulf War (1990-1991) and the heaviest
periods of fighting in the Afghanistan and Iraq conflicts (2001-2003) as war years.

GDP Growth. Economic woes may stimulate demand for government services. To account for
this, I control for the growth in GDP during the year in which the president is making his budget
proposal.

Divided Govt. I also control for congressional preferences vis-a-vis the president. Divided Govt.
takes the value “1” when one or both houses of Congress are controlled by the party opposed to the
president.

GOP President. This binary indicator takes a value of one during the presidencies of Presidents
Reagan, George H. W. Bush, and George W. Bush and is zero otherwise. I use this variable to test
the hypothesis that Republicans may be differentially responsive to unionization rates in agencies.

Time Trend. This variable begins at zero in FY1983 and increases by one for each subsequent
fiscal year. Alternative models with additional polynomials in time return similar results as those
reported below. Agency-specific time trends also do not substantively alter the results of the anal-
ysis.

7 Analysis and Results

Now, I turn to the analysis of the three hypotheses laid out above.

7.1 Ideological Hypothesis

I begin examining the Ideological Targeting Hypothesis by presenting descriptive patterns for
two agencies. Figure 4 displays the first year budget proposals for two agencies generally thought
to have clear ideological orientations – the Department of Labor (liberal) and the Department of
Defense (conservative) for each president’s first proposed budget. Note that the displayed proposals
subtract out the average agency proposal in a given fiscal year. The general ideological patterns
hypothesized above can be seen in the FTE changes that were proposed by each president for these
two agencies.

In the case of the Department of Labor, we see the exact ideological patterns hypothesized above.
Republicans sought to decrease personnel levels in the agency, while Presidents Clinton and Obama
sought significant increases in the personnel ceilings relative to their proposals for other agencies. On
the other hand, we see the opposite pattern for allocations to the Department of Defense. Republican
presidents, particularly Reagan and George H. W. Bush sought large first year increases in FTEs for
Defense. President Clinton, on the other hand, sought a large decrease. Presidents George W. Bush
and Obama do not seem to follow the expected pattern. Bush sought a small decrease in FTEs,
while Obama sought an increase, in line with his “in-sourcing” initiative discussed above. Overall,
however, these descriptive patterns fit with the broader hypothesis advanced in Section 5.
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Figure 4: This figure displays the FTE requests for in each president’s first year budget request for the Department
of Defense and the Department of Labor. Note that the plotted personnel proposals are net of the president’s average
proposal. “CL Ideal Point” refers to the ideal point of the agency as estimated by Clinton and Lewis (2008).

Given this initial support, I now turn to a large-N examination of the Ideological Targeting
Hypothesis. In order to conduct the analysis, I estimate the following regression:

Yit = β · Ideological Distance+ γ ·Xit + ξt + ηi + εit

Here, Xit denotes a vector containing the time- and unit-varying covariates discussed above. ξt

denotes the time effects included in the equation. In the tables and below, I focus on specifications
that include presidential fixed effects to capture average president- and presidency-invariant factors
that impact the level of proposals.23 The Ideological Targeting Hypothesis would be consistent
with an estimated β > 0. In order to account for serial correlation, I report robust standard errors
clustered by agency.

Figure 5 plots the estimated coefficient for the Ideological Distance variable from five different
specifications. The first is the result of a bivariate analysis that pools all observations together. The
second adds agency fixed effects to the regression. President and year fixed effects are added to the
agency fixed effects in the third and fourth regressions, respectively. Finally, the fifth specification

23Note that while I primarily present the results with president fixed effects, including year fixed effects does not
substantively change the results of the analysis (as demonstrated in Figure 1. The results also hold using the weighted
fixed effects methods for one-way and two-way fixed effects proposed by Imai and Kim (2012).
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Figure 5: This figure plots the estimated regression coefficients for the ideological distance variable from five different
specifications: pooled OLS, OLS with agency fixed effects, OLS with agency and year fixed effects, and OLS with
agency and year fixed effects looking only at the presidents’ first proposed budgets. In every case, the estimated
effect of ideological distance is both substantively and statistically significant.

considers only each president’s proposals for the first budget that they propose. In all cases, the
estimated effect of ideological distance is negative and statistically significant, providing strong
support for the Ideological Targeting Hypothesis. The effect appears to be largest in the first budget
proposed by the president, though not significantly so with the limited number of observations in
this specification. The numerical estimates from these regressions, as well as others containing
additional controls are reported in Table 1.

Additional controls do not detract from either the size or the significance of the estimated coeffi-
cient on Ideological Distance. Furthermore, an alternative operationalization of ideological distance,
Ideological Ally takes on the expected sign and is statistically significant. Agencies ideologically
aligned with the president receive, on average, one percentage point higher budget requests than
unaligned agencies. This variable has the advantage of taking into account some of the uncertainty
in the ideology estimates of Clinton and Lewis (2008) as well as the fact that a presidential ideal
point is not jointly estimated with the agency ideal points. The control variables behave more or
less in the expected way. In particular, the effect of war appears to be robust across specifications,
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Table 1: Effect of Ideology

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7
Ideological Distance −2.20∗∗∗ −2.25∗∗∗ −2.21∗∗∗ −2.50∗∗∗ −2.37∗∗∗ −3.38∗∗∗

(0.63) (0.71) (0.69) (0.76) (0.74) (1.27)
Ideological Ally 1.08∗∗∗

(0.42)
Public Demand 0.22 0.29 0.39 −0.22

(0.20) (0.22) (0.24) (0.55)
Pres. Election −0.05 0.05 0.04

(0.22) (0.22) (0.22)
War 1.42∗∗∗ 1.43∗∗∗ 1.42∗∗∗

(0.38) (0.38) (0.38)
First Term 0.36 0.41 0.41

(0.23) (0.30) (0.31)
Title V Exempt −1.25 −0.99 −0.97 −0.07

(1.35) (1.33) (1.29) (1.27)
Divided Govt. 1.63∗∗∗ 0.01 0.00

(0.34) (0.43) (0.43)
GDP Growth 0.07 −0.01 −0.02

(0.06) (0.06) (0.06)
Trend 0.12∗∗∗ 0.43∗∗∗ 0.43∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.09) (0.09)

Agency FE X X X X X X
President FE X X X X
N 2135 2135 2135 2034 2034 2034 343

This table displays the results from seven models testing the Ideological Targeting Hypothesis. In all specifications,
the estimated effect of ideological distance is negative as well as statistically and substantively significant, which is
consistent with the Ideological Hypothesis. Note that the the number of observations decreases slightly with the
addition of the MIP variable because some agencies could not be matched to a PAP issue area. Standard errors
clustered by agency in parentheses. Estimated intercepts are omitted. Significance codes: ∗∗∗p < 0.01, ∗∗p < 0.05,
∗p < 0.1.

leading to large, positive increases in budgeted FTE levels across agencies.
To get a sense of the substantive significance of the results, consider that the ideological distance

variable runs from 0 to 1. A value of “1” would indicate, for instance, the Department of the Navy
during a Democratic administration. The estimated relative difference for the Navy during during
Democratic and Republican presidents is, on average, a 2.37 percentage points in budgeted FTE
changes. Considering the fact that many of the organizations in the dataset have thousands or
tens of thousands of employees, a percentage point change in FTEs can translate into significant
numbers of jobs lost or gained.

Table 2 displays the results of four models that attempt to establish the robustness of the basic
ideological results reported in Table 2, by moving away from the ideal point measures of ideology.
While the Clinton and Lewis (2008) measure has many advantages – in particular its relatively large
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Table 2: Robustness – Labor and Defense Agencies

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
GOP Pres. −2.21∗∗∗ −1.47∗∗∗ 2.42∗∗∗ 2.05∗∗∗

(0.66) (0.33) (0.60) (0.52)
Pres. Election 0.35∗∗ 0.24

(0.17) (0.22)
GDP Growth −0.02 −0.38∗∗∗

(0.22) (0.10)
Trend 0.19∗∗∗ −0.07∗∗∗

(0.06) (0.02)
War 0.38 −0.56∗∗

(0.89) (0.22)
First Term 1.41∗ −0.70∗∗

(0.84) (0.31)
Divided 2.07∗∗∗ −0.42

(0.65) (0.44)
Public Demand −0.66

(0.64)
No Title 5 4.26∗∗∗

(0.38)

Agencies Labor Labor Defense Defense
Agency FE X X X X
N 121 121 118 118

This table provides a robustness check that moves the analysis away from ideal point-based measures of ideological
distance by looking at the proposal behavior of Republican presidents for labor agencies, generally considered to have
liberal orientations, and defense agencies, considered to have conservative orientations. The results are in line with
the results presented in Table 1. Significance codes: ∗∗∗p < 0.01, ∗∗p < 0.05, ∗p < 0.1.

coverage of agencies as compared to other measures – all ideal point measures face criticisms. In
particular, one concern with the Clinton and Lewis measure as I have used it is that it does not
vary over time other than in its relationship to the partisanship of the president.

Models 1-4 attempt to sidestep the use of ideal points but still examine the role of ideology
in presidential FTE requests. Models 1 and 2 consider the extent to which there are partisan
differences in FTE allocations for labor agencies, which are often considered among the most liberal
organizations in terms of mission and of employee ideology. Thus, the theory articulated above
suggests that, relative to Democrats, Republicans will set lower FTE levels for these agencies. In
particular, I examine requests for the Department of Labor, the Federal Labor Relations Authority,
the Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service, and the National Labor Relations Board. Because
the Republican president dummy variable is perfectly collinear with presidential fixed effects, they
are omitted from these two models. Model 1 examines the simple bivariate relationship between
presidential partisanship and labor agency FTEs. Model 2 also includes the full battery of control
variables discussed above. In both models, there is strong support for the idea that Republican
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presidents are associated with significantly lower FTE changes than Democratic presidents for these
agencies. Furthermore, this partisan difference is substantively large.

In contrast, Models 3 and 4 examine partisan differences in the four main defense agencies: the
Department of Defense, the Department of the Air Force, the Department of the Navy, and the
Department of the Army. Measures of ideal points consistently rank these four agencies as among
the most conservative, both in terms of the ideological makeup of agency employees as well as their
missions. Thus, in contrast to the labor agencies, my theory would predict that these agencies will
have higher FTE level changes during Republican presidencies relative to Democratic ones. Indeed,
this appears to be the case. In particular, Republican presidents request FTE changes more than
two percentage points higher than Democratic presidents for these four defense agencies.24 This
analysis, in combination with the analysis of the labor agencies, provides strong confirmation of the
ideal point-based analyses reported in Table 1.

7.2 Interest Group Politics: The Role of Unions

Now, I turn my attention to the Unionization Hypothesis and the Partisan Conditioning Hy-
pothesis. In particular, I argue that agencies that are highly unionized will receive relatively higher
FTE proposals, and that this effect will be conditional on the party of the president. I assess
these hypotheses in Table 3 below. Recall that the number of observations differs from the analy-
ses in Section 7.1 due to the limited coverage of the unionization variable (1989-2011, non-defense
agencies).

In order to test the Unionization Hypothesis, I estimate the following regression model:

Yit = β ·Unionization+ γ ·Xit + ξt + ηi + εit

Xit is a vector of covariates (introduced in the previous analysis) that condition proposals, including
Ideological Distance. ξt denotes presidential dummy variables, and ηi are agency fixed effects. Yit
again denotes the president’s proposed FTE change. An estimated β > 0 would be consistent with
the Unionization Hypothesis.

Models 1, 3, and 5 in Table 3 provide direct tests of the Unionization Hypothesis. Each specifi-
cation is the same except for the unionization variable used. Model 1 uses the Union Rate variable,
Model 3 uses the Union dummy variable, and Model 5 includes the High Union variable. In each
specification, the estimated coefficients for the unionization variables takes a positive sign, suggest-
ing that presidential FTE proposals are increasing in the unionization level of an agency. These
effects are also substantively large. For instance, doubling the unionization rate in an agency is
associated with an increase of half a percentage point in the president’s proposal. Alternatively,
if an agency moves from not having any unionized employees to having unionized employees, the
change is associated with an average of a 1.4 percentage point increase in the agency’s budgeted

24Note that I omit the Public Demand variable from the defense agencies regression because it is highly collinear
with the Republican president dummy variable (ρ ≈ 0.7).
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Table 3: Effect of Unionization

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Unionization Variables
Union Rate 0.48∗ 0.60∗∗

(0.26) (0.30)
Union Rate * GOP Pres. −0.28∗∗

(0.12)
Union (0, 1) 1.47∗ 2.15∗∗

(0.80) (0.88)
Union * GOP Pres. −0.95∗

(0.53)
High Union 1.88∗∗ 2.42∗∗∗

(0.82) (0.93)
High Union * GOP Pres. −1.34∗∗∗

(0.52)

Other Variables
Ideological Distance −1.94∗∗ −1.85∗∗ −1.90∗∗ −1.93∗∗ −2.10∗∗ −2.00∗∗

(0.94) (0.90) (0.93) (0.89) (0.94) (0.88)
Public Demand 0.40 0.42 0.32 0.41 0.30

(0.29) (0.30) (0.29) (0.28) (0.27)
Pres. Election 0.11 0.15 0.10 0.12 0.10 0.11

(0.27) (0.27) (0.27) (0.27) (0.27) (0.27)
War 0.94∗∗ 0.44 0.94∗∗ 0.42 0.92∗∗ 0.41

(0.40) (0.42) (0.40) (0.43) (0.39) (0.42)
Title V Exempt −0.50 −0.99 −0.37 −0.79 −0.54 −0.93

(0.89) (0.94) (0.86) (0.93) (0.98) (1.00)
First Term 0.87∗∗∗ 1.05∗∗∗ 0.86∗∗∗ 1.03∗∗∗ 0.84∗∗ 1.01∗∗∗

(0.33) (0.25) (0.33) (0.25) (0.33) (0.24)
Divided Govt. 0.31 1.65∗∗∗ 0.29 1.64∗∗∗ 0.28 1.63∗∗∗

(0.46) (0.31) (0.46) (0.31) (0.46) (0.31)
GDP Growth −0.11 −0.06 −0.11 −0.08 −0.11 −0.07

(0.08) (0.07) (0.08) (0.07) (0.08) (0.06)
GOP Pres. 1.10∗∗∗ 1.04∗∗ 1.18∗∗∗

(0.41) (0.44) (0.41)
Trend 0.35∗∗∗ 0.05∗∗ 0.35∗∗∗ 0.04 0.35∗∗∗ 0.04

(0.08) (0.03) (0.08) (0.03) (0.08) (0.03)

N 1504 1504 1504 1504 1504 1504
FY 1989-2012 1989-2012 1989-2012 1989-2012 1989-2012 1989-2012
Agency FE X X X X X X
Presidential FE X X X

This table displays the results of models evaluating the Unionization and Partisan Conditioning hypotheses. As can
be seen, unionization has positive, statistically significant impact on the president’s FTE requests. However, this
effect appears to be conditional. Democratic presidents appear to be significantly more responsive to the unionization
rate than Republican presidents. These results provide strong support for both of the hypotheses. Robust standard
errors clustered by agency in parentheses. Significance codes: ∗∗∗p < 0.01, ∗∗p < 0.05, ∗p < 0.1.
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FTE levels.
Next, I turn my attention to the Partisan Conditioning Hypothesis. In order to evaluate the

prediction, I estimate the following equation:

Yit = β ·Unionization ·GOP Pres.+ µ ·Unionization+ δ ·GOP Pres.+ γ ·Xit + ηi + εit

The key test of the hypothesis is β. A negative, significant estimated coefficient on the interaction
term (i.e. β < 0) would suggest that the effect of unionization in an agency on presidential proposals
is greater during Democratic administrations than during Republican administrations. Note that in
these specifications, I remove the presidential dummy variables as they are perfectly collinear with
the GOP Pres. dummy variable.25

Models 2, 4, and 6 in Table 3 display the results of these analyses with the Union Rate, Union,
and High Union variables respectively. Across all three specifications, I find support for the Partisan
Conditioning Hypothesis. In all cases, the slope of unionization is significantly higher for Demo-
cratic presidents than for Republican presidents, suggesting that Democratic presidents are more
responsive to the level of unionization in an agency when budgeting FTEs on the order of a third
of a percentage point. In all three cases, the effect of unionization during Democratic presidencies
is positive and significant. While the estimated effects for Republicans are also positive, they fail to
reach conventional levels of significance with two-tailed tests.26 Overall, these results have signifi-
cant implications for our understanding of the effects of unions on the careers of federal employees
and the growth of the federal bureaucracy more generally.

8 Personnel Allocations and Employment Structures

In addition to affecting policy, however, the documentary evidence from agencies that faced
downsizing suggested that it also had important effects on the careers and morale of employees
in the agencies. In this section, I explore those aspects of personnel changes in greater detail. In
particular, I examine one potential effect of decreasing the number of personnel – its effects on
structuring work schedules for agency employees. In particular, I consider the extent to which
agencies may respond to reduced personnel levels by decreasing the number of full-time employees
in the agency and increasing the number of part-time employees. This analysis demonstrates one
way in which personnel controls are a unique tool of presidential control, i.e. through their direct
effects on employee career concerns.

The reason why agencies might increase part-time employment in response to ceiling reductions
is best understood by noting the distinction between full-time equivalent employment and full-time
employee. Recall that an FTE is not defined as an individual but as 2,080 hours of work. This

25The results are substantively similar in specifications where I remove the direct effect of the GOP Pres. variable
and leave in the presidential fixed effects.

26The estimated effects of unionization during Republican presidencies are positive and have p-values of p = 0.15,
p = 0.17, p = 0.15, in Models 2, 4, and 6, respectively. This provides some (albeit) weak support that unionization
drives FTE proposals during Republican presidencies.
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means that one FTE can be filled by multiple employees. Thus, when an agency faces lowered
FTE levels, one way in which it can avoid layoffs, buyouts, or reductions-in-force is through a shift
toward more part time employment. I argue that this shift has negative consequences for agency
employees and agency capacity overall due to its effects on wages, prospects for advancement, and
other career concerns. In this way, personnel politics can have important impacts on the career
concerns of federal employees.

In this section, I present the results of an analysis that examines the extent to which agencies
actually do increase part-time employment in response to lower FTE allocations. In order to do
this, I collected information on the percentage of agency employees that were not full-time workers
from 1988-2012. I used the Office of Personnel Management’s Fedscope tool to collect this data from
1998-2012. I subsequently extended this dataset backward using the OPM federal employee dataset
collected by Cameron, de Figueiredo, and Lewis. The dependent variable in the analyses reported
below is the percentage of agency employees that are part-time workers in a given agency-year (or
the log of this percentage, as noted in the table).

The key independent variable in the analysis is the FTE proposal for the fiscal year. I predict
that larger proposed changes will result in a lower percentages of part-time employees in the agency
for that time period. I include four other independent variables of interest in the models as well
– the ideological distance between the president and the agency, the unionization rate, Title V
exemption, and the agency budget for the fiscal year. I examine the data using three models. The
first is an OLS model where the dependent variable is the percentage of agency workers that are
on part-time schedules. The second is an OLS model with the natural log of the percentage of part
time employees (plus one). Both of these models have agency and president fixed effects. Finally, I
also ran a Tobit model with random effects for agencies and presidential fixed effects. The results
are substantively similar across all three models.

Table 4 displays the results of these regression analyses. As can be seen, there is strong support
for the hypothesis that agencies do increase the share of the workforce that is part-time in years
when the FTE proposal was lower. A 1% increase in the FTE proposal is associated with a 0.35%
decrease in part-time employment. This is not a huge effect, which is not surprising given the
fixed effects estimation and the fact that part-time employment is a relatively slow-moving variable.
However, this analysis does offer the first systematic support for the idea that FTE proposals can
have a significant impact on the careers of individual employees and the career structures of agencies.

This is an important finding because to the extent that these politically-determined proposals
can affect career paths at an agency, they can also affect the overall capacity of an agency. A
part-time workforce may be more likely to seek employment opportunities outside of the agency,
either in the public or the private sector. This increased turnover can have a detrimental impact
on the capacity of the organization, causing a depletion of institutional memory and having a
damaging effect on the ability of employees to communicate and coordinate. Reliance on part-time
employment may also make it more difficult for the agency to recruit talented personnel who may
find better-paying full-time employment elsewhere in the federal government or the private sector.
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Table 4: Effect of Proposals on Part Time Percentage

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Proposal -0.062** -0.015*** -0.070***

(0.029) (0.005) (0.025)

Ideological Distance 0.141 0.040 0.168
(0.109) (0.024) (0.112)

Union Rate -0.438 -0.089* -0.284*
(0.272) (0.048) (0.146)

Ln(Budget) 0.420 -0.105 0.574*
(0.646) (0.105) (0.308)

Title V Exempt -1.695*** -0.471*** -1.727***
(0.636) (0.132) (0.670)

Trend 0.200*** 0.044*** 0.252***
(0.047) (0.008) (0.046)

Agency FE X X
President FE X X X
Agency RE X
N 1,278 1,278 1,278
Model OLS OLS: Logged DV Tobit

This table demonstrates the effect of budgeted FTE levels on career structures in an agency. In particular the
results demonstrate that higher budgeted levels significantly reduce the level of part time employment in agencies.
Increased reliance on part time work has a significant effect on the career concerns of federal employees. There also
appears to be some effect of unionization in agencies, with greater unionization reducing the level of reliance on
part-time employment. The results are substantively similar for the other two measures of unionization discussed
above. Standard errors are reported in parentheses. Models 1 and 2 report robust standard errors clustered by
agency. Significance codes: *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.10.

Simply put, a shrinking agency is not attractive to career-minded job-seekers.
In all, the results in this section provide some confirmation of the descriptive evidence in the

downsizing literature. Indeed, it appears that personnel cuts can have serious consequences not just
for individuals who lose their jobs, but also for the overall employment structure of an agency. This
has potentially negative effects on the capacity of organizations, as they try to retain and recruit
the best employees possible.

9 Discussion and Conclusion

Control over the bureaucracy and its policy output is a key goal for presidents, members of
Congress, and interest groups and citizens. In this paper, I have examined a relatively under-
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studied aspect of presidential control – the ability of the president to shape and reshape the federal
workforce. In particular, I argue that presidents seek to mold the civil service in ways that reflect
their ideological goals – favoring agencies that are ideologically-aligned with him with personnel
resources relative to those that are unaligned. However, employees are not necessarily powerless,
their careers at the mercy of the president’s ideological proclivities; rather, I argue that unions
play a central role in maintaining and increasing the size of federal employment, particularly during
Democratic administrations. Using an original dataset of presidentially-set agency FTE ceilings
from fiscal years 1983-2012, I find strong support for these hypotheses.

Additionally, I examine the effect that FTE ceilings have on career structures in agencies. I find
some evidence that reduced personnel levels lead to a greater reliance on part-time employment
in the agency, a fact that has significant consequences for the career concerns of employees and
the capacity of organizations. This is the first systematic analysis to link personnel controls to the
career structures of agencies.

Overall, this paper contributes to our understanding of how presidents control the bureaucracy.
While presidential control is an old subject, in this paper I consider a control tool that differs
in many respects from the those on which scholars have traditionally focused. FTE levels are
unique in the sense that presidents have exercised this power with astonishingly little congressional
interference. While the role of Congress clearly merits further study, employment limits are unique
in the relative autonomy presidents have in setting them, relative to other tools of control, such as
appropriations, appointments, and executive orders. Furthermore, they are unique in their direct
effect on agency employees and their careers. While many have noted the human capital crisis in
the federal government, it is important to understand the role that politics plays in structuring
the federal career and career paths within agencies to fully understand this “crisis” and potential
solutions.
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A Robustness Checks

Table 5, below, shows the results of the basic ideological distance model using four different
windows for proposals. As can be seen, the result is robust to each possible proposal window.

Table 5: Robustness – Various Proposal Windows

|P | < 5 |P | < 10 |P | < 15 |P | < 50

Ideological Distance −0.90∗∗∗ −1.18∗∗∗ −1.32∗∗ −1.91∗∗
(0.27) (0.43) (0.58) (0.81)

Agency FE X X X X
President FE X X X X
Num. obs. 1818 2027 2097 2156

Significance codes: ∗∗∗p < 0.01, ∗∗p < 0.05, ∗p < 0.1.
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B Politicization

Ideological distance may not fully capture the relationship between the ideology of the presi-
dent and of the agency. In particular, some have argued (e.g. Lewis 2008) that politicization, or
increasing the number of presidential appointees in an agency, may bring policy outcomes closer
to the president’s ideal point. Thus, in the analyses below, I control for the level of politicization.
I operationalize politicization as the total number of non-career SES employees, PAS appointees,
and Schedule C employees as a percentage of total agency employment.27 In the analyses, I take
the natural logarithm of this percentage (plus one) in order to account for the long left tail of the
politicization variable. The data on the total number of employees and appointees for 1988-2005
comes from David Lewis’s “Politicization Over Time” dataset (Lewis 2008). I extended the dataset
forward using the Office of Personnel Managment’s FedScope tool for the rest of the time series.
Data on political appointees is unfortunately not available prior to 1988, thus the regression models
that include politicization below are limited to the post-1988 period.

The results of the analysis including politicization are reported in Table 6. As can be seen
in Model 1, there is no clear direct effect of politicization on presidential requests. If anything,
the sign on the politicization variable suggests that presidents allocate fewer FTEs at times when
politicization is greater, suggesting that politicization and FTE controls are complementary con-
trol strategies. However, the substantial imprecision in this estimate makes inferences of this sort
tenuous. Model 2 considers whether there is an interaction between Ideological Distance and Politi-
cization. This does not appear to be the case. Overall, these results suggest that there is little
relationship between the level of politicization in agency and employment growth.

27Note that these two measures differ from Lewis (2008). He calculates the number of PAS, noncareer SES, and
Schedule C appointees as a percentage of managers in an agency. The number of managers is not available, however,
from the Office of Personnel Management before 2013. Because of this, I use the measure described above.

37



Table 6: Effect of Politicization

Model 1 Model 2
Ideological Distance −1.55∗∗ −0.73

(0.67) (0.75)
Politicization −0.38 0.16

(0.88) (1.29)
Public Demand 0.31 0.39

(0.21) (0.24)
Pres. Election 0.16 0.15

(0.36) (0.36)
Trend 0.23∗∗ 0.23∗∗

(0.10) (0.10)
GDP Growth −0.07 −0.07

(0.10) (0.10)
War 1.03∗ 1.02∗

(0.56) (0.55)
First Term 0.27 0.29

(0.41) (0.41)
Title V Exempt 0.61 0.62

(1.09) (1.09)
Divided Govt. 0.26 0.27

(0.60) (0.59)
Ideological Distance * Politicization −1.13

(1.13)

Agency FE X X
President FE X X
N 1034 1034

Significance codes: ∗∗∗p < 0.01, ∗∗p < 0.05, ∗p < 0.1.
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C Role of Congress

In this appendix, I examine whether the effect of ideological distance on presidential FTE pro-
posals is conditional on the preferences of Congress relative to the president. In order to test this, I
interact Ideological Distance with two different measures of divided government. The first, Divided
Govt is the same as described above. The second measure Full Divided is a binary indicator that
takes the value “1” only when both houses of Congress are controlled by the party opposed to the
president. This additional measure is meant to capture the idea that both houses of Congress must
agree to changes in the personnel ceilings in order to alter the president’s proposal. If presidents
are strategically altering their proposals in order to avoid congressional changes, then we would
expect the estimated coefficient for the interaction between ideological distance and the divided
government measures to take a positive sign. This would suggest that presidents are accommodat-
ing the preferences of Congress in their proposals, which could explain the low levels of observed
congressional interference. The results of these analysis are presented in Table 7.

It does not appear that divided government significantly moderates the effect of ideological
distance. In both models, the effect of the interactions terms are statistically insignificant. Further,
the sign of the estimated interaction coefficient is not in the expected direction. These results suggest
that the low levels of congressional intervention are not the result of presidential accommodation.
They are consistent, however, with the idea that Congress has largely delegated the role of personnel
administration to the executive in the face of a large informational disadvantage. I explore these
results and congressional incentives for personnel more generally in the Congress chapter.
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Table 7: Are Presidential Requests Conditioned by Divided Government?

Model 1 Model 2
Ideological Distance −1.24 −2.89∗∗∗

(0.76) (0.74)
Divided Gov’t 0.96 −0.99∗

(0.76) (0.53)
Ideological Distance * Divided Govt. −1.92

(1.23)
Full Divided 1.13

(0.75)
Ideological Distance * Full Divided 1.09

(1.24)
Public Demand 0.27 0.29

(0.21) (0.22)
Pres. Election 0.06 −0.10

(0.22) (0.23)
GDP Growth −0.02 0.04

(0.06) (0.06)
War 1.39∗∗∗ 1.33∗∗∗

(0.38) (0.38)
First Term 0.42 0.35

(0.30) (0.31)
Title V Exempt −1.06 −0.89

(1.28) (1.36)
Trend 0.43∗∗∗ 0.26∗∗∗

(0.09) (0.08)

Agency FE X X
Presidential FE X X
N 2034 2034

This table presents the results of two models that examine whether the effect of ideological distance is conditioned
by divided government. Significance codes: ∗∗∗p < 0.01, ∗∗p < 0.05, ∗p < 0.1.
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