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Personality Effects on American Foreign Policy, 1898-1968:
A Test of Interpersonal Generalization Theory *

L1oYD S. ETHEREDGE
Massachusetts Institute of Technology

Whether personality characteristics of American leaders crucially determine major American

foreign policy decisions has

been a matter of considerable disagreement. A test of two hypotheses

drawn from interpersonal generalization theory shows such influences have probably been crucial

in @ number of cases in American foreign policy between

1898 and 1968. In 49 cases of intraelite

disagreement on forcerelated issues and 13 cases of intraelite disagreement on inclusionary issues
the direction of disagreement could be predicted in over 75 percent of the cases by knowledge of

individugl differences in interpersonal relations.
fundamental personality-based differences in o

style and role in the intermational system (e.g.,

A four-fold speculative typology suggests

rientation towards America’s preferred operating
introverts are drawn toward impersonal principles

and mechanisms like balance of power—or in an earlier period to international law).
The evidence implies that one source of war and hard-line foreign policy is the structure of

self-selection and recruitment to

high office in the American political system. As well, the

systematic tendency to self-expressive personalization in major foreign policy decisions probably

increases the rate of error of American elites.

Have personality characteristics of American
leaders been decisive in major foreign policy
decisions during this century? Traditionally
many scholars have maintained that the answer,
in general, is “no.”? However, this thesis has
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1The traditional argument against exploring “non-
rational” influence is Sidney Verba, “Assumptions of
Rationality and Non-Rationality in Models of the
Internationa! System™ in The International System:
Theoretical Essays, ed. Klaus Knorr and Sidney Verba
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1961), pp.
93-117. On the traditional preponderance of the
Rational Actor model see, for example, Graham T.
Allison, Essence of Decision: Explaining the Cuban
Missile Crisis (Boston: Little, Brown, 1971), p. 10.
Kreuger remarks on the historiography of American
foreign policy that “most American historians view
diplomacy as the outcome of decisions made by
rational men in pursuit of the national interest” (p.
93). Thomas A. Kreuger, *“The Social Origins of
Recent American Foreign Policy,” Journal of Social
History, 7 (Fall 1973), 92-101. The emerging histor-
iographic challenge to this paradigm is discussed in
Robert M. Crunden, “Freud, Erikson, and the His-
torian: A Bibliographic Survey,” Canadian Review of
American Studies, 4 (Spring 1973), 48—-64.

never been subjected to careful test, and there
appear to be reasons to believe such a test
might be worthwhile: several hundred studies
have shown significant correlations of personali-
ty traits with foreign policy preferences within
mass publics,2 several elite case studies and
exploratory comparative analyses have made
plausible arguments for the presence of signifi-
cant personality influence on policy decisions
in a variety of important areas,> and recent
studies of American diplomats report signifi-

2Qseful reviews are W. Eckhardt and T. Lentz,
“Factors of War/Peace Attitudes,” Peace Research
Reviews, 1 (October 1967), entire; W. Eckhardt,
“Ideology and Personality in Social Attitudes,” Peace
Research Reviews, 3 (April 1969), entire; Herbert
McClosky provides a discussion of both elite and mass
data in his “Personality and Attitude Correlates of
Foreign Policy Orientation” in Domestic Sources of
Foreign Policy, ed. James N. Rosenau (New York:
Free Press, 1967), pp. $1-109; Bjom Christiansen,
Attitudes Towards Foreign Affairs as a Function of
Personality (Oslo: Oslo University Press, 1959); Paul
Sniderman and Jack Citrin, “Psychological Sources of
Political Belief: Self-Esteem and Isolationist At
tudes,” American Political Science Review, 65 (June
1971),401-17. ’

3See for example Alexander L. and Juliette Georges
Woodrow Wilson and Colonel House: A Personality
Study (New York: Dover, 1964); James D. Barber
The Presidential Character (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:
Prentice-Hall, 1972); Joseph De Rivera, The Psycho
logical Dimension of Foreign Policy (Columbus, Ohio*
Merrill, 1968); Arnold Rogow, James Forrestal:
Study of Personality, Politics, and Policy (New York:
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cant personality-policy preference correlations
among career professionals.4 '

This study was designed to test two hy-
potheses of personality influence on American
foreign policy between 1898 and 1968. These
two hypotheses were derived from interper-
sonal generalization theory, a theory exem-
_plified by Bjorn Christiansen in his classic study
and review of early literature, Attitudes Toward
Foreign Affairs as a Function of Personality
(1959).5 Christiansen’s theory was that be-
havioral differences in interpersonal situations
produced similar behavioral differences in inter-
national situations. Using a paper and pencil

Macmillan, 1963); Bruce Mazlish, In Search of Nixon
(New York: Basic Books, 1972); Betty Glad, Charles
Evans Hughes and the Hlusions of Innocence (Urbana:
University of Illinois Press, 1966); Doris Kearns,
Lyndon Johnson and the American Dream (New
York: Harper and Row, 1976). Somewhat overdrawn
s Nancy Clinch, The Kennedy Neurosis (New York:
Grossett, 1973). See also the studies based on
Alexander George’s “‘operational code” approach: Ole
Holsti, *“‘Cognitive Dynamics and the Image of the
Enemy: Dulles and Russia™ in Enemies in Politics, ed.
David Finley, Ole R. Holsti and Richard R. Fagen
(Chicago: Rand McNally, 1967), pp. 25-96; Ole
Holsti, “The Operational Code Approach to the Study
of Political Leaders: John Foster Dulles’ Philosophical
and Instrumental Beliefs,” Canadian Journal of Politi-
cal Science, 3 (March 1970), 123—57; Alexander L.
George and Ole R. Holsti, “Operational Code Belief
Systems and Foreign Policy Decision-Making” (un-
published); see also the series of papers prepared for
the annual meeting of the 1973 American Political
Science Association: G. G. Gutierrez, “Dean Rusk and
Southeast Asia: An Operational Code Analysis™; Kurt
Tweraser, “Senator Fulbright’s Operational Code as
Warrant for His Foreign Policy Advocacy,
1943-1967: Towards Increasing the Explanatory
Power of Decisional Premises”; Loch Johnson, “Oper-
ational Codes and the Prediction of Leadership Be-
havior: Senator Church at Mid-Career.” See also
Margaret G. Hermann, “How Leaders Process Informa-
tion and the Effect on Foreign Policy: An Exploratory
Study,” in Comparing Foreign Policies: Theories
Findings and Methods, ed. James N. Rosenau (Beverly
Hills, Calif.: Sage, 1974).

4Major results are reported in Lloyd S. Etheredge,
A World of Men: The Private Sources of American
Foreign Policy (Cambridge: M.LT. Press, in press); see
also Bemard Mennis, American Foreign Policy Offi-
cials: Who They Are and What They Believe Regarding
International Politics (Columbus: Ohio State Univer-
sity Press, 1971). David C. Gamham, Attitude and
Personality Patterns of American Foreign Affairs
{(Ph.D. dissertation, University of Minneso?a, 1971).

5Christiansen, Attitudes Towards Foreign Affairs as
‘; 91‘;lg;ction of Personality (Oslo: Oslo University Press,

instrument with 40 everyday scenarios and 40
international scenarios and 167 cadets and
recruits at the Military and Naval academies in
Oslo, Christiansen found a moderate and sta-
tistically significant tendency for six alternative
responses in interpersonal situations (e.g., as-
serting oneself to change the other party’s
behavior) to generalize in a straightforward
fashion to preferred responses by Norway (e.g.,
that Norway should assert itself and demand
that the other party change its behavior).
Christiansen’s study was not definitive for
understanding government behavior in inter-
national relations. It was exclusively a paper
and pencil self-report measure. The completion
of 80 scenarios with the same response format
may have increased correlations by inducing
repetitious answers. Moreover, the subjects
were not national leaders with expertise, exten-

sive knowledge, responsibility, and the neces-.

sity of accounting for their views. Unlike what
happens in the real world, Christiansen’s sub-
jects did not engage in discussion or hear
opposing views on issues they were asked about
before selecting their responses. Most im-
portantly, Christiansen recognized that a range
of “viable” options is established by the con-
text of the domestic and international situa-
tion. So, in no scenario were individuals asked
if they wanted Norway to go to war. Thus the
study did not establish that self-assertive ten-
dencies in everyday behavior actually carry
someone beyond the threshold of normal diplo-
macy to war. )
Since Christiansen’s study, several hundred
other studies have tended to support his theory
in mass public samples. In the terms of Eck-
hardt’s (1967, 1969) review and factor analysis,
the tendency to favor willful “compulsion’” of

others seems to generalize directly from inter-,
personal to international situations.® But a'

number of these studies also have expanded

Christiansen’s theory and show that the indi-

vidual’s tendency is to generalize acts by
psychological analogy; it intersects available
capabilities and, at least among Americans, this
produces magnification of interpersonal tenden-
cies. That is, an American who believes children
should be subjected to strict discipline might be
more likely to favor use of nuclear weapons
internationally. In the same vein, a recent study
of arandom sample of 126 American diplomats
found that diplomats who like to compete
(behavior which might be demonstrated in daily

6Eckhardt, “Ideology and Personality”; Eckhardt
and Lentz, “Factors of War/Peace Attitudes.”
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life by liking competitive sports or vying for
promotion) tended to favor the use of Ameri-
can military force in four scenarios involving
underdeveloped countries.? Generalization, in-
volving magnification of self-assertive tenden-
cies, now does appear implicated in war.

However, with the exception of the diplo-
mat study mentioned above, most of the
studies inspired by Christiansen’s work present
an additional methodological difficulty if one
wishes to extrapolate to the behavior of na-
tional leaders. Probably to prevent a large
number of “don’t know” responses, most mass
public studies phrase simplistic alterna-
tives—e.g., “a country faced with a bunch of
really dangerous enemies would be better ad-
vised to shoot first and ask questions later.”
Such questions may tend to elicit more emo-
tionally expressive responses than would actual
complex policy questions and, if so, the results
obtained would be biased in favor of substanti-
ating the hypothesis that elite foreign policy
decisions have an emotional base.

Interpersonal generalization theory seems
potentially relevant but it needs to be tested
directly before we may call it useful in identify-
ing one of the factors contributing to the policy
choices of elites. Interpersonal generalization
theory has, of course, been used by some
historians. A typical impressionistic method is
to use an adjective that plausibly describes both
the individual and his policies. Thus Theodore
Roosevelt was “rambunctious,” Wilson an
“idealist,” Kennedy an “activist.” While such
implicit use of generalization theory may be
correct, the underlying method is open to
criticism on three grounds. First, there is no
independent assessment of the personality and
policy choice variables nor are there explicit
decision rules about what evidence counts for
or against the interpretations. Second, it is ad
hoc—usually only one individual is involved and
the metaphor settled upon is not designed to
test a larger comparative taxonomy that would
aid the understanding of other cases. Third, and
most-seriously, the method is inconclusive. By
failing to control carefully for'and to rule out
major alternative explanations (e.g., costs and
benefits of the domestic and international
political situations) the investigator often needs
to rely on literary skill to persuade the reader
that personality (rather than some other com-
bination of factors) was a crucial variable.

7Etheredge, A World of Men: The Private Sources
of American Foreign Policy,
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It should be clear that the question Poseq
for test is not whether “personality™ influsncey
policy. Broadly construed, “personality” refeny
to many characteristics of decision makers (eg,
at least normal intelligence, cultural valuey
identification with the welfare of the nation)'
that are probably always relevant. But :yeh
constant, shared characteristics can either be
assumed or subsumed under higher levels of
analysis. The theoretical question addresseq
here is whether intraelite variations in personalj.
ty characteristics produce variations in poli
preference so that some personality characten
istics unique to a key decision maker need to be
measured and taken into account to explain
why some policies are adopted rather than
others.

It should also be clear that what is being
tested is not a general theory of internationa]
behavior—there is no claim that “personality
traits produce wars” alone. Rather the question
is whether certain personality traits, in certain
situations (the nature of which are left unspeci
fied here) actually have tipped the balance for
or against a policy choice like war and are thus
a crucial ingredient in producing the policy
choices in such situations.

The research method I employed in this
study was to work backward, to select cases of
American intraelite policy disagreements and
then to test the proposition that the direction
of such disagreements could be consistently
predicted from
knowledge of personality differences between
the participants.8 If personality differences
show only a random correlation with the
direction of policy disagreement, then it cannot
be said that such personality differences pro-
duced policy differences. But if the imaginary
random control group of the null hypothesis is
rejected, then the conclusion would be that, in
the confirming cases, the observed personality
difference was probably a crucial contributor to
the actual policy outcome.

It should be noted that interpersonal gen-
eralization theory would also predict that poli-
Cy agreement should tend to flow from similar

81 am here following Greenstein's methodological
lead. However, I have altered his concept of “actor
dispensability” to the slightly more constrained con-
cept of “elite actor interchangeability,” a modification
which seems more useful for focusing upon different
levels of analysis. See Fred L Greenstein, Personality
and Politics: Problems of E vidence, Inference, and
Conceptualization (Chicago: Markham, 1969), Ch. 2.

Vol. N

independently derived.
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personality traits. This is a second test which
could be conducted. I did not, however, believe
it would be as straightforward and direct a test.
A president tends to favor as secretary of state
and key advisors individuals who share the
president’s views and thus there is implicit
pressure for them to agree to retain influence. 1
assumed that such situational pressures and
other strains toward “groupthink” often con-
found or override personality similarity as a
factor in producing agreement.” Agreement
tends to be broken, I assumed, only by strongly
felt (hence probably personality-based) dif-
ferences. In other words, I expected less con-
founding of other factors in producing disagree-
ment, and I selected the present design as a
petter (albeit more limited) way of giving
personality factors a direct chance to register
their presence.

Focusing on intraelite disagreements at the
same time allowed me to hold constant major
alternative hypotheses. The domestic and inter-
nationa! situations are the same for all par-
ticipants. (The major competing hypothesis not
ruled out explicitlty by this design is the
possibility that intraelite role is a significant
influence—i.e., that the secretary of state tends
to oppose military options by virtue of the
office. If personality differences and policy
differences correlate with office, then a correla-
tion between the first two may not be a causal
relationship. I return to this probiem later.)

Thirty-six men were selected for study—
American presidents, secretaries of state, and
selected advisors who served between 1898 and
1968. I assessed personality traits by searching
scholarly works, insiders’ accounts, biographies,
and autobiographies for the men under con-
sideration. I excerpted passages relevant to two
personality dimensions—general dominance
over subordinates and extroversion, omitting
explicit clues that would identify the individual
involved or the scholarly source, and included
these passages in dossiers. These dossiers were
coded in random order using the rating criteria
reported in the notes of Tables 2 and 3 by two
independent judges unaware of the identities of
the men they rated. I, who knew the identities
and the scholarly sources, also rated the men.
Among the three judges correlations ranged, for
dominance, from .83 to .91 (p<.001) and
between .84 and .93 for extroversion (p<.001).
There were no systematic differences among us,
and I used the unweighted mean rating of the

9h‘ving L. Janis, Victims of Groupthink (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin, 1972).
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three judges as a subject’s rating on that
personality dimension except in the case of
William Jennings Bryan. Knowing the original
sources of the ratings for Bryan, I felt that it
was the less scholarly and more idealized
accounts that gave him a high-dominance rating
and 1 lowered his dominance score since 1 felt
the lower score would be more accurate.

The task of second-hand personality assess-
ment of historical figures presents troublesome
methodological issues which should be ex-
amined. In the first instance, one’s observed
behavior can differ substantially depending
upon one’s role ar:d one’s relation with those
with whom one interacts. A man like Secretary
Dulles could be dominant over his subordinates
yet deferential to a superior. This social context
must be standardized explicitly. I chose to
assess dominance by assessing dominance over
nominal subordinates on the assumption that a
person’s inner desire to dominate would be less
inhibited and show itself more clearly in this
sector of life. In addition, since America’s use
of force has often been directed against smaller
countries, 1 felt this was the most relevant
tendency of interpersonal behavior that would
generalize.!© Special weight in the coding was
given to the scope and level of activity through
which these men sought to initiate, monitor,
and give personal direction to the activities of
their subordinates. Thus an individual was
described as very high on dominance if he was
“recorded as regularly intervening at lower
levels or ignoring subordinates completely while
setting policy himself. May berate subordinates,
seeks to impose will forcefully. He runs the
show. Complex variegated information-acquisi-
tion system.” A very low~dominance individual
was one who “seldom interferes, defers to
others, almost welcomes initiatives of others as
a relief. Doesn’t as much share power as
abdicate it '

Criteria to assess extroversion were specifi-
cally constructed to take into account situa-
tional differences between men in these offices
and a representative sample of the population.
Most of these men, by virtue of their public

101t is conceivable that, with more cases, a less
simple and more differentiated approach would be
useful. Thus thc present personality dimension may
predict best to use of force against smaller countries
but relations with autonomously powerful opponents
in domestic politics might predict better to relations
with the Soviet Union since World War I1. For all his
bullying tendencies toward subordinates Lyndon
Johnson was more restrained and empathetic in
dealing with the Soviet Union.

<.
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offices, probably spent more time with more
people than the average American. They
probably had more friends and acquaintances.
Accordingly, to differentiate among them, cod-
ing criteria gave special weight to how a man
spent what little leisure time he had: did he
spend it with large numbers of other people (as
was true of President Lyndon Johnson) or did
he prefer relative isolation (Secretary Dulles,
for example, would go with his wife to an
isolated island away from telephones and other
people)? A very extroverted individual was one
who was “emotionally outgoing, loves crowds.
Enjoys contacts with many kinds of people.
Leisure time spent with people.” A very intro-
verted subject was one described as *“‘cold, icy
or aloof or acutely shy. Few close friends.
- Leisure time spent away from people.”

An ideal personality assessment would be
made by trained observers using explicit cri-
teria, working independently of one another,
and without prior knowledge of policy atti-
tudes. This ideal was only partially met in the
available source material-in particular most
writers had a prior knowledge of policy deci-
sions, there was a tendency toward rating
interdependence with later scholars partially
relying on the work of earlier writers, and there
was a tendency toward impressionism, a lack of
rigorous detailing of specific instances which
led to a generalization. Also, the high degree of
consensus in this study might have resulted
from bias in my own excerpting. For all of
these reasons it is important to have an inde-
pendent check.

Fortunately, a partial check is possible.
Donley and Winter (1970) scored inaugural
addresses (which were delivered, of course,
prior to later policy decisions) of 11 presidents
for achievement and power motivation.1! On
this subsample correlations with the present
dominance ratings were .54 (p<.01 for N-
Power and .77 (p<.01) for N-Achievement.
Such significant correlations are supportive
evidence that present ratings are reasonably

IR, E. Donley and D. G. Winter, “Measuring the
Motives of Public Officials at a Distance: An Explora-
tory Study of American Presidents,” Behavioral Sci-
ence, 15 (1970), 227-36. See also David G. Winter,
The Power Motive (New York: Free Press, 1973), pp.
212-18. Methodological issues of attributing varia-
tions in such scores primarily to personality variations
are, of course, present and are discussed in Donley and
Winter. For evidence that changes in national mood
may produce different American leaders, see David
McClelland, Power: The Inner Experience (New York:
Irvington, 1975).

The American Political Science Review
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valid. The high degree of consensus among
coders and across related methods occurs, |
think, because these were all public figures
much talked about and observed (hence a
consensus about them in the present ratings)
and because the differences among them are
quite marked.

1 do not want to leave the impression,
however, that the rating task was entirely
straightforward. While generally successful, the
effort to disguise identities was not wholly
effective since both raters were political scien-
tists (although not foreign policy experts) and
had some knowledge of the people in question:
Franklin Roosevelt and Theodore Roosevelt
were each recognized by one rater.!? In addi-
tion there was considerable difficulty in rating
Harry Truman since he was generally egalitarian
but fired General Douglas MacArthur for assert-
ing too much independence. My own feeling
was that this reflected a habitual low domi-
nance on Truman’s part, a tendency which
produced such later problems that he was
forced to assert himself. The judges seemed to
feel the same way, although with some misgiv-
ings-and it is appropriate to note that Donley -
and Winter do give Truman a high relative score
for power motivation. Another complex case
was Eisenhower, who asserted himself strongly
in establishing procedures under which his key
subordinates made major decisions. He is scored
low here because the rating scales assessed
assertion over policy content, although clearly
there is another, procedural, sense in which
Eisenhower was very much in charge. Herbert
Hoover also was complex: he tended to be very
dominant over policy initiatives intellectually,
although he was personally a tolerant and
egalitarian man who kept in office a secretary
of state (Stimson) with whom he often dis-
agreed fundamentally and strongly. Hoover is
scored moderately high on dominance here
although it should be noted that a single rating
scale collapses this distinction between intel-
lectual and interpersonal dominance. :

There is a final and important method-

12The use of trained political scientists can be
challenged on the grounds they may bring bias to such
tasks. My own feeling is that they bring a useful
sensitivity to power. For example Franklin Roosevelt’s
chaotic administrative style might be interpreted as
reflecting low dominance. The judges, however, saw
this as a style consciously designed to heighten
presidential dominance. I think they were correct in
this view, but it is true that other judges could have
different assessments. The same comment applies to
the Truman coding problem discussed next in the text.
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ological point. When I began this study I was
pot totally ignorant of American foreign policy,
and I knew a substantial amount about person-
slities and policies since World War II. 1t was
this knowledge which helped convince me that
interpersonal generalization theory was a good
candidate for testing, and 1 wused this
kmowledge, as well as previous studies, to
specify the hypotheses and devise the rating
criteria to capture what I thought would be the
operative personality traits. 1 did not know in
detail what all the evidence would show
(especially prior to World War II) but I have
sccordingly been cautious to avoid counting
too many recent cases on related issues (e.g., of
pulles-Kennan or Dulles-Stevenson disagree-
ments) which I knew in advance would support
the hypotheses. But the very knowledge that
led me to spend time on the study and which
nelped to design it also tends to undermine the
characterization of the study as completely a
scientific test. In truth, the study was designed
with some prior knowledge of the data. This
problem, of course, is not unique to this study
but pervades studies of well-known events. Any
retrospective study of events of which the
researcher has prior knowledge is tainted; in-
deed the more one is an expert in his field the
less scientifically definitive any explanatory
study will be, and the more any ultimate
theoretical verification must depend upon repli-
cation by another researcher using a different
sample. The present study is no exception to
this caveat.

Personality Effects on American Foreign Policy, 18981968
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_ Actual personality ratings employed
10-point scales, and hypotheses were tested
using numerical scores. These are reported in
the notes to Table 2. However, for ease of
visual presentation the 36 subjects are placed in
one of 16 cells in Table 1.

I derived two hypotheses from interpersonal
generalization theory to test for a systematic
link between personality differences and policy
differences. The first hypothesis was readily
suggested by previous research in the Christian-
sen tradition, the second was my own related
guess of a possible interpersonal-international
linkage:

1. In cases of disagreement on the following
aspects of the use of force those scoring
higher on dominance will be edvocating
the threat or use of military force,
military intervention, ultimata, and the
military occupation of other countries
and opposing moves toward disarmament
and arbitration agreements when com-
pared with those scoring lower on domi-
nance.

In cases involving disagreement about
policy toward the Soviet Union or the
Soviet Bloc, those scored as more extro-
verted will advocate cooperative, inclu-
sive policies—recognition, more trade,
summit conferences, negotiations to re-
solve differences—when compared with
those scored as more introverted.

Table 1. Comparative Personality Assessments:
Presidents, Secretaries of State, Selected Advisors, 18981968

Introvert Extrovert
High Dominance Dulles Johrison
Wilson Roosevelt, F.
Roosevelt, T.‘
Hoover Acheson Byrnes
Hughes House - Hopkins
Stimson Hull Kennedy
Root
Herter Colby Bacon Bryan -
Kennan Knox McKinley Taft
Marshall Lansing Stettinius
Stevenson
Truman
Coolidge Kellogg Eisenhower Harding
Day Rusk Hay
Low Dominance Sherman

—

Note: Categories are for visual display only; boxes are
| scores.

not equal intervals. Hypotheses were tested with numer-
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II

I scored policy disagreements from the same
sources I consulted to obtain material for
personality ratings. To eliminate some of the
possible alternative explanations, I scored in-
traelite personality disagreements usually only
when the individuals involved actually held
office in the administration in power. However,
to give additional coverage I also included a
small number of individuals who were not in
office at the time but who appeared to express
themselves consistently and sincerely rather
than merely and solely as a tactic to gain
advantage in domestic political contests. The
main consequence of this extended coding was
to lengthen the coverage for President Theo-
dore Roosevelt, Secretaries Root and Acheson,
and advisors Kennan and Stevenson. Such addi-
tional cases did not bias the results of the tests
(see Table 2, n. 8, and Table 3,n.4).

As an additional cautionary restriction in
coding I limited cases to those in which it
seemed clear that the individual involved had
access to the relevant information. The chief
exclusion was comparisons between Franklin
Roosevelt and Secretary Hull (whom FDR had
appointed for domestic political reasons and
did not usually keep fully informed).

I chose to be conservative, as I noted earlier,
in coding a series of disagreements on related
issues rather than to risk reporting a test more
heavily weighted by a few individuals of whom
I had detailed prior knowledge. In all of these
series of cases (with the possible exception of
Secretary Stimson’s disagreements with the
slightly more dominant and pacific President
Hoover) this coding decision worked to lower
the number of cases consistent with the first
hypothesis.

The recorded disagreements are presented in
Tables 2 and 3. In all, there were 49 disagree-
ments scored on issues related to force, 13
disagreements scored on issues involving initja-
tives to *“build bridges” with the Soviet Union.

There are, of course, methodological issues
underlying this listing of cases: first, compre-
hensiveness; second, potential bias. Is this a
definitive listing of all disagreements among
these participants between 1898 and 1968? If
not, are there grounds for maintaining that the
listing is unbiased, especially considering my
prior knowledge of the hypotheses under in-
vestigation?

No one can maintain that this is a compre-
hensive listing. It is doubtful that all disagree-
ments were recorded by participants or that
“they all found their way from private papers to

The American Political Science Review
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published accounts. As well, the historica]
literature is somewhat uneven and one has the
suspicion that some administrations are more
exhaustively reported than others. Nevertheless,
intra-administration disagreement has been 3
prominent topic in the literature, and I would
be surprised if marked disagreements at least on
major uses of force are unrecorded.

Granted that the listing probably is not
comprehensive, could it be bigsed unconscious-
ly in favor of the hypotheses? Yes, it could. I
sought to deal with this possibility in two ways:
first, by circulating an earlier version of this
manuscript to six political scientists and diplo-
matic historians, second, by wusing an inde-
pendent coder ignorant of the hypotheses to
recode the single most comprehensive source of
personal views, Norman Graebner's edited col-
lection, An Uncertain Tradition: American
Secretaries of State in the T wentieth Cen-
tury 13

None of the professionals felt able to certify
the comprehensiveness of the listing. But their
comments and the independent coding of the
Graebner volume were useful and did identify
three cases, totally 5 disagreements, to add to
the original 44 coded for hypothesis one.

One cannot claim that these procedures are
exhaustive, only that they are reasonably
thorough, given available resources. The ideal
alternative would be to enlist a team of
diplomatic historians for several years of work
in archives and private papers without telling
them the hypotheses under investigation. But
given these checks to eliminate coding bias
unwittingly favorable to the hypotheses, and
given the high percentages of cases supporting
the hypotheses, it seems unlikely that massive
bias in favor of the theory is undetected on
such a scale as would alter the conclusions
reported here, at least in the case of the large N
for the first hypothesis.

However the professional reviewers, especial-
ly the diplomatic historians, did raise qucries
that deserve discussion. One diplomatic his-
torian felt the entire theory was “obvious” and
he was bemused by social scientists “hacking
their way through open doors.” Of more
practical relevance, another objected to includ-
ing President McKinley’s initial opposition to
the Spanish-American War, on the grounds that
McKinley eventually acceded to it. (I believe
McKinley’s early opposition was a reasonable

13Norman A. Gracbner, An Uncertain Tradition:
American Secretaries of State in the Twentieth Cen-
tury (New York: McGraw Hill, 1961).
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Table 2. An Inventory of Policy Disagreements: Coercion and Threat (Hypothesis One)

—_—

Subjects

Description

References

1. T. Roosevelt vs.
McKinley

2.T. Roosevelt vs.
Hay

1. T. Roosevelt vs.
Hay

4.T. Roosevelt vs.
Root, Bacon

5. T. Roosevelt vs.
Root

6. T. Roosevelt vs.
Root

7. Knox vs. Root
8. Wilson vs. Root,

Taft, Bryan,
Bacon

9. T. Roosevelt vs.
Wilson, Root,

Roosevelt was an earlier
advocate of the Spanish-
American War.

Roosevelt objected to the
first Hay-Pauncefote Treaty
because he wanted the
Isthmian canal fortified.

Against Hay’s objection
Roosevelt used veiled
threats in the Alaskan
boundary arbitration
with England.

Root and Bacon opposed
sending American troops
to Cuba in 1906.

Roosevelt was very reluc-
tant to agree to 24 bi-
lateral arbitration treaties
negotiated by Root.

Root oppoted Roosevelt’s
desire to intervene mili-
tarily in Venezuela.

While in private life Root
dissented from a Knox
ultimatum to Chile.

Root, Taft, Bryan, and
Bacon opposed Wilson's
military intervention in
Mexico. (Bryan acquiesced
until the Vera Cruz landing.)

Roosevelt wanted Wilson’s
Mexican policy to be more

Taft, Bryan, Bacon forceful.

10. T, Roosevelt,
Lansing vs.
Wilson

Roosevelt and Lansing -
wanted earlier American
entry into World War L.

Howard K. Beale, Theodore
Roosevelt and the Rise of
America to World Power
(Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1956), pp.
61-63 et passim.

William Thayer, The Life and
Letters of John Hay, Vol. 2
(Boston: Houghton, 191 5),
pp. 339-41.

Foster Rhea Dulles, **John
Hay,” in An Uncertain Tradi-
tion: American Secretaries of
State in the Twentieth Century,
ed. Norman A. Graebner (New
York: McGraw Hill, 1961), p.
36.

Philip C. Jessup, Elihu Root, ‘
Vol. 2 (New York: Dodd,

1938), p. 156; James B. Soott,

“Robert Bacon,” in The
American Secretaries of State
and Their Diplomacy, Vol. 9,
ed. S. F. Bermis (New York:
Cooper Square, 1963), p. 290.

Charles Toth, “Elihu Root,”
in Graebner, p. 56.

Toth, p. 48.
Jessup, p. 250.

Jessup, pp. 259-61, 256;
Richard Challener, “William
Jennings Bryan” in Graebner,
p. 92; Merle Curti, “Bryan and
World Peace,” Smith College
Studies in History, 16 (April-
July 1931), 180-81; James
B. Scott, Robert Bacon: Life
and Letters (New York:
Doubleday, Page, 1923), p.
265.

W. H. Harbough, The Life and
Times of Theodore Roosevelt,
rev. ed. (New York: Colliet,
1963), p- 450. See references
in 8 above.

Jessup, pp. 321-23, et
passim.

No. No. Not
Consistent  Consistent

1 0

1 0

1 0

2 0

1 0

1 0

0 1

4 0

4 1
(Roosevelt-
Wilson, no
difference)

0 2

;
i
{4
;
;
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Table 2. (Continued)
N_o. No. Not
Subjects Description References Consistent  Consistent
11. T. Roosevelt, Root opposed Wilson's Jessup, pp. 321-33. 2 1
Wilson, Lansing *“path to war” policies
vs. Root prior to the sinking of the
Lusitania,
12. T. Roosevelt, Bryan resigned as Secre- Challener, p. 98. s 0
Wilson, House, tary of State in opposition
Root, Lansing to Wilson’s movements
vs. Bryan toward entering World War 1.
13. Hughes vs. Harding dissented from a Robert K. Murray, The Harding 1 0
Harding stiff stand against the Era (Minneapolis: University
Obregon government of of Minnesota Press, 1969), pp.
Mexico urged by Hughes 329-31.
in a dispute over American
property claims.
14. Hughes vs. Hughes wanted to keep US. Murray, p. 334, 1 0
Harding forces in Haiti in 1923;
Harding wanted to withdraw
them,
15. Hoover vs. . Hoover opposed Stimson’s  Elting Morison, Twrmoil and 0 1
Stimson desire to “‘put teeth” into Tradition: A Study of the
the Kellogg-Briand pact by  Life and Times of Henry L.
invoking economic sanc- Stimson (Boston: Houghton
tions against Japanese Mifflin, 1960), pp. 445, 382~
aggression in Manchuria. 83,403-05.
16. Hoovervs, - Hoover was a stronger Morison, p. 410. 0 1
Stimson advocate of disarmament
than Stimson.
17. Acheson, Dulles  Kennan advocated halting George F. Kennan, Memoirs, 2 0
vs. Kennan the northemn advance of 1925-1950 (New York:
Allied forces in Korea at Bantam, 1969), p. 523.
the 38th parallel,
18. Acheson, Dulles  Kennan dissented strongly Kennan, pp. 497-528 et 0
vs. Kennan from the militarization of passim; Memoirs, 1950-1963
containment urged by both  (Boston: Little Brown, 1972),
men. passim.
19. Dulles vs. Eisenhower opposed the Hans J. Morgenthau, “John 1 0
Eisenhower Dulles plan for the U.S. to Foster Dulles™ in Graebner,
intervene in Indochina to Pp. 296.
rescue and supplant the
French.3
20. Dulies vs, . Acheson opposed the Dulles New York Times, Sept. 7, 1 0
Acheson policy of a strong military 1958, p. 1.
stand to retain Quemoy
and Matsu.
21. Dulles vs. In the 1958-59 Berlin New York Times, Nov. 19, 0 1
Acheson deadline crisis Acheson felt 1959, pp. 1, 22.
the Dulles policy was too
conciliatory.
22. Kennedy vs. Rusk, Ruck had misgivings about, Edward Weintal and Charles 2 0
Stevenson and Stevenson wholly dis- Bartlett, Facing the Brink (New
approved of, the Bay of York: Scribner, 1967), p. 149;
Pigs invasion. Arthur M. Schiesinger, Jr., 4

Thousand Days (New York:
Houghton, 1965), pp. 259, 271.

s e
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Table 2. (Continued)
=
No. No. Not
Subjects Description References Consistent  Consistent
Pilisbuiscid
13. Acheson vs. Acheson favored a more Schiesinger, pp. 380--83. 1 1
Kennedy, hard-line stance than
Stevenson Kennedy or Stevenson in
the 1961 Berlin crisis.
24, Kennedy vs. During the same crisis Schlesinger, p. 346. 1 0
Stevenson Stevenson urged a more .
conciliatory stand than
" Kennedy selected.
25. Acheson vs. Acheson consistently Graham T. Allison, Essence of 1 1
Kennedy, favored the air strike Decision: Explaining the Cuban
Stevenson option during the Cuban Missile Crisis (Boston: Little
missile crisis. Brown, 1971), p. 208.
26. Kennedy vs. Stevenson favored negotis-  Schlesinger, pp. 807 -08. 1 0
Stevenson tions during the missile
crisis; Kennedy adopted
8 quarantine.
27. Kennedy, Kennan dissented from J. William Fulbright, The 2 0
Johnson vs. Kennedy and Johnson Vietnam Hearings New York:
Kennan policies in Vietnam. Random House, 1966), pp.
S 107-66. ,
28. Johnson vs. During the Soviet invasion ~ New York Times, September 0 1
Kennan of Czechoslovakia Kennan 22,1968, p. 3.

advocated sending 100,000
American troops to Europe;

Johnson did not agree.
Totals 38 11
Percentage 77.5% 22.5%
Probability* P<.0001
Notes

Iwhile 1 have followed the weight of scholarly opinion in scoring McKinley as opposed to the
Spanish-American War and being pressured into it, this view is not universal. See, for example, Walter LaFeber,
The New Empire: Am Interpretation of American Expansion 1860—1898 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press,
1963).

2This case could include Kennan’s dissent from the Truman Doctrine in the early Cold War period (he felt it
too sweeping). See George F. Kennan, s‘sAmerican Involvement” in The Vier-Nam Reader, rev., ed. Marcus G.
Raskin and Bernard B. Fall (New York: Vintage, 1967), pp. 17—18. The origin of containment is not explained,
on the American side, by personality traits revealed by the personality differences model. But the sweeping
implementation, military emphasis, and structuring of the Cold War do seem to be shaped by personality traits.

31 have followed the weight of scholarly opinion concerning Dulles’ thinking. For a different view consult
Robert Randle, Geneva, 1954 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1969), pp. 65, 917.

45ince some men appear more than once, and since their views at different times are probably not related
randomly, a null hypothesis imaginary base rate of random distribution (50/50) is probably slightly too liberal,
although by an unknown amount,

51 chose to consider disagreements arising between men who advocated different positions. Men who tended
to “go along” with the policy initiatives of others were usually excluded. For exampte in item 2,1 counted only
the Roosevelt-Hay disagreement (rather than including the Roosevelt-McKinley comparison which would also
have been supportive of interpersonal generalization theory) because McKinley tended to take a back seat in
foreign policy formation. The Roosevelt-McKinley comparison is included, however, on the issues surrounding
the Spanish-American War because McKinley did become actively involved at that time. The reader should be
cautioned, however, that this early decision was a matter of some consequence since the men who tend to “go
along” turn out to be lower on interpersonal dominance. In other words, the high percentages reported favorably
for interpersonal generalization theory are somewhat sensitive to this decision.

61 have, after considerable uncertainty, excluded comparisons between Colonel House and Woodrow Wilson
on American entry into World War I and between Harry Hopkins and Franklin Rooseveit on American entry into
quld War IL. Both advisors appeared, at times, to be more inclined to advocate military involvement at an earlier
point than the president. However, both Wilson and Roosevelt were sensitive (o public opinion, and it is a
reasonable interpretation of their behavior that they did not move until after 8 buildup of public opinion; thus, I
am not sure that their “true” opinions (the attitudes they would urge on a president if they were his adviser)




