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ABSTRACT 

One of the many roles which have traditionally received obligatory 

attention in scholarly descriptions of the American Presidency is that 

of the President as leader of his political party, Many recent 

studies are in essential agreement that less attention is being paid 

to party matters by contemporary Presidents, but little systematic 

research has been reported which describes how or why incumbents are 

avoiding the duties of party leadership. 

The purposes of this thesis were; (1) to provide an historical 

overview of the ways in which past Presidents have exercised party 

leadership and (2) to describe in detail the party-related activities 

of the five most recent Presidents, John Kennedy through Jimmy Carter. 

A fundamental distinction was made between the concepts of "partisan 

ship" (an attitudinal predisposition toward party loyalty) and "party 

leadership" (active presidential participation in the organization 

and policies of the national party). 

Party leadership of recent Presidents was assessed on the basis 

of three indicators: (1) the amount and nature of contact between the 

incumbent and the leadership of the national party, (2) the extent of 

the President's personal involvement in mid-term congressional cam-

paigns, and (3) the percentage of major presidential appointees from 

the incumbent's own party. A general working hypothesis was advanced 

suggesting that strong partisanship in Presidents will tend to be 

associated with strong party leadership, while weak tendencies toward 

party loyalty will be accompanied by a correspondingly weak performance 

of the party leader role. 

Ill 
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The data on which the study was based were gathered from presidential 

memoirs and public papers, memoirs of close advisors, presidential 

biographies, and works on the Presidency by scholars and journalists. 

From these data, a nominal classification was made of each President 

as either a "strong" or "weak" actor on the dimensions of partisanship 

and party leadership. A summary typology was developed listing the 

classifications of the five Presidents whose activities were studied. 

The major findings of the research were: (1) among the five 

contemporary Presidents examined, the activities attending partisanship 

and party leadership have been of relatively minor significance in the 

context of the total Presidency, and (2) the evidence presented 

supports the general hypothesis that strong partisanship is related 

to strong party leadership and weak partisan tendencies with weak 

party leadership. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In scholarly descriptions of the American Presidency, the concept 

of "roles" has often been employed to describe coherently the complex 

of interconnecting, overlapping, and often conflicting job demands 

with which a President is faced. One of the many roles which receive 

of the President asobligatory attention in presidential texts is that 

leader of his political party. Although an emphasis on party leader 

ship is seldom viewed with the same public favor as presidential 

of socialinvolvement in international diplomacy or the initiation 

programs, party-related activity by Presidents has continued to 

and othercommand much attention from social scientists, journalists 

systematic observers of the Presidency who see such activity as use 

ful and important. 

Woodrow WilsonWhile still the president of Princeton University, 

wrote: 

[A President] cannot escape being the leader of his party 

except by incapacity or lack of personal force, because ^ 
he is at once the choice of the party and of the nation. 

scienceThus, one of the first practitioners of modern political 

Asplaced a high premium on the activities of party leadership. 

^Woodrow Wilson, Constitutional Government in the United States 

(New York: Columbia University Press, 1908), p. 67. 
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andPresident, Wilson put this philosophy into practice became one of 

2 
the nation's most effective party leaders. 

that lessHowever, recent studies are in essential agreement 

attention is being paid to party matters by contemporary Presidents, 

possibly due to the decline of party identification among voters and 

the increasing use of direct media exposure of the President's views.^ 

been well-notedWhile this lessened emphasis on party leadership has 

whichby political analysts, little research has been reported 

describes in a comparative fashion "how Presidents are conducting 

(or avoiding) party business and how this situation may have been 

4 
developing over the years." 

The purposes of this thesis are: (1) to provide an historical 

overview of the ways in which Presidents have exercised party leader 

of the fiveship and (2) to describe the party-related activities 

most recent Presidents, John Kennedy through Jimmy Carter. The 

recentfollowing questions served to guide research: How have 

Presidents perceived their roles as leaders of the national party? 

How much time have they spent on such party matters as fund-raising. 

organization, and candidate endorsement? To what extent have they 

used appointments for partisan purposes ? 

2 
James MacGregor Bums, The Deadlook of Demooraay: Four-Party 

Politics in America (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 1963), pp. 142-
143. 

^Hugh Heclo, Studying the Presidency: A Report to the Ford 

16.Foundation (New York: The Ford Foundation, 1977), p. 

^Tbid. 
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Analysis will be focused on presidential relations with the national 

party organization rather than with congressional party leaders, in 

order to distinguish between the role of party leader and the broader 

range of activities described collectively as legislative leadership. 

The former will be used here in the narrow sense of activity aimed at 

strengthening and promoting a particular party and its policies, while 

the latter can also include a high degree of bipartisan or nonpartisan 

presidential behavior, as congressional approval is sought for 

administration proposals. 

The distinction between party leadership and legislative leader 

ship admittedly becomes blurred in practice, since the President can 

ill afford to respond exclusively to the expectations which accompany 

one role, while neglecting other equally important job demands. 

According to V. 0. Key: 

In the fulfillment of his role as leader in the legislative 
process, he may act on one occasion as President; at another 

moment he may operate as leader of his party; or he may play 
both roles simultaneously as he seeks to obtain enactment of 

his legislative program.5 

But even though the two roles are not neatly separable, analytical 

clarity is enhanced when they are treated as distinguishable, Of 

primary interest in this study will be those activities predominantly 

concerned with leadership of the "presidential party." 

The existence of separate national party systems, presidential 

and congressional, is argued extensively in James MacGregor Burns' 

5th ed.^V. 0. Key, Politios^ Parties^ and Pressure Groups, 
(New York: Crowell, 1964), p. 657. 
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Because Senators anddescription of "four-party" politics in America.^ 
constituen-Representatives are accountable to localized and fragmented 

cies, Bums contends, they are not bound by political necessity nor by 

even oneconscience to support the policies of the chief executive, 

who shares the same party affiliation. So appeals to party responsi 

bility within Congress are of limited utility to the President, who 

relies instead on congressional coalitions which often cut across party 

lines. As many analysts have pointed out, such barriers against 

unified party government of the type seen in parliamentary regimes 

were not merely accidents of historical development. Rather, controls 

on potential abuses by organized factions solidarity were included by 

asthe Founding Fathers in such basic constitutional principles 

7 
the federal branches.separation of powers and checks and balances among 

influenceDespite the Framers' initial attempts at limiting the 

of nonelected political organizations, parties have come to be regarded 

as not only desirable but essential in modern democracies. According 

to Clinton Rossiter: 

It is the great purpose of political parties , , , to bring 
the struggle [among groups and individuals in the political 
process] under control: to institutionalize it with organi 

tozation, to channel it through nominations and elections, 
allpublicize it by means of platforms and appeals, above 

into stabilize it in the form of that traditional quadrille 

^James MacGregor Bums, The Deadlock of Democmoy: Four-Party 
Politics in America (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1963), 

Schatt-^See, for example. Key, op, cit,, pp, 654-657; E, E. 
schneider. Party Government (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 

National Political1942); and Stephen K, Bailey, "The Condition of Our 
Parties," in Peter Woll, ed., American Government: Readings and Cases 
(Boston: Little, Brown, 1965), pp, 180-186, 
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on awhich the Ins and Outs change places from time to time 
signal from the voters.8 

This appraisal is echoed by Seymour Lipset, who states. Parties are 

by far the most important part of the representative structure in com-

Q 

plex democratic societies." Even though the national parties in this 

country have been characterized as weak and sporadic in their activity, 

their presence remains one of the most salient features of our poli 

tical system. Party government is what we are said to enjoy in the 

United States. Every little boy or girl is born either a Democrat 

10 
or a Republican. Given the widely recognized importance of poli 

tical parties and of the President's potential for party leadership. 

a systematic description of the party leadership role in the con 

temporary Presidency is needed for an improved understanding of the 

governmental process. 

For purposes of analysis, a fundamental distinction will be made 

between the closely related but separable concepts of "partisanship 

and "party leadership, Though often employed interchangeably in 

discussions of presidential party activities, the two terms contribute 

to a more meaningful analytical framework when viewed as distinct 

phenomena. 

8 
Clinton Rossiter, Favtiee and Folitias in Ameriaa (Ithaca; 

Cornell University Press, 1960), p. 27. 
9 
Seymour M, Lipset, The First Eew Nation (New York: Basic Books, 

1963), p. 288. 

10 
Cornelius P, Cotter and Bernard C. Hennessy, Folitias Without 

Fower: The National Farty Corrmittees (New York: Atherton Press, 1964), 
p. 1. 
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Partisanship will be defined here as an attitudinal predisposition 

to view a given political party favorably, resulting in perceptions of 

affiliation and loyalty toward that party, The concept can be further 

characterized as affective, i,e,, the exhibiting of a preference for a 

party and its policies in a general rather than specific sense, as the 

following will illustrate; 

I am glad to come here as a Democrat and express my pleasure 
to speak as a Democrat, , , This is a great Democratic 
county, in a great Democratic area, in a state which I am 

convinced is going to be Democratic in 1964 in a Democratic 
country,11 

These remarks were made to a welcoming crowd by President Kennedy a 

few days before his assassination, and they offer more evidence of a 

President's partisanship than for his party leadership, Partisan 

tendencies, then, can be thought of as pre-conditions for party 

leadership behavior. 

Party leadership, as used in this study, requires the active 

participation of a President in the organizational development of 

his party and the use of his "titular leadership in the promotion of 

party policies and solicitation of popular support for the party. 
12 

Thus, defined, the party leadership of recent Presidents will be 

assessed on the basis of three indicators: (1) the amount and nature 

orof contact between the incumbent and the national party (chairman 

11 

John F, Kennedy, Remarks at Miami International Airport, November 

18, 1963, from Publia Papers of the Presidents: John F. Kennedy^ 1963 
(Washington: U,S, Government Printing Office, 1964), p, 871. 

12 

Ralph Mo Goldman, "Titular Leadership of the Presidential Parties, 
in Aaron Wildavsky, ed,. The Pr-esidenoy (Boston: Little, Brown, 1969), 
p, 387, 
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committee) regarding administration objectives or the party's organi 

zational and policy development, (2) the extent of the President's 

personal involvement in mid-term congressional campaigns, and (3) the 

percentage of majo'r presidential appointments from the incumbent's 

own party. 

The rationale for choosing the first of these indices of party 

leadership is stated effectively by Cornelius Cotter and Bernard 

Hennessy: "The national party committees are obscure, changeable. 

pragmatic, and hard to define, yet surprisingly permanent, In spite 

of their tenuous nature. 'They are our chief symbols of party govern 

ment, our nearest approximation to party responsibility, the conser 

vators of a national heritage of peaceful change in national politics 
13

and administration, „ . So interaction between a President and 

the leadership of the national party in the periods between presi 

dential elections has, at a minimum, symbolic importance, The signifi-

cance of this indicator is further underscored by Hugh Bone: 

The President, if he desires, holds the key to his national 

party and is bound to have much influence over the national 

committee. At times the committee is little more than his 

creature and becomes one of his public relations instruments. 
14 

As for the second indicator, off-year congressional campaigns 

offer the President an opportunity to openly wear the hat of party 

leader with less of the role conflict described by Louis Brownlow: 

13 
Cotter and Hennessy, pp, vi, 4. 

14 
Hugh A. Bone, Party Committees and National Polities (Seattle: 

University of Washington Press, 1968), p. 205. 
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Just after (a President) takes the oath of office, many of 
us = . 0 tend to forget that he was first a party choice and 

a party leader. More than that we seem at this particular 
stage to regret the necessity for party machinery, and 

exhibit displeasure at any sign of partisan activity by the 
President. 

At this stage we insist . , , that the President is not 

the President of a party, but the President of all the 
15people. , . 

This conflict is at the heart of the difficulty faced by Presidents 

who seek to strengthen or expand their role in national party leader-

ship. But it has become an accepted fact of political life that mid 

term congressional races serve as a 'payment due" notice to the incum-

bent from the party which helped elect him. Therefore, the greater 

his personal involvement and the more extensive his use of presidential 

influence on behalf of members of his party, the more likely he is 

to be viewed as an effective party leader. This is not to say that 

a President's involvement is an automatic plus for his party's candi-

dates. On the contrary, the administration party almost invariably 

loses congressional seats in off-year contests, but this fact has not 

removed the expectation cf active presidential participation in cam 

paign activities. The point is made forcefully by Louis Loenig: The 

President, as party leader, is expected to assist the campaigns 
of Congressional candidates indiscriminately, including the 

campaigns of those whose election would injuie his program 

more than their opponents' victories would, 

15 
Louis Brownlow, What We Expect the President To Do," in 

Wildavsky, p. 36. 

16 
Louis W. Koenig, The Chief Executive, 3rd ed. (New York: 

Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich, 1975), p. 137. 
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Finally, patronage as an indicator of party leadership by Presi 

dents has a long history in the American political system. Thomas 

Jefferson, whose political activity has been widely recognized as 

17
the model for effective party leadership. became expert at dis 

pensing jobs in return for legislative favors and executive loyalty, 

The power of patronage was dealt a serious blow by the Civil Service 

Act of 1883, which removed many federal jobs from the reach of poli 

tical strategy. Subsequent refinement of the protections for tenured 

federal employees has further reduced the number of positions with 

which a President may bargain for support. Still, those appointments 

which remain at the incumbent's disposal have become all the more 

desirable by their scarcity. High level executive posts and federal 

judgeships continue to provide an important opportunity for the 

President to advance governmental control by his party. It has been 

argued that expertise and professional qualifications are much more 

influential than party affiliation in the modern executive selection 

18 
process. areBut qualified candidates from the presidential party 

seldom so scarce as to require the appointment of a member of the 

opposition party. So the percentage of appointees chosen from among 

members of the administration party is yet another measure of a 

President's strength in party leadership. 

17 
See, for example, Koenig, p, 127, James MacGregor Burns, Ppesf-

dential Government (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1966), and Edward S. 

Corwin, The President: Office and Powers^ 1787-1957 (New York: New 
York University Press, 1957), pp. 18-19. 

18 

Hugh Heclo, A Government of Strangers (Washington: The 

Brookings Institute, 1977), pp, 65-68, 80-99. 
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At this point, some basic assumptions inherent in the concept of 

distinctionrole as an analytical approach and in the definitional 

In conbetween partisanship and party leadership need specification. 

ceptualizing the Presidency as an interwoven network of roles, this 

in each roleapproach assumes that the President is able to perceive 

the behavioral expectations of his various publics (members of his 

administration, members of Congress, the electorate at large, etc.3 

ofand to take those perceptions into account in the performance 

any particular role. Further it is recognized that the perceptions 

and behavior associated with one role can never be totally separated 

and desfrom those associated with others except in an analytical 

criptive sense, as intended here. 

The partisan-party leader distinction is based on the assumption 

that attitudinal dispositions, such as beliefs, values, and ideologies. 

observable behav-are in large part, preconditions for an individual's 

lor. Harold Lasswell has developed this affective-instrumental 

relationship extensively in his studies of political power and 

19 
influence. Lasswell argues that political behavior is heavily 

dependent upon the values held by a given actor; that is, behavior 

is shaped by the relative importance assigned by the participant to 

20 
such "base values Thus,as power, wealth, respect, or affection. 

the affective domain of beliefs, attitudes, and values relates closely 

19 
Harold Lasswell, Politios: Who Gets Whatj Wheuy How (New 

York: FewerMcGraw-Hill, 1936), and Lasswell and Abraham Kaplan, 
and Society (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1950), 

20 
Lasswell and Kaplan, pp, 74-102. 
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Lasswell contends, to observable political behavior, In this context. 

a President's partisanship is viewed as the affective disposition 

which may influence the nature of his instrumental party leadership. 

An awareness of attitudes as potential influences on overt actions 

was urged as early as 1908 by British political analyst, Graham Wallas, 

He wrote that in the course of a day, "only a small proportion" of 

one's activities is "directly produced by an intellectual calculation,"^^ 

So, he reasoned, much of a political actor's behavior is predisposed 

by attitudes, both conscious and unconscious. 

factors onMore recent study of the influence of psychological an 

individual's political behavior lends support to Wallas' contention. 

"There is a great deal of political activity which can be explained 

adequately only by taking account of the personal characteristic s of 

22
the actors involved. ?? 

Attitudes, values, and other personality 

characteristics have been considered in descriptions ranging from 

t? 
23

analysis of "why the American common man believes what he does 

24 
to studies "predicting performance in the White House. tf 

From one such study comes the definition of attitude which is 

used here: "A predisposition of an individual to evaluate some 

aspect of his world in a favorable or unfavorable manner, that is. 

21 
Graham Wallas, Human Nature in Politics (Lincoln: University 

of Nebraska Press, 1962), p, 47, 
22 

Fred Greenstein, "The Impact of Personality on Politics: An 

Attempt to Clear Away Underbrush," American Political Science Review 

61 (September, 1967), p. 629. 

23 
Robert Lane, Political Ideology (New York: Free Press, 1962), 

24 
James David Barber, The Presidential Character (Englewood 

Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1972). 
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a predisposition to approve or disapprove, like or dislike, some social 

25 
or physical object. Thus, it is suggested in this thesis that a 

predisposition, namely a President's partisanship, will tend to 

influence his behavior as party leader; but this suggestion does not 

imply a direct causal or deterministic linkage between the two concepts. 

Other factors besides partisanship, such as environmental constraints 

or competing personal values, may operate to influence a President's 

party leadership. Nevertheless, to identify partisanship as one of 

perhaps several influences on presidential behavior in relation to 

party will hopefully enhance general understanding of this important 

aspect of American politics. 

From the foregoing assumptions, two general working hypotheses 

were developed for examination in this research; (1) strong partisan 

ship in Presidents will tend to be associated with a strong emphasis 

on party leadership, due to a clearer and more positive perception of 

the party leader role; and (2) a significant difference will be 

observable between the strengths of party leadership on the part of 

majority Presidents (those whose party controls Congress) and minority 

Presidents (those whose party is in the congressional minority), due 

to a stronger perception on the part of minority incumbents of their 

roles as consensus-building, bipartisan chief legislators. 

The first of these hypotheses was suggested by the attitude-

behavior research just discussed; while the second was based on the 

25 
Lewis Froman, Teoyle and Politics (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-

Hall, 1962), p. 20. 
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intuitive suggestion that a President, forced to deal with a Congress 

dominated by the opposition party, could be expected to place less 

emphasis on party-related behavior, as he attempts to establish bi 

partisan legislative coalitions in support of administration pro 

posals. Even large congressional majorities from the incumbent's 

own party do not assure him of consistent legislative cooperation, 

but without a common party affiliation, the President and the con 

gressional majority have proved even less likely to build a positive 

working relationship. According to V. 0. Key: 

Presidents have never been able to carry through notable 
legislative proposals with Congress in the hands of 
opposition majorities. . . . Common partisan control of 

executive and legislature does not assure energetic 
26 

government, but division of party control precludes it. 

With such a built-in disadvantage, then. Presidents of the minority 

party might reasonably be expected to downplay the party leadership 

role in favor of a more productive bipartisan stance. Koenig argues: 

"Bipartisanship is attractive to the President whose party lacks or 

27
barely enjoys a majority in Congress. 

Evidence for or against these general hypotheses was sought in 

both primary and secondary sources on the American Presidency since 

1961. To determine the ways in which Presidents have perceived them 

selves as leaders of their parties, an examination was made of 

selected memoirs and public papers of the incumbents, memoirs of close 

advisors, presidential biographies, and works by scholars and 

26 
Key, p, 688. 

27 
Koenig, p. 174. 
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journalists. The assessment of presidential partisanship was necessarily 

qualitative, since it was based on the stated perceptions of Presidents 

and observers, rather than on a quantifiable testing procedure, Data 

on the indicators for party leadership were gathered from presidential 

documents, newspapers, and periodical accounts in which information 

was available on presidential communications with party representatives, 

mid-term campaign activity, and executive appointments made during each 

administration being studied. 

On the basis of the available data, the activities of each of 

the five Presidents were classified as either "strong" or "weak" on 

the dimensions of partisanship and party leadership, as illustrated 

by Figure 1. This typology offers a convenient schematic represen 

tation of the findings to be presented in Chapters III and IV. Since 

most of the data used to categorize each President's party-related 

activity were nominal level and therefore not easily subject to 

quantification, a two-by-two classification scheme was preferable to 

an attempted ranking of the incumbents' performances by relative 

strength. Only the percentages of appointees from the presidential 

parties were properly subject to placement on an interval scale. A 

median percentage of all such appointments was calculated to provide 

one basis for judging the relative strength of each President's 

party leadership. However, since that indicator was used along with 

two qualitative ones for the overall assessment of party leadership, 

no strict ranking was deemed appropriate. 

Further, the classification scheme chosen illustrated clearly 

the applicability of the first hypothesis discussed earlier. If the 
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Partisanship of Recent Presidents 
Strong Weak 

Party 
Leadership Strong 
of 

Recent 

Presidents 
Weak 

FIGURE 1 

TYPOLOGY OF PARTY-RELATED ACTIVITIES 
OF RECENT PRESIDENTS 
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suggestion is correct that the strength of a President's partisanship 

(the independent variable) is closely related to his performance of 

the party leader role (the dependent variable), then one would expect 

or the lowerthe classifications to fall into either the upper left 

right cell of the diagram (Figure 1). In other words, a weak parti 

san should also be a weak party leader, and one with strong partisan 

tendencies should exhibit strong party leadership. 

In view of the nominal level of the data used for classifying 

presidential party activities, exact cut-off points between a 

"strong partisan" and a "weak partisan" and between a "strong party 

leader" and a "weak party leader" could not be established. There 

fore, the decision for categorizing the strength of each incumbent's 

sources ofpartisanship was based on an examination of multiple 

evidence ranging from self-descriptive presidential statements to 

journalistic observations. Thus the data for each placement were 

mutually corroborative. In those instances where one or more sources 

indicated a different classification from the one made, those 

divergent sources were reported as well. Similarly, the indicators 

for strength of presidential party leadership did not allow a precise 

demarcation between strong and weak performance of the role; and 

again the classifications were based upon a composite of data sources 

which, taken together, provided cross checks on the accuracy of each 

placement decision. Contradictory evidence was noted in an effort to 

make the descriptions as complete and accurate as possible. 

Before the presentation of findings, an historical overview of 

the development of presidential party activity will be given in 
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Chapter II. In Chapter IV, the current status of the party leadership 

role will be assessed, both on the basis of current scholarly research. 

and as the role has been interpreted by President Carter. Finally, 

Chapter IV will include a summary of the study and conclusions which 

may be suggested. 



CHAPTER II 

ROOTS: HISTORICAL OVERVIEW OF PRESIDENTIAL PARTY LEADERSHIP 

Although the role of party leader is nearly as old as the nation 

itself, the relationship of President to political party evolved in 

spite of, rather than in response to, the intentions of our Founding 

Fathers. James Madison cautioned against "the mischiefs of faction tl 

and offered suggestions for controlling them in a republican govern-

ment. but heHe did not equate factions with political parties, 

implied that parties could give rise to destructive factions if left 

28 
unchecked in a democracy. The lack of a constitutional endorse 

ment failed to prevent parties from forming during President 

Washington's tenure, but he studiously ignored them with stately 

nonpartisanship and "devoted much of his Farewell Address to warning 

t f f
29 

state.his countrymen against 'the dangers of party in the 

But Thomas Jefferson recognized the power of party leadership 

as a political tool and used it in a manner "unsurpassed in the 

authority he asserted as party leader and in the fealty he commanded 

tf 
30 

from state and local party organizations. Jefferson's performance 

28 
James Madison, "The Federalist No. 10," in Jacob E. Cooke, ed.. 

The Federalist (Middletown: Wesleyan University Press, 1961), 
pp. 56-65. 

29 
David S. Broder, The Party’s Over (New York: Harper and Row, 

1971), p. XX. 

30 
Koenig, p. 127. 

18 
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and success as party leader proved difficult to match, although many 

of his successors made concerted efforts in that direction. According 

to one writer, it was not until Woodrow Wilson that another President 

achieved "primacy in this field of presidential activity . . . and, 

when compared on the basis of the success with which they carried out 

two Presidentstheir legislative programs, the leadership of these 

31 
approaches an equality. But what are the dimensions of this role 

for which Jefferson's activity served as the early prototype? 

haveThe primary tasks of a party leader, says Edward Corwin, 

been (1) to recruit and consolidate party resources in support of 

or be able toadministration policies, and (2) to gain renomination 

32 
influence the party's selection of a successor. To accomplish 

these broad objectives, widely varying techniques and leadership 

styles have been employed by individual Presidents, as they responded 

not only to the expectations of the role, but to the exigencies of 

the immediate situation and to their own diverse personality 

characteristics. Three indicators for effective party leadership 

were briefly described in Chapter 1, but other facets of the role may 

be identified. 

the nationalAs previously noted, a President's relationship with 

party organization has been an important element of his leadership 

efforts, both before and after election. The national convention has 

31 
Norman J. Small. Some Presidential Interpretations of the 

Presidency (Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press, 1932), p. 172, 
q. in Corwin, p, 19. 

32 
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provided the nominee with his earliest opportunity to exercise leader 

ship of the party through such activities as oversight of the final 

drafting of the party's platform and attempts to unite and reconcile 

disparate party factions. Though largely symbolic in practice, 

official party platforms have served as the rallying point for those 

identifying themselves as supporters. "The parties are supposed to 

stand for something; in the minds of their more vehement adherents, 

they are supposed to, and do, stand for something which is enduring 
33 

and right. So presidential influence on what the party publicly 

stands for has been a notable source of public relations material. 

during and following the campaign. At the 1976 Democratic National 

Convention, for example: 

By negotiating, cajoling, and occasionally strong-
arming, Carter's forces under Stuart Eizenstat, his 
issues chief, brought an uncontroversial platform to 
the convention. . , . Eizenstat praised [the compromise 
document] as a "clear message to the country that the 
Democrats are prepared to unite in a way that we have 
not been united in a long time."34 

Also, working through the national party organization, the 

President-elect has often found it necessary to mend party fences 

which have been ravaged in the heat of the preconvention campaign. 

One need look no further in retrospect than the 1976 Republican 

National Convention to find a prime example of the necessity for such 

intra-party diplomacy. It may be speculated that Gerald Ford's 

33 
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failure to accomplish a prompt reconciliation between his supporters 

and the wing of the party backing Ronald Reagan's nomination contri 

buted substantially to his election defeat. 

hasThe mediation of conflicting demands from party factions 

the Presidentscontinued to be a part of the leadership role after 

have assumed office. One analyst points out that opposing sides on 

the issue of slavery presented President James Polk with a major 

challenge as party leader: 

It is indicative of President Polk's role as a genuine 
party chieftain that he regarded antislavery David 
Wilmot's "Proviso" [a congressional amendment aimed 
at insuring that all new territory be nonslave] a 
"mischievous and foolish amendment" at the same time 

that he considered proslavery Calhoun "the most 
mischievous man in the Senate, He opposed the 

35extremists on each wing of the party. . . 

Intra-party conflict proved to be of critical importance again when 

President Cleveland's titular leadership was marred by the widening 

36 
division between silver and gold Democrats. This schism resulted 

Democrats whoin the formation of a separate party by disgruntled 

in the 1896refused to support party nominee William Jennings Bryan 

presidential campaign. The feud ultimately enabled Republican 

nominee William McKinley to gain office and to establish an enduring 

Republican era. 

well-illustratedAnother facet of the party leadership role was 

by McKinley's successor, Theodore Roosevelt, when he dominated the 

35 
Wilfred E. Binkley, The Man in the Uhite House: His Powers 

and Duties (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1958), p. 121. 

36 
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selection of the man who would follow him as the Republican standard-

bearer. 

. . . President Roosevelt virtually handpicked William 
Howard Taft as his successor. He used the Federal 

machine with its patronage to pack the National 
Nominating Convention. ... So active did the Presi 
dent become in the campaign, that candidate Taft 
became relatively inconspicuous. President Roosevelt 
had busied himself as if he were Taft's campaign 
manager. 

So effective party leaders have been able to rally support for their 

own re-election bids and to exert a strong influence on the choice of 

subsequent leadership. 

As already noted, it is impossible to describe presidential 

party leadership without considering those activities directed toward 

gaining legislative enactment of administration proposals. Many party 

leadership activities have this objective in common, but some involve 

presidential-congressional relations in a more direct fashion. For 

instance, the incumbents have become actively involved in recruiting 

and lending campaign support to candidates who appear likely to agree 

with presidential objectives. Binkley points out that as Jefferson 

sought to build and maintain a favorable congressional majority, he 

"busied himself writing letters to likely Republican leaders 

encouraging them to run for Congress whenever a competent leader 

38 
retired. Perhaps the best known example of such activity is 

Franklin Roosevelt's attempted congressional purge during the mid-term 

37 
Binkley, pp. 130-131. 

38 
Ibid., pp. 116-117. 



23 

elections of 1938. Convinced of his popular mandate by his landslide 

victory two years earlier and annoyed by Congress' stand against his 

1937 court-packing plan, Roosevelt set out to help defeat members of 

his conservative congressional opposition. 

. . , the President, out of patience with party conser 
vatives and perhaps nettled by the victory of the anti-
New Deal Senator, Guy Gillette in Iowa, broke his 
silence. He denounced the "Copperheads" in the party, 
and claimed the right ito intervene in elections wherever 
there was a clear issue of principle, . . . The New 
Dealers had attempted to nationalize the party insti 
tution, to transform a decentralized party, responsible 
only to a local electorate, into an organization 

leaderresponsive to the will of the national party 
and the interests of a national electorate. 

This blatant attempt to use presidential influence to purge opponents 

of New Deal policies backfired, bringing accusations of megalomania 

against Roosevelt and resulting in a significant Republican victory 

in the elections. The role of party leader had been played in dis 

and theregard of other expectations for presidential behavior, 

mistake caused severe damage to Roosevelt's credibility and political 

40 
power. Despite this lesson in role conflicts, though, mid-term 

the President'scampaigning has continued to be an important part of 

on whichparty leadership and will serve as one of the indicators 

the activities of recent incumbents are assessed in the following 

chapters. 

39
William E. Leuchtenburg, Franklin D. Roosevelt and the New 

268-269.Deal: 1932-1940 (New York: Harper and Row, 1963), pp. 
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influenceBesides campaigning, the President has attempted to 

the leaders ofcongressional partisans through his relationships with 

his party in the House and Senate. Included in this group have been 

the party's floor leader and the party whip/for each house, all 

chosen by their respective party caucuses, as well as the Speaker of 

were of thethe House if the President and the congressional majority 

same party. In addition, the members of certain influential committees. 

such as House Rules, have been included in the congressional party 

leadership with whom past Presidents have worked to build party 

solidarity between the legislative and executive branches. Key 

points out that: 

. . 0 Presidents find it desirable to schedule frequent, 
usually weekly, conferences with the legislative leaders 
of their party. These sessions serve, to some extent, to 

link legislature and executive and to develop agreement 
on party program and strategy.41 

Such cohesion by no means remaiiis constant, however. Instead, the 

been conPresident's leadership of the congressional party has a 

satistinuing process of bargaining and negotiation for mutually 

factory action from each branch. 

ofAlthough this study is limited primarily to the leadership 

includednational parties, the party leader role has historically 

efforts by the President to influence state and local party policies 

and elections as well. Abraham Lincoln, characterized by Burns as 

having gone further toward arbitrary expansion of executive authority 

41 
Key, p. 664. 
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tt 42 
than any other important American politician, 

!f 

kept a powerful hand 

in gubernatorial contests during the Civil War. 

President Lincoln maintained a continuous interest in 

state politics, particularly the election of what came 
to be called the "war governors," that is Republican 
or Union party state governors. . . . Lincoln had no 
hesitation about asking generals in the field to 
furlough soldiers to go home, to vote in close 
elections. . . .43 

More recently, John Kennedy became actively involved in intra-party 

struggles in New York and other states, as he sought to bring the 

Democratic Party under more unified national control. This situation 

is described more fully in the next chapter. 

Finally, the President has exercised party leadership through 

his use of patronage in its many and varied forms. Rossiter wrote 

in 1960: an incumbent. 

through the careful distribution of the loaves and fishes 

of Federal patronage, keeps the party a going concern. 
wereThe loaves and fishes are not so plentiful as they 

in the days of Jackson and Lincoln, but the President is 

still a wholesale distributor of "jobs for the boys. m44 

Of course, patronage means more than the appointment of fellow party 

members to federal jobs, the form of patronage used in this study as 

an indicator of party leadership. It has also meant the selective 

allocation of presidential support and approval for so-called "pork 

barrel" programs such as river and harbor projects, federally 

42 
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industries. Suchsubsidized building programs, and aid for regional 

visible and desirable federal assistance is of utmost importance to 

districts. Therethe political standing of congressmen in their home 

the Presidentfore, by backing the programs of favored legislators, 

from thosehas been able to encourage cooperation and compromise 

legislators when their support was needed for administration proposals. 

The preceding discussion has been an attempt to sketch generally 

illustratethe role of party leader in historical perspective and to 

for the assessother facets of the activity beyond those to be used 

ment of recent Presidents in this study. The listing of activities 

Based on their effectivenessis not presented as an exhaustive one. 

incumbents havein these and other party leadership activities, past 

been rated by several analysts, Besides Jefferson, Rossiter identifies 

five other Presidents who "were especially skillful party leaders": 

Andrew Jackson, Abraham Lincoln, Woodrow Wilson, Theodore Roosevelt, 

and Franklin D. Roosevelt. 

By playing the politician with unashamed zest the first 
ofof these gave his epic administration a unique sense 

cohesion, the second rallied doubting Republican leaders 
and their followings to the cause of the Union, and the 

other three achieved genuine triumphs as catalysts of 
congressional action.45 

Echoing the assessment of Jackson as a strong party leader, Stuart 

Brown also credits "Old Hickory" with the first purely partisan cam 

Newpaign tour by a President, when he journeyed from Washington to 

Hampshire in 1833, "meeting political supporters, receiving tributes. 

45
Ibid. 
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and boosting the Democratic Party and Vice-President Martin Van Buren, 

,46
whom he had already chosen to succeed him. 

Franklin Roosevelt's party-related activity resembles Jefferson's 

in that both men sought tighter governmental control through part) 

leadership. Roosevelt made effective use of party machinery to gain 

sweeping legislative successes. And still unsatisfied, he attempt 

to handpick even the members of his own congressional party to expand 

and consolidate his control. The abortive 1938 purge resulted in a 

loss for Rossevelt of much legislative respect and friendship, but 

his overall efforts at party leadership were a huge net gain for the 

Democrats. According to Koenig, 

despite Roosevelt's failure ... he did shake his party 
at its roots and transform it through his own great 
political talent. ... He had found the Democratic 
party a minority party. His graftings upon it of new 47 
group allegiances left it the instrument of the majority. 

Of course, not all Presidents have possessed the combination 

for suchof ability and predilection for party leadership necessary 

far-reaching impact. In a typology of Presidents by their preferences 

and accomplishments concerning this role, Ralph Goldman categorizes 

four Presidents, William Henry Harrison, Taylor, Grant, and 

Eisenhower as "nonpartisan. or those who attempt to stand above 

party in the George Washington mold. In addition, he lists six 

Presidents, Pierce, Buchanan, Hayes, Arthur, Taft, and Harding as 

'subpartisans. These men drew their party leadership roles so 

46 
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47 
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narrowly, they became identified with mere factions and thus found it 

"difficult to pull the party together or to do very much with its 

f?
48 

organization and management. 

So historically, the role of party leader has been intermittent 

and widely variant in its uses and effectiveness. The lack of 

scholarly consensus on the importance of the role in the context of 

the total Presidency is demonstrated by the following statements by 

political analysts, both written in the same year: "All that I have 

said points to the importance of the President as a party leader. . . 

To avoid or evade his responsibilities as party leader is in effect to 

49 
abdicate his leadership as President. t? 

This view conflicts with 

the equally forceful assertion that f? 

massOur recent Presidents, armed with newer weapons of 
communication, have relied on methods that bypass party 
structures and appeal directly to the electorate. . . . 

This technique has served to make the President a per 
son "above" party.^0 

This collection of mixed views by Presidents and scholars on the his 

torical place of the party leader role indicates the difficulty of 

defining the boundaries of, and assigning relative importance to, 

any single presidential activity in isolation from all others. On 

the other hand, an attempt to simultaneously describe all the job 

48 
Goldman, p. 386-389. 

49 
M

Peter H. Odegard, Presidential Leadership and Party Responsi-
bility. fl 

The Annals 307 (September 1956), p. 77. 
50 

Lester G, Seligman, "The Presidential Office and the President 

as Party Leader," Law and ContempoTory Problems 21 (Autumn, 1956), 
pp. 732, 734. 



29 

demands confronting a President, in the absence of an organizing frame 

work, would likely result in a confusing collage of impressions diffi 

cult to report and still more difficult to understand. 

What must be reemphasized in the analysis of isolated roles, 

however, is that while a President is interpreting the expectations 

of one role, the demands accompanying others do not go away. This 

caveat appears to be especially true of the President's job as leader 

of his political party. 

[0/ur constitutional system makes the President the 
only officer whose sole responsibility is to repre 
sent the interests of the nation. . . . While he 

has loyalties to party and to interests that 
supported his election, he cannot bow to those 
without considering the reactions in the great 
national constituency composed of many and varied 
interests. 

When the incumbent ignores, or is unaware of, the possibility of 

role conflict, he risks serious consequences, as illustrated by 

Roosevelt's disastrous congressional purge attempt, 'He must at times 

give higher priority to his calling as leader of the nation, facing 

52
needs and goals greater than these of his party. 

To summarize briefly, several dimensions of the presidential 

party leadership role have been identified, all of which are aimed 

ultimately at securing support for administration policies, gaining 

renomination, or gaining influence in the selection of a successor. 

51 
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To accomplish these ends, a President may (1) seek to guide public 

opinion through statements of official party policy; (2) serve as 

mediator between divergent party factions, both before and after his 

election; (3) campaign for his own re-election or to elect his choice 

for successor; (4) recruit or lend support for national, state, or 

local candidates likely to agree with his objectives; (5) work 

through congressional party leaders to improve party unity in the 

legislature; and (6) distribute patronage in the form of presidential 

appointments or support for pork barrel funding. 

The three indicators for strength of party leadership described 

in Chapter I were drawn from this listing of activities, The choice 

was based on (1) the prevalence of these activities in previous de 

scriptions of the role and its interpretations, and (2) the avail 

ability of data for a meaningful analysis. 



CHAPTER III 

CAMELOT TO WATERGATE: PARTISANSHIP AND PARTY LEADERSHIP 

IN THE CONTEMPORARY PRESIDENCY 

Based on an examination of available evidence, both the partisan 

1960 wereship and party leadership of the five Presidents since 

categorized as either "strong" or "weak, and the results of that 

classification are summarized in Figure 2. This typology tends to 

Presidentsupport the earlier suggestion that a strongly partisan 

less commitwill exercise strong party leadership, while one with 

lessment and loyalty to a particular party will be correspondingly 

concerned with party leadership. However, the data led to qualifi 

cation of the hypothesis in certain individual cases, which will 

be discussed as the findings are presented. 

PresidentThe second general hypothesis, that a minority party 

will tend to exert less party leadership than one with a legislative 

majority from his own party, was neither supported nor refuted by 

the evidence examined. It should be noted, however, that for the 

period studied, only Richard Nixon and Gerald Ford were forced to 

deal with an opposition Congress and, while both men might have been 

to buildexpected to deemphasize party activity in an attempt 

in certainbipartisan support, each exerted strong party leadership 

Nixonindividual instances. As the second hypothesis suggests, 

proved to be a weak party leader when his activities were assessed 

on the basis of his relations with officials of the national Republican 

31 
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Partisanship of Recent Presidents 
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John Kennedy 
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Leadership Strong 
of Gerald Ford 

Recent 
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TYPOLOGY OF PARTY-RELATED ACTIVITIES 

OF RECENT PRESIDENTS 



33 

Party and his overall negative influence on the party's well-being; 

however, his performances on the indicators of mid-term campaign 

activity and appointment of Republicans to key posts were much stronger. 

Ford, too, refused to back away from his duties as Republican Party 

leader despite a sizable Democratic legislative majority, So 

congressional makeup appears to have less impact on an incumbent's 

party leadership than was suggested by the second hypothesis. 

As Figure 2 indicates, the party-related activities of recent 

Presidents have not followed, for the most part, a pattern of strong 

party leadership, as it was described in the previous chapter, In 

the 18-year period examined, only the five years during which John 

Kennedy and Gerald Ford held office were shown to be periods of strong 

presidential party leadership, based on the indicators employed in 

this study. And, as will be elaborated later, the highly unusual 

circumstances of Ford's incumbency make especially difficult any 

assessment of his performance by normal standards, Thus, for most of 

the nearly two decades since Kennedy's inaugural, partisanship and 

party leadership have appeared to be of relatively minor importance 

in the contest of the total American Presidency. 

The ambivalence of both scholars and incumbents on the desira-

bility and necessity for party-related activity leaves the role more 

open to individual interpretation--and thus more susceptible to the 

personal characteristics of particular Presidents--than are other 

roles with more clearly defined expectations. Lyndon Johnson, for 

example, could defend his failure to actively lead the national 

Democratic Party by asserting his duty for nonpartisan, unifying. 
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consensus-building; while John Kennedy could openly exhibit his party 

loyalty, pointing to the traditions of the American two-party system 

and Franklinand to such successful party leaders as Woodrow Wilson 

Roosevelt as role models. Despite this latitude for interpretation 

of the role, only Kennedy and Ford could be categorized as stong 

leaders of their parties. And, as will be seen. Ford's sense of 

party loyalty may have proved far more costly than its potential 

benefits could justify. 

next willThe remainder of this chapter and a portion of the 

consist of a presentation of the evidence on which the typology in 

Figure II is based. First, the partisanship of each President since 

1960 will be described with the help of statements by the incumbents. 

observations by close advisors and assistants, and reports by 

journalists and scholars concerning the degree of party loyalty 

in office.exhibited by each man, both before and during his tenure 

of eachThen, an effort will be made to justify the classification 

evidence thePresident as a strong or weak party leader, using as 

available data on (1) presidential relations with the national party. 

(2) presidential involvement in mid-term congressional campaigns, and 

(3) the percentage of presidential appointments which placed fellow 

Theparty members in top-level executive and judicial positions. 

analysis will proceed in this chapter with an assessment of the party 

of the threeleadership of Presidents Kennedy through Ford on each 

indicators in turn. Finally, the partisanship and party leadership 

of Jimmy Carter will be described in Chapter IV, as part of a dis 

cussion of the party leader role in today's Presidency. 
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John Kennedy demonstrated the strength of his partisanship 

repeatedly during his abbreviated term, beginning with his first 

public remarks to the Democratic National Committee, one day after 

his inaugural: 

I believe in strong political organizations in our 
country, , , , The party is the means by which pro 
grams can be put into action--the means by which 
people of talent can come to the service of the 
country. And in this great free society of ours, 
both of our parties . , , serve the interests of 
the people,5 

In his political activity before and after assuming the Presidency, 

Kennedy exhibited a commitment and loyalty to the Democratic Party, 

which brought both praise and criticism from observers. In a speech 

prepared for delivery on the evening of November 22, 1963, the day of 

his assassination, Kennedy had planned to tell Democrats in Austin, 

Texas: 

The Demodratic Party is not a collection of diverse 
'interests brought together only to win elections. We 

are united instead by a common history and heritage. . . 

It was the policies and programs of the Democratic 
Party which helped bring income to your farmers, 
industries to your cities, employment to your workers, 
and the promotion and preservation of your natural 
resources.54 

As further evidence of this partisanship, Ted Sorensen, Kennedy's 

close friend and advisor, recalls a 1956 ceremony in which Harvard 

53 
National 

of the Presidents: 
John F. Kennedy, Remarks at a meeting of the Democratic 

Committee, January 21, 1961, from Puhlio Papers 
John F. Kennedy^ 1961 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 
1962), p. 4, hereafter referred to only as Public Papers of the 
Presidents. 

54 
Kennedy, Public Papers of the Presidents: 196S, p. 895. 

https://resources.54


36 

University presented then Senator John Kennedy with a citation which 

included the phrase. loyal to party, he remains steadfast to 

„55
principle. Sorensen adds that Kennedy made no secret of his 

loyalty and pride toward the Democratic Party, even in campaign 

rhetoric where emphasis is usually placed on nonpartisan appeals. 

Indeed, James Sundquist argues, it was precisely Kennedy's 

allegiance and faithfulness to the activism and progressivism of the 

Democratic-Rooseveltian tradition which voters in 1960 responded to 

and endorsed. The election cannot be interpreted as a clear 

endorsement of all of the specific policy proposals in the Democratic 

program. But it was a clear endorsement of an approach to domestic 

56
problems, of a governing temper-and tempo. 

Not all observers of Kennedy's political attitudes place him 

as squarely in the strong partisan category. One historian argues 

that Kennedy was largely responsible for the trend toward personal 

staffs and direct media exposure of presidential activities as a 

means of influencing public opinion, a process which "dwarfed poli 

ticians, party, and Congress. In this way, the case is made, 

Kennedy failed to demonstrate party loyalty and support but rather 

57 
"contributed to the personalized and plebiscitic Presidency. 
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Another interpretation of Kennedy's approach to political leader 

ship is equally persuasive, however. His heavy reliance on a per 

sonalized organization, both for his election bids and for his execu 

tive policy formulation, reflected not a disloyalty to the Democratic 

Party as an institution, but rather was an attempt to bring new 

emphases and principles to the old line, machine-controlled party 

he sought to lead. 

. . .[H]e was a partisan Democrat. . , But his partisan 
ship had not been sufficiently blind or bitter to endear 
him to some of the "professional" party leaders, "pols,"
hacks and hangers on in Massachusetts. ^ 

So, Kennedy's refusal to associate himself with the bosses of 

Massachusetts' Democratic organization, may be seen as an effort, 

in Sorensen's words, to shift party activity from "smoke-filled 

hotel rooms and into "vote-filled poolrooms. ,59 
And from this view, 

his later moves to intervene in party feuds on the state level 

indicate a commitment to rebuild and strengthen the organizations 

along more progressive lines. 

Such partisanship is easily understood given Kennedy's family 

background, especially the strong influence of his parents' long-

established ties with the Democratic Party, This product of an 

unusually political family, representing the most political of 

58 
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60 
cities. could hardly have been expected to break the familial 

traditions of party loyalty, 

David Broder concedes the extent of Kennedy’s partisanship 

during the White House years but questions the President's motives. 

"While Kennedy always thought of himself and was considered a parti 

san Democrat, he held back from ever being an 'organization man' 

. , , Clearly, what dictated Kennedy's emphasis on party labels and 

party loyalty . . . was not any intellectual commitment to the 

doctrine of responsible party government but his acute sense of his 

own urgent political problems. But Broder confirms, even with his 

qualifications, that Kennedy was the recent prototype of strong 

partisanship, in his pervasive use of party and party policies as 

bases for political judgments. . . Kennedy wrapped himself in 

his party cloak . , , parading the names and symbols of party 

61 
loyalty. It is the contention here that these feelings of loyalty 

and affiliation to party preceded and tempered Kennedy's interpre-

tation of his party leadership role. 

It would be hard to imagine a clearer contrast than the one 

between President Kennedy's insistence on party labeling and the 

emphasis his Vice-President and successor placed on nonpartisanship 

in presidential roles. As with Kennedy, Johnson's own words provide 

the best clue to his attitudes on party loyalty. In his White House 

memoirs, Johnson expressed his feeling, shortly after taking office. 

60 
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of the need for "consensus throughout the country," an idea which 

became the watchword for his total domestic program: 

To me, consensus meant, first, deciding what needed to 

be done regardless of the political implications and, 
second, convincing a majority of the Congress and the 
American people of the necessity for doing those 
things„62 

Johnson goes on to say, , .1 never questioned the capacity 

or the sincerity, or the ability of a man because he belonged to a 

different political party. This nonpartisan attitude appears 

repeatedly in the speeches Johnson delivered as President. 

During one of his numerous outpourings of congratulations to 

the Democrats of the 89th Congress for its prolific passage of Great 

Society programs, Johnson chose to temper the highly partisan 

atmosphere with these remarks: 

For it is not as Democrats, and it is not as partisans, 
and it is not as members of factions that we shall prove 

ourselves worthy of the public's trust, but it is only 
as free men and only as Americans first.63 

onBiographer Doris Kearns points out that this perspective 

party politics was a long-standing philosophy for Johnson, not one 

assumed along with the Presidency. As Senate Majority Leader, 

Johnson had admired the nonpartisan values of President Eisenhower, 

with whom he worked closely and cooperatively. "Johnson saw the 

attraction of the Eisenhower optimism: the appeal of a President who 

62 
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limited his statements to the enunciation of lofty principles that 

,64
seemed to purge his leadership of partisanship. Together with 

Speaker of the House, Sam Rayburn, also a Texas Democrat, Johnson led 

a bipartisan legislative effort in support of Eisenhower's foreign 

policy, as the two consummate congressional leaders consolidated 

65
their joint control of the Congress, Johnson received criticism 

from some Democratic regulars for his "petticoatin' around with 

Eisenhower," to which he replied: 

If you're in an airplane, and you're flying some 
where, you don't run up to the cockpit and attack 
the pilot. Mr, Eisenhower is the only President 
we've got,^^ 

Again, Johnson's commitment to nonpartisanship was underscored. 

Further, Johnson saw the fragmented, decentralized national 

party as preferable to a more tightly organized and responsive party 

with its necessarily narrowed base and issue orientation. Speaking 

in 1956, he said, "A party that is overly partisan, overly 

,67
quarrelsome and obsessed with politics will lose, So Johnson 

brought to the presidential role as party leader a predisposition 

to downplay party affiliation and loyalty while stressing broad 

principles of agreement across social, economic, and party lines. 
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Both Broder and Koenig attribute much of Johnson's aversion to 

partisanship to his political origin in a one-party state. The 

Texas Democratic Party held a nearly complete monopoly on the state's 

andpublic offices during Johnson's rise to national prominence 

power. "A one-party state, by definition, precludes indulgence in 

68 
the arts of partisanship. Oil barons and millionaire cattlemen 

can share party affiliation with poor dirt farmers. Chicanes, and 

blacks, only where the party's ideology, programs, and loyalty are 

69
vaguely defined, argued Broder. Therefore, the nonpartisan nature 

of Johnson's leadership was only a natural extension of his political 

experiences. 

The partisanship and party leadership activities of Richard 

Nixon, however,- proved much more difficult to assess than those of 

Kennedy or Johnson, Although he demonstrated a high degree of party 

loyalty before assuming office, he failed to follow through with an 

Aseffective interpretation of the demands of party leadership. 

Figure 2 (page 32) indicates, his was the only performance among 

recent Presidents to result in a classification of on"strong' 

partisanship but "weak" on party leadership. 

The roots of Nixon's partisanship were in Califnornia politics. 

where, according to Theodore White, the Democrats "were little more 

than a sect. until the mass infusion of blue collar workers in the 

1930's and 1940's. "California was thus Republican by inheritance"; 
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and, when Nixon ran for the House of Representatives in 1946, the 

70
"Democratic Party was a shambles, a shuffling non-organization. 

White goes on to explain that California politics also taught Nixon 

the art of public relations campaigning, an expensive tool used first 

by the well-heeled California Republicans. 

But party commitment came late to Nixon. His family background 

left no clear identification with either Democrats or Republicans, 

his mother and father voting at various times for members of both 

parties. Richard did not register to vote until he was 25; sought 

as a Republican candidate in 1946, he said he guessed he must be a 

71
Republican, having voted for Dewey in 1944. Once in politics, 

however, he became an unswerving team player--that is, until he 

interpreted his presidential mandate as an unlimited license to 

ignore traditional controls on his authority. Since the Republican 

Party organization represented one of those potential controls, its 

influence was reduced to a minimum during Nixon's tenure as President. 

There can be little question of the strength of his attitudes 

of loyalty to the Republican Party. As a member of Congress and as 

Vice-President in the Eisenhower Administration, he was openly, and 

sometimes bitterly partisan. A sympathetic biography published for 

the 1960 presidential campaign includes these remarks by candidate 

Nixon: 
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If IIn an election campaign, party unity is essential. 
were asked how I can go out and support all Republican 
candidates for Congress if, in some instances, individual 
Democrats are better qualified, I would be very frank to 

answer that ours is not a government of individuals. 

theSuch instances of unquestioning party loyalty won Nixon 

of hissupport of the national party leadership and the contempt 

political opposition. He advocated fierce partisanship and total 

In ansubordination of individual viewpoints to party decisions, 

ironically prophetic warning to those who would not follow party 

discipline, Nixon said, "Anyone who attacks his own party will get 

publicity at the moment. But in the end, if his party or his 

73 
administration goes down, he will go down with it. 

Nixon's autobiographical account of Six Cvises in his life 

explains the difficulty he had in rising above his partisan image 

enough to attract "five to six million Democrats to leave their own 

candidate and vote Republican in his presidential bid against John 

hisKennedy. He received a strong warning from Eisenhower to keep 

speeches nonpartisan and to avoid sharing the campaign platform 

with other Republican candidates in traditionally Democratic dis 

tricts. Nixon writes: 

But I saw the candidate for President as leader of the 

toparty, with an obligation to do everything possible 
build up his party. Consequently, in all my stops 
throughout the country, I appeared on the platform 
with each local Republican candidate who desired it, 
and I endorsed all the major candidates by name.74 
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Nixon's toil in the party vineyards continued following his 

defeat by Kennedy. It was he who received the lion's share of 

credit for the large Republican gains in the 1966 Congressional 

elections. While President Johnson was touring Asia and ignoring 

his party leadership, Nixon "campaigned tirelessly' 
75 

for Republican 

candidates and regained the titular leadership of the GOP, exhibit 

ing again the extent of his party loyalty. But as President, Nixon 

saw the need to play down his membership in the minority party in 

favor of his role as legislative leader, Surprisingly few references 

were made to the Republican Party in his speeches, More typical 

of his public stance was the statement made on the eve of the 1970 

Congressional elections: It is customary as we get close to an 

election to speak of voting Republican or voting Democratic, But 

the issues this year are too important to speak in partisan terms. 

While unable to be openly partisan in his dealings with Democratica 

Congress and an electorate whose predominant affiliation was with 

the opposition party, Nixon chose instead to be "superpartisan--

that is, aggressively majoritarian . . , , "as he sought to bring 

77
together the Silent Majority. 

Nixon's party leadership cannot be analyzed with the same 

certainty as his party loyalty. Although he made a determined effort 
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to enlarge the base of the Republican Party, both in the electorate 

and in the ranks of the federal government, his total exclusion of 

professional party staff from meaningful policy input and from his 

re-election campaign aided the demise of his administration and 

severely damaged the party he led. Theodore White makes this assess 

ment of the immediate effects of the Watergate scandals: 

... I found all home politics changed, for all systems 
were now cocked against the President to challenge his 

leadership of the state. Not only the news system, the 

universities and scholars, too. The business system was 

divided; so was the Republican Party itself.^8 

and it was this divided party that Nixon bequeathed to Gerald Ford. 

The circumstances under which Ford assumed the Presidency were 

so unusual as to make an analysis of his performance by the same 

criteria as those used for other recent incumbents uncertain and 

tentative. Lacking an electoral mandate outside his home district 

in Michigan, he faced not only an opposition Congress, but also a 

party which had been drastically divided and weakened by the spectacle 

of a Republican President driven from office in disgrace. His status 

as a caretaker President placed him under constraints which pre 

vented full development of his own style in leadership, including 

his role as party chief. Nevertheless hijis performance of the task 

was surprisingly strong. 

The extent of Ford's partisan loyalty was proven during a long 

and successful career in the House of Representatives. Elected in 

78 
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1948, he rose to leadership of House Republicans by his consistent 

adherence to party principles. The roots of his loyalty, according 

to former Press Secretary Jearld terHorst, were the longtime 

supremacy of the Republican Party in Michigan politics and Ford's 

personal aversion to Roosevelt's New Deal. As a Yale law student. 

he was attracted to the presidential candidacy of Wendell Willkie, 

the anti-Roosevelt choice "among independents, college students. 

79 
and 'good government' Republicans. In addition, his step-father, 

Gerald Ford, Sr. was active in the local Republican party, Serving for 

a time as county chairman. From these beginnings. Ford's sense of 

affiliation and commitment to party remained evident throughout his 

Johnson feltpolitical career. Broder reports that the nonpartisan 

Ford, as House Republican Leader, was the essence of what he 

80
considered "dangerous" partisanship. 

Indeed, one journalist argues that it was precisely this repu 

tation for party loyalty which put Ford at the top of Nixon's list 

for the vice-presidential nomination following Spiro Agnew's > 

resignation. 

Joining an administration already on the skids was con 

sidered at the time the sort of thing only a political 
lightweight, or a good party soldier, would do ... , 

and the vice-presidency was regarded as a pleasant 
way for Jerry Ford to end his political career, to be 

a footnote in American history. 
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The same writer assesses the difference between the partisanship of 

Richard Nixon and that of Gerald Ford: ft 

. . they were fellow 

Republicans, both fiercely partisan. The difference was that Nixon, 

for all his fawning attempts to veil it, hated Democrats with a 

passion, while Ford was remarkably free of malice. ft 
Unlike Nixon, 

Ford's partisanship foreshadowed a strong attempt at reviving and 

strengthening the party he had inherited. Even before his pre 

decessor left office, he began "touring the country to speak at 

Republican fund-raising affairs, and holding the clammy hand 

ft 
81 

of a sick party. 

harm thanIronicalljy, the one political action which did more 

any other to Ford's bid for a national electoral mandate may have 

Hisbeen, in part, a product of his deep sense of party loyalty. 

anddramatic pardon of Nixon cost him support from Democrats 

Republicans alike, and provides another illustration of the far-

reaching effects of role conflict in the Presidency, Regardless 

of his true motives. Ford was seen by many as being more concerned 

82 
with "helping the party in its time of travail 

ff 

than with insuring 

equally-applied justice, Koenig notes that: 

Ford's ultra-secrecy in preparing the pardon, and his 
failure to follow customary procedure and consult with 
the Justice Department, inspired accusations that a 
"deal" existed with Nixon, In the blanket protection 
it accorded Nixon from federal indictment, the pardon 83 
was a cover-up of the ex-President's cover-up of Watergate. 
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President Ford's approval rating in public opinion polls declined 

precipitously following the pardon, "a knell of impending political 

to seek a fulldoom to Ford, who already had declared his intention 

84 
term in 1976. Nevertheless, in both his partisanship and party 

have beenleadership, he exhibited a strength beyond what might 

ofexpected in the volatile and precarious political environment 

post-Watergate. 

It has become fashionable to describe Ford's successor as 

enigmatic and difficult to assess, but the clues to Jimmy Carter's 

perceptions of party loyalty are quite clear, In his campaign 

autobiography, he describes the party atmosphere in Georgia when 

he first ran for the state senate in 1962: 

I began to realize how vulnerable our political system 
was to an accumulation of unchallenged power. . . . 
The dishonest could band together to produce and divide 
the spoils, and they could easily elect officials who 
most often seemed respectable but who would cooperate 
in order to gain a title or office.®^ 

in theThis negative view of party organization may be understood 

context of Carter's initial political foray. After blatant voting 

Democraticirregularities were discovered which had cost him the 

nomination by a slim margin, he appealed the decision through party 

hischannels. However, the "local Democratic machinery laughed at 

84 
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86
efforts to reverse the decision. After obtaining a reversal of the 

election results from a reluctant circuit court judge. Carter was 

declared the primary winner. 

But under a recently passed state law, a technicality 
was discovered. It permitted an appeal back to the 
local Democratic Executive Committee dominated, of 
course, by the county political boss! My opponent's 
appeal was predictably successful, and soVhe was 
again declared the winner.87 

Ultimately, Carter was successful in having the election re-scheduled, 

and he won on a write-in vote. But to a man guided by a strict 

sense of morality and ethics, this introduction to party politics 

could not have been easily forgotten. In Carter's words, "I really 

learned a lot from this first experience with politics. 
88 

Thus began an evident avoidance of partisanship and reliance 

on organized party machinery which remains a part of Carter's 

political makeup. In the absence of a commitment to party control, 

his party leadership has proven equally lacking, as will be explained 

more fully when his administration is analyzed in the next chapter. 

This sketch of the partisan tendencies of recent Presidents 

indicates the widely varying attitudes which help shape the style 

and substance of presidential leadership, With the potential for 

individual interpretation which the office permits, it is not sur-

prising that the subsequent party leadership activities of the 
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contemporary Presidents were correspondingly divergent. The strong 

partisanship of Presidents Kennedy, Nixon, and Ford foretold attempts 

at strengthening and broadening the base of their respective parties; 

while the nonpartisan attitudes of Presidents Johnson and Carter 

have been associated with the avoidance of their party-related duties. 

Again, the President's own words provide the insight into 

Kennedy's perceptions of his expected behavior as party leader. 

During a 1961 speech, he referred to an exhibit in President Truman's 

Independence library, built around the various responsibilities of 

the President: But one of these responsibilities--and I think all 

of our Presidents, our great Presidents, in both our political 

parties have recognized it--is also to be head of a political 

party. ... I have come here tonight as the leader of the Democratic 

89 
Party. And Kennedy translated this rhetoric into substantive 

behavior. He actively pursued a course of strong party leadership, 
as is evident from an examination of his performance On the three 

indices described above. 

Kennedy not only took an active interest in the affairs of the 

national party organization, he used the Democratic National Committee 

as a vehicle for intervention in the affairs of state and local parties, 

particularly in the New York power struggle between Tammany boss 

Carmine De Sapio, state chairman Michael Prendergast, and a group 

of reformers led by former U.S. Senator Herbert Lehman and Mrs. 

Franklin D. Roosevelt. While publicly declaring neutrality in the 

89 
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intra-party war, Kennedy pointedly snubbed De Sapio and Prendergast 

both socially and with respect to patronage appointments, And in 

his first press conference as President on January 25, 1961, Kennedy 

responded to a question about his stance in the New York Democratic 

split by saying. I have asked Mr. (John) Bailey, the new Chairman 

of the Democratic National Committee, to lend a helping hand in 

attempting to alleviate some of the distress. 
,90 

The dispute was 

ultimately settled when De Sapio and Prendergast were replaced by 

Peter Crotty and Charles Buckley, men who had been given the Kennedy 

stamp of approval. Administration influence was also exerted in 

party affairs in Illinois, Pennsylvania, Texas, Ohio, Florida, and 

Michigan, as the new President sought to consolidate party factions 

91
and make the Democratic organization nationally effective. 

Besides this behind-the-scenes maneuvering, Kennedy provided 

more visible party leadership by his appearance at numerous fund 

raising events on behalf of the national Democrats. He spoke at 

92
eight such gatherings in his first year alone, a sharp contrast to 

the nonpartisan Eisenhower years. 'He achieved a degree of success, 

despite the protest of many congressional Democrats, in centralizing 

the party's fund raising in the Democratic National Committee and 

90 
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using those campaign funds as a tool of executive leadership in behalf 

of candidates committed to the party program. 
93 

Kennedy's efforts at making the role of party leader more than 

a textbook designation turned toward reform of the national party 

convention procedures shortly before his death. Sorenson explains 

that the President supported a reapportionment of delegates which 

would have liberalized the national convention and more accurately 

94
reflected Democratic strength in the various states, 

Kennedy's relations with the national party organization were 

not always harmonious, however. Chariman Bailey, while enjoying 

more access and communication with the President than many of his 

predecessors in the position, was still disappointed in the amount 

of difference between his and Kennedy's perceptions of the role. 
95 

Much of the liaison work between the White House and the Congressional 

Democratic leadership was handled by Kennedy's personal staff member 

96
Larry O'Brien, rather than through party channels. 

Bailey was once publicly repudiated by the President for a 

statement the chairman had made about the racist tendencies of 

Governor Nelson Rockefeller, a likely candidate for the 1964 Republi 

can presidential nomination. Kennedy stated he had seen no evidence 

93 
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of racial prejudice on the part of Rockefeller, and jokingly added 

he hoped some of the Republican National Chairman's statements 

,97about him would be "similarly repudiated by leading Republicans. 

The incident illustrates the fine line between the President's roles 

as party leader and as the nonpartisan leader of the people, 

Kennedy apparently felt in this instance that the embarrassment 

of his national chairman was overridden in importance by the need to 

display a more "presidential, nonpolitical attitude toward another 

public leader. 

On the first of the three indicators used here to measure acti-

vity in the party leader role, Lyndon Johnson's performance is vastly 

weaker than Kennedy's. Johnson not only avoided a close relationship 

with the national party organization, he saw it as a useless and 

extraneous expense and believed the partisanship it elicited to be 

,98
"the enemy, not the servant, of responsible government, He 

grudgingly fulfilled the nominal obligations of fund-raising speeches 

and appearances, attending only three Democratic dinners in 1965 as 

compared to Kennedy's eight in 1961, 
99 

A small but telling bit of 

evidence concerning the national party's standing within Johnson's 

priorities is the fact that Democratic National Committee Chairman 

Bailey, a Kennedy holdover, is mentioned only once in the presi 

dential memoirs--a footnote describing Bailey as a spectator in a 

successful 1964 Johnson campaign tour. 100 
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From the national committee's perspective, it would have fared 

much better had it been the victim of benign neglect on Johnson's 

part. Instead, following his landslide victory over Senator Barry 

Goldwater in 1964, President Johnson 

ordered a drastic cutback in the activities of the 
Democratic National Committee; he slashed the 
committee's budget in half, reduced the staff by 
two-thirds, and removed the long-distance telephone
lines,101 

Johnson sought to exercise party leadership, not to promote party 

policy and further popular support, but to subordinate the national 

party and replace it with his personal staff. As Broder reports, 

Johnson summed up his appraisal of the national committee, I'm 

damned if I can see why one guy and a couple of secretaries can't 

102 
run that thing. 

The three indicators of party leadership provide a mixed pic 

ture of Nixon's performance in that role. Although clearly partisan 

and committed to enlarging the base of the National Republican Party, 

he assembled one of the most insulated and personalized adminis 

trations ever seen in this country, The national party organi-

zation was increasingly by-passed and ignored as Nixon's White House 

Staff assumed absolute power over domestic policy. 
103 
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But during his first term as President, Nixon provided strong 

leadership when he strove to restructure his party by enlisting 

sufficient numbers of new adherents to transform it from a minority 

party into the majority party of future decades. His strategies 

included (1) the recruitment of large numbers of blue-collar workers 

who shared his social and fiscal conservatism, and (2) an attempt to 

spread Republicanism from the centers of affluence to the middle-

104
class suburbs. 

The Republican National Committee played no part as the vehicle 

for his party policies, however,. After the controversial appoint 

ment of his friend Rogers Morton to replace Ray Bliss as committee 

chairman, Nixon proceeded to ignore the party machinery entirely. 

Approximately one month after Morton became chairman. 
Bob Haldeman told fellow Presidential aides that the 

National Committee was not going to amount to anything, 
ever. , . . The fears of state party leaders that 
Richard Nixon, party man par excellence, was about to 

105ignore the party , . . were now confirmed. „ , 

The President's relations with the National Committee did not 

improve substantially, and in preparation for the 1972 re-election 

campaign, the party organization was totally circumvented by formation 

of the now-infamous Committee-to-Re-elect the President. Morton's 

successor as national chairman. Senator Robert Dole, was unable to 

even speak with Nixon during the campaign, and his status was made 
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clear when an anonymous White House caller told him he could see the 

106
President by turning on the television set. 

The nation's first politically appointed President did not 

hesitate to define his perception of the party leader role, During 

fund-raising and candidate endorsement efforts in 1975, President 

Ford was asked whether he were not actually campaigning for the 1976 

presidential nomination at the expense of the public, He replied 

that the President has three functions which need to be taken into 

consideration: (1) as President, he must attend public and civic 

affairs, (2) as a candidate his own election committee must pay 

the costs, and (3) "he has another responsibility as head of a 

political party--and in those cases, of course, the . . . Republican 

,107
National Committee assumes the cost. 

A few days later, Ford spelled out more clearly what the role of 

party leader meant to him. Explaining that in dozens of appearances 

at Republican rallies and dinners he had raised over $2 million for 

the party at both the state and national levels, he added: 

As President and as a member of the Republican Party 
and the leader of the Republican Party, I have an 
obligation to try and strengthen and rebuild the 
Republican Party organization in many, many states. 

108 

On the second of the indices for party leadership, involvement 

in mid-term Congressional campaigns, Kennedy's performance must again 
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be rated as strong. White House announcement of campaign plans 

boasted a schedule more active than any President or Vice-President 

109
has been in the last century. From late July to November, 1962, 

Kennedy and Vice-President Lyndon Johnson campaigned in over a dozen 

states each, in an all-out attempt to prevent traditional mid-term 

losses for the Democrats in Congress, During the lively contests. 

in which both former Presidents Truman and Eisenhower also took 

vigorous parts, Kennedy did not shy away from an open stand as leader 

of the Democrats: 

I do not intend to conceal the differences between our 

two parties. , , . If the Democratic Party is charged 
with disturbing the status quo, with stirring up the 
great interests of this country, with daring to try 
something new, I plead "guilty" and if the Republican 
Party is charged with wanting to return to the past, 
with opposing nearly every constructive measure we 
have put forward, then they must plead "guilty" and 
the American people will make their judgment. HO 

The results of the 1962 campaign proved even more impressive 

than the President's energetic participation, Instead of the projected 

111
loss of 39 House and 5 Senate seats. the Democrats lost only two 

Representatives and actually added four Senators, while remaining 

even in governorships. Overall, the showing had been the best for 

any Administration party since 1934 and demonstrated the potential 

benefits of active party leadership by the President. 
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112 

By contrast, Johnson's participation in 1966 mid-term congres 

sional campaigns did little to strengthen his performance as party 

leader. After saying it might be possible to visit all 50 states 

on behalf of Democratic members of that "wonderful 89th Congress, 

Johnson made a good start on the schedule, with 28 campaign stops 

between July 23 and October 13. But with an abrupt change of plans, 

he scheduled fall visits with foreign leaders both in Washington and 

113 
as part of a 16-day Asian tour. Rather than resume campaigning 

in the week between his return and the elections, Johnson decided 

to undergo minor throat surgery. In the meantime, "Johnson made 

no endorsement of any Democratic candidate," even when prompted by 

114 
journalists. 

Whether the President was to blame or not, the 1966 elections 

were disastrous for the Democratic Party. Republicans gained 47 

seats in the House, three in the Senate, and eight new governor 

ships. And, according to the Congressional Quarterly, the gains 

left the GOP in a position of new power and relevance on the 

115
national scene. Needless to say, relations between Johnson 

and Democratic Party leaders, from both the national organization 

and Congress, suffered further damage as a result of his seeming 

indifference during the mid-term campaign. 
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As a campaigner in mid-term elections. President Nixon attempted 

to repeat his 1966 success, with an intensive effort on behalf of 

Republican candidates. He traveled to 23 states during the month of 

October and sent Vice-President Spiro Agnew on a two-month crusade 

against Senate "radical-1iberals. But the results were not as 

positive for the Republicans as had been the outcome of Nixon's 

earlier assistance. The Democrats picked up nine House seats and 

11 governorships, in the best gain in statehouses since 1938, Two 

Senate seats were gained by the Republicans, but they remained the 

116 
minority party there. Even though he was blamed by some Republi 

cans for the poor showing, Nixon had provided one of his few 

instances of strong party leadership in his active campaign 

participation. 

Ford's well-defined image of his party leader role was trans 

lated into action during the 1974 mid-term elections, only months 

after he had taken the reins of a government in shambles. Despite 

this, he campaigned in 20 states for 33 Republican candidates and 

election of 

117 

"warned repeatedly in his campaign appearances that too 

many Democrats would result in a runaway. veto-proof Congress. 

His efforts did not overcome the devastating effects of Water 

gate and the Nixon resignation, though, as the Democrats gained a 

net total of 2 governorships, 4 Senate seats, and 43 seats in the 

House. The House Democratic majority became its largest since 
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Johnson's 89th Congress. For Ford, the loss was even' more personal 

because of the defeat of Republican Paul Goebel in the 5th District 

118
of Michigan, Ford's home district for 25 years. 

On the basis of his active participation in the affairs of the 

national party organization, including fund-raising and organi 

zational development, and his active involvement in off-year con 

gressional races. President Kennedy must be categorized as a strong 

party leader. The third index of leadership, percentage of presi 

dential appointments from the incumbent's party, serves to reinforce 

the categorization. 

It must first be reiterated that patronage positions in the 

Executive Branch have become increasingly fewer, and as Heclo 

argues, the selection process has tended away from political 

favoritism and toward merit appointments. Despite this trend, 

however, policy-level positions in the executive departments, 

independent agencies, regulatory commissions and executive office 

staff, along with federal judgeships still account for several 

hundred presidential appointment decisions each year. A compilation 

of such appointments during the Kennedy Administration is presented 

in Table 1, 

While the aggregated percentages clearly show the attention paid 

to party affiliation in the selection of major Kennedy appointees, 

a further breakdown of the figures by departments is necessary for a 

meaningful analysis. Table 2 lists the party affiliations, by 

118
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TABLE 1 

DISTRIBUTION OF PARTY AFRILIATION AMONG MAJOR 

PRESIDENTIAL APPOINTEES DURING THE KENNEDY 

ADMINISTRATION (BY YEAR) 
1 

Percent 

Undesignated 
No. Percent Percent or 

Year Appointees Democrat Republican Independent 

1961 315 77 7 16 

1962 155 70 14 16 

1963 113 51 7 42 

Totals 583 70 9 21 

Major appointments are defined by the Congressional Quarterly 
Almanac as cabinet, sub-cabinet, and other policy-level positions 
in the Executive Branch, along with federal judgeships, and posts 
in quasi-legislative and quasi-judicial commissions and agencies. 
Each appointee's party affiliation is listed in the Almanac when 

available, and when it was not listed, the appointee was included 

here as "Undesignated or Independent, »f 
It should also be noted 

that in the case of some positions, particularly in the regulatory 
commissions, there are specifications for the ratio of party 
affiliations among appointees. Therefore, an appointee publicly 
designated as "Independent" may actually be q regular party member 
whose affiliation is not announced to avoid such restrictions. 

Source: This table and those showing party affiliation among 

major appointees during the Johnson, Nixon, Ford, and Carter (first 
year) Administrations, were compiled from the annual summaries of 

confirmed Presidential appointments in the Congressional Quarterly 
Almanac (Washington: Congressional Quarterly, Inc.), volumes 17-33, 
1961-1977. 
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TABLE 2 

DISTRIBUTION OF PARTY AFFILIATION AMONG MAJOR 
PRESIDENTIAL APPOINTEES DURING THE KENNEDY 

ADMINISTRATION (BY DEPARTMENTS) 

Percent 

Undesignated 
No, Percent Percent or 

Appointees Democrat Republican Independent 

Supreme Court Justices 2 100 0 0 

Federal Judgeships 152 90 7 3 

Executive Office 49 63 10 27 

Departments: 
Agriculture 13 77 0 23 
Commerce 17 71 5 24 
Defense 44 48 14 38 
HEW 11 73 0 27 
Interior 13 54 0 46 
Justice 19 68 5 27 
Labor 10 100 0 0 
Post Office 10 100 0 0 
State 85 64 6 30 

Treasury 22 55 23 22 

Other agencies and 
commissions 137 1361 26 
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percentage, of major Kennedy appointees who received Senate confirmation 

during the years 1961-1963, These percentages, along with those for 

the succeeding administrations, indicate some interesting patterns which 

invite speculation. 

The first and most obvious pattern is the heavy preponderance of 

presidential party appointees to posts in the federal judiciary, Thus, 

the "least political branch" is still the largest single source of 

patronage plums for the President, Since federal judgeships are life-

tenured, high paying, and prestigious posts, they offer considerable 

bargaining power in the President's job pool. 

Patronage enables the President to strike at the legislator 
in his home district, to attract or alienate local groups on 

whose support he depends. For the favor of his juicy patronage 
plums, the Chief Executive can exact a quid pro quo. Many a 
President, before handing out jobs, first checks the voting 
record of the interested Congressman on the administration's 
legislative program, 

Secondly, the percentage of fellow party members appointed to top-

level positions in the Kennedy Administration was the highest among 

recent Presidents, with the exception of Richard Nixon. The Kennedy 

and Nixon records are identical as to the proportion of partisan 

appointments. So on this index of party leadership, both Presidents 

appear strong. However, some analysts point to the fact that in Nixon's 

case, the selection process--like much of the domestic policy during 

his tenure--was turned over to the "palace guard" of personal staff 

120
members, 

119 
Koenig, p, 124. 

120 

Evans and Novak, p, 66, and Dan Rather and Gary Paul Gates, 
The Falaae Guax-d (New York: Harper and Row, 1974). 
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Finally, the number of appointees listing either no party affilia 

tion or "Independent” status is relatively high for all recent adminis-

trations This fact appears to agree with the suggestions of less 

emphasis on party loyalty in the appointment process and more weight 

on such factors as professional qualifications or the more personalized 

criteria set out by individual Presidents, their staffs, and their 

department heads. 

The percentage of partisan presidential appointments, furnishes 

more evidence of weak role performance during Johnson's tenure, Table 

shows that of the 702 highlevel posts filled by the President from 

1964-1968, only 56 percent were given to persons with a Democratic 

Party affiliation, This figure is the lowest for any of the Presidents 

included in this study. The patterns of party identification shown by 

the departmental breakdown in Table 4 seem to indicate that the only 

sizable block of patronage positions which was used systematically to 

reward party loyalty in the Johnson Administration was the federal 

judiciary. 

According to Heclo, Johnson had less personal influence on the 

selection of top appointees in his Administration than most other 

recent Presidents. A "professional staff service" functioned to 

organize and evaluate applicants for executive positions, with any 

patronage requests handled through the "disciplined use of White House 

121
personnel channels. 

121 
Heclo, Government of Strangers, p. 91. 
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TABLE 3 

DISTRIBUTION OF PARTY AFFILIATION AMONG MAJOR 
PRESIDENTIAL APPOINTEES DURING THE JOHNSON 

ADMINISTRATION (BY YEAR) 

Percent 

Undesignated 
No. Percent Percent or 

Democrat
Year 

Appointees Republican Independent 

1964 89 52 4 44 

1965 176 52 13 35 

1966 170 55 7 38 

1967 153 56 12 32 

1968 114 68 9 23 

Total 702 1056 34 
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TABLE 4 

DISTRIBUTION OF PARTY AFFILIATION AMONG MAJOR 
PRESIDENTIAL APPOINTEES DURING THE JOHNSON 

ADMINISTRATION (BY DEPARTMENTS)' 

Percent 

Undesignated 
No„ Percent Percent or 

Department Appointees Democrat Republican Independent 

Supreme Court Justices 2 100 0 0 

Federal Judgeships 175 84 4 12 

Executive Office 35 43 3 54 

Departments: 
Agriculture 5 80 0 20 
Commerce 31 65 10 25 
Defense 53 32 2 66 
HEW 19 53 5 42 
HUD 7 86 0 14 
Interior 14 50 7 43 
Justice 17 65 12 23 
Labor 4 75 0 25 
Post Office 9 78 0 22 
State 131 534 61 

Transportation 15 27 13 60 

Treasury 15 67 0 33 

Other agencies and 
Commissions 169 51 24 25 
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In contrast to this procedure, the Kennedy selection process made 

regular use of the Democratic National Committee and extensive 

122 
patronage files as a basis for political recruitment. 

While Johnson's selection methods effectively avoided the blatant 

misuse of patronage to reward unqualified partisan applicants, they 

also contributed to the demise of another traditional link between a 

President and the national party structure, With the reduction in 

interdependence between the two institutions, a measure of control 

over presidential power was lost. 

On the surface, another area of strength in Nixon's party 

leadership was the appointment of Republicans to major executive and 

judicial posts. As noted above, only the Kennedy Administration 

equalled his in the percentage of high-level partisan appointees. 

What the figures in Table 5 and Table 6 do not show, however, is the 

indecision in the Nixon White House over the middle-level selection 

process and the use of patronage as a means of reward to boost 

Republican loyalty in the vital areas, Journalists Rowland Evans 

and Robert Novak report that after turning over the filling of 2500 

middle-level political positions to his department heads with 

instructions to consider ability first, Nixon remarked privately, 

123
just made a big mistake. He apparently saw too late the necessity 

of patronage as a promotion of party unity and control. White House 

122 
Ibid., pp. 90-93. 

123 
Evans and Novak, p. 66. 
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TABLE 5 

DISTRIBUTION OF PARTY AFFILIATION AMONG MAJOR 

PRESIDENTIAL APPOINTEES DURING THE NIXON 

ADMINISTRATION (BY YEAR) 

Year 

No. 

Appointees 

Percent 

Democrat 

Percent 

Republican 

Percent 

Undesignated 
or 

Independent 

1969 298 6 66 28 

1970 141 7 79 14 

1971 157 10 78 12 

1972 97 10 65 25 

1973 198 9 66 25 

1974 85 9 72 19 

Total 976 8 70 22 
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TABLE 6 

DISTRIBUTION OF PARTY AFFILIATION AMONG MAJOR 

PRESIDENTIAL APPOINTEES DURING THE NIXON 

ADMINISTRATION (BY DEPARTMENTS) 

Percent 

Undesignated 
No„ Percent Percent or 

Department Appointees Democrat Republican Independent 

Supreme Court Justices 3 33 67 0 

Federal Judgeships 237 7 86 7 

Executive Office 31 0 68 32 

Departments: 
Agriculture 16 0 81 19 

Commerce 38 0 82 18 

Defense 78 6 56 38 

HEW 29 0 66 34 

HUD 23 1 78 21 

Interior 29 0 86 14 

Justice 40 5 68 27 

Labor 25 8 80 12 

Post Office 9 11 56 33 

State 153 1 51 48 

Transportation 33 3 70 27 

Treasury- 38 5 79 16 

Other agencies and 
commissions 195 24 64 12 
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political aide, John Sears, recognized the value of executive appoint 

ments in broadening the Republican base, but Nixon failed to support 

him emphatically enough, resulting in numerous Democratic holdovers 

and a not-quite-Republican Administration at the crucial middle-

124 
management political level. 

inThe third index of party leadership is largely inapplicable 

the case of Gerald Ford. Although Table 7 shows a 61 percent rate 

had not beenof Republican appointments to high-level posts. Ford 

given the opportunity for the well-planned selection strategy which 

a normally elected president follows. This left him with a mixture 

of staffing techniques by both Nixon holdovers and members of his 

own staff. 

Ironically, Ford also lost ground because he refused to 

quickly fire or otherwise rid himself of many former Nixon 

aides. It seemed initially that Ford just did not know 
apeople to recruit and that he was unable to develop 

strategy for recruitment.^25 

The total number of major Ford appointees for most departments in 

Table 8 is too small for meaningful patterns to be established. 

In summary, the dimensions chosen as indicative of President 

to hisKennedy's partisanship and party leadership point clearly 

strength on both characteristics. His strong feelings of loyalty 

in theto the Democratic Party were expressed in direct participation 

national party organization and in party support via campaign 

assistance and a high percentage of executive appointments. 

124 
Ibid., 66-70 

125 
Cronin, p. 61. 
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TABLE 7 

DISTRIBUTION OF PARTY AFFILIATION AMONG MAJOR 

PRESIDENTIAL APPOINTEES DURING THE FORD 

ADMINISTRATION (BY YEAR) 

Year 

No. 

Appointees 

Percent 

Democrat 

Percent 

Republican 

Percent 

Undesignated 
or 

Independent 

1974 61 15 66 19 

1975 167 12 60 28 

1976 133 15 59 26 

Total 361 14 61 25 
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TABLE 8 

DISTRIBUTION OF PARTY AFFILIATION AMONG MAJOR 
PRESIDENTIAL APPOINTEES DURING THE FORD 

ADMINISTRATION (BY DEPARTMENTS) 

Percent 

Undesignated 
No. Percent Percent or 

Department Appointees Democrat Republican Independent 

Supreme Court Justices 1 0 100 0 

Federal Judgeships 68 19 81 0 

Executive Office 11 9 73 8 

Departments: 
Agriculture 4 0 100 0 

Commerce 14 0 64 36 

Defense 31 3 52 45 

HEW 11 37 45 18 

HUD 8 0 100 0 

Interior 10 0 100 0 

Justice 10 0 80 20 

Labor 6 17 50 33 

State 62 3 31 66 

Transportation 10 0 70 30 

Treasury 7 14 43 43 

Other agencies and 
commissions 109 13 59 28 
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for openBy contrast, Johnson's attitudes of mistrust and disdain 

of thepartisanship were followed by his nearly complete abdication 

He moved theparty leader role as measured by the three indices, 

office far down the road toward a totally personalized Presidency, 

singlesubject to the whims and personality characteristics of a 

and refined 
person. 'Once in the White House, he had further stretched 

to new dimensions the powers of an office inherently more powerful than 

126 
any in the world. 

inAs the evidence indicates, Nixon clearly deserves placement 

the "strong partisan category, but as President his intermittently 

to surround himstrong party leadership was coupled with an effort 

controls on hisself completely with buffers against the necessary 

strong national party.power, including the control made possible by a 

of high-While giving the appearance of leadership in the appointment 

mid-term Conlevel Republicans and by enthusiastically joining the 

partygressional fights, he systematically deprived the national 

machinery of its traditional functions. 

President's"[P]rofessional Republicans were distressed by the 

redefined virtuallynewly conceived role as party leader, which he had 
127 

Nixon's total reliance on ato the point of its disappearance, 

damaged thepersonalized and unsupervised White House staff severely 

National Republican Party organization and played a large part in his 

eventual resignation, - According to White: 

The Exer126 
Rowland Evans and Robert Novak, Lyndon B. Johnson: 

cise of Power (New York: New American Library, 1966), p. 573. 

127 
Koenig, p. 145. 
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Faced by a hostile Congress, a hostile intellectual world, 
a hostile vanguard of the press/television system, a 

recalcitrant party of his own and a Democratic Party 
committed by definition to opposition, he abandoned all 

the old conventions of party politics. 

Considering the severe limitations of his mandate and the shattered 

condition of the national party he inherited, in contrast, Gerald Ford 

made an exceptionally strong showing as party leader, His continuing 

loyalty to party was evident in his extensive fund-raising and cam 

paign efforts as President and head of the Republican organization. 

And even his election defeat by Jimmy Carter has not stopped his 

efforts at titular leadership of the Republican Party, a party which 

he may well seek to lead as presidential nominee once again in 1980. 

However, attempts at strong party discipline and loyalty at the presi 

dential level have come to appear increasingly anachronistic in 

present-day politics, as will be discussed in the following chapter. 

Beyond the partisan attitudes and personal backgrounds already 

described, the political environment with which each President dealt 

on a daily basis appeared to have a shaping influence on his style of 

party leadership. For example, Broder argues that Kennedy's emphasis 

on party activity was a survival effort in the face of powerful con 

gressional opposition to New Frontier programs. Much of that opposi 

tion came from conservatives in the President's own party, so Kennedy 

was forced to appeal to party unity rather than to sell each program 

on its merits. In addition, other Democratic candidates had run much 

128 
Theodore H, White, The Making of the President 1972 (New York: 

Atheneum, 1973), p, xvic. 
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stronger than Kennedy himself in 1960, due in large part to the bias 

Catholicexpressed by many against electing the nation's first 

President. him*-For the first time in his political life, he found 

self asking not what he could do for his party, but what his party 

129
could do for him. 

Following Kennedy's assassination, Erwin Hargrove suggests. 

public sentiment shifted to the support of his domestic programs, 

enabling Johnson to shepherd a phenomenal number of programs through 

a willing Congress, without the necessity for strong partisan 

appeals. 

The irony is that [Kennedy's] death provided the crisis 
ofand catharsis that permitted a great public awareness 

and support for his programs. President Johnson pleaded 
thefor passage of the civil rights bill and tax cut in 

name of the fallen President and in 1964 accomplished 
the [electoral] victory, which permitted the third great 

burst of legislative action for social reform in this 
century. 

Johnson's overwhelming electoral mandate in 1964 brought many 

Democrats into the Congress who thereafter may have felt an obligation 

to support the man whose coattails they had ridden, Further, Johnson's 

skill as a legislative coalition-builder had been honed to a fine edge 

Both of these factors contri-during his successful Senate career, 

buted to the atmosphere which allowed Johnson to take party support 

for granted as he practiced his nonpartisan style of leadership. 

129 
Broder, p. 30. 

130 
York;Erwin Hargrove, The Power of the Modem Presidency (New 

Knopf, 1974), p. 196. 
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During Nixon's tenure, his increasing reliance on a personalized 

administration which would allow him to concentrate on his foreign 

policy objectives, together with the constraints imposed by dealing 

with a congressional majority from the opposition party, may have 

contributed substantially to his avoiding party leadership duties. 

Added to this was his background in Califomia-style media politics. 

Despite his background of strong partisanship, Nixon bypassed the 

established party organization in favor of his own professional 

public relations staff. His 1972 re-election campaign headquarters 

in New York is a case in point: 

It ignored the structure of party regulars and the 
Republican National Committee, . . . The party was 
expected to take its orders from New York, do what 
New York wanted, mobilize the faithful and PR men.^^^ 

The political environment into which Gerald Ford was propelled 

has already been described. He faced not only an opposition Congress, 

but a party which was deeply divided by the Watergate trauma and a 

public turned suspicious and cynical of politics in general and White 

House politics in particular. It is not surprising, then, that Ford 

attempted to return to the political style which he knew best and 

environwhich was the furthest from the personalized and insulated 

ment fostered by Nixon, Ford's only secure base of national support 

was the Republican Party which he had served so faithfully in the 

past, so he returned to that source by practicing open partisanship 

and party leadership. As already noted, however, his pardon of 

131 
White, Breach of Faith, p. 98. 
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the direction ofNixon was perceived by many as one step too far in 

a condition toparty loyalty; and the party he led was in too weak 

help him overcome both the Watergate legacy and the grass roots 

populism of Jimmy Carter. 



CHAPTER IV 

BORN AGAIN? PARTISANSHIP AND PARTY LEADERSHIP TODAY 

inIn this chapter, the role of party leader will be described 

the context of today's American political process by first examining 

recent assessments by scholars and political observers and then by 

considering President Carter's interpretation of the role to date. 

minorThe data presented in Chapter III indicates a relatively 

emphasis on party activity by recent Presidents, but is the trend 

a temporary one, and will Carter go further than his immediate pre 

whichdecessors in assigning the importance to party leadership 

Woodrow Wilson saw as inescapable? 

The following review of recent scholarly opinion regarding party-

related behavior in the contemporary Presidency is offered as a further 

Theseindication of the lessened emphasis on party leadership today. 

offered instudents of the office all agree with the assessment 

of the PresiChapter III that other demands and political necessities 

critical leveldency have displaced party leadership from its once 

of importance. 

Theodore White traces the decline of traditional party politics 

at the national level to the increasing use of media campaigning. 

first used extensively in the 1960 Kennedy-Nixon battle for the 

Presidency. By 1972: 

The parties no longer controlled loyalties as they 
once had; the parties no longer delivered responses 
as they once had; the parties no longer related to 

78 
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government as they once had„ . „ , The stage of politics 
was changing as television became its most important plat 
form of action, , , , All the while, too, education, 

ofjoining television, was freeing more and more millions 
Americans from unquestioning obedience to past tradition, 

oftheir union begetting what has been called the age 
ticket-splitting. 132 

for the nationalAnd, of course, with the loss of a meaningful role 

parties. White's argument implies, went the necessity for presidential 

concern with reviving or strengthening the party organizations. 

Instead, each President has become more or less dependent on public 

relations techniques and advertising philosophies to elicit support 

for administration goals., Such "Madison Avenue" operations are more 

efficiently carried out by personal staffs responsible only to the 

incumbent than by the established channels of party organization. 

theThis appraisal is seconded by Hargrove who also describes 

"A new kind oftrend away from party identification among voters. 

but who feelsIndependent, who is well informed and issue-oriented 

common andno identification with either party, is becoming very 

133 
obviously very important. The 1976 campaign for the Democratic 

nomination lends support to Hargrove's thesis. Appeals like California 

Governor Jerry Brown's lowered expectations" and Jimmy Carter's non 

partisan calls for "government as good as the people" were apparently 

than one inaimed at just this type of independent electorate rather 

which party loyalty and responsibility are rallying cries. Hargrove 

social movements . . . whichrefers to such campaign efforts as 

132 
Ibid., p, xviii. 

133 
Hargrove, p, 197, 
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appeal to voters from both traditional camps and which reflect genuine 

discontents in the society. f f 

and he adds they are "a further force to 

134 
weaken the party system. 

The implications for party leadership are clear, says Hargrove. 

couldAn electorate which places little value on party identification 

involvehardly be expected to appreciate the need for presidential 

ment in party activity. 

It may very well be that many voters are coming to see the 

. Thepresidential office as above partisan politics. . . 
same trend is seen in regard to Congress with the increas 
ing emphasis upon personal view or issue rather than party 
appeals.1 

controls onAlthough he laments the passing of traditional party 

presidential authority, Louis Koenig agrees with the view held by 

the previous two analysts. Party politics are rapidly being 

replaced by candidate politics, campaign management firms, tele-

vision, financing by fat cats, and direct-mail drives, and the tasks 

of getting out the vote are handled by bands of dedicated volunteers. 

Because of this, the President can no longer be a strong and effective 

party leader. 'A variety of forces and pressures compel him to 

136 
temper and contain his partisanship. 

Finally, Thomas Cronin attributes the decline of party leadership 

to the role conflict brought about by an overly partisan Chief Executive. 

134
Ibid. 

135 
Ibid., p. 204. 

136 
Koenig, pp. 146-148. 
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Many Presidents become timid about using the resources o£ 

the presidency for partisan leadership. The reason for 

this, of course, is that a President wants above all to 

be President of all the people, and yet even an outstand 
ing performance as a symbolic chief of state cannot 
relieve a President from the responsibility of educating 
his party about his objectives. 

So, recent incumbents have been able to avoid some of the role con 

flict by paying less attention to party-related activities, Cronin 

argues 0 

The campaign and subsequent leadership of Jimmy Carter provide 

further evidence of the greatly diminished party leader role in the 

contemporary presidency. It was suggested in the previous chapter 

that Carter's attitudes toward strict party loyalty are largely 

negative, and his record so far shows that party leadership is not 

a priority for his administration. It can be argued that his lack 

of strong partisan tendencies, coupled with the reduced demands of 

today's party leader role leave him little incentive for vigorous 

party activity. 

In fact, some observers feel it was Carter's avoidance of party 

affiliation and the debts which party support entails that enabled 

him to gain an electoral victory. 

Unlike Mondale, Carter was no child of the party, and 
while Mondale might have recognized that the party 
was no longer as significant as it had once been, it 
would have been difficult for him to change. He had 

. .always run on his identity as a part of the party. 
Carter's great asset was his lack of great loyalty to 

the party. 

137 
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138 
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Another journalist saw the same avoidance of party ties in Carter's 

campaign and spoke with the President about it: 

Carter was also hurt by the fact that he ran as an 
outsider in the primaries and then found himself in 
the general election having to embrace, and being 
embraced by, all the old Democratic Party hacks. . . 

"That caused me horrible trouble," Carter said in 
our Oval Office conversation, . . I had run a 

kind of lonely campaign up to the convention; 
that's my nature and that's part of my political 

nl39strength. . . 

Of course. Carter is not wholly without a background of Demo 

cratic affiliation. In his autobiography, he cites his leadership 

of the Georgia Young Democrats, his election as a Democratic state 

senator, and his campaign for governor on the Democratic ticket dur 

140
ing a "bad time for Democrats in South Georgia. In addition. 

Carter was appointed by Democratic National Committee Chairman, 

Robert Strauss, to head up the 1974 mid-term congressional campaign 

committee. Rather than seeing the appointment as a reward for 

Carter's party loyalty, however, Strauss seemed surprised that any 

one would so willingly and enthusiastically take on the thankless 

task. Strauss didn't think he was giving anything much to him; 

Carter was not a particular favorite of his. But Carter made the 

141 
most of it. It was learned later of course, that plans were 

already being carefully laid by Carter and his aides, Hamilton Jordan 

and Jody Powell, for Carter's presidential candidacy. So, rather 

139 
Witcover, p. 645. 

140 
Carter, pp. 85-95, 

141 
Witcover, p. 117. 
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than a sacrifice for the party's sake, the post proved to be a head 

start by Carter on establishing the necessary contacts for an election 

bid of his own--an election bid which virtually excluded the regular 

Democratic organization. 

One factor which may have eased the way for Carter's extra 

party campaign efforts was the implementation for the first time of 

federal subthe 1974 C;ampaign Finance Reform Act providing for 

con-sidization of campaign expenditures prior to the nominating 
142 

ventions. This rich, new source of campaign funds may have 

operated to reduce still further Carter's dependence on the Demo-

An alternate view whichcratic organization for financial support, 

should be noted, however, is that matching federal campaign funds 

may remove some of the competition which exists between presidential 

candidates and their party organization for scarce financial resources. 

In this way, public campaign financing could make candidate-part y 

cooperation easier during future campaigns. 

The ease with which Carter subordinated partisanship to promote 

an image of highly moral, uncompromised principles of leadership 

was an early sign of the difficulty he would face as party leader in 

the first year and a half of his presidency. His relations with the 

national party organization were practically nonexistent in 1977, 

the major reason given for the resignation of his Democratic National 

Chairman, Kenneth Curtis, late in the year. In his own defense. 

142 
Joel H. Goldstein, "The Influence of Money on the Pre-

Nomination Stage of the Presidential Selection Process: The Case of 

the 1976 Election," Fresidential Studies QuavteTly 8 (Spring, 1978), 
pp. 164-179. 
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Carter explained the precedence given in his first year to "familiariz-

143 
ing himself with the problems of government. 

When the President and his staff did turn their attention to 

it wasparty policy in the form of presidential primary reforms, 

Carter's 1980interpreted as a self-serving move in preparation for 

re-election bid. Several changes, such as a shortened primary season 

seen as moves toand an escalating vote percentage requirement, were 

help insure a Carter renomination. According to press reports. 

forAny Democrat thinking of challenging President Carter 
the party nomination two years from now can find little to 

oncheer about in the work of the party's special panel 
White House staff and friendsdelegate selection. . . 

dominated important votes by the commission. 
144 

After assuming his post, the new national chairman, John C. White, 

immediately made an effort to correct the deficient Carter image in 

for fundparty leadership by outlining major presidential plans 

Includedraising and participation in the 1978 mid-term elections. 

were following 'Mr. Carter will see to it that histhe promises: 

counsel onnational chairman sits frequently at his elbow, providing 

political issues"; a special effort will be made to bring together 

will bethe President and state party leaders; and "the President on 

145 
call to campaign or help out wherever the party needs him next year." 

in the trends ofIf kept, the promises would amount to a major change 

presidential party leadership since 1960. 

143 
Washington Post, January 28, 1978.-

144 
Knosn^ille Pews-Sentinel, January 23, 1978. 

145 
Christian Soienoe Monitor, January 4, 1978. 
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1978 thatHowever, David Broder remained convinced halfway through 

the promises had not been, and could not be, made good, He pointed out 

that "17 months after Carter took office, the White House finally got 

state chairmenaround to the basic courtesy of having the Democratic 

and national committee members in for a drink and a chat. 

He continued by stating that the efforts to reestablish party 

ties had come too late to "let Jimmy Carter and his agents make much 

In theof a positive contribution to the November campaigns, 

absence of presidential leadership, he wrote, the state parties and 

congressional hopefuls had gone ahead with their own fund-raising 

from thoseand organization plans and were "separating themselves 

districts."Carter policies that are poison in their states and 

Broder concluded with the prediction; 

A Democratic mid-term victory to which the White House 
contributed little would only tend to increase the 
political independence of those reelected governors 
and members of Congress. A serious defeat would 
inevitably bring severe scapegoating of Carter and 
his policies. 

Either way, the neglect of party affairs the past 
year will exact a price from the President. 

146 

Plans for mid-term campaigning were put into action early in 

1978, as Carter began a snowy February swing through New England, 

One report stated: 

Carter's politicking was partly the result of some urgent 
Whiteadvice from Vice President, Walter Mondale and other 

House strategists: mend your fences with the Democratic 

146 
Washington Post, June 14, 1978. 
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Party and Congress--quickly. . . . Anxious party pros 
at the Democratic National Committee and dissident 
Democrats in Congress also complain that Carter has 
little understanding or sympathy for their constituencies 
or political vulnerability. 

the NovemberCarter promised 15 to 20 days of campaign traveling by 

elections, in addition to numerous trips by Mondale, members of his 

cabinet, and family emissaries. 

heartsBut the campaign activity was not welcomed with grateful 

by Democratic Congressmen, Open statements were made by both new-

Jersey) andcomers (such as senatorial nominee. Bill Bradley of New 

asking Carterincumbents (like Senator Floyd Haskell of Colorado) 

since they con-not to appear in their states during the campaign, 
148 

sidered his help a liability, The disastrously low public 

obvious reasonapproval ratings for Carter's job performance was the 

for such statements, By late July, the situation had deteriorated 

advisingto the point of provoking a response by Chairman White 

Carter,Democratic candidates to stop taking "cheap shots at 

The Democratic Party, White said. encourages dissent and dis-

agreement' on issues , but considers personal attacks on the President 

out of bounds. 
149 

Such negative responses to Carter's attempts at 

estrangeparty leadership seemed likely to result in still further 
of his tenure.ment between him and the national party in the remainder 

147 
Newsweek, February 27, 1978. 

148 
Washington Post, July 28, 1978. 

149 
Ibid, 
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As for the final indicator of party leadership, the question of 

of party criticismpatronage appointments provided the largest source 

of the new titular head. The much-publicized Carter Administration 

and recruit thetalent search, organized to scientifically identify 

much betterbest qualified executive appointees, apparently worked 

in theory than in practice. 

In fact, the ranks of the Carter administration have been 

filled according to no discernible pattern or philosophy. 
The new President delegated much of the appointive power 

filledto the senior associates he chose himself, and they 
jobs more or less as they wished. 

The final results of the staffing process were so unsatisfactory to 

party organicampaign loyalists. Democratic congressmen, and state 

drafted azations that the Democratic National Committee in 1977 

150 
Bothresolution criticizing Carter's approach to patronage. 

Table 9 and Table 10 show that even among top-level appointees, fewer 

the Carter Adminismembers of the presidential party were included in 

tration than in either the Kennedy or Nixon Administrations, 

Just as with the primary reform measures described above, when 

Carter did attempt to make use of patronage in the form of pork 

barrel concessions on flood control projects and military base 

criticized forspending in return for legislative support, he was 

becoming too political, Columnist Jack Anderson, reported that after 

on constructionpromising to curtail needless federal expenditures 

of dams and other river improvements. Carter used such projects as 

150 
Washington Post, June 6, 1977. 
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TABLE 9 

DISTRIBUTION OF PARTY AFFILIATION AMONG MAJOR 
PRESIDENTIAL APPOINTEES DURING PRESIDENT 

CARTER'S FIRST YEAR 

Year 

No. 

Appointees 

Percent 

Democrat 

Percent 

Republican 

Percent 

Undesignated 
or 

Independent 

1977 323 64 6 30 
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TABLE 10 

DISTRIBUTION OF PARTY AFFILIATION AMONG MAJOR 

PRESIDENTIAL APPOINTEES DURING PRESIDENT 

CARTER'S FIRST YEAR (BY DEPARTMENTS) 

Department 

Federal Judgeships 
Executive Office 

Departments: 
Agriculture 
Commerce 

Defense 

Energy 
HEW 

HUD 

Interior 

Justice 

Labor 

State 

Transportation 
Treasury 
Other agencies and 
commissions 

No. 

Appointees 

32 

16 

10 

11 

23 

12 

14 

12 

7 

18 

12 

66 

11 

17 

62 

Percent 

Democrat 

84 

63 

90 

75 

52 

50 

50 

92 

71 

44 

58 

45 

75 

76 

73 

Percent 

Republican 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4 

25 

0 

0 

0 

6 

0 

2 

0 

0 

23 

Percent 

Undesignated 
or 

Independent 

16 

37 

10 

25 

43 

25 

50 

8 

29 

50 

42 

53 

25 

24 

4 
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bargaining capitals 'However marginal the benefits may be to the land-

scape, it is essential to political development, Similarly, Anderson 

outmoded Air Forcenotes. Carter exchanged a decision not to close an 

Canal treatiesbase in Maine for an assurance of support for the Panama 
151 

Anderson'sfrom Maine Senators, Edmund Muskie and William Hathaway, 

implicit criticism of Carter's use of patronage, a long-established 

of the "damnedtechnique of party leadership, is another illustration 

if he does--damned if he doesn't conflicts which face an overtly 

partisan or political President, 

It also serves as a further indication of the changes the party 

leader role has undergone in the past two decades, Expectations from 

from those describedthe President's various publics have tended away 

a stance outas traditional elements of party leadership and toward 

side of party. 

scholarlyThis point is further underscored by the following 

In a 1976exchange on Carter's avoidance of party responsibility, 

Carter'spre-election article, Walter Dean Burnham remarked on 

extra-party campaign and offered a warning of the possible implications; 

Carter's capture of the Democratic party was the most 
strikingly personal victory in our modem electoral 
history. We may well wonder if the stage is not being 
set for a decisive--and this time final--liberation of 

the presidency from all organized coalitions or other 
external constraints. . , . Parties and their tradi 

tional power-broker leaders did not come into being 
to give even the most charismatic Presidents a blank 
check. . . . What will Jimmy Carter do with his blank 
check if we give it to him in November?!^^ 

151 
Washington Post, March 28, 1978. 

152 
Walter Dean Burnham, "Jimmy Carter and the Democratic Crisis, 

The New BegiTblia (July 3 and 10, 1976), p. 19. 
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In a reply to Burnham, Carter analyst, T. McN. Simpson points out that 

'*although parties may be declining as a control on presidential 

will act toauthority, other constraints are already in place which 

prevent any unchecked abuse of power, The state and local party 

organizations, state and local governments, and a free and vigorous 

press are some of the alternative checks listed as potential controls 

on executive authority. Simpson goes on to express an ..optimistic 
••A-

conver-view of the President's nonpartisanship, based on personal 

sations held with Carter in 1974. Even if Carter sees political 

parties as merely additional elements in the interest group process. 

to hisit is argued, he continues to hold himself accountable 

national constituency: 

asJimmy Carter does not see himself, in other words, 
first and foremost a party leader, and especially he 
would not be the leader of a coalition of interest 

groups. So far, Burnham's anxieties may be justified. 
Carter sees himself as a leader of all the people. 

reinforces theSo this analysis of the Presidency of Jimmy Carter 

assessment offered at the beginning of the chapter that partisanship 

and party leadership are no longer considered major political assets 

by Presidents or their constituents. Attempts to exercise party 

leadership have sometimes resulted in a net loss of political support 

or of public approval for the incumbent, which may have discouraged 

further partisan activity. 

153,
T. McN. Simpson, III., "Jimmy Carter and the Democratic 

1977.Opportunity," unpublished article, University of Tennessee, 
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The increased activity by Carter in the 1978 mid-term campaigns 

and his more frequent use of pork barrel funding as a political tool 

ormay be attributed less to his awareness of party responsibility 

loyalty than to his precarious political environment as he approached 

the midpoint of his term„ The image of a tentative, unceratin, and 

politically naive administration haunted Carter far beyond the usual 

grace period allowed a new President, Public perception of glaring 

combined withmistakes and reversals in international diplomacy were 

a very poor working relationship with Congress, as one proposal after 

range of domesanother for comprehensive legislative action on a wide 

tic problems met strong resistance in an incrementally-oriented 

Congress. 

like theTo make matters worse, even administration successes, 

of the PanamaSenate's ratification of treaties relinquishing control 

low ratings ofCanal, were followed by public outcries and dismally 

Carter's leadership in public opinion polls. In this atmosphere. 

availableCarter had little choice but to seek support from any 

source- -even from the Democratic Party whose banner he had reluctantly 

carried on his quest for the Presidency, Thus, the lack of partisan-

the politicalship was intermittently and temporarily overridden by 

expediency of symbolic party leadership. 

part of theThe purpose of this study has been to analyze that 

con partytemporary American Presidency dealing with an incumbent's 

and effects of.relations and to suggest both possible influences on, 

those relations. After an examination of available data on the 

since 1960, thepartisanship and party leadership of each President 
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President'sresearch has supported the "widespread . , o view that the 

154 
party role has generally atrophiedo On the indicators chosen, 

only John Kennedy and Gerald Ford could be rated as strong party 

leaders, and Ford's party loyalty may have contributed substantially 

to his electoral rejection in 1976« 

Despite the lessened emphasis on traditional party activity. 

however, the study has shown the continued use of some techniques 

of party leadership, such as mid-term congressional campaigning and 

the use of patronage to consolidate and expand party support for 

administration objectives„ 

exercisedWithin the more limited sphere of party activity still 

by contemporary Presidents, the data have supported the broad hypo 

thesis that a President's interpretation of the party leadership 

orrole is influenced significantly by his degree of partisanship, 

All of the Presidents included inattitude of loyalty to his party. 

the study with the exception of Richard Nixon, were categorized 

identically for both partisanship and party leadership, That is. 

and thosestrong partisans tended to exert strong party leadership 

with less predilection toward party loyalty were more likely to avoid 

party responsibilities once in office. 

that aNo conclusive findings weie possible on the suggestion 

than one with aminority President will exert less party leadership 

partisan congressional majority. The Nixon years provided evidence 

154 
Hugh Heclo, Studying the Presidency, p, 16. 



94 

continued to openlyin agreement with this suggestion, but Gerald Ford 

rely upon his party leadership to gamer support, in spite of the 

Thus, other factors such asopposition Congress with which he dealt, 

influence thethe incumbent's immediate political needs appear to 

than does thestrength of the party leadership to a greater degree 

32) at the 

partisan congressional makeup,, 

Recalling the typology presented in Figure 2 (page 

of four ofbeginning of Chapter 111, the party-related activities 

that thethe five Presidents studied have supported the suggestion 

to the strengthstrength of an incumbent's partisanship is related 

of his party leadership. The evidence presented indicates that John 

and strong partyKennedy and Gerald Ford were both strong partisans 

leaders, while Jimmy Carter's and Lyndon Johnson's weaker predispositions 

correspondingtoward party loyalty and affiliation foreshadowed their 

On the other hand, Richard Nixon'sweakness in the party leader role, 

activity as leader of the Republican Party did not qualify him for 

his clearclassification as strong performer of that role, despite 

tendencies toward strong partisanship, The definition for party 

promote hisleadership offered in Chapter I requires that a President 

organization.party's policies and solicit popular support for the 

here has beenThe overall assessment of Nixon's performance offered 

There-that he failed to satisfy either of those role requirements, 

fore, it must be noted that other factors, such as the personality 

environmentcharacteristics of individual Presidents or the political 

asin which an incumbent operates, may override partisanship an 

influence on the performance of the party leader role. 



95 

are conductHeclo's suggestion for research into "how Presidents 

touchstone foring (or avoiding) party business" has served as the 

this study. It has been argued that among recent incumbents, party-

in therelated behavior has occupied a place of minor significance 

asoverall Presidency. The traditional function of parties 

disseminators of the presidential viewpoint on policies and programs 

has been nearly completely taken over by the professional public 

the executiverelations staff which has become an integral part of 

for the recruitinstitution. Parties continue to serve as agencies 

ment and support of presidential candidates. But as has been pointed 

out, even that function has been diminished in importance by the 

to go outsidecampaign spending reforms which enabled Jimmy Carter 

the regular party channels to seek financial and electoral support 

Thus, recentvia direct popular appeals and federal subsidization. 

it is noPresidents have avoided party business partially because 

in terms of thelonger a profitable expenditure of time and energy 

expected returns from such activity. 

cirDue to the periodically turbulent political and social 

Americancumstances which have impacted upon the post-Eisenhower 

Presidency, only Richard Nixon has sought re-election to the office. 

Nixon's bid for re-election demonstrates, perhaps better than any 

other simple activity, the lack of importance assigned to party support 

II that,in the contemporary Presidency. It was noted in Chapter 

historically, one major consideration in an incumbent's role as party 

leader has been to secure his party's assistance in achieving 
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renomination and re-election. Based on Nixon's performance, even that 

facet of the role is no longei a critical one. In fact, of the 

activities described in Chapters I and II as traditional party-related 

behavior, only mid-term congressional campaigning has been pursued 

acrossby recent Presidents in a consistently vigorous fashion 

administrations. And Lyndon Johnson's aloofness from the 1966 cam 

paigns makes even that observation a qualified one. 

In conclusion, the evidence presented here supports the frequent 

However,suggestions of a weakened party role for modem Presidents, 

under Lyndonthe experiences of virtually unchecked executive power 

Johnson and Richard Nixon may still provide the impetus for a gradual 

such as thereturn to traditional controls on presidential power, 

It is possiblemore independent Congress Jimmy Carter now faces, 

the weakenedthat the same impetus will eventually operate to revive 

authentic partynational party system and to make future Presidents 

leaders once again. 
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