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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Aaron Wildavsky in Trans-action (1966) asserted that 

the u.s. has two presidencies, a presidency for foreign 

policy and a presidency for domestic policy. He argued that 

the nature of the policy arenas is inherently different, and 

that these differences result in the ability of the 

president to enjoy more success in his foreign policy 

endeavors than in his domestic policy endeavors. Wildavsky 

argued that partisan conflict 1s more pervasive in domestic 

policy-making than in foreign policy-making. Further, he 

contended that foreign policy dominates the president's 

agenda and that the president's opposition with regard to 

foreign policy-making is relatively weak. Though this may 

have at one time accurately reflected the relationship 

shared between Congress and the Executive with regard to 

foreign and domestic policy, it is questionable whether 

Wildavsky's two presidencies thesis applies today. Within 

this study, I propose to investigate whether the president 

enjoys greater success in foreign policy-making than in 

domestic policy-making. 

In this paper, I will argue that times have changed. 

While inherent differences still exist between foreign and 

domestic policy, the lines between the two are no longer as 

distinct as they once were. Wildavsky's depiction of 

presidential success in foreign policy-making is 
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presidential success in foreign policy-making is 

insufficient since the propositions upon which his argument 

rests no longer exists. For instance, whereas at one time 

foreign policy may have been distinct from domestic policy, 

presently the two are becoming blurred. Foreign policy is 

now viewed in light of its domestic implications, and the 

politics surrounding it are becoming more like domestic 

politics. Moreover, partisan conflict is altogether 

decreasing. Members of Congress run for re-election on the 

basis of their own track record instead of on the basis of 

their political party; hence candidate-centered politics is 

supplanting partisan politics. Therefore, one cannot expect 

a substantial difference in partisan levels to exist with 

regard to domestic and foreign policy-making. Furthermore, 

the president cannot as readily rely on the pull of party 

loyalty in foreign policy. 

Moreover, Oldfield and Wildavsky (1989) assert that a 

breakdown in consensus concerning foreign policy has 

occurred. "The shared values that sustained consensus on 

defense during the 1950s gave way in the late 1960s to 

different ones with far different results" (Oldfield and 

Wildavsky 1989, p.56). Vietnam and detente caused 

ideological divisions within the public (Mandelbaum and 

Schneider 1979). These divisions resulted in the rise of 

conservative internationalists (those who favor a strong 

military and an active defense of American interest abroad) 
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and liberal internationalists (those who support arms 

control, economic aid, etc.). Thus, groups within the 

American population hold ideologies concerning the proper 

scope of government in foreign policy-making, and these 

ideologies are incorporated in the platforms of political 

parties. Hence, the American people are altogether growing 

more attentive with regard to foreign issues. 

The focus of this paper, therefore, concerns the nature 

of policy and how it affects voting decisions among members 

of Congress. More specifically, does the nature of the 

policy affect the degree of presidential support among 

members of Congress? Though I believe a difference still 

exists, I contend that foreign policy poses direct 

implications on domestic policy and the American people feel 

the repercussions of foreign policy more today than they 

once did. While popular interest in the nations foreign 

objectives may be intermittent, presidential leadership in 

the area of foreign policy is not. The nation looks to the 

president for leadership in foreign policy; however, his 

ability to lead may be hindered by the increase in conflict 

regarding specific policies as a result of increased popular 

interest. While I argue that the difference in presidential 

support depending on policy area may still exist, the gap 

between the two is narrowing. 

In order to examine the success of the president in 

achieving his policy goals, I will assess several aspects of 
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the relationship between the president and the Congress. 

In Chapter II, I will examine how the Constitution 

establishes their relationship and how it conditions the 

president's ability to lead. The Constitution, since it 

provides a framework defining the legal duties and 

boundaries of each branch of government, constitutes an 

important force in shaping the relationship between the 

executive and legislative branches. After examining 

arguments concerning the relative appropriateness of each 

branch to lead in policy-making, I will explore actions 

taken by Congress to either enhance its own power or the 

power of the president. Following a review of different 

approaches to studying presidential power, I will then turn 

to studies concerning Wildavsky's thesis. Finally, I will 

test whether President Reagan and President Carter enjoyed 

relatively greater success in foreign policy-making than in 

domestic policy-making. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The United States Constitution establishes a system of 

government based on shared powers and overlapping functions. 

The framers opted for slow incremental change, and they 

favored splitting the powers among all three branches of 

government: the executive, the legislative, and the 

judicial. While the central role behind the legislative 

branch is to make policy, the executive is to execute the 

laws of the land. Yet, policy is not made in a vacuum, 

rather a political environment surrounds policy-making and 

shapes the relationships between principal policy-makers. 

For instance, since the president is held nationally 

accountable for the economy and for national policy-making, 

an expectation exists for him to propose policy to Congress. 

In other words, as a result of practice, the president is 

responsible for setting the national agenda. Thus, this 

chapter will focus on how the Constitution frames the 

political system and then it will consider how 

environmental forces influence the powers and actions of 

both the president and Congress. 

The Constitutional Design 

The Constitution dictates that both the president and 

the Congress share their power as well as check the 
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prerogatives of the other. Although the president may lead 

Congress, "when it comes to directing the role of federal 

government ... there is hardly a presidentially desired 

activity that can be undertaken without the consent of 

Congress, which shares the power with the executive" 

(Hargrove and Nelson 1984, p.211). Because of this mutual 

dependence between Congress and the president, the potential 

for cooperation andjor conflict exists. The source of 

conflict between the two branches is not a new phenomenon, 

but rather, the source is embedded in the framework of the 

Constitution. 

The Constitution structures the two branches 

differently and composes the interests each will represent 

differently. The constitutional design results in a 

partnership between the two which was built on distinctive 

characteristics, and this design essentially leads to an 

underlying problem which, simply stated, results in the 

failure of the president and Congress to see eye-to-eye on 

issues. While the executive branch is hierarchically 

arranged leading the president to view policies 

comprehensively; Congress, because of its lack of 

centralization, has difficulty dealing comprehensively with 

major policy concerns. More specifically, Congress seldom 

reviews one policy in relation to another. 

Not only do they possess different characteristics, but 

the president and individual members of Congress represent 
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different constituencies. While the president represents 

the nation as a whole, senators represent a smaller set of 

interests (their states), while congressmen represent even 

smaller congressional districts. This results in conflict 

between the two and it essentially compels a president to 

try to influence Congress (Edwards 1989). George Edwards 

would argue that the president's chief responsibility, 

therefore, consists of "bridging the constitutional gulf 

between executive and legislature" (Rossiter 1956, p.15). 

Meanwhile, the framers intended for Congress to establish 

the contours of public policy and to check presidential 

prerogatives (Edwards 1989). 

Powers and Limitations: Which Branch is 
Better Suited to Lead? 

Limitations on the executive exist are delineated the 

Constitution; examples include the four-year term of office 

and qualifications on the veto power. More importantly, 

however, are those powers which the Constitution silently 

withholds from the executive or delegates to other branches 

of government. For this reason, Articles I and III are the 

primary constitutional limits on the president since powers 

explicitly granted to one institution entail boundaries on 

the other (Rossiter 1956). Moreover, Congress is composed 

of self-willed individuals, and these individuals pose an 

independent source of power against the president. 

congressional powers granted by the Constitution and 
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employed by Congress to check the president's prerogatives 

include the power of investigation, the power of the purse, 

and the power of impeachment. 

The most potent power which Congress possesses with 

regard to presidential leadership is negative in character; 

Congress may refuse to act in response to the president's 

proposals. In order for the president to achieve his 

agenda, he needs Congress for they share a dual role in 

legislating. For example, even though a president proposes 

his legislative agenda, it takes a member of Congress to 

even introduce the legislation. Once the president's 

proposals are introduced, they move through the various 

stages in the legislative process, and the ability of the 

president to even influence legislation is conditioned 

through such indirect means as lobbying. The president, in 

other words, cannot legitimately or effectively enact or 

maintain governmental policies without the approval of 

Congress through monetary appropriations or legislation. 

Thus, the power of Congress may be strongest in its ability 

to achieve inaction. 

In addition to inaction, the Constitution provides the 

Senate with numerous powers such as the power to confirm or 

reject certain presidential appointments, and the power to 
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ratify or withhold approval of treaties. 1 The U.S. 

Congress, as compared to other legislatures in the world, 

stands alone in its power over the decisions and 

prerogatives of the executive (Rossiter 1956). This 

essentially renders the president powerless because he lacks 

any final power of decision. Thus, the president possesses 

only influence, though the influence may, at times, be 

great. Rossiter (1956, p.52), however, asserts that these 

restraints function "to keep the president from going out of 

bounds, not to paralyze him in the field that has been 

reserved for his use. He will feel few checks upon his 

power if he uses that power as he should." Thus, as long as 

the executive engages in work constitutionally ordained for 

him, he will experience minimal constraints. 

The framers of the Constitution, however, provided the 

president with a policy-making role. The president, for 

example, is expected to recommend legislation and to execute 

the laws of the land. "Taken together, this duty and that 

discretion provided the constitutional basis upon which a 

substantial policy-making role could be built" (Edwards and 

Wayne, p.236). While some assert that the president should 

merely indicate a general direction, especially in the area 

1Corwin ( 1984) considered the power of each house to 
shape its own rules and procedures to be another factor of 
presidential influence, with the filibuster being a primary 
consideration. For instance, southern senators used the 
filibuster in order to disrupt the flow of civil rights 
legislation, namely the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965. 
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of legislation, others argue that the president's duties as 

set out in the Constitution include being Chief of State, 

Chief Executive, Chief Diplomat, Commander and Chief, and 

Chief Legislator (Laski 1980, Rossiter 1956). They go on to 

argue that due to the complexity of problems which arise in 

the system, external leadership of Congress becomes a 

requisite for effective problem-solving. Since the majority 

of Americans view the president as the national leader, it 

follows that it is he who should fulfill this leadership 

role (Edwards 1989). 

According to Rossiter (1956), the executive enjoys more 

freedom and power when making foreign policy. Crabb and 

Holt (1989) assert that it was the failure of Congress under 

the original Articles of Confederation to manage foreign 

affairs which led to the calling of the Constitutional 

Convention in 1787. With reference to foreign policy 

initiatives, the Founding Fathers provided the executive 

with the power to make treaties, to exercise executive 

authority, and to nominate and, to some extent, command 

military officials. Even in this highly discretionary 

realm, however, Congress possesses enough leverage to 

severely curtail presidential strength. Congress, for 

instance, enjoys several constitutional prerogatives in 

foreign policy-making--two of which belong to the Senate, 

approval of treaties and approval of executive appointments. 

The final two congressional powers with regard to foreign 
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policy making, that of appropriating money and declaring 

war, belong jointly to both the Senate and the House of 

Representatives. Congress's role minimally conditions the 

executive behavior. 

Just as Corwin (1984) describes the Constitution as ''an 

invitation to struggle" and Mezey (1989) contends that 

struggle is the hallmark of congressional-presidential 

relations, Laski (1980) argues that the Constitution fosters 

a challenge over authority, especially on the part of 

Congress. While congressional members may cooperate with 

the president during times of external or internal crisis 

and widespread prevalent public support of the president, 

they are, nevertheless, equal partners with the executive 

(Corwin 1984). 

The consequences of the constitutional design not only 

result in a hindrance to the discharge of the president's 

duties, but they also cause irresponsibility and incoherence 

in the system (Laski 1980). Incoherence characterizes the 

system because of the disunity and fragmentation of 

Congress. Where the institution of the presidency lies with 

one individual, the corporate body of Congress consists of 

many individuals, thus making it difficult to place 

responsibility on any one particular member in Congress. 

Moreover, since responsibility falls on Congress as a whole, 

thereby enabling individual members to evade responsibility 

by blaming the institution, it becomes difficult to hold 
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individual members accountable for their legislative 

activities (Sarkesian 1984). 

Many scholars, therefore, contend that for 

constitutional and practical reasons the president should 

provide legislative guidance. The Constitution's provisions 

are generally irrelevant to the relations of Congress and 

the president. While the Constitution contains many words, 

relatively few speak of legislative guidance of the 

presidency (Hargrove and Nelson 1984). Practice, though, 

has largely shaped the relationship between Congress and the 

president. 

The Historical Relationship Between 
Congress and the President 

It becomes apparent from this discussion that the 

president and Congress share their powers and possess 

overlapping roles and functions. Though the Constitution 

established the institutions, evolutionary practice shaped 

the political relationship that exists between Congress and 

the executive. More specifically, as a result of practice, 

the congressional culture, congressional goals, and the 

political environment present obstacles to presidential 

leadership. 

Mezey (1989) believes that the evolution of the 

political system from the constitutional founding to the 

present has resulted in a presidency centered system with 
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Congress as a secondary institution. 2 More specifically, 

upon recognizing the need for unity within its institution, 

Congress turned to the office which possessed the capability 

of focusing national power and implementing national policy 

(Hargrove and Nelson 1984). Presidential government, 

therefore, arose from the effort to solve the problems of 

congressional ineffectiveness (Lowi 1985). 

Congress has granted the president much of the 

responsibility for initiating policy. Throughout the 

twentieth century, Congress authorized actions which led to 

the institutionalization of the presidency. Congress 

created the Bureau of the Budget in 1920 and later 

transformed the Bureau of the Budget into the Office of 

Management and Budget (OMB) which is within the Executive 

Office of the President, (EOP), and it granted the EOP the 

power to review all departmental proposals for legislation 

before they are sent to Congress. Additionally, 

congressional action authorized the president to form his 

own political staff which would serve the function of 

developing and selling legislation (Hargrove and Nelson 

1984). This emphasis on presidential leadership results in 

what Lowi (1985) calls presidential government. He believes 

2Some argue that while the president is expected to act, 
congress only reacts to presidential initiatives since it is 
poorly constituted to act on its own. Because the president 
fits the political, constitutional and practical roles for 
providing leadership, an expectation exists for him to guide 
congress in its legislative capacity. 
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that presidential government presents a no-win situation 

since its foundation is built upon a love-hate relationship 

between Congress and the president. Corwin (1984}, 

moreover, asserts that centering these responsibilities on 

one person may result in unduly personalized power and 

prestige. 

Although Congress granted the president more 

responsibility Hargrove and Nelson (1984, p.213} contend 

that "responsibility does not equal power." As an attempt 

to explain broad factors which mitigate or determine 

presidential influence or power, scholars examine the 

political environment and congressional culture. 3 The 

political environment may determine opportunities of 

presidential influence in several ways. For instance, if 

the public elects a president by a large majority, the 

president's dependence on Congress will be relatively low. 

This is because "an empowering presidential election 

victory--one that convinces members of Congress that their 

own reelection may be jeopardized if they fail to support 

the president--creates a setting in which legislative 

leadership can take place" (Hargrove and Nelson 1984, 

p.225}. On the other hand, the external environment created 

by the electoral process facilitates, as Lowi (1985} 

3The congressional role, for instance, could have 
expanded as a mere consequence of the overall tendency of the 
national government to become more involved both domestically 
and internationally (Crabb and Holt 1989}. 
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asserts, the decline in parties and the rise of 

individualism, thereby making the president's task of 

translating electoral support into governing support 

difficult. 

Because of reforms to the presidential selection 

process, a shift occurred from party alliances to coalition 

building has occurred. The reforms thereby weakened the 

parties and encouraged an emphasis on the personal and 

individual characteristics of the president. Since 

presidential candidates are elected on the basis of 

personality, this tends to encourage governing the nation on 

a similar basis. 4 Yet, reforms also served to lift 

restrictions on private campaign expenditures which led to 

an exponential growth of PACs and resulted in a further 

deterioration of party strength. 5 The long-term effect, 

therefore, not only consisted of presidentially personalized 

government but also included a further fragmentization of 

Congress. Seligman and Covington {1989) also argue that 

reforms in the presidential selection process parallel 

changes in Congress. They go on to assert that this 

'As Cronin 
Presidency, "the 
office are not 
legislators." 

( 1980, 169) asserts in the state of the 
skills and resources requisite for winning 
necessarily those useful in dealing with 

5Edwards and Wayne ( 1990, 84) would assert that this 
decline in party strength weakens the political strength of 
the president: "Not only does the selection process inflate 
performance expectations and create a set of diverse policy 
goals, it also lessens the president's power to achieve them. 11 
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fragmentization, in turn, reinforced the president's need to 

establish popular support outside and beyond Congress. A 

no-win situation results because the harder a president 

struggles to please the mass constituency, the more 

alienated the constituency grows. Edwards and Wayne assert 

that the broader the electoral constituency becomes, the 

more likely that some will be disappointed (Lowi, 1985; 

Edwards, 1980). 

The changes in the electoral process tend to mirror 

changes in the culture of Congress which is such that 

members of Congress place their electoral goals (and hence, 

their district's interests) above party interest, and they 

seek more opportunities for self-aggrandizement (Hargrove 

and Nelson 1984). While at one time the president and 

members of his party in Congress possessed a sense of shared 

fate at election time, now presidents must operate with more 

issue-specific sources of support. The resulting separation 

of the president's coalition from congressional coalitions 

isolates members of Congress from the president and provides 

them with less incentive for following the president. 

Seligman and covington (1989) cite the decline of 

presidential coattails and the decline in straight-ticket 

voting as evidence of the separation of presidential and 

congressional coalitions. Thus, congressional-elections 

since 1950 are less useful for the president as a source of 

influence. Moreover, the resulting independence of members 
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of Congress becomes a fundamental source for obstacles to 

presidential influence as it factionalizes political allies 

and lessens partisan appeal (Seligman and Covington 1989). 

Hargrove and Nelson (1984) consider the overall 

political culture as being the source responsible for the 

culture of Congress. By contending that the constitutional 

system of elections distorts the link between the people and 

Congress, they attempt to account for changes in Congress. 

They concentrate their argument on the basis upon which 

Americans vote for congressional candidates. Due to 

refraction, even though a voting public desires presidential 

leadership of Congress, the system encourages different 

outcomes. Because the public bases its votes on 

congressional performance in advancing local interests, 

congressional members are sensitive to constituency opinions 

on policy issues and are less interested in following the 

president's guidance. 

Members of Congress must be elected before they can 

achieve any other goal; hence, the electoral goal becomes 

their primary goal (Fenno 1973). During their tenure in 

office, members of Congress will seek opportunities which 

they consider to be electorally rewarding. Members of 

congress, therefore, will engage in essentially non

legislative activities like credit-claiming, position

taking, and advertising (Mayhew 1974). Consequently, they 

have little incentive to follow the president's lead. The 
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constitutional system and political environment, therefore, 

distract members "away from serious legislative activity 

into more electorally rewarding ones" (Hargrove and Nelson 

1984, p.22). Thus, while the Constitution dictates 

legislation of national interest as the primary task of 

congressional members, the institutional nature of Congress 

which reflects the cumulative and non-conflicting goals of 

reelection discourages the realization of other 

constitutionally mandated tasks. The congressional members' 

self-interest, the congressional culture, and the political 

environment present obstacles for presidential influence in 

Congress. 

Presidential Leadership of Congress in 
Foreign Policy-Making 

Regardless of who the Constitution is interpreted to 

favor, it is obvious that the president and the Congress 

possess shared roles in domestic and foreign policy making. 

With respect to foreign policy-making, "What the 

Constitution does, and all that it does, is to confer on the 

president certain powers capable of affecting our foreign 

relations, and certain other powers of the same general kind 

on the Senate, and still other such powers on the Congress" 

and it is up to practice to determine who has the final say 

(Corwin 1984, p.201). 

Which branch is more appropriate for dealing with 

foreign policy? Does Congress acquiesce to the president, 
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and, if not, is Congress fit to engage in an active role of 

foreign policy making? Those who favor an independent 

legislative role in foreign policy-making believe that 

Congress is fit to actively engage in foreign affairs and 

that its track record is good. "Proponents of this view are 

convinced that it was Congress that extricated the nation 

from the Vietnam War and, by enacting the War Powers 

Resolution, ensured that there will be no more Vietnams to 

mar the nation's diplomatic record" (Crabb and Holt 1989, 

p.244). Moreover, they argue that Congress has reversed 

America's pattern of overcommitting itself abroad. 

With reference to the idea that Congress is the most 

representative branch, legislators, in particular, feel that 

opinions voiced in Congress provide the most authoritative 

view of public opinion available to the executive and his 

staff (Crabb and Holt 1989). Moreover, pressure is exerted 

on members of Congress by new external forces, which include 

increased lobbying efforts by interest groups and executive 

agencies, and lobbying by foreign governments whose views 

are often represented by internal pressure groups. 6 

During the first twenty years after World War II, 

Congress deferred to executive influence when it came to 

6As Cronin (1980) asserts, not only have the professional 
staffs of members of Congress grown and their quality 
improved, but increased lobbying activities by professional 
organizations and the executive branch itself serves to 
enhance the legislative role in policy-making activity. 
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foreign policy concerns. Some scholars argue, however, that 

after the Vietnam War, Americans not only began looking to 

Congress as a means of checking the president's power in 

foreign policy, but Americans also began questioning a more 

fundamental facet of the American political system. "With 

specific reference to the foreign policy process, dismay 

with a corrupt and imperial presidency brought both internal 

and external pressures on Congress to reassert its power" 

(Rourke 1983, p.247). Schlesinger (1973) contends that 

presidential power had become so expanded and abused by 1972 

that it threatened our constitutional system and that it was 

created primarily through crisis situations such as American 

wars abroad. 7 

The Congressional Transformation 

Since Vietnam, Congress has undergone several changes 

which, in effect, enhance the ability of Congress to deal 

with international questions (Crabb and Holt 1989; Mann 

1990). 8 First, congress is more decentralized. As a result 

of dispersed power and functions, congressional members have 

more time to specialize. Secondly, the expansion of 

7Schlesinger (1973), in his book The Imperial Presidency, 
argues that the president utilized his war power and the 
secrecy of his office in order to abuse his constitutional 
prerogatives. 

8Crabb and Holt (1989, p.190) define the imperial 
presidency as "a condition of virtually unchecked presidential 
authority diplomatically." 
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legislative staffs benefits congress as it provides members 

with the necessary means to assert their own policy position 

in reference to foreign policy issues. 9 In addition, the 

enlarged staffs provide members of Congress with an 

incentive to actively engage in the foreign policy realm 

since their staffs may now provide the necessary expertise 

which would enable higher levels of congressional 

involvement than before. Finally, since members of 

Congress, on average, are now younger than in previous years 

and because Congress as a whole has instituted procedural 

reforms (like limiting the vast powers of committee 

chairmen), Congress is taking on a new shape which advances 

its ability to engage in foreign policy . 10 

The War Powers Act of 1973 provides a good example of 

congressional practice after the Vietnam conflict. It 

consisted of the effort to limit the vast powers of the 

9With both the Panama Canal Treaties and the Salt II Arms 
limitations negotiations, the Senate exercised significant 
influence and these incidents represented a general tendency 
of the Senate to express its viewpoints concerning 
international treaties. 

10In addition to changes occurring in Congress, weakness 
in the president's office may enhance legislative activity in 
foreign policy. Laurence (1976), for instance, asserts that 
congressional participation increases when a lack of executive 
unity on policy options prevails. When the president and his 
subordinates fail to engage in effective congressional 
coalition building for instance, he produces a condition for 
legislative diplomatic activism: "Not only does it ensure 
that Congress will exert its viewpoints and prerogatives 
forcefully in the foreign policy process; it also contributes 
to making congressional efforts episodic, uncoordinated, and 
inconsistent" (Crabb and Holt 1989, p.232). 
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president in the area of foreign policy. President Johnson, 

without consulting Congress, decided to bomb North Vietnam; 

and this along with the commitment of American troops abroad 

without the consent of Congress, resulted in the War Powers 

Act. The law essentially requires the president to inform 

Congress within 48 hours of any commitment of U.S. troops, 

and that they must be withdrawn within 60 days unless 

Congress approves their continued use. Otherwise, a 

president may not commit U.S. troops to hostilities except 

with formal declarations of war by Congress, a specific 

statutory authority, or a national emergency. 

The central issue behind the War Powers Act is 

constitutional in nature, as it concerns the power of the 

Congress to declare war, and the power vested in the 

president as commander and chief and his derivative war 

powers. Yet, it would be a farfetched assertion to say that 

the War Powers Act, in any way, resolved the constitutional 

dispute. Presidents, as of today, have never admitted the 

constitutional validity of the War Powers Act. President 

Reagan ordered the invasion of Grenada on October 25, 1983, 

and he notified Congress "in accordance with my desire that 

the Congress be informed on this matter, and consistent with 

the War Powers Resolution" (CQ 1983, p.5-C). By using the 

phrase ''consistent with," the president is acknowledging the 

war Powers Act, without submitting to it or admitting its 

legal basis. The War Powers Act, therefore, illustrates the 
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surge of congressional effort to restrain the president and 

to reverse his commitments abroad. 

Besides changes that have occurred within Congress 

itself, some scholars argue that changes in the overall 

global agenda call for a more assertive congressional role 

in foreign policy-making (Mann 1990). Solutions to new 

concerns such as economic stability and the pressing needs 

of underdeveloped societies, for instance, call for a more 

active role by Congress in foreign affairs (Crabb and Holt 

1989). Changes in the political environment as well as in 

the institution of Congress enhance Congress' ability to 

play hardball when it comes to foreign policy. 

Competing Interest 

While some members of Congress minimally want to be 

considered partners with the executive when it comes to 

international questions and foreign policy, other members 

aim to make Congress the dominant organ for foreign policy

making. Some scholars, however, view an active role by 

members of Congress in foreign policy-making as detrimental 

to their careers (Sarkesian 1989; Rourke 1983). The very 

changes that some scholars believe heighten the ability of 

Congress to deal with foreign policy issues are cited by 

other scholars as reasons against congressional activism in 

foreign relations. They argue that characteristics of 

congress, including its decentralized internal structure and 
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the various views and interests it represents, render 

Congress unable to coordinate its activities in 

international affairs or to make coherent national policy 

(Crabb and Holt, 1989). Indeed, during the post-war years, 

these characteristics may present more of a hindrance to an 

active congressional role in foreign policy making "as 

political party ties have weakened, the power of committee 

chairmen has declined, the number of legislative 

subcommittees has proliferated, and individual legislators 

attempt to 'leave their mark' on selected areas of foreign 

policy" (Crabb and Holt 1989, p.41). Because Congress lacks 

an integrating mechanism, decentralization also affects the 

ability of Congress to consider policies with reference to 

other policies. Instead, Congress deliberates issues 

serially without emphasis on the president's policy goals 

(Edwards 1980). 

If congressmen must first aim to be re-elected, then it 

follows that representation of their constituents' interests 

must be a top priority (Mayhew 1974). Constituency related 

business is a primary concern on each member's list of 

priorities. Many members, even with the aid of their 

legislative staffs, experience difficulty meeting the 

diverse demands made upon them, and hence, suffer from lack 

of time to engage their activities in a policy area which 

fails to be electorally rewarding. Members of Congress must 

organize their activities in order to achieve optimal 
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benefits in the least amount of time. Assuming that their 

constituents have no interest in foreign policy issues, if 

members allocate a lot of time to foreign policy concerns, 

they are spending less time representing their constituents' 

demands. Because the public hardly ever remains interested 

in issues for a long period of time, it is difficult for 

congressmen to show sustained interest for an extended 

length of time; as a result, "Congress's involvement in 

foreign affairs is likely to be characterized by a short 

attention span and to be heavily conditioned by the current 

newsworthiness of a particular foreign policy issue" (Crabb 

and Holt 1989, p.249). Indeed, the public holds minimal 

levels of interest in international questions. "Barring 

another Vietnam-level issue, foreign policy concerns will be 

perceived by members as a minor, even negative factor on 

their electoral fortunes" (Rourke 1983, p.203). Members of 

Congress, thus, may perceive active engagement in foreign 

policy as wielding a negative effect on their electoral 

prospects. 

Many congressmen are reluctant to initiate foreign 

policy for fear of being associated with failure or 

controversy. Illustrative of this is the defeat of Foreign 

Relations Chairman Frank Church in 1980. His defeat "tends 

to give continued support to the feeling in Congress that 

foreign policy leadership is not career enhancing, but 

indeed, dangerous to political fortunes" (Rourke 1983, 
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p.300). Hence, congressmen may deem high levels of activity 

in foreign issues as detrimental to their congressional 

career. 

In sum, although widespread popular anxieties regarding 

the imperial presidency may exist, these concerns do not 

automatically translate into increased confidence in 

Congress's performance (Crabb and Holt 1989, p.248). Some 

argue that Congress lacks the expertise that the president 

possesses. Since the president controls the channels of 

communications and the services of foreign policy experts, 

he possesses an "intellectual initiative" in the 

establishment and the execution of foreign policy (Hilsman 

1971). As a result of this intellectual initiative, some 

congressmen feel as though they lack expertise, and thus 

they experience a feeling of inadequacy which results in 

legislative diffidence. For these reasons, some 

presidential scholars assert that the focus of foreign 

decision-making is the White House. 11 

If the president must lead Congress in matters of 

foreign policy, then his overall task becomes clearer. 

First, in order to maintain his office, the president needs 

public support. In order to achieve his agenda, or at least 

direct government, he must influence Congress. Finally, to 

11Moreover, some argue that the president is now more than 
a national leader, but a world leader too. For this reason, 
Hilsman (1971) argues that the president has become the final 
decision maker. 
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achieve American security and economic stability, he must 

influence the international system. With a congressional 

mandate, Congress and the president can influence the 

international system; but again, the president first and 

foremost must receive a congressional mandate and support 

(Rose 1988). Essentially, "the president must influence 

Congress because he generally cannot act without its 

consent" (Edwards 1980, p.284). Executive strength, 

according to Rourke (1983), is an important factor which 

enables the president to lead Congress and to achieve 

congressional support for his initiatives. 

Approaches to Studying Presidential Power 

Just what is executive strength? Many scholars believe 

that presidential strength is a derivative of his ability to 

influence Congress. Indeed, presidential influence is a 

by-product of the American political system in practice as 

well as in theory. In policy-making, the president and 

Congress possess a shared role; and while the president 

leads Congress in a general direction by influencing the 

policy agenda, a synchronized response from Congress is 

necessary if the choice of direction is to materialize and 

be of significance (Peterson 1990). 

Two competing theories which attempt to assess 

presidential influence exist: the presidency-centered 

thesis and the tandem-institutional theory. Proponents of 
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the presidency-centered perspective base their arguments on 

five propositions which include: (1) the importance of the 

Constitution, its structure and provisions; (2) the view 

that the institutions are competitive and confrontational 

because of their divergent and contradictory goals; (3) the 

view that the president is the leader of Congress; (4) the 

belief that the president should lead Congress and 

government since he is the embodiment of national interest; 

and (5) a call for institutional reform. 12 Presidency-

centered perspectives, however, fail to take into account 

many additional factors which may influence the ability of 

the president to lead Congress. 

Sources of Presidential Influence 

Peterson asserts that although Neustadt's (1980) 

description of presidential influence is forceful with 

regard to building alliances and coalitions, "··· the focus 

on presidents and their individual attributes limits 

opportunities to define the significance of the fluctuating 

context in which presidents, and members of Congress must 

act" (Peterson 1990, p.12). Based on these premises, 

Peterson offers his tandem-institutional theory in order to 

12The following works reflect the "presidency-centered 
perspective": Edward S. Corwin, The President: Office and 
Powers (1984); Harold J. Laski, The American Presidency: An 
Interpretation (1980); Richard E. Neustadt, Presidential 
Power: The Politics of Leadership from FDR to Carter (1980); 
Thomas E. Cronin, The State of The Presidency (1980). 
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explain presidential-congressional relations. In addition 

to focusing on presidential skill, one must also explain the 

policy context, the institutional structure, and the 

political and economic environments. 13 

Many scholars attempt to explain strategies for 

influence in such conditions. Neustadt (1980), focusing his 

study on the president and the power stakes which he 

possesses, attributes presidential leadership of Congress to 

the personal skill of the president. For Neustadt (1980, 

p.10-28), "presidential power is the power to persuade ... 

and the power to persuade is power to bargain. 1114 Whether 

the president is strong or weak depends on his ability to 

influence governmental officials. Neustadt (1980) 

identifies and describes three sources of effective 

13The following works voice similar complaints concerning 
the traditional presidency-centered perspective and offer 
similar contextual variables to explain influence: Erwin c. 
Hargrove and Michael Nelson, Presidents, Politics, and Policy 
(1984); and John P. Burke, "Presidential Influence and the 
Budget Process: A Comparative Analysis" (1985). 

14Cronin ( 1980, p. 136) believes that Neustadt's notion of 
power as the ability to persuade others is possibly his 
greatest contribution to the presidential influence 
literature. Yet, he goes on to assert that "Neustadt has not 
said the last word on this subject, nor is his analysis 
altogether satisfying as the nation tries, or at least should 
be trying, to find answers to the question: How can the 
presidency be made more effective and more accountable at the 
same time?" 
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influence. The first is bargaining and persuasion. 15 

Sources of power for the president also include the 

president's reputation of which the president alone is 

responsible, the president's prestige among his 

constituents, and the strategy of going public. 

Few scholars have tested the descriptions of 

presidential influence upon which Neustadt's argument rests. 

Burke (1985) re-examines one of the central cases for 

Neustadt's argument, the battle over the budget of 1957, in 

order to find whether influence occurred and whether 

President Eisenhower's attempt at influence was not as 

successful as Neustadt contends. He finds that Eisenhower 

exercised influence in an alternative fashion and that, 

generally, he was successful. He concludes that to analyze 

influence one must consider the political environments, the 

constraints, and the context in which the president as a 

strategic actor must operate. Aspects of the varying 

context which he considers important include the present 

balance of power between Congress and the president's own 

party, the presence of interest groups, presidential 

resources and his opponent's resources, ideology, and the 

political tenor of the times. Moreover, Edwards (1980, 

15Edwards and Wayne propose, however, that 1 imi ts on 
bargaining exist which include, "president's lack of resources 
... the lack of respectability surrounding bargaining, the 
lack of willingness of either the president or a member of 
congress to bargain on a particular point, and the costs of 
obtaining bargaining resources" (p.8). 
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p.202) in Presidential Influence studies the effect of 

presidential legislative skills as a source of influence and 

found that "legislative skills do not seem to affect support 

for presidential policies, despite what conventional wisdom 

lead us to expect." Yet, they contend that even so, a 

president should not ignore legislative skills since they 

are the most manipulable source of influence he possesses in 

his arsenal. 

Presidents desiring to influence Congress may employ 

their constitutionally granted veto power. As Corwin (1984) 

contends, the effectiveness of the veto arises from the fact 

that Congress has overridden only three percent of 

presidential vetoes (Corwin, 1984). Pocket vetoes, since 

they are unchallengeable, provide the president with a 

strong power. 16 The president may tap additional sources of 

influence such as agenda control and patronage. Patronage 

consists of services he may perform for his allies and 

withhold from his opponents. More specifically services 

include pet projects, assistance in raising campaign funds, 

and invitations to the White House. On the other hand, by 

controlling the agenda, presidents may enhance their ability 

to realize their proposals through legislation. presidents 

should propose the most important aspects of their agenda in 

16Pocket vetoes which comprised 42.3 percent of all vetoes 
cast from 1953 through 1981, therefore attest to the fact that 
the veto is a strong resource for the president especially 
since it is unchallengeable (Hargrove and Nelson 1984, p.208). 
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the beginning of their terms when their chances of success 

are the highest (Mezey 1989). This is when presidents can 

accentuate their advantage of high public support. 

Presidential resources and the chances for success, however, 

diminish as the presidential term continues. Indeed, Shull 

(1983, pp. 1411-1413) finds that "presidents exert greater 

influence in the earlier stages of the policy process 

(agenda-setting and initiation), but the influence of 

Congress is greater near the end (modification and 

adoption)." 

Another source of presidential influence is going 

public. The president, when having problems building 

support within Congress, can take his appeal over the heads 

of Congress and directly to the nation as a whole with the 

goal of creating public sentiment favorable to the president 

(Kernell 1986). Laski (1990) asserts that because the 

president represents the nation as a whole, and since the 

public holds an interest in the processes of government, it 

is natural for the president to appeal to the public for 

support, especially in times of crisis. Page and Shapiro 

(1985) test whether going public makes a difference. They 

find that indeed, popular presidents can indirectly 

influence congressional stances on policy by changing or by 

accenting the policy preferences of Americans. Edwards and 

wayne (1990, p.330) likewise assert that "a president high 

in the polls is more likely to obtain congressional support 
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for his policies than one who is low.'' In addition to 

utilizing personal attributes, tactical skills, and 

strategies like going public, patronage, and agenda control, 

the most common method the president employs for influence 

concerns mobilizing support within Congress. The 

institutionalization of congressional liaison activities 

began with Eisenhower and his Office of Congressional 

Relations, (O.C.R.). The manner in which presidents 

"orchestrate their relations with Congress through the 

O.C.R., and cause their staff to supplement effectively 

their own liaison and lobbying efforts, materially affects 

the fate of their legislative proposals, and so contributes 

to their effective power" (Bowles, 1987, p.247). Covington 

(1987) explains that the president must deal with Congress 

through its leadership due to the inability of the president 

to negotiate effectively with each member. As congressional 

leadership becomes more diffuse with the growth of the 

committee system, the president's ability to lead is 

diminished. The erosion of the seniority system, the 

proliferation of subcommittees, the weakening of party 

leadership, and the growth in congressional staffs 

additionally weaken the leadership structure. For Covington 

(1987), the president's response was the creation of the 

o.c.R. as a tool for building coalitions. 

The main objective of O.C.R. is sending presidential 

representatives to the Congress with the aim of obtaining 
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legislative support for the president's program. Coalition 

building is essential for presidential leadership since "it 

is rarely the presidency with or against the Congress as an 

institutionally coherent force. It is the presidency and 

some of the Congress, often a majority, against the rest of 

Congress" (Califano 1975, p.56). Presently, the key 

components of the president's legislative liaison machinery 

are the Office of Management and Budget, (O.M.B.), the White 

House staff, and the O.C.R. Increasingly, the White House 

staff governs and oversees the process, O.M.B. gathers 

information and coordinates activity, and the O.C.R. 

presents the final product to the legislative body. Because 

of the opportunity that this liaison machinery creates for 

presidential influence, "in recent years, president's have 

devoted more of their own and their staff's time to the 

process of policy development" (Mezey, 1989, p.91). 

Using the terms of Presidents Kennedy and Johnson, 

Covington (1987) tests whether presidents indeed mobilize 

core supporters with the aim of succeeding on roll-call 

votes. "Mobilization consists of attempts to influence 

members' decisions of whether to vote on a motion •.. [and 

it] occurs at every stage of the legislative process in 

which votes are cast" (Covington, 1987, p.77). More 

specifically, the president attempts to maximize the turnout 

of his core supporters. Because of the limits of 

presidential resources, he will concentrate his efforts on 
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high priority issues. He found that not only are core 

supporters mobilized but that this mobilization 

significantly affects the president's success. 

Peterson (1990) attempts to explain the manner in which 

presidents build coalitions of supporters. Two groups of 

supporters arise from the body of legislators: The "natural 

allies" share a party or are ideologically compatible with 

the president, and the "persuadables" are those members who 

can be won over to the president's side (Peterson 1990, 

p.90). Presidential success, for Peterson, is determined by 

the size of the presidential coalition in relation to the 

opposing coalition, and the ability of the presidential 

coalition to dominate the various stages of the legislative 

process. The most recent congressional elections determine 

the president's core support of natural allies. To obtain 

support from persuadables, the president may employ either 

positive or negative inducements which may be applied to the 

legislature as a whole or focused on individual members. 

Peterson concludes that presidents face the same problems of 

coalition-building that other lobbyists face in Congress. 

Sullivan (1989), on the other hand, explores the manner 

in which the president engages in forming coalitions in 

Congress; he questions whether institutional structure, 

constituency-trust, and substantive compromise play a role 

in presidential influence. For the president to influence 

Congress, he must draw upon the forces associated with each 
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member's responsibility to his constituencies. The 

president, or more specifically, the O.C.R., achieves this 

through mutual identification with a member's constituents. 

Sullivan (1989) finds that contextual variables such as 

party, ideology, and region are less manipulable by the 

O.C.R. than are the constituency variables such as 

presidential popularity and the state of the economy. Not 

only are the constituency variables more manipulable, but 

they also have a larger effect in securing commitments. 

While forces associated with the institutional structure are 

not related to coalition-building, members of Congress who 

have achieved constituency trust have greater leeway for 

dealing with the president and for voting on the basis of 

their own policy preferences. The O.C.R. mobilizes these 

trusted members through compromises and substantive 

arrangements. 

Thus, in addition to the personal attributes of the 

president and presidential strategies like political 

patronage and going public, presidents, equipped with their 

legislative liaison machinery, engage their influence in 

Congress by building coalitions of supporters and by 

mobilizing supportive votes. A president who has his branch 

lobby Congress and who maintains a unified policy stance 

regarding foreign policy questions within the State 

Department and Department of Foreign Relations, increases 

his number of successful dealings with Congress. In this 
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manner, presidents are essentially lobbying members of 

Congress for support. Moreover, if the president is popular 

among the voting public and within congressional districts, 

and if he deploys his resources efficiently saving the most 

valuable bargaining chips for high priority issues, then the 

president fully exploits potential opportunities for 

political influence within Congress. 

The Contextual Effect on Presidential 
Leadership 

More comprehensive studies explore the effects of 

contextual variables on the president's ability to influence 

Congress. For instance, after examining the record of 

presidential success from Eisenhower to Reagan, Mezey {1989) 

finds a great degree of uncertainty regarding presidential 

success. He asserts that presidential initiatives stand as 

great a chance of failing as they do succeeding, and that 

this primarily stems from a constitution against an 

extremely active government in terms of policy-making. 

Mezey {1989) argues that presidents are more likely to 

achieve their goals early in their administration due to 

declining presidential resources and intensifying 

congressional resistance as an administration ages. The 

factors explaining why presidents encounter greater 

difficulty with Congress are the fragmentation of Congress, 

the crippled state of u.s. political parties, strength and 

organization of interest groups, and the growing dissensus 
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among the public concerning the proper role of government. 

These factors are not only mutually reinforcing, Mezey 

(1989) argues that when combined, they also significantly 

increase the probability of policy stalemate between 

Congress and the president. 

Using budgetary politics during President Reagan's 

first three years, Burke (1985) explores presidential 

influence in Congress. He examines the following five 

factors which he feels affect the ability of the president 

to influence Congress: (1) Political and economic 

structures like political cleavages and a weak party system; 

(2) constitutional and institutional factors such as policy 

cycles; (3) legislative liaison activities in White House 

staff operations; (4) political context such as public 

approval and shared policy identification; and (5) the 

president's individual resources. He finds that the 

president's political skills and his role as strategic 

actor, conditioned through his ability to accentuate his 

strengths in the external political arena, are the most 

important factors for explaining budgetary politics and 

decisions in Reagan's first three years. Burke (1985, p.90) 

therefore concludes that "the president's role as strategic 

actor could bridge this institutional gap." 

Employing an integration of interviews with 

quantitative analysis, Peterson (1990) attempts to discern 

patterns in the relations between Congress and the president 
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as mediated by institutional, political, economic and policy 

context of congressional action on the president's policy 

agenda. He found that the president possesses the least 

control over what he identifies as the pure context (the 

institutional structure), and that the president wields a 

limited degree of influence over the malleable context 

(political and economic factors). The president, on the 

other hand, may strategically control to a greater degree 

both the individual context (personal attributes and skills 

of the president) and the policy context (constrained 

decisions regarding the content of the legislative agenda). 

If the president can somehow affect an economic upswing, for 

instance, his chances for success with Congress greatly 

improve. Peterson (1990, p.269) thus prescribes that "as a 

singularly empowered political leader, the president should 

emphasize the institutional responsibilities associated with 

being an agenda focuser, clarifying the terms for political 

debate and introducing viable policy alternatives to the 

agenda for active consideration." These studies, therefore, 

demonstrate the importance of considering contextual factors 

in the presidential influence equation. Presidents must 

work in an existing environment, and their ability to 

influence members of Congress depends to a degree on their 

ability to adapt to the environment and to recognize the 

advantages that the environment presents. 
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Presidential influence in Congress, thus, is not only a 

difficult concept, but integration of all the variables 

which represent influence as well as the variables which 

condition influence becomes, to say the least, a challenging 

task. Neustadt's concentration on the president and 

presidential characteristics constrain opportunities to 

account for other significant variables which the context 

presents. Moreover, as Peterson (1990, p.l2) correctly 

asserts, "it places inordinate emphasis on the political 

skills attributable to a single participant in the system, 

the president, at the same time failing to reorganize the 

legitimate claims of other actors in the system." As 

opposed to the findings of the presidency-centered studies, 

the president has experienced more success in influence. 

Moreover, additional opportunities and bargaining chips 

exist from which the president may draw to achieve 

legislative harmony within Congress. The structures of the 

political system, the political forces, the state of the 

economy, and the nature of the issues themselves mitigate 

and condition the ability of the president to influence 

Congress. The presidents' abilities to adapt and to 

sensitize themselves to the environment, to deploy their 

resources efficiently and efficaciously, and most 

importantly, to recognize the legitimacy of the shared role 
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between the executive and legislative branches of 

government, significantly increase their chances of 

influence. 17 

The Two Presidencies Thesis 

The ability of Congress to deal with foreign issues, or 

the ability of the president to influence or persuade 

Congress may be considered somewhat hypothetical if no 

struggle between the two branches ensues where foreign 

policy issues exist. Wildavsky (1991) would argue that the 

United States has two presidencies, one presidency is 

concerned with domestic affairs, and the other is concerned 

with defense and foreign policy. Since World War II, 

according to Wildavsky, u.s. presidents have experienced 

more success in the areas of national defense and foreign 

policy than in domestic policy. Two explanations for this 

greater degree of success include the president's 

international responsibility and the fact that domestic 

policy is more conflictual. Because foreign and defense 

policies are perceived as important and irreversible, they 

generally receive higher priority from presidents who 

therefore, devote more effort to obtaining approval for 

17An underlying and important question concerns whether 
the president deploys different strategies of influence 
according to policy area, and whether some strategies are more 
effective in the foreign policy realm as opposed to the 
domestic realm. Strategies of influence, therefore, may not 
be a constant among varying policy dimensions. 
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them. Wildavsky (1991, p.32) goes on to explain that "given 

that the world is dangerous and that small causes are 

perceived to have potentially great effects in an unstable 

world, it follows that presidents must be interested in 

relatively 'small' matters." In addition, the secret nature 

of these issues as well as the general lack of interest and 

subsequent deference to the president of those who might 

oppose him, limits opposition (Wildavsky 1991). Thus, 

presidents emphasize foreign policy concerns over domestic 

policy matters. 

Presidents succeed in foreign policy because their 

possible rivals are relatively weak and divided when it 

comes to foreign policy concerns. It follows from 

Wildavsky's (1991) contention, that the normal conflict 

among Congress, interest groups, bureaucracies, and 

political parties falls outside the realm of foreign policy 

concerns, mainly because of the technical nature of foreign 

policy. As opposed to the area of domestic policy-making, 

Wildavsky contends that in foreign policy, legislative

executive conflict does not exist, and thus Congress is more 

likely to defer to the president. Thus, he distinguishes 

presidential activity based on the nature of foreign and 

domestic policy; and, as a result, asserts that domestic 

policy is more susceptible to pluralist tendencies. 

Indeed, Shull (1983, p.S), in his study concerning 

domestic policy formation, asserts that "the relative 
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influence of Congress and the president, then, is expected 

to differ widely across stages in the policy process and 

according to the policy content and the political 

environment." He, therefore, expects to find variations in 

presidential and congressional actions depending on the 

content of the legislation. Edwards and Wayne (1990, p.298) 

contend that "the difficulties faced by presidents in 

formulating a policy agenda and in developing a consensus 

for it are not usually as arduous in foreign and military 

affairs as they are in domestic ones," especially since 

partisanship is usually stronger in domestic policy 

formation. They pose that if the president is unable to 

affect domestic change, he will tend to increase his efforts 

in the foreign policy arena. 

After examining presidential initiative and legislative 

response from 1948 through 1964, Wildavsky finds that the 

president fares far better with regard to foreign and 

defense policy than with domestic policy. Utilizing 

Congressional Quarterly "boxscores," he concludes that 

presidents enjoyed only a 40.2 percent success rate with 

domestic policy, a 58.5 percent success rate with foreign 

policy and a 73.3 percent success rate with defense policy. 

Furthermore, Wildavsky (1975, pp.57-58) asserts that the two 

presidency thesis is presently alive and applicable though 

presidential performance is dropping: "Although the 

probabilities of gaining support in both realms now have 
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dropped precipitously, the relative degrees of support have 

not." 

When Leloup and Shull (1979) extend Wildavsky's thesis 

to 1965-1975, they find that the president succeeded 46 

percent of the time with domestic policy, 50 percent of the 

time with foreign policy, and 61 percent of the time with 

defense policy. They explain that "many foreign policy 

decisions are made without the direct participation of 

Congress. Presidents still engage in high level diplomacy, 

make executive agreements and shape American foreign policy" 

(Leloup and Shull 1979, p.717). Thus, Leloup and Shull 

conclude that Wildavsky is at least partially correct in 

that the executive is more likely to win in foreign policy 

than in domestic policy. 

Although some scholars believe that the two 

presidencies theory is still alive and well, others are not 

so certain. Mezey (1987) feels that struggle among the 

branches is so prevalent that the conflict has adversely 

affected the capacity of the u.s. to produce good public 

policy. The Vietnam War, "shattered a bipartisan consensus 

on foreign policy, energized congressional opposition to the 

chief executive and skepticism for him, and encouraged the 

development of staff resources in the legislature" (Edwards 

1990, p.67). Edwards and Wayne claim that both changes in 

the political environment as well as the institution of 

congress enhanced Congress' ability to play hardball when it 
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comes to foreign policy. Moreover, because the line 

distinguishing foreign and domestic policy has become 

blurred, congressmen have a greater stake in the foreign 

policy process. 

Sigelman (1979), believing that the balance of power 

between the two has shifted since 1973, re-tests the two 

presidencies thesis. Instead of using "boxscores,'' he 

examines "key votes'' in order to prevent minor foreign 

policy issues from skewing the results. His findings 

support Wildavsky's contention that Congress is more active 

in domestic policy than in foreign and defense policy since 

"three out of every four key vote tests of presidential 

support have focused on domestic issues" (Sigelman 1979, 

p.1200). Yet, although his findings supported Wildavsky's 

to an extent prior to 1973, since 1973 the president has 

enjoyed only a "slight differential in support on domestic 

as opposed to foreign and defense issues" (Sigelman 1979, 

p.1202). Despite an overall weakening of the president, 

Sigelman concludes that an apparent erosion of presidential 

support in foreign and defense realms is prevalent. 

Just what exactly remains from the two presidencies 

thesis? Oldfield (1991) asserts that while there has been 

an overall environmental change since 1973 since the press 

is more active, the public more ideological, and foreign 

policy agendas fill the hands of more domestic groups, some 

remnants of the theory exist. Although a blurring of 
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foreign and domestic policy has occurred, this "does not 

mean that presidents cannot win; they must simply win 

differently. The new environment favors a plebiscitary 

presidency" (Oldfield, 1991, p.61). Moreover, he believes 

that an essential amount of presidential strength in foreign 

policy exists beyond such measures of success as "key votes" 

and "boxscores." For instance, the president is the 

commander and chief and he likewise fills the role of 

foreign diplomat. 

Many scholars disagree on the presidents relative 

success with foreign and domestic policy, and their findings 

pivot on their statistical methods. Having laid the 

groundwork, this paper will now turn to testing the 

proposition that the president enjoys more discretion in 

foreign policy than in domestic policy. More specifically, 

I attempt to ascertain whether congressional deference to 

the president is higher with regard to foreign policy than 

domestic policy. 
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CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

The structure of the political branches along with the 

precepts and foundations upon which they were established 

nearly compels presidential leadership of Congress. Granted 

Corwin's (1984, p.14) argument that ''the constitution is an 

invitation to struggle for the privilege of directing 

American foreign policy, and granted that the struggle will 

remain a facet of the policy making process," to what 

extent does Congress defer to the executive in matters of 

foreign policy? Does Congress allow the president more 

leeway when it comes to foreign policy decisions than 

domestic? 

Assuming the existence of influence as a necessary 

political tool, one may demonstrate that depending on the 

policy area, presidential success may not be a constant 

among varying policy dimensions. Shull (1979, p.25) states 

that "the relative influence of Congress, the president, and 

other participants is expected to differ in each policy 

area." These variations are a direct result of issue 

content. Indeed, Clausen (1973) discovered that members' 

voting varies by policy dimensions. As Shull (1979, p.3) so 

aptly observed, the process of policy formation "is 

systematically affected by conscious choices among 

participants and by the content of policies under 
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consideration. Thus there is a necessary interaction among 

process, content, and participants (actors) in public 

policy.'' Though the scope of this paper will not allow 

examination of the process, I will analyze the content of 

legislation and its effect on members' voting decisions. 

In this paper, I hypothesize that the president will 

receive more support in foreign policy than in domestic 

policy. Many studies demonstrate a rise in conflict within 

the foreign policy realm (Edwards 1989; Shull 1983; Sigelman 

1979). Congress, for instance, becomes more active when 

confronting issues such as levels of taxation, overall 

governmental spending, and budget cuts, since constituents 

may directly be affected. Since our government has engaged 

itself in deficit spending, the u.s. has become a zero-sum 

society. For one policy area to benefit from governmental 

expenditures, another will pay through expenditure loss. 

Thus, when policy disagreement regarding cuts in spending 

sharpens, disagreement over policy escalates. Conflict, 

however, may not only be increasing with foreign policy, but 

with domestic policy as well. While foreign policy is not 

cushioned from the increase in conflict, it is the 

contention of this study that a difference in the degree of 

support that members of Congress afford the president still 

exists, and that this difference is dependent on the 

specific policy area. 
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I would argue that conflict over policy has altogether 

increased in both the foreign policy and domestic policy 

realm. Though an increase in conflict may occur in both 

policy dimensions due to the direct involvement of Congress 

and the president, Shull (1979, p.21) identifies domestic 

policy as the "primary battleground". Moreover, the "entire 

domestic arena is probably more conflictual than it once 

was" (Shull 1979, p.21). One may expect less congressional 

deference in domestic policy since the president cannot 

control the many forces within the country. 

Independent Variable 

The focus of this paper concerns whether the nature of 

public policy affects the degree of cooperation and conflict 

surrounding it, and hence, whether it affects presidential 

support. The independent variable will therefore be the 

nature of public policy (domestic or foreign), and the 

dependent variable will be the degree of support for the 

president. Foreign policy includes any policy pertaining to 

national security, international treaties, foreign aid -

economic or military, defense spending, human rights, arms 

sales, and boycotts. Domestic policy, on the other hand, 

includes health, education, taxation, transportation, 

commerce, welfare, energy, and environment. Thus the nature 

of foreign policy is international in scope while the nature 

of domestic policy is national in scope. 
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Political Party 

"What the Constitution separates, our political parties 

do not combine" (Neustadt 1980, p.21). With this statement, 

Neustadt is asserting that a president cannot merely assume 

support from his party. Cronin (1980) goes on to state that 

one of the "rarest of presidential support in this century 

has been the capacity to galvanize and sustain a political 

party in order to realize program objectives" (p.168). In 

order to determine whether strength of political party plays 

an important role, political party must be controlled. 

If presidential support is greater in foreign policy, 

is it due to shared policy preferences or party loyalty? 

Indeed, Edwards (1980, p.6) found that "shared party 

affiliation seems to be a source of influence for the 

president, especially with regard to foreign matters." One 

may argue that more conflict in a given policy area 

presupposes more partisanship. In areas of greater conflict 

(i.e., domestic policy), does the president enjoy more 

support from members of his own party and less from members 

of another? In areas of less conflict, does the president 

enjoy more support from the opposition? Since President 

Reagan and President Carter represent different parties, one 

could examine whether members' voting decisions for foreign 

and domestic policy differ under presidents of different 

parties. I expect to find that both President Reagan and 

President Carter enjoy greater support from their own 
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parties as well from their opposing party in the area of 

foreign policy as compared to domestic policy. 

Dependent Variable 

Roll Call Votes 

Roll call votes will be utilized as the dependent 

variable. These votes will ascertain whether individual 

members supported the president in foreign affairs more than 

in domestic. A shortcoming of roll call votes are that they 

fail to reflect significant decisions made in committees and 

other types of votes. Nevertheless, as Edwards (1989, p.24) 

argues, "roll calls typically occur on a wide range of 

significant issues and are worthy of study in and of 

themselves, and roll calls are the only systematic data 

available on the decisions of the individual members of 

Congress." 

Presidential support scores will be utilized as a 

selection criterion. To compare all legislative proposals 

across the board would flaw my findings since the president 

does not take a stand on each and every bill. Indeed, a 

primary weakness with Wildavsky's analysis arose from his 

utilization of all roll call votes. Sigelman (1979), on the 

other hand, employed only key votes on major issues between 

1957 and 1978. As a result, Wildavsky and Sigelman's 
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findings were slightly different. On the roll call votes 

that I will analyze, the president will have taken a clear 

position. 

In order to figure presidential support, CQ attempts to 

determine what the president personally desires regarding 

legislative action. The 1988 Congressional Quarterly 

Almanac (CQ) measures presidential support by computing 

individual scores for each member which reflects the number 

of votes upon which a member of Congress concurs with the 

president. For the vote to be utilized to indicate 

presidential support, the president must have taken a clear 

position (CO Almanac, 1988). CQ reviews his messages to 

Congress, press conference remarks and other public 

statements as a means of selecting votes. Additionally, CQ 

weeds out borderline cases, which include those issues which 

by the time they reach the stage of voting, substantially 

differ in form from the president's original intent. 

Moreover, votes which have suffered extensive amendments are 

excluded from presidential support statistics. Thus, as a 

guide for selecting which votes to analyze, the president 

must have taken a clear position. Presidential support 

scores allow the calculation of the degree of support for 

the president for each member of Congress. Finally, 

"presidential support is determined by the position of the 

president at the time of the vote" (CO Almanac 1987, p.23-

B). 
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As an additional selection criterion, whenever 

possible, key votes took precedence over other roll call 

votes. Congressional Quarterly selects those issues which 

are a matter of major controversy, issues which constitute a 

test of presidential or political power, or issues which may 

have strong effects on the nation and the lives of American 

citizens. Thus, ground rules for the selection of votes 

concerned whether the president took a clear position, and 

when possible, votes which Congressional Quarterly labeled 

as key votes. 

When discerning presidential success, it is common for 

studies to utilize presidential support and key votes. 

Though presidential support scores are criticized for 

weighing votes equally and for lopsided measures, they may 

be the most inclusive index of presidential support as of 

today. Some problems emerge from studying presidential 

support scores and key votes. Not only do analysts suffer 

from clear selection criteria regarding which votes to 

examine, CQ "key votes" suffer from error since they are 

chosen on subjective grounds by political observers of CQ. 

Meanwhile, presidential support scores used by CQ fail to 

account for variations in voting decisions by issue area of 

policy dimensions (Pritchard 1985). Moreover, while the 

presidential support scores rate those votes on which the 

president takes a clear position, "the president expresses a 

preference on many votes, but he devotes a great deal of 
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time and personal attention to influencing the outcome of 

only a small number" (Bond and Fleisher 1984, p.22). Thus, 

although he may take a clear stand, this indicator may be 

too inclusive of presidential support. Finally, CQ 

presidential support scores cannot ascertain influence since 

influence defines the ability of the president to gain 

congressional support when they otherwise would not support 

him. 

Based on the assumption that presidents know best what 

issues are important, Convington examines scores compiled by 

the Office of Congressional Relations (O.C.R.) under Kennedy 

and Johnson in order to discern whether a real difference 

exists between O.C.R. presidential support scores and the 

CQ's. Covington (1978, p.721) found that "CQ and O.C.R. 

differed in two respects: first, in their technique for 

calculating PSS [presidential support scores] and second in 

their choice of votes to include." For instance, as opposed 

to CQ, O.C.R. accounts for absences and counts those 

congressmen who paired in favor of the president's 

position. 

O.C.R.'s close involvement with the president and its 

subsequent knowledge of presidential priorities allow it to 

limit itself to important votes. CQ, on the other hand, 

includes all votes on which the president takes a public 

stand. Thus, Covington finds that O.C.R.'s scores 

"established the highly partisan nature of conflict over 
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Kennedy and Johnson's legislative agendas much more 

decisively than do the CQ scores" (p.725). Since neither 

Reagan nor Carter used the O.C.R. to calculate presidential 

support, however, this paper must examine other measures in 

order to explain presidential success. The scope of this 

paper concerns how a policy area affects voting decisions, 

and hence, presidential support scores will be used only for 

setting the groundwork, not for analysis. 

The u.s. Senate 

I will analyze roll call votes made by the 96th and 

98th Senates. The Senate will be the primary focus because 

the framers intended to provide the Senate with more power 

to deal with foreign policy issues since they expected the 

Senate to secure a "kind of council of states to advise the 

president on foreign relations" (Crabb and Holt 1989, p.44). 

Because members of the Senate are elected for longer terms 

and from a larger constituency, if a house of Congress were 

to become deeply entrenched in a struggle with the 

president, it would be the Senate (Crabb and Holt 1989, 

p.44). Recently, for example, the Senate has employed its 

constitutional prerogatives in the treaty-making process as 

a means of influencing foreign policy. In terms of the 

senate, some argue that as opposed to earlier years, "the 

senate has shown that it is determined to construe its role 

in the treaty making process actively and to leave its 
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imprint on major international agreements entered into be 

the United States" (Crabb and Holt 1989, p.236). 

Furthermore, Crabb and Holt argue that throughout most of 

America's history, the House played a subordinate role to 

the Senate in the foreign policy process. "Membership on 

the House Foreign Affairs Committee was largely viewed as a 

symbolic assignment that few legislators coveted" (Crabb and 

Holt 1989, p.46). Hence, if a legislative struggle occurs 

with Congress and the president, it will probably begin in 

the Senate. 

Hypotheses 

Does the president receive more support in foreign 

policy than in domestic policy? In order to answer this 

question, I will test the following hypotheses: {H1) 

Carter enjoys more support in foreign policy than in 

domestic. (H2) A member's political party will affect his 

voting decisions. It is expected that a member sharing the 

same party as the president will afford the president more 

support in foreign policy than in domestic policy. 

Moreover, it is expected that a Senator who does not share 

the president's party affiliation, will vote to support the 

president more in foreign policy than in domestic policy. 

(H3) Reagan enjoys more support in foreign policy than in 

domestic policy. 
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CHAPTER IV 

DATA ANALYSIS 

In this paper, I am exploring the effect of the nature 

of public policy (domestic or foreign) on the dependent 

variable--the degree of support for the president. In order 

to determine whether members' voting decisions vary as a 

result of policy area, a total of twenty-four votes will be 

examined. These votes will fall into either foreign or 

domestic categories. Foreign policy includes any policy 

pertaining to national security, international treaties, 

foreign aid--economic or military, defense spending, human 

rights, arms sales, and boycotts. Domestic policy, on the 

other hand, includes health, education, taxation, 

transportation, commerce, welfare, energy, and environment. 

Moreover, these votes occurred either during the last two 

years of President Carter's term or the last two years of 

President Reagan's first term. In choosing the latter part 

of the president's term, I hope to control for factors, like 

the "honeymoon period," which may have an effect on 

presidential success. My aim is to isolate, as much as 

possible, the policy area and a member's voting decision. 
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The Presidents 

President Carter 

Throughout 1979, carter suffered low voter approval, 

yet he still received support for his legislative positions. 

More specifically, as measured by the Gallup Poll, Carter 

enjoyed less than 50% support from American citizens. In 

fact, Carter's popular support actually dwindled to a mere 

28% percent during July, 1979. His overall success rate, as 

measured by presidential support scores, however, was 76.8%. 

During 1980, Congress voted along with the president 75.1% 

of the time. Examining Carter's entire term, his success 

rate remained pretty much the same, ranging from 78.3% in 

1978 to 75.1% in 1980. A large portion of Carter's defeats 

resulted from budget disputes. 

President Reagan 

While Reagan is commonly known as a more popular 

president than Carter, his political troubles with Congress 

intensified during the second and third years of his first 

term. According to congressional Quarterly, partisanship 

was high as the Democrats voted together more often than in 

the past. Moreover, the coalition of Republicans and 

southern Democrats became weaker. This coalition was 

instrumental in aiding some of Reagan's biggest victories 

during 1981 and 1982. His overall support from Congress 

weakened since he was first elected. During 1983, Congress 
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voted along with the president only 67.1% of the time. His 

support in the Republican dominated Senate, however, 

resulted in slight improvement (2.7%) from the previous 

year. Meanwhile, presidential support in the House actually 

fell 8.2 percentage points. According to Congressional 

Quarterly, a drop is presidential support during the latter 

years of a president's term is expected. "With the 

exception of President Kennedy, every president since 

Eisenhower saw his support score drop from the second to the 

third year of his term" (Congressional Quarterly 1983, 19-

C). During 1984, support for President Reagan fell only one 

percentage point to 66%. Reagan actually received increased 

support from House Democrats from the East, Midwest, and 

West. This could be due to Reagan's popularity and the fact 

that the election year was close at hand. 

Discussion of Individual 
Bills Examined 

1979 Domestic Policy Votes 

For the first session of the 96th Congress, three 

domestic policy votes will be examined. The first roll call 

(S 1308) concerns the establishment of an Energy 

Mobilization Board. 18 In a presidential message, Carter 

announced that he intended to authorize the board to cut 

18Senate bill number 1308 is coded as variable 345. A 
"yea" equalled support for the president and was therefore 
coded as a one. A "nay, " on the other hand, was coded as 
zero. 
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through the red tape in order to facilitate the completion 

of key energy projects. More specifically, this bill would 

allow the president to appoint the chairman and the three 

members who would serve on the board and oversee the 

government's actions regarding key energy projects. 

This measure passed with sixty-eight senators voting in 

favor of the president's position. Of the senators voting, 

73.1% cast their vote in favor of the president, and 26.9% 

voted against him. Within the Senate, 82.1% of the 

Democrats and 58.3% of the Republicans voted in favor of 

Carter's position. 

The next roll call (S 932) concerns a proposal to 

provide 34 billion dollars for synthetic fuels, which are 

liquids and gasses produced from coal, shale, and other 

energy sources." The central aim behind this program was to 

decrease U.S. dependence on imported oil. This bill passed 

the Senate with sixty-five members voting in favor of the 

president's position. Of the Senate, 77.4% voted in support 

of the president. Meanwhile, 70.3% of those voting "yea" 

were Democrats. 

Legislation aimed at granting 3.6 billion dollars in 

aid to the Chrysler Corporation saved the corporation from 

19Senate bill 932 is coded as variable 405. A "yea" which 
was cast in favor of the president's position is coded as a 
one, while a "nay" is coded as a zero. 
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bankruptcy.~ The actual proposal under consideration 

concerns the conference report on the bill to provide 

Chrysler with 1.5 billion in federal loan guarantees. This 

money was to be matched by 1.43 billion from other sources. 

House Resolution 5860 was adopted with forty-three senators 

backing the president. Of the Senate, 42.6% voted along 

with the president, while 72.1% of those supporting the 

president were members of his own party. 

1980 Domestic Policy Votes 

House Resolution 39 concerns the effort to retain 

Alaska's Porcupine National Forest in order to allow timber 

cutting in the area.~1 According to Congressional Quarterly 

(1980, p.5-C), "the measure touched off a classic battle 

between conservationists and oil, gas, mineral and timber 

interests. It became one of the most vitriolic and 

intensely lobbied battles in congressional history." The 

president did not favor House Resolution 39 and neither did 

sixty-four senators. Of the Senate's Democrats, 76.4% voted 

against House Resolution 39. 

20The bill dealing with federal loans to the Chrysler 
Corporation, HR 5860, is coded as variable 516. A vote of 
"yea" supported the position of the President, and it was 
coded as a one. A nay was coded as zero. 

21The Alaska Lands bill is coded as variable 822. A "nay" 
was a vote supporting the president, and is hence coded as one 
while the "yeas" are coded as zero. 

61 



House Resolution 7428 constituted a major presidential 

defeat. 22 President Carter sought to levy a fee on oil 

imports. Both the House and the Senate successfully 

overturned the president's veto of the legislation to kill 

the fee. Carter considered the fee as essential to lowering 

U.S. dependency on foreign oil. Consumers would pay this 

fee by way of a dime-a-gallon increase in gasoline prices. 

Opponents of President Carter's plan felt that the fee 

constituted his effort to balance the budget since the 

administration had calculated that the fee would raise 12.6 

billion in revenue during the fiscal year of 1981. Only 23% 

of the Senate voted in favor of the president's position, 

and 70% of those supporting the president were Republicans. 

Passage of the railroad deregulation bill constituted 

Carter's third legislative victory in his effort to 

deregulate the transportation industry23
• Though the final 

piece of legislation was different from Carter's original 

request, the bill granted railroads more price-setting 

flexibility, decreased regulation by the Interstate Commerce 

Commission, and lifted most of railroad carriers' immunity 

from antitrust laws. Of the Senate, 95.7% voted in favor of 

the president's position. 

22House Resolution 7428 is coded as variable 692. A "nay" 
was a vote cast in support of the president, and is therefore 
coded as a one. A "yea" is coded as zero. 

23Senate bill 1946 is coded as variable 590. A vote of 
"yea" is coded as one, and a vote of "nay" is coded as zero. 
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1979 Foreign Policy votes 

House Resolution 3324 concerned passage of foreign aid 

legislation which would authorize 1.8 billion in foreign 

economic aid programs for fiscal 1980. 24 This bill 

specifically prohibited foreign aid to Vietnam, Cambodia, 

Cuba, and Panama unless the president determined that such 

aid was in the interest of the u.s. The president enjoyed 

overwhelming support when seventy Senators backed this piece 

of legislation. Of the "yeas," 35.7 percent were 

Republican. 

The Taiwan Relations bill also triggered another 

legislative success for President Carter. 25 This bill 

provided for unofficial continuing relations between the 

u.s. and Taiwan. Moreover, it allows the president to 

provide security assurances to Taiwan and to provide Taiwan 

with arms of a defensive character. The president enjoyed 

near-unanimous support with the passage of the Taiwan 

Relations Bill. Of the Democrats, 98.2% supported the 

president. 

As a means of supporting a peace treaty between Egypt 

and Israel, President Carter requested that 4.8 billion 

24House Resolution 3324 is coded as variable 147. A "yea" 
equalled support of the president, and is coded as one, while 
a "nay" is coded as zero. 

25The Senate's Taiwan Relations bill is coded as variable 
27. A "yea", being in support of the president's position, 
is coded as one, and a "nay" as zero. 
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dollars in foreign aid be provided for both countries. 26 The 

final provisions authorized the construction of two air 

bases and special economic assistance to Israel and Egypt. 

The president faced no real opposition with seventy-three 

Senators supporting his position and with the subsequent 

passage of this bill. The vote on this bill was bipartisan 

since 57.5% of Democrats and 42.5% of Republicans backed the 

president. 

1980 Foreign Policy Votes 

In President Carter's State of the Union Address, he 

announced his intention to transfer 3.3 million dollars from 

the Department of Air Force personnel account to the 

Selective Service system as a means of funding the 

registration of nineteen- and twenty-year-old males for a 

possible military draft. 27 Carter faced opposition posed by 

three groups: liberals, conservatives, and defense hard-

liners. House Resolution 521 barely passed the Senate with 

fifty-eight members supporting the president. While only 

64% of Senate Democrats voted in favor of Carter's proposal, 

61% of senate Republicans voted along with the president. 

26The bill concerning aid to Egypt and Israel, S 1007, is 
coded as variable 100. A "yea 11 was a vote favoring the 
president's proposal, and hence is coded as one. A "nay'' is 
coded as zero. 

27House Joint Resolution 521 is coded as variable 718. 
A yea was a vote cast in support of the president, and hence 
is coded as one. 
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House Conference Resolution 432 concerned the Senate's 

effort to overturn President Carter's decision to ship 38 

tons of uranium to India for use at nuclear power reactorS. 28 

Carter's decision was in direct conflict with Congress's 

passage of the Non-Proliferation Act which sought to "limit 

the export of nuclear supplies to countries that refused to 

adhere to international safeguards on their nuclear 

facilities" (Congressional Quarterly 1980, p.7-C). India 

had exploded a bomb in 1974 which triggered international 

concern regarding nuclear weapons. While Carter believed 

and promoted nuclear non-proliferation, he also deemed the 

contract which was signed between the u.s. and India in 1963 

as legally binding, and he felt that the soviet invasion of 

Afghanistan prompted the need for improved relations with 

countries in south Asia. Carter received slight support 

when only forty-eight Senators backed him. More 

specifically, 64.6% of members from the President's party 

backed him. 

The Senate also considered a bill which authorized a 

3.24 billion dollar contribution to International 

Development Banks and a 360 million dollar contribution to 

uHouse Conference Resolution 432 is coded as variable 
958. A "nay" constituted support for the President, and is 
therefore coded as a one. Meanwhile a "yea" is coded as zero. 
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the African Development Bank. ~9 These contributions were to 

aid bilateral development programs which consisted of 

projects aimed at improving agriculture, education, and 

health needs in developing countries. Of the Senate, 69.7% 

supported the president's position with the passage of this 

bill. Of those casting a vote against the president's 

position, 65.2% were Republican. 

1983 Domestic Policy Votes 

President Reagan faced a slight defeat when the Senate 

rejected a proposed constitutional amendment which would in 

effect, overturn the Supreme Court's 1973 Roe v. Wade 

decision. 30 This amendment would state that "a right to 

abortion is not secured by this Constitution." Senate Joint 

Resolution 3 was rejected by only 49.5% of the Senate. Of 

those voting against the president, 38% were members of his 

own party. 

House Resolution 1900 concerned the goal of overhauling 

the Social Security System. 31 More specifically, the bill 

sought to revise the way the federal government reimburses 

"senate bill 2422 is coded as variable 730. A "yea" is 
a vote supporting the president and is equal to one. A "nay" 
equals zero. 

30Senate Joint Resolution 3 is coded as variable 179. A 
"yea" constituting support, is coded as one, while a "nay" 
equals zero. 

31The Social Security Act, House Resolution 1900, is coded 
as variable 64. A "yea" is coded as one, and a "nay" is coded 
as zero. 
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Medicare, and to gradually raise the retirement age. 

Passage of this bill in the Senate was secured with 80.6% of 

Senators voting in support of the president's position. 

Among those supporting the president, 55.2% were Republicans 

and 44.8% were Democrats. 

House Resolution 2480 concerned a three-year extension 

of the federal revenue sharing program. 32 This bill would 

authorize 4.6 billion per year for grants to local 

governments and communities. According to the Congressional 

Quarterly, bipartisan support for this bill was strong due 

to the degree of discretion localities and states would 

enjoy as a result of the federal revenue sharing program. 

This measure passed with nearly unanimous support as 93.5% 

of Senators backed the president's position. 

1984 Domestic Policy Votes 

Though Reagan was successful with passing the capital 

punishment bill in the Senate, the bill died in the House. 33 

This bill sought to reinstate the death penalty for federal 

crimes such as assassination or attempted assassination of a 

president, treason, espionage, and other federal crimes 

which resulted in the death of an individual. The bill 

32House Resolution 2480 is coded as variable 262. A "yea" 
is a vote favoring the president. "Yeas" are coded as one, 
and "nays" are coded as zero. 

33Senate bill 1675 which deals with capital punishment is 
coded as variable 395. A "yea" constituted support and is 
coded as one, while a "nay" is coded as zero. 
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would require a two-part proceeding in which during the 

first proceeding, guilt or innocence would be determined, 

and the during the second, the punishment would be applied. 

The Capital Punishment bill passed the Senate with 66.3% of 

senators voting in favor of the president's position. A 

very partisan measure, 68.3% of those voting in support of 

the president were Republican, and 65.6% of those voting 

against him were Democrats. 

A major setback for President Reagan concerned Senate 

Joint Resolution 73, the school prayer amendment. 34 This 

constitutional amendment would allow organized, recited 

prayer in public schools, and would have overturned a series 

of Supreme Court cases barring school prayers and Bible 

readings in public schools. The vote was eleven votes shy 

of the necessary two-thirds majority. Only 33.9% of those 

voting in favor of the president's position were Democrats. 

one could assert that if partisan conflict were to 

occur, it would be with deficit reduction legislation. 35 

Reagan, however, received support for his position regarding 

the passage of the bill to increase taxes, to reduce costs 

in benefit programs. and to cap military and non-defense 

spending. The central aim behind this bill was to reduce 

34Senate Resolution 73 is coded as variable 415. A "yea" 
is a vote cast in support of the president. "Yeas" equal one, 
and "nays" equal zero. 

35House Resolution 4170 is coded as variable 482. A "yea" 
constitutes support for the president and is, therefore, coded 
as one. 
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the federal deficit by 140 billion dollars through fiscal 

1987. Of the Senate, 76.3% voted in favor of President 

Reagan's position, while the Democrats split as 50% 

supported Reagan. 

1983 Foreign Policy 

An important foreign policy measure, the commitment of 

U.S. Marines in Lebanon, triggered a challenge to the 

president's authority to commit troops. 36 President Reagan 

conducted private negotiations with congressional leaders in 

an attempt to calm fears which were spreading throughout 

Congress. The result was a joint resolution which would 

provide statutory authorization under the War Powers 

Resolution. The Congress would authorize the Marines to 

remain in Lebanon for eighteen more months. The vote, being 

partisan, resulted in 54% of the Senate supporting the 

president. More specifically, 96.3% of those voting in 

favor of the president were Republicans, and 93.5% opposing 

the president were Democrats. 

The president received only slight support concerning 

the Omnibus Defense Authorization. 37 The purpose behind 

36Senate Joint Resolution 159 which deals with a 
multinational force in Lebanon is coded as variable 274. A 
"yea," coded as one, is a vote backing the president's 
position. A "nay" is coded as zero. 

3'Senate bill 675 is coded as variable 209. A "yea" 
constitutes support for the president and is coded as one. 
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this vote was rejection of the amendment which stated that 

the president should make every effort to engage in 

Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START) talks with the soviet 

Union, and that the president should reach agreement with 

the Soviet Union regarding the elimination of the nuclear-

armed sealaunched cruise missile; the proposal was rejected 

with 54% of the Senate voting in favor of the president. 

Among those supporting the president, 29.8% were Democrats 

and 70.2% were Republicans. 

President Reagan encountered conflict with fellow 

Republicans when he attempted to win approval for an 

increase in the U.S. contribution to the International 

Monetary Fund. 38 Passage would have allowed an 8.4 billion 

dollar increase in the u.s. contribution, and it would 

increase regulation of international lending by u.s. banks. 

Reagan felt that this money was needed in order to provide 

short-term aid to developing countries. The measure passed 

with a mere twenty-one margin of victory. Within the 

senate, 47.1% of Republicans voted against the president, 

while 73.7% of Democrats cast votes in support of the 

president. 

38Senate bill 695 is coded as variable 136. 
supporting the President, a "yea," is coded as one. 
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1984 Foreign Policy Votes 

According to the Congressional Quarterly (1984), a 

majority of Democrats believed that Reagan would commit 

troops to El Salvador to avert the spread of Communism. 39 

Because of this belief, they wanted to limit the president's 

power to commit combat troops to Central America. This 

requirement of the president to obtain congressional 

authorization before sending combat troops was successfully 

rejected as 62.1% of senators voted in support of the 

president's position. The vote resulted in being partisan 

in nature as 83.1% of those backing the president were 

Republican, and 86.1% of those opposing the president were 

Democrat. 

Senate bill 2723 concerned an amendment which would 

require the president to seek Senate approval of two 

treaties that ban underground nuclear explosions larger than 

150 kilotons. 4° Furthermore, this bill would require the 

president to engage in negotiations with the Soviet Union 

regarding a comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty. The 

president suffered a major defeat when 77.8% of the senators 

voted against him. Of those Senators voting against Reagan, 

46.8% were Republican. 

39House Joint Resolution 492 is coded as variable 432. 
A "yea," constituting a vote backing the President, equal one. 

40Senate bill 2723 is coded as variable 529. A "nay" is 
coded as one since it is a vote favoring the President's 
position. A "yea" is coded as zero. 
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The final bill to be examined concerns an amendment to 

provide the president discretion regarding exports of 

nuclear materials and technology to countries not submitting 

to international inspection of nuclear facilities. 41 The 

president suffered another defeat as 59.1% of the Senate 

voted against him. Of those voting against him, 38.2% were 

Republican, and 61.8% were Democrats. 

Discussion of Combined Bills 

In order to increase the degree of explanatory power 

and to compare presidential support in domestic and in 

foreign policy, I will combine the votes in several 

different ways. These combined-vote measures add up the 

number of times individual senators cast votes in support of 

each president's position on foreign policy bills and then 

on domestic policy bills. 

Findings for President Carter 

The first hypothesis concerns whether Carter enjoys 

more support in foreign policy than in domestic. Carter's 

domestic policy votes were combined according to the year in 

which they took place. For 1979 (refer to Table 1), 30.8% 

of the Senate supported him on at least two domestic roll 

calls, while 41.5% supported Carter on all three domestic 

41Senate bill 979 is coded as variable 399. A "yea" is 
coded as one, and a "nay" is coded as zero. 
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roll call votes. Of the Senate, 12.3% refused to vote in 

favor of the president's position on all three roll call 

votes. 

During 1980 (refer to Table 2), Carter's level of 

support dropped somewhat. Only 9.6% of the Senate voted in 

support of Carter on all three roll calls, whereas 69.9% 

voted for Carter on two out of three votes. Of the Senate, 

on the other hand, 2.4% refused to support President Carter 

on any of the three votes. 

Table 1: Degree of Support Afforded Carter on Domestic 
Roll Call Votes in 1979. 

Votes Percentage of Support 

0.00 12.3% 

1.00 15.4% 

2.00 30.8% 

3.00 41.5% 

Mean=2.02 
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Table 2: Degree of Support Afforded Carter on Domestic 
Roll Call Votes in 1980. 

Votes Percentage of support 

0.00 2.4% 

1.00 18.1% 

2.00 69.9% 

3.00 9.6% 

Mean=1.84 

In President Carter's foreign endeavors, he received 

slightly more support from members of the Senate. During 

1979 (refer to Table 3), only 13.3% of the Senate supported 

him on one vote, whereas 18.7% supported him on two roll 

calls. Meanwhile, 65.3% voted along with the president on 

all three roll call votes. Of the Senate, 2.7% refused to 

vote in favor of Carter's position on all three roll call 

votes. 

During Carter's last year in office (refer to Table 4), 

senate support for carter underwent slight deterioration as 

7.4% of the Senate provided the president with absolutely no 

support at all on these proposals. Among the Senators, 

29.4% backed the president on one vote, 41.2% supported his 

position on two roll calls, and a slight 22.1% supported the 

president on all three roll calls. 
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Table 3: Degree of Support Afforded Carter on Foreign 
Policy Roll Call Votes in 1979. 

Votes Percentage of Support 

0.00 2.7% 

1.00 12.3% 

2.00 18.7% 

3.00 65.3% 

Mean=2.47 

Table 4: Degree of Support Afforded Carter on Foreign 
Policy Roll Call Votes in 1980. 

Votes Percentage of support 

0.00 7.4% 

1.00 29.4% 

2.00 41.2% 

3.00 22.1% 

Mean=l.70 

When the domestic roll call votes for both years are 

aggregated, one can see that Carter received support on at 

least two votes from 14.8% of the Senate, while 38.9% of the 

senate voted along with Carter's position on five roll call 

votes. No Senators voted in favor of the president's 

postion on all six occasions. After combining the foreign 
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roll call votes for 1979 and 1980, it becomes obvious that 

Carter fared slightly better in foreign policy than he did 

in domestic policy. Roughly 50% of the Senate supported 

president Carter in foreign policy two thirds of the time 

(refer to Table 5). Of the Senate, 19.2% supported the 

president on all six foreign policy votes. 

Table 5: Degree of Support Afforded Carter on Foreign 
and Domestic Policy Roll Call Votes 
in 1979 and 1980. 

Aggregate Level of Support 

Votes Domestic Foreign 

0.00 0.00% 0.0% 

1.00 1.9% 3.8% 

2.00 14.8% 17.3% 

3.00 16.7% 9.6% 

4.00 27.8% 23.1% 

5.00 38.9% 26.9% 

6.00 0.0% 19.2% 

Mean=3.54 Mean=4.06 

The overall mean for Carter's domestic policy votes was 

3.54, while the mean for his foreign policy votes was 

slightly higher averaging 4.06. It appears, therefore, that 

carter was more successful in his foreign policy goals. 
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The second hypothesis concerns whether political party 

makes a difference on levels of support given the president. 

In other words, does a member's political party affect his 

voting decisions? It is expected that a member sharing the 

same party as the president will afford the president more 

support in foreign policy than in domestic policy. on these 

six votes, Democrats supported Carter in domestic policy an 

average of 4.37 times, and they supported the president with 

respect to foreign policy an average of 4.56 times. Thus, 

Democrats favored President Carter more often in foreign 

policy than in domestic. 

It is also expected that Republicans would offer the 

president more support in foreign policy since partisan 

conflict in foreign policy is slightly lower than in 

domestic policy. Republicans did provide President Carter 

with more support in foreign policy than they granted him in 

domestic policy. More specifically, on the six foreign 

policy and domestic policy votes analyzied, they favored the 

president an average of 3.72 times in foreign policy and an 

average of 2.83 times in domestic. 

Findings for President Reagan 

For 1983, President Reagan received support from 61.2% 

of the Senate on at least two domestic votes, while he 

received support from only 34.3% of the Senate on all three 

domestic roll calls (refer to Table 6). 
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During 1984, 10.9% of the Senate voted against 

President Reagan on all the votes, while 22.8% of senators 

backed the president on at least one vote. Within the 

Senate, 17.4% voted along Reagan's lines on two roll calls, 

and 48.9% voted in his favor on all three roll call votes 

(refer to Table 7). 

Table 6: Degree of Support Afforded Reagan on Domestic 
Roll Call Votes in 1983. 

Votes Percentage of Support 

1.00 4.5% 

2.00 61.2% 

3.00 34.3% 

Mean=2.30 

Table 7: Degree of Support Afforded Reagan on Domestic 
Roll Call Votes in 1984. 

Votes Percentage of Support 

0.00 10.9% 

1.00 22.8% 

2.00 17.4% 

3.00 48.9% 

Mean=2.04 
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During the year 1983, Senators afforded President 

Reagan substantially less support in his foreign policy 

endeavors. Of the Senate, 37.2% supported him on only one 

vote, 32.1% supported him on two roll calls, and 25.6% 

backed him on all three roll call votes (refer to Table 8). 

Meanwhile, 5.1% never supported Reagan with regard to the 

three votes. 

President Reagan's support from senators underwent 

further deterioration during his last year of his first term 

(refer to Table 9). Among the senators, 36% provided the 

president with no support in foreign policy on the bills 

selected, while only 20.2% supported him on one occasion out 

of the three, or on all three roll calls. 

Table 8: Degree of Support Afforded Reagan on Foreign 
Policy Roll Call Votes in 1983. 

Votes Percentage of Support 

0.00 5.1% 

1.00 37.2% 

2.00 32.1% 

3.00 25.6% 

Mean=1.78 
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Table 9: Degree of Support Afforded Reagan on Foreign 
Policy Roll Call Votes in 1984. 

Votes Percentage of Support 

0.00 36.0% 

1.00 20.2% 

2.00 23.6% 

3.00 20.2% 

Mean=1.28 

After combining both years, 1983 and 1984, it becomes 

obvious that with regard to these roll call votes, President 

Reagan fared far worse in foreign policy than in domestic 

policy. Members supported Reagan's domestic policy aims an 

average of 4.58 times, and they favored his foreign policy 

objectives 3.21 times. Of the Senate, 26.6% supported 

Reagan with all six roll call votes by voting in his favor, 

23.4% voted with Reagan on at five roll calls and every 

Senator voted along with Reagan's position at least twice. 

Unfortunately, Reagan's track record with foreign policy is 

not as substantial with regard to presidential support. 

More specifically, only 11% of the Senate voted in favor of 

the president's position, and 2.7% of the Senate voted 

against the president across the board on all six votes. 

Roughly 50% of the Senate supported the president only half 

the time (refer to Table 10). 
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Table 10: Degree of Support Afforded Reagan on 
Foreign and Domestic Policy Roll Call 
Votes in 1983 and 1984. 

Aggregate Level of Support 

Votes Domestic Foreign 

0.00 0.0% 2.7% 

1.00 0.0% 24.7% 

2.00 7.8% 13.7% 

3.00 17.2% 17.8% 

4.00 25.0% 9.6% 

5.00 23.4% 20.5% 

6.00 26.6% 11.0% 

Mean=4.58 Mean=3.21 

The second hypothesis concerns whether President Reagan 

received more backing from his fellow Republicans than 

Democrats since it is expected that a member sharing the 

same party as the president will afford the president more 

support. Democrats supported the president in domestic 

policy an average of 3.6 times, and they supported Reagan 

with respect to foreign policy an average of 1.45 times. 

Thus, Democrats favored President Reagan more often in 

domestic policy than in foreign. It is also expected that 

Republicans would offer the president more support in 

foreign policy than in domestic policy. Republican 

senators, however, only supported the president an average 
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of 4.31 times in foreign, and an average of 5.19 times in 

domestic policy. While Republicans did favor the 

president's position more often than the Democrats with 

regard to foreign policy, they did not support the president 

more in foreign policy-making than in domestic policy

making. 

Discussion of Findings 

I expected to find greater support for the president 

with respect to foreign policy than I did with respect to 

domestic policy. The findings regarding President Carter 

were consistent with this expectation. His overall success 

rate in 1979 was 76.8% and in 1980, it was 75.1%. The 

overall mean for his foreign policy was 3.72 while the mean 

for domestic policy was 2.83. Carter fared well with 

senators, especially in light of his low public approval 

ratings. Recall that in 1979, less than fifty percent of 

the public supported Carter. Carter's major defeats 

included the oil import issue in which he suffered a 76.7% 

defeat. On both the uranium fuel and the draft issue, he 

enjoyed only slight support. Meanwhile, Carter received 

nearly-unanimous support with regard to the Taiwan relations 

bill upon which 93.7% of the Senate backed him. Moreover, 

88% of the Senate favored Carter's position with reference 

to the legislation concerning Egypt and Israel. 
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President Reagan, on the other hand, suffered political 

turmoil during 1983 and 1984--especially with regard to his 

foreign policy issues. The intensification of partisan 

conflict resulted from the dilution of the coalition between 

the Southern Democrats and the Republicans. This coalition 

was instrumental in securing a large portion of Reagan's 

victories during 1981 and 1982. Reagan's overall support 

from Congress, being only 67.1% in 1983 and 66.0% in 1984, 

was substantially lower than his less popular predecessor. 

According to the Congressional Quarterly (1984), this is 

largely due to the fact that the Democrats voted together 

against President Reagan more often than they had during the 

past. 

This lower support score, however, still fails to 

address the fact that members of the Senate supported 

President Reagan less often with regard to foreign policy 

than in the area of domestic policy. If one examines the 

exact content of the bills, however, it becomes slightly 

clearer why this occurred. Three out of six of his foreign 

policy bills were conflict ridden. They all three dealt 

with the commitment of American troops overseas, or 

concerned the fear of senators that the President would 

commit troops without congressional approval. Thus, the 

focus of the issue may have shifted from the nature of the 

policy (being foreign in character) to a higher battle 

between Congress and the President. The underlying thread, 
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of course, being a question of power. Moreover, while these 

issues are foreign, they take on domestic consideration and 

implications. Not only are young men being shipped to far 

off lands, but Americans want to understand why. Recall 

that after Vietnam and Watergate, Americans became more 

interested in the activities of the executive, especially 

those that were at one time enveloped in a cloud of mystery. 

Congress also became more interested in limiting the 

president's vast powers to engage Americans in another 

possible Vietnam. This would explain why he received 

support from his fellow Republicans with regard to foreign 

policy less often than he did with regard to domestic 

policy. Thus, Reagan's lower support in foreign policy may 

be simply an artifact of the votes selected for analysis. 

While the nature of the policies are foreign, they were all 

three highly conflictual. 

In sum, in each case, the presidents received higher 

levels of support from their fellow partisans than from 

members of the opposite party. Carter consistently received 

higher levels of support on foreign policy issues than on 

domestic policy issues. Meanwhile, Reagan did not receive 

high levels of support for his foreign policy positions. 

Instead, he received higher levels of support for his 

domestic proposals--even among Democrats. This may be a 

result of examining only six foreign policy votes and six 

domestic policy votes per president. Nonetheless, 
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preliminary analysis suggest that the two presidencies 

thesis is not universal, perhaps because of the 

domesticization of foreign policy issues. 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSION 

The primary purpose of this research was to discern 

whether the nature of the policy affects how members of 

Congress vote. Granted that there are numerous complex 

forces which surround policy-making, many of which are 

difficult to control for, how does the nature of policy 

affect the decision-making process in the Senate? studies 

have found that presidential influence differs according to 

policy area and that members' voting decisions vary 

according to policy dimensions {Clausen 1973, Shull 1979). 

In order to address this broad question, I narrowed my study 

down to two areas--foreign policy and domestic policy. 

Moreover, I hypothesized that a president would have 

slightly higher degrees of support in foreign policy than in 

domestic policy. 

There are a few limitations to this type of study. 

Generalizability of these findings is lacking for several 

reasons. First of all, votes selected for analysis were not 

chosen randomly, but rather, votes were selected on a 

judgmental basis. Studying only twelve roll call votes per 

president makes it difficult to generalize the findings for 

each presidency. Moreover, one cannot generalize about the 

effects of the nature of the policy on a member's voting 

decision after analyzing only twenty-four votes. Using roll 
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call votes as a means of detecting presidential success 

hinders the findings since important wins and losses occur 

during other stages of the legislative process, especially 

in the formative stages. Another limitation stems from the 

fact that the study only focused on the policy and the 

actors voting on the policy while excluding the overall 

political environment. Popularity in the polls, an economic 

upswing, and other contextual factors may condition 

presidential success. 

While the findings are somewhat inconclusive, the 

research does show that Carter received more support in his 

foreign policy endeavors. With Reagan, on the other hand, 

the research demonstrates that even foreign policy issues 

can take on domestic characteristics in that foreign policy 

issues may bear as great an impact on Americans as domestic 

issues. Thus, some foreign policy issues are "intermestic" 

since they pose important implications domestically as well 

as internationally. One might expect, therefore, that as 

domestic policy blurs with foreign, presidents will enjoy 

less deference among the members of Congress. 

Recall that Oldfield and Wildavsky (1989) found that 

groups within the American population are beginning to 

develop and to hold ideologies regarding the proper scope of 

government in foreign-policy making. Hence, Americans are 

growing altogether more attentive with regard to foreign 

policy issues. Moreover, as Mandelbaum and Schneider (1979) 
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contend, since the Vietnam War and Watergate, Americans and 

Congress are less likely to defer to the president when it 

comes to making foreign policy. Furthermore, since the end 

of the Cold War between the u.s. and the Soviet Union, 

together with the Arms Talks, Americans feel safer. Thus, 

Americans and Congress are more likely to question active 

involvement by the u.s. in international disputes 

(especially regional disputes such as Grenada and Bosnia). 

''The most important lesson of the Vietnam War was that no 

president should be allowed to send American troops abroad 

without a declaration of war by Congress" (Hilsman 1987, 

p.315). 

More than at any other point in history, the world is 

growing closer and more interdependent. Interdependence, 

however, may lead either to more conflict or to more 

cooperation among nations. For the U.S. to achieve higher 

levels of cooperation with other nations, greater degrees of 

unity and coherence in America's foreign policy must be 

achieved. Moreover, if the world is becoming more 

interdependent, then Americans feel the effects of 

international and foreign issues more so than in the past, 

and they sense that that which affects other nations somehow 

affects themselves. 

If foreign policy is becoming more domestic, on the 

other hand, then it follows that it is susceptible to 

pluralistic tendencies. "The scattering of power among a 
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bewildering array of rather small groups ... makes building 

the kind of consensus necessary for positive action a 

formidable task" (Hilsman 1987, pp.317-318). With the 

domesticization of foreign policy, comes an increased role 

by Congress. Compared to any other national legislature in 

the world, the u.s. Congress possesses more power to 

influence international affairs (Crabb and Holt 1989). Yet, 

the result of these shared powers may have negative 

implications for the American foreign policy process: 

Sharing the power in foreign policy-making often results in 

a stalemate between the two about what should be done (Mezey 

1987). 

Others would assert, however, that an upsurge in 

congressional legislation would be a cyclical rather than a 

radical change from the past (Rourke 1983). Rourke would 

argue that by underestimating the previous role of Congress, 

one would overestimate its future role. Cyclical arguments 

hold that an incessant cycle forms and continues in a static 

fashion. They assume that the conditions surrounding the 

nature of foreign policy or any other policy area will never 

undergo change. The focus of the cyclical theory concerns 

institutions and the power pull between them, regardless of 

the nature of the policy. 

I would argue, on the other hand, that the conditions 

surrounding foreign policy are changing and are calling for 

an expanded congressional role. As the world becomes more 
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interdependent, a clear demarcation between domestic and 

foreign policy may no longer exists. Sarkesian persuasively 

contends that the "real issue for the u.s. is how best to 

reconcile the demands for national security with those of 

democracy" (1989, p.48). As pluralism replaces elitism in 

foreign policy, challenges to presidential leadership will 

arise more frequently, possibly involving less bipartisan 

consensus in foreign policy. 
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