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Article

In the summer of 1940, President Franklin Roosevelt 
asked Henry L. Stimson to be his Secretary of War. 
Stimson, a seventy-three-year-old lawyer from New 
York, had a lengthy history of government service. 
Having previously served as Governor General of the 
Philippines, Secretary of State, and a previous tour as 
Secretary of War, Stimson was unquestionably qualified 
for the position. His acceptance was conditional upon two 
things. First, that Roosevelt’s nominee for secretary of 
the navy, Frank Knox, also accepts his own nomination. 
Second, Stimson should retain the power to appoint his 
own subordinates in the War Department.1 These condi-
tions having been met, Stimson began one last tour of 
government service. Beyond his rich experience in gov-
ernment, the most important of Stimson’s features was 
that he was a Republican. Like Stimson, Frank Knox and 
Stimson’s eventual subordinates—Robert Lovett and 
John McCloy—were all Republicans and were all 
appointed to administer a major war effort in a Democratic 
administration.

Although the importance of bipartisanship in foreign 
policy has long been highlighted by scholars, little sys-
tematic work on the subject exists. This study expands 
upon previous work in three key ways. First, while many 
of the most important episodes of bipartisanship in for-
eign policymaking have involved executive appointees, 
we still know little about how presidents use such appoint-
ments in a systematic sense. Stimson’s appointment in 
particular is viewed by many scholars as marking the 
beginning of an era characterized by especially high 

levels of bipartisan cooperation in foreign policy.2 Such 
appointments functioned as important tools in shaping 
executive relations with Congress and the public during 
World War II and the early years of the Cold War. Stimson 
and many other appointees helped to create the founda-
tions for the liberal internationalist policies that formed 
the basis of American foreign policy for decades. 
Appointees like Robert Lovett, John McCloy, and Dean 
Acheson all helped to secure domestic political support 
for policies that marked a dramatic turn in U.S. foreign 
policy. The use of bipartisan appointments in this process 
was key—Kupchan and Trubowitz (2007, 13) state that 
President Roosevelt “sought to make Republicans stake-
holders in his foreign policy by appointing members of 
the opposition to important foreign policy posts.” 
Accordingly, this study has clear implications for better 
understanding the strategies that presidents can employ to 
affect executive–legislative relations.

Second, our understanding of bipartisanship is largely 
rooted in the foreign policy literature, and most studies on 
the subject typically fall into two groups. The first is more 
qualitative, relying on anecdotal evidence rather than 
systematic analyses. This group also places substantial 
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emphasis on bipartisanship in the context of the foreign 
policy bureaucracy (e.g., Destler, Gelb, and Lake 1985; 
Halberstam [1972] 1992; Isaacson and Thomas 1986; 
Neustadt [1960] 1991). The second, more recent, group 
has focused on Congressional voting patterns (Chaudoin, 
Milner, and Tingley 2010; Kupchan and Trubowitz 2007; 
McCormick and Wittkopf 1990; Meernik 1993), execu-
tive–legislative relations (Kupchan and Trubowitz 2007; 
McCormick and Wittkopf 1990; Meernik 1993), or pub-
lic/elite opinion (Holsti and Rosenau 1984; Kupchan and 
Trubowitz 2007). While this second group has improved 
our understanding of bipartisanship through the analysis 
of systematic patterns and relationships, they offer little 
insight into the conditions influencing bipartisanship in 
presidential appointments to the foreign policy bureau-
cracy. Accordingly, this study applies a more rigorous 
and systematic analysis to an area of study that, while 
central in shaping our understanding of bipartisanship, 
has been characterized primarily by anecdotal evidence.

Third, although the importance of bipartisanship has 
been highlighted by the foreign policy literature, it focuses 
on how international crises or major international events, 
such as Vietnam and the end of the Cold War, have affected 
bipartisanship, relegating domestic political conditions to a 
more minor position.3 However, there is reason to believe 
that domestic forces also matter. Trubowitz and Mellow 
(2005) have found that bipartisanship in Congress fluctu-
ates according to the strategic incentives faced by legisla-
tors and varies in response to the composition of 
government. Research has also found that the processes 
governing presidential appointments are impacted by the 
strategic calculations of the president and legislators 
(Bond, Fleisher, and Krutz 2009; Krutz, Fleisher, and Bond 
1998; McCarty and Razaghian 1999). Accordingly, I con-
trol for domestic political factors in addition to the factors 
traditionally emphasized by the foreign policy literature, 
providing us with a more complete understanding of the 
forces determining bipartisanship.

This article proceeds as follows. First, I review the 
factors that have been argued to affect bipartisanship. 
Second, using new data set, I test several hypotheses to 
evaluate competing domestic and foreign policy-based 
explanations underlying presidential decisions to be more 
or less bipartisan in their appointments to the foreign pol-
icy bureaucracy. Contrary to conventional wisdom, I find 
little evidence that Vietnam or the end of the Cold War is 
associated with a decline in the level of bipartisanship 
exhibited by presidents. All else being equal, I find that 
Republicans and Democrats have actually converged in 
their tendency to make bipartisan appointments over 
time. I also find little evidence that periods of conflict are 
associated with higher levels of bipartisanship. However, 
the results do indicate that longer conflicts see a decline 
in bipartisanship. Alternatively, I find evidence that 

bipartisanship is correlated with the level of support a 
president enjoys in Congress and that this effect is condi-
tional upon the level of political polarization. Finally, I 
conclude with a discussion of the results and suggest 
avenues for future research.

Sources of Bipartisanship
The factors argued to influence the level of bipartisanship 
exhibited by presidents can be divided into two general 
categories. First, foreign policy scholars have long high-
lighted the role of international circumstances. Many 
authors have pointed to major events such as World War 
II, the Vietnam War, and the end of the Cold War in affect-
ing bipartisanship across all areas of American political 
life (e.g., Destler, Gelb, and Lake 1985; Holsti and 
Rosenau 1984; Isaacson and Thomas 1986; Kupchan and 
Trubowitz 2007). Thus, bipartisanship is primarily the 
product of international pressures that allow for more or 
less latitude in the degree to which partisan preferences 
influence foreign policy. Second, the president’s decision 
to make bipartisan appointments can also be viewed as a 
strategic choice, intended to maximize the president’s 
political leverage vis-à-vis Congressional opposition, for 
example (Berger 1975; Trubowitz and Mellow 2005). In 
contrast to the foreign policy literature, these stimuli are 
the product of domestic political circumstances.

International Sources
Foreign policy scholars have long argued that international 
threats and crises (e.g., war) motivate greater bipartisan-
ship. There is a general view that it can be politically risky 
for politicians to be patently partisan in international 
affairs—particularly in matters of national security. During 
these periods, national leaders set aside partisan interests in 
an effort to demonstrate national unity. The use of military 
force in particular is held to lead to a rallying effect, where 
the public and politicians attempt to demonstrate their sup-
port for military personnel and that they are placing the 
national interest above more narrow partisan interests.4 As 
commander-in-chief of the military, and as the only office 
elected by the country as a whole, presidents have been 
viewed as especially sensitive to the need to demonstrate 
unity during times of crisis. Consequently, presidents may 
be more bipartisan for the sake of national unity when 
faced with significant international threats and crises 
(Halperin, Clapp, and Kanter 2007; Hilsman 1987; 
Neustadt 1970; Trubowitz and Mellow 2005).

There is anecdotal evidence indicating that presidents 
have responded to such events by emphasizing greater 
bipartisanship—often through appointments to the for-
eign policy bureaucracy. Many studies have highlighted 
the Roosevelt administration’s response to the emerging 
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war in Europe as an example of such behavior. Congress 
had taken steps to block U.S. involvement in the escalat-
ing European conflict. Many legislators were wary of 
becoming involved in another major European war, with 
the Western element of the Republican Party being par-
ticularly opposed to U.S. involvement (see Herring 2008; 
Trubowitz 1998). However, Roosevelt sought to build 
domestic support for U.S. action by appointing 
Republicans to lead the administration’s war effort. 
Henry Stimson and Frank Knox were appointed to head 
the War Department and Navy Department, respectively, 
thus placing both branches of the military in the hands of 
members of the Republican opposition. Bipartisan 
appointments continued to be an important feature of the 
Truman administration as it sought to deal with the 
emerging Soviet threat. Many members of Congress did 
not initially share the Truman administration’s sense of 
the danger posed by the Soviet Union, assuming that the 
United States would return to pre-war levels of military 
spending and force posture. Foreign aid programs in par-
ticular were viewed as wasteful by many Congressional 
Republicans—many of whom referred to the provision of 
aid to Greece and Turkey as “Operation Rathole” (Bonds 
2002). Truman’s response was to delegate substantial 
authority to key bureaucratic officials who were charged 
with convincing a skeptical Congress of the need to 
increase spending on aid and the military. Truman’s 
appointment of Lovett, a Republican, has been noted as a 
particularly important gesture of bipartisanship. Lovett 
worked closely with members of Congress—particularly 
Republican Senator Arthur Vandenberg, Chairman of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee—to rally support 
for these foreign policy innovations (Bonds 2002; Briggs 
1994). President Barack Obama’s decision to retain 
George W. Bush’s Secretary of Defense, Robert Gates, 
during a critical juncture in the wars in Afghanistan and 
Iraq provides a more recent example of such behavior. 
These examples lead me to my first hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: International crises are positively cor-
related with the likelihood of observing a bipartisan 
appointment.

Foreign policy scholars also argue that particular 
watershed events have substantially reduced bipartisan 
cooperation in foreign policymaking. Beginning with the 
general notion that foreign policy was guided by a bipar-
tisan foreign policy “Establishment” during the early 
years of the Cold War,5 this literature argues that the 
bipartisan consensus has been damaged over time. 
Several scholars have argued that the Vietnam War 
demolished the foundations of bipartisan cooperation. 
Perhaps most prominently, Destler, Gelb, and Lake (1985, 
19) state that “the endless and seemingly hopeless agony 

of the Vietnam War destroyed the consensus, sprayed 
power out from the center toward the political extremes, 
and made forging majorities a very trying affair.” 
Ultimately, the war is viewed as causing a growing rift 
among political elites and the mass public regarding the 
best strategies for engaging in world affairs (Destler, 
Gelb, and Lake 1985; Hilsman 1987; Holsti and Rosenau 
1984; Wittkopf 1990). Others argue that the end of the 
Cold War caused a breakdown in bipartisanship by elimi-
nating the raison d’être for bipartisan cooperation and 
removing the greatest constraint on freer U.S. action in 
the international arena. This allowed presidents to pursue 
more partisan policies with less risk of repercussions in 
the international sphere, and without appearing to place 
partisan interests above national security at home. 
Specifically, Republicans have been viewed as pursuing 
an increasingly unilateral and militant foreign policy 
strategy, while Democrats have tended to favor more 
multilateral and less militaristic policies (Ikenberry 2002, 
2011; Kupchan 2003; Kupchan and Trubowitz 2007).6

Hypothesis 2: The periods following watershed 
events in foreign policymaking should see a lower 
likelihood of observing a bipartisan appointment than 
the preceding time periods.

Domestic Sources
There is reason to believe that domestic political condi-
tions also influence presidential decisions to make bipar-
tisan appointments to the foreign policy bureaucracy. 
Evidence suggests that the president’s party may be 
linked to such decisions, with Democratic presidents 
appearing to have embraced bipartisanship more than 
their Republican counterparts. During the early Cold War 
period, the Democratic Party was more uniformly in 
favor of an internationalist foreign policy, while the 
Republican Party was divided between its Northeastern 
internationalists, and its Western element, which opposed 
international activism. Even internationalist Republicans 
required coaxing by Democrats. Alternatively, as the 
Republican presidential nomination was usually secured 
by the party’s Northeastern wing, Republican presidents 
had to focus on securing support from within their own 
party, rather than reaching across party lines to Democrats, 
whose economic interests often predisposed them to sup-
port international engagement (Trubowitz 1998). Second, 
the early Cold War period also saw fears of communism 
lead the Eisenhower administration to purge many State 
Department bureaucrats viewed as having communist 
sympathies. Against the backdrop of McCarthyism, 
appointing individuals with even remotely liberal politi-
cal beliefs was politically dangerous (see Acheson 1969; 
Gaddis 2011; Isaacson and Thomas 1986). The emphasis 
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on bipartisan appointments returned under President 
Kennedy, who consulted closely with senior Republican 
statesmen like Robert Lovett and filled key administra-
tion positions with Republicans. These partisan differ-
ences have likely persisted over time. Although Vietnam 
is argued to have driven Republicans and Democrats fur-
ther from the center, scholars have suggested that 
Democrats were still more prone to bipartisanship than 
Republicans. Destler, Gelb, and Lake (1985, 119) write 
that

while the liberal–left in the Carter administration could not 
govern without conservatives, the conservative right in the 
Reagan administration thus could and did get along without 
any liberals . . . The striking feature of the Reagan 
administration was its ideological purity.

And while some scholars have argued that the consen-
sus did not truly break down until after the end of the 
Cold War, they generally echo the basic shifts in partisan 
preferences toward foreign policy (Ikenberry 2011; 
Kupchan and Trubowitz 2007).

Previous empirical work provides some support for 
the possibility that such partisan differences exist. 
Fleisher and Bond (1988) and Meernik (1993) find that 
Democratic legislators tend to be more likely to support 
the foreign policy initiatives of Republican presidents 
than vice versa. Although not synonymous with party, 
political psychologists have found evidence indicating 
that liberals tend to be more open-minded and open to 
diversity than conservatives. This may translate into 
increased bipartisanship among Democrats (e.g., Carney 
et al. 2008).

Hypothesis 3: Democratic presidents are more likely 
to make bipartisan appointments than Republican 
presidents.

Several studies have shown how domestic political 
and economic conditions affect the foreign policy choice 
of presidents (Clark 2000; Fordham 1998; Howell and 
Pevehouse 2007; Kriner 2010). Research on the effects of 
domestic political and institutional forces on bipartisan-
ship in foreign policy is more limited. Meernik (1993) 
finds mixed support for the influence of domestic vari-
ables, such as presidential popularity and presidential 
positions on legislation in motivating Congressional 
bipartisanship. Trubowitz and Mellow (2005) have also 
shown domestic forces, such as divided government, to 
affect bipartisanship in Congressional voting more 
broadly. Although these studies have focused on 
Congressional voting, much of their theoretical logic can 
also apply to presidential decisions to make bipartisan 
appointments. Presumably, presidents want to advance 
their policy agenda, and institutional factors may 

constrain or enable presidents to varying degrees. Among 
such factors, relations with Congress are an important 
influence. A president who enjoys greater support in 
Congress is more likely to be able to push favored poli-
cies through. For example, a major obstacle to the Truman 
administration’s European aid package was the fact that 
the eightieth Congress was under Republican control, 
leading Truman to make bipartisan appointments to 
strengthen executive–legislative relations (Bonds 2002; 
Briggs 1994).

Previous research has shown that the level of partisan 
support a president enjoys in Congress does affect presi-
dential actions, such as constraining the president’s abil-
ity to use military force as a foreign policy tool (Clark 
2000; Howell and Pevehouse 2007; Kriner 2010). Work 
by McCarty and Razaghian (1999) indicates that divided 
government is correlated with longer nomination pro-
cesses, which can hinder a president’s ability to effec-
tively develop and implement policy.7 However, 
Trubowitz and Mellow (2005) argue that periods of 
divided government provide moderates in Congress with 
greater influence as they represent an important swing 
group. When the president’s party is in the minority, or 
only holds the majority by a small margin, the ability to 
work with moderate opposition legislators is key. Thus, 
when a president faces less support in Congress, he may 
be inclined to make bipartisan appointments in an effort 
to credibly signal his willingness to work with Congress 
and to build moderate coalitions. Furthermore, given that 
members of Congress often rely on the expertise of 
bureaucrats, such appointments may function similarly to 
what Epstein and O’Halloran (1995, 237) refer to as 
“confirmatory signals” whereby the bipartisan nature of 
an appointee makes information coming from the execu-
tive via that appointee more credible. This should help 
presidents to build support when facing greater legisla-
tive opposition.

Hypothesis 4: The level of partisan support a presi-
dent enjoys in Congress is negatively correlated with 
likelihood of observing a bipartisan appointment.

Greater support in Congress should make it easier for 
the president to form a coalition to support his legislative 
initiatives. However, Poole and Rosenthal (1997) and 
McCarty, Poole, and Rosenthal (2006) have provided evi-
dence that Congress has become increasingly polarized 
since the 1970s. Research has also found that the nomina-
tions of presidential appointees are more likely to be 
delayed as polarization increases (Bond, Fleisher, and 
Krutz 2009; McCarty and Razaghian 1999). Kupchan 
and Trubowitz (2007) also provide some evidence indi-
cating that increasing polarization has been accompanied 
by a decrease in the number of moderates in Congress.8 If 
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bipartisan appointments are intended to enhance the pres-
ident’s ability to pursue his legislative agenda through the 
construction of moderate coalitions, then we should 
expect that a larger population of moderates will facilitate 
this process. Thus, there is less reason to expect a presi-
dent will make a bipartisan appointment when polariza-
tion is high as the probability of such appointments 
helping to facilitate moderate coalitions is diminished.

Hypothesis 5: Congressional polarization should be 
negatively correlated with the likelihood of observing 
a bipartisan appointment.

We might also expect the effect of partisan support in 
Congress to be conditional upon the level of polarization. 
We should expect presidents to respond to lower levels of 
support in Congress by making bipartisan appointments 
in an effort to build coalitions of moderate legislators. 
However, the ability of the president to rally support from 
moderate opposition party members should be easier 
when polarization is low and the opposition party’s 
median is closer to the president’s own. As polarization 
increases, we should expect it to be harder to find moder-
ates with whom coalitions can be formed, because the 
proportion of moderates declines with increasing polar-
ization. Under such conditions, the expected utility of 
making a bipartisan appointment to address diminished 
Congressional support should be lower as compared with 
periods of lower polarization, when such appointments 
may be more effective.

Hypothesis 6: The effect of a decline in Congressional 
support on the likelihood of observing a bipartisan 
appointment should be larger under conditions of low 
polarization.

Data and Analysis

Dependent Variable
As most previous studies of bipartisanship have focused 
on Congressional voting patterns, a new method of evalu-
ating bipartisanship in presidential appointments to the 
foreign policy bureaucracy is required to test the hypoth-
eses listed above. Accordingly, I collected new data on 
appointments to the foreign policy bureaucracy. The data 
used herein consist of 2,430 office-year observations, 
running from 1948 to 2011. The agencies included are the 
Department of State, Department of Defense, Department 
of the Treasury, the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), 
the National Security Advisor (NSA), and the Council of 
Economic Advisors (CEA). Because the Departments of 
State and Defense are the two primary agencies in the 
foreign policymaking process, data were collected on 
individuals holding positions at the Secretary, Deputy 

Secretary, Under Secretary, and Assistant Secretary lev-
els. Given their historical importance, the Director of 
Policy Planning and the Ambassador to the United 
Nations were also included. For the Treasury, NSA, and 
CIA, I coded individuals at the Principal and Deputy lev-
els. Finally, all three members of the CEA were also 
coded.9 This time frame was chosen for the relative sta-
bility of the foreign policy bureaucracy during this time 
period. The National Security Act of 1947 created the 
Department of Defense and the Central Intelligence 
Agency. Furthermore, many positions at the Under 
Secretary and Assistant Secretary levels did not exist 
until after this time. Thus, any observations before 1948 
would be based on a bureaucratic landscape that was 
quite different from that found after 1948.10

For each individual position that was observed, I 
coded what, if any, party affiliation the office’s occupant 
had. The dependent variable in the following analysis is a 
dichotomous variable that indicates whether the office is 
occupied by a bipartisan appointee during a given year 
(1 = Yes, 0 = No).11 An appointee is coded as bipartisan if 
they are a member of the opposition party, for example, a 
Democrat serving in a Republican administration. Any 
other officials are coded as “0.” As the dependent vari-
able is dichotomous, I estimate a series of probit models 
to test the hypotheses listed above.12

Independent Variables
I include several key independent variables to test the 
hypotheses outlined above. First, I include a dummy vari-
able to identify those years when the United States is at 
war to evaluate Hypothesis 1. The foreign policy litera-
ture expects politicians to put narrow partisan interests 
aside during times when national security issues are on 
the line. War involvement provides a useful measure as it 
indicates a significant, and potentially protracted, period 
of armed conflict. These larger conflicts are the kinds of 
events we should expect to produce greater unity, and so 
we should expect this variable to yield a positive coeffi-
cient. This variable is generated using the Correlates of 
War Project’s Interstate War Data Set (Sarkees and 
Wayman 2010).13

To evaluate Hypothesis 2, I control for the impact of 
the watershed events described above by using two sepa-
rate dummy variables for the post-Vietnam and the post-
Cold War periods. These variables are coded “0” for each 
year prior to an event and “1” for each year after.14 We 
should expect a negative coefficient for both of these 
variables.

Hypothesis 3 suggests that we should expect differ-
ences between Republicans and Democrats in the proba-
bility of observing bipartisan appointments. I use a 
dummy variable to identify whether or not the president 
is a Democrat (1) or Republican (0). Theory also suggests 
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that, while the watershed events listed above should be 
expected to dampen bipartisanship generally, partisan 
differences may exist across the entire time period under 
consideration. I interact the president’s party variable 
with each of the watershed event dummies. This will 
allow me to compare the conditional means of both par-
ties against one another and across time periods, allowing 
for a fuller examination of the impact that these events 
had on the likelihood of bipartisan appointments.

Hypotheses 4 to 6 concern the influence that domestic 
institutional conditions ought to have on presidential 
decisions to make bipartisan appointments. As per 
Hypothesis 4, the level of partisan support a president 
enjoys in Congress should be negatively correlated with 
bipartisan appointments. Following Kriner (2010), I con-
trol for support by calculating the mean percentage of 
both houses of Congress that are controlled by the presi-
dent’s party.15 Hypothesis 5 suggests a negative relation-
ship between Congressional polarization and bipartisan 
appointments. To capture the level of Congressional 
polarization, I use the mean polarization score for the 
House and Senate (McCarty, Poole and Rosenthal 2006; 
Poole 2012; Poole and Rosenthal 1997). I also include an 
interaction term between the Congressional support vari-
able and the polarization variable to evaluate the hypoth-
esized conditional relationship between the two, as per 
Hypothesis 6.

I also control for other variables that may have an 
impact on the presence of bipartisanship. Previous work 
suggests that election timing can influence the partisan 
makeup of presidential administrations (Best 1981; 
Brown 1982). The year following an election might see a 
lower rate of bipartisan appointments as presidents fill 
vacancies with political loyalists. Krutz, Fleisher, and 
Bond (1998) also find that presidential nominations are 
more likely to succeed earlier in a president’s term. It is 
likely that presidents will use these opportunities to make 
appointments that are closer to their own ideal points. To 
control for these dynamics, I include a dummy variable 
for election years, lagged one time period because such 
appointments will not occur until after a president is inau-
gurated. Trubowitz and Mellow (2005) find that poor 
economic conditions are linked to lower levels of biparti-
sanship in Congressional voting. As economic conditions 
worsen, redistributive pressures intensify and the stakes 
of any given deal may be higher as compared with peri-
ods of economic prosperity. I include a measure of the 
average annual unemployment rate to control for this 
possibility (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2011). Presidential 
approval may also impact the likelihood of bipartisan 
appointments. Meernik (1993) finds that presidents enjoy 
greater bipartisan support in Congress when presidential 
popularity is high. High popularity is also associated with 
higher probabilities that the president’s nominations will 

be approved by the Senate (Krutz, Fleisher, and Bond 
1998). Accordingly, bipartisan appointments may be less 
useful when approval is high, and so I control for the 
mean annual level of presidential job approval (Woolley 
and Peters 2011). Finally, the bureaucracy has grown 
over time, thereby affecting the relative opportunity for 
presidents to make bipartisan appointments. I control for 
the total number of positions in a given year to account 
for changes in opportunity.

Results
Table 1 shows the results for the first set of probit models. 
Model 1 includes only the variables for Vietnam, and 
Model 2 introduces the variables for the Cold War. First, 
we find—somewhat surprisingly—that the war variable 
is not statistically significant in either Model 1 or 2. 
According to Hypothesis 1, we should expect this coeffi-
cient to be statistically significant and positive. The for-
eign policy literature has long suggested that periods of 
war prompt citizens and policymakers to “rally round the 
flag” as a display of national unity. However, this is a 
fairly blunt test of how conflict affects the propensity 
toward bipartisanship, and I examine these dynamics fur-
ther below.

Hypothesis 2 suggests that watershed events should be 
associated with a decline in the likelihood that presidents 
make bipartisan appointments. Model 1 includes the 
post-Vietnam dummy variable, while Model 2 adds the 
post-Cold War dummy variable. Both models include the 
interaction terms between the post-event dummies and 
the Democratic president dummy variable. Hypothesis 3 
suggests that we should expect Democratic presidents to 
be more inclined to make bipartisan appointments than 
Republicans. These interactions help us evaluate whether 
or not these events have led to a structural decline in the 
likelihood of presidents making a bipartisan appointment, 
but also the extent to which there are differences between 
the two parties, and whether or not presidents of each 
party have responded differently to these events. In 
Model 1, the post-Vietnam variable is positive and sig-
nificant at the .01 level. This finding holds up in Model 2, 
where I introduce the post-Cold War variable, which is 
itself not statistically significant. Alternatively, the 
Democratic president variable is positive and significant 
at the .01 level in both models. As these variables are 
dummy variables, we can begin to draw some basic infer-
ences. First, there is little support for Hypothesis 2, as 
neither the post-Vietnam nor the post-Cold War variables 
appear to be associated with a decrease in the probability 
of presidents making bipartisan appointments. The posi-
tive and significant coefficient on the Democratic presi-
dent variable does provide some evidence that Democratic 
presidents have been more likely to make bipartisan 
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appointments than Republican presidents. However, to 
fully evaluate Hypotheses 2 and 3, we must consider the 
post-Vietnam and post-Cold War variables along with 
their respective interaction terms. The positive and statis-
tically significant coefficient on the Democratic president 
variable indicates that Democratic presidents had a statis-
tically significantly higher probability of making biparti-
san appointments than Republicans during the early Cold 
War period. However, the significance on the post-Viet-
nam variable and its interaction term with the Democratic 
president variable suggest that the differences between 
the parties have changed. Democratic presidents have 
seen a decline in the probability that they make a biparti-
san appointment in the post-Vietnam period. The coeffi-
cient on the post-Cold War interaction term does not 
reach statistical significance. I discuss these issues in 
greater detail below.

Hypotheses 4 to 6 concerning the level of support a 
president enjoys in Congress, the negative effect of polar-
ization, and the conditioning effect of polarization on the 
support variable enjoy fairly robust support across 
Models 1 and 2. The presidential support variable is neg-
ative and statistically significant at the .01 level in both 
models. This finding suggests that as presidential support 
in Congress increases, the probability of seeing a biparti-
san appointment drops. This finding is in line with 
Hypothesis 4. Similarly, the results indicate polarization 
is negatively correlated with the probability of a president 
making a bipartisan appointment—as the gap between 
the two parties increases, and the population of moderates 
in Congress declines, the utility of such appointments 

declines. This finding supports Hypothesis 5. However, 
the interaction term suggests that the magnitudes of these 
effects are not static, as I discuss more below.

The results shown in Table 1 provide a first cut at the 
issues addressed here and require further examination. 
The lack of a clear relationship between the war variable 
and bipartisanship is at odds with conventional wisdom. 
However, the variable used in these models is a rather 
blunt instrument—the dummy variable is coded “1” for 
every year during which the United States is at war. This 
coding scheme only tells us if periods of war are different 
from periods where the United States is not at war and 
may be masking substantial variation within conflicts. 
Particularly long conflicts—Vietnam and the wars in Iraq 
and Afghanistan, for example—became especially con-
tentious issues, with members of the opposition party 
seeking to distance themselves from the administration’s 
policies, and often becoming vocal critics. Alternatively, 
presidents and their administrations have often responded 
by closing ranks.16 Previous quantitative studies by 
Meernik (1993) and Trubowitz and Mellow (2005) have 
also suggested that prolonged conflicts can have a nega-
tive effect on bipartisanship in Congressional voting. 
Accordingly, as the duration of a conflict increases, we 
might expect presidents to be less likely to make biparti-
san appointments. This also suggests that any rally effect 
should be most likely to occur early in a conflict.17

The models in Table 2 introduce two new variables to 
tease out this potential intra-conflict variation. The “War 
Onset” variable is coded “1” for the first year of a war, 
and the “War Duration” variable counts the number of 

Table 1. Bipartisan Appointees—Base Model.

Hypothesis Variable (1) (2)

H1 War −0.0282 (0.0735) −0.0388 (0.0753)
H2 Post-Vietnam 0.769*** (0.165) 0.754*** (0.142)
H2 Post-Cold War 0.0295 (0.0924)
H3 Democratic president 1.154*** (0.191) 1.300*** (0.195)
H2 and H3 Democratic president × Post-Vietnam −1.020*** (0.130) −0.921*** (0.0979)
H2 and H3 Democratic president × Post-Cold War −0.282 (0.173)
H4 President’s support in Congress −0.0815*** (0.0254) −0.104*** (0.0277)
H5 Polarization −4.507* (2.401) −5.699*** (2.179)
H6 Support × Polarization 0.0971** (0.0382) 0.124*** (0.0422)
Controls Election −0.133** (0.0675) −0.116* (0.0670)

Unemployment rate −0.00884 (0.0253) −0.00976 (0.0247)
Approval rate 0.00691** (0.00320) 0.00760** (0.00305)
Total appointees −0.0283** (0.0126) −0.0283** (0.0125)
Constant 2.599** (1.299) 3.533*** (1.299)
Log likelihood −658.4 −657.9
Observations 2,430 2,430

Robust standard errors clustered by administration in parentheses.
Two-tailed significance tests used: *p < .1. **p < .05. ***p < .01.
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years since a war began.18 This new specification allows 
us to see if wars are immediately met with an increase in 
the predicted probability that presidents will make a 
bipartisan appointment, and whether or not the probabil-
ity of observing a bipartisan appointment changes over 
the course of a conflict.

The results from Table 2 are informative. War onset 
fails to reach statistical significance in either model. 
Accordingly, there is no indication that the onset of a war 
is met with a higher probability of presidents making a 
bipartisan appointment. This poses some further chal-
lenges to Hypothesis 1 and the conventional wisdom con-
cerning the rallying effect of conflict. Alternatively, War 
Duration is statistically significant and negative in both 
Models 1 and 2. This negative coefficient indicates that as 
the duration of conflicts increases, the predicted probabil-
ity of a president making a bipartisan appointment 
declines. Figure 1 illustrates this dynamic across the 
range of the war duration variable observed in the estima-
tion sample. There is a baseline predicted probability of 
.10 that a president makes a bipartisan appointment, 
decreasing to a low of approximately .025 at the highest 
observed value of the war duration variable. The latter 
predicted value is statistically significantly lower than the 
predicted value at the low end of the X-axis. Such long 
conflicts are unusual, however. The dashed line repre-
sents the mean for the war duration variable—only 2.9 
years. So while the predictions at either end of the X-axis 
in Figure 2 are statistically significantly different from 
one another, the predicted values at the low end of the 
X-axis and those at the mean value are not statistically 

significantly different. Accordingly, these results indicate 
that while we do not see an increase in bipartisanship as a 
result of a war’s onset, we can expect to see a decline in 
bipartisanship if a war drags on long enough. This is con-
sistent with the idea that partisans close ranks as war 
duration increases and it becomes the subject of political 
wrangling, and supports the findings of previous studies 
finding a negative relationship between international cri-
ses and bipartisanship (Meernik 1993; Trubowitz and 
Mellow 2005).

Table 2. Bipartisan Appointee—War Onset and Duration.

Hypothesis Variable (1) (2)

H1 War onset 0.0785 (0.0530) 0.0765 (0.0548)
H1 War duration −0.0668*** (0.0195) −0.0671*** (0.0181)
H2 Post-Vietnam 0.977*** (0.114) 0.954*** (0.0995)
H2 Post-Cold War −0.0411 (0.0667)
H3 Democratic president 1.178*** (0.150) 1.317*** (0.190)
H2 and H3 Democratic president ×Post-Vietnam −1.108*** (0.108) −1.015*** (0.0643)
H2 and H3 Democratic president × Post-Cold War −0.246 (0.171)
H4 President’s support in Congress −0.131*** (0.0203) −0.150*** (0.0286)
H5 Polarization −8.736*** (1.806) −9.492*** (1.948)
H6 Support × Polarization 0.191*** (0.0322) 0.212*** (0.0399)
Controls Election −0.195** (0.0794) −0.174** (0.0803)

Unemployment rate −0.0226 (0.0224) −0.0250 (0.0203)
Approval rate 0.00593*** (0.00190) 0.00677*** (0.00194)
Total appointees −0.0401*** (0.0110) −0.0391*** (0.0106)
Constant 5.365*** (0.951) 6.036*** (1.244)
Log likelihood −654.3 −653.9
Observations 2,430 2,430

Robust standard errors clustered by administration in parentheses.
Two-tailed significance tests used: *p < .1. **p < .05. ***p < .01.
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Figure 1. Predicted probability of a bipartisan appointment 
as a function of war duration.
Dashed line represents mean value of war duration in the estimation 
sample. 95% confidence intervals shown.
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The results shown in Table 2 for the variables evaluat-
ing Hypotheses 2 and 3 are generally consistent with the 
results from Table 1. The post-Vietnam variable, the 
Democratic president variable, and their interaction all 
remain statistically significant and in the expected direc-
tions. However, the interaction between the Democratic 
president variable and the post-Cold War variable is still 
not statistically significant in Model 2. As I discussed 
above, these results require some care in interpreting. 
Figure 2 shows the predicted probabilities of a bipartisan 
appointment by the president’s party in the pre- and post-
Vietnam period based on Model 1 from Table 2. Figure 2 
indicates that in the pre-Vietnam period, the predicted 
probability of a bipartisan appointment was approxi-
mately .12 for Democratic presidents and .01 for 
Republican presidents. While the difference between the 
two parties in the pre-Vietnam is statistically significant, 
the post-Vietnam period actually sees an increase in the 
probability of a bipartisan appointment for Republican 
presidents. In fact, post-Vietnam Republicans are statisti-
cally indistinguishable from post-Vietnam Democrats. 
The results also indicate that the predicted probability of 
a bipartisan appointment under Democratic presidents 
has remained relatively stable over time.

These results are striking. First, they indicate partial 
support for Hypothesis 3 and the idea that Democratic 
presidents have been more prone to make bipartisan 
appointments than Republican presidents but suggest that 
this difference was confined to the early Cold War period. 
Second, there is no indication that the post-Vietnam 
period was marked by a general decline in the probability 
of observing a bipartisan appointment, as several scholars 
have claimed (for one prominent example, see Destler, 

Gelb, and Lake 1985). However, the findings here sug-
gest that there was actually a convergence over time, with 
Republican presidents becoming more likely to make 
bipartisan appointments, bringing them in line with 
Democratic administrations. There are a few possible 
explanations for these discrepancies. First, the probabil-
ity of Republican presidents making bipartisan appoint-
ments during the early Cold War period may have been 
suppressed by an unusual combination of factors. The 
Eisenhower administration was the first Republican 
administration in two decades, and there was likely sub-
stantial pressure to give bureaucratic positions to fellow 
Republicans as a result. In addition, many targets of the 
McCarthy hearings were bureaucratic appointees and the 
Eisenhower administration was under pressure to avoid 
appearing soft on communism, perhaps causing them to 
shy away from appointing more liberal Democrats. 
Republican assertions that the Democrats under Truman 
“lost” China to the communists also made bipartisan 
appointments difficult to sell (see Acheson 1969; Gaddis 
2011; Isaacson and Thomas 1986). Alternatively, the 
increased probability of Republican presidents making 
bipartisan appointments could also reflect the idea that 
waning support among Democrats for the more militant 
varieties of liberal internationalist policies prompted 
Republican presidents to become more bipartisan in an 
effort to secure support for their preferred policies.

The models in Table 2 also yield robust support for 
Hypotheses 4 through 6. The president’s level of 
Congressional support, polarization, and their interaction 
all perform as in Table 1. Again we see that the support 
variable is negative and statistically significant at the .01 
level in Models 1 and 2, indicating that an increase in the 
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Figure 2. Predicted probability of observing a bipartisan appointment by the president’s party and time period.
95% confidence intervals shown around point predictions.
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president’s level of support in Congress is negatively cor-
related with the probability of making a bipartisan 
appointment. This is in line with Hypothesis 4. Providing 
further support for Hypothesis 5, polarization also 
remains negative and significant at the .01 level in both 
models, indicating that increasing polarization is corre-
lated with a lower probability of observing a bipartisan 
appointment. The interaction term continues to be signifi-
cant at the .01 level across both models.

Figure 3 plots the marginal effect of a change in the 
support variable across the range of polarization observed 
in the estimation sample. I plot the marginal effect of a 
four percentage point decrease (from 52% to 48%) in the 
level of Congressional support the president enjoys. This 
range was chosen as it represents a more substantively 
meaningful change—one where the president’s party 
goes from controlling, on average, a majority of the seats 
in Congress, to one where the president’s party controls a 
minority of seats. As we expect bipartisan appointments 
are used to compensate for lower levels of Congressional 
support by helping to build moderate coalitions, it makes 
intuitive sense to look at this in terms of how presidents 
respond to a decline in Congressional support. At the 
lowest levels of polarization, this four percentage point 
decrease in support is correlated with an increase of 
nearly three percentage points in the predicted probability 
of a bipartisan appointment. However, as polarization 
increases, the magnitude of this effect decreases in size, 
eventually becoming negative. When polarization is 
equal to .60, there is still an increase in the predicted 
probability of a bipartisan appointment, but the magni-
tude of this effect has shrunk to about one percentage 
point. The marginal effect of this decrease becomes 

statistically insignificant when polarization reaches an 
approximate value of .64 on the X-axis, as indicated by 
the shaded box in the graph. The effect becomes statisti-
cally significant again when polarization exceeds .76. 
However, when polarization is high, this decline in 
Congressional support leads to a decrease in the predicted 
probability of a bipartisan appointment. The decreasing 
magnitude of this effect makes sense—when polarization 
is low, moderates with whom bipartisan appointees can 
work are plentiful, but when polarization is high, moder-
ates are scarcer. High polarization environments may also 
be lacking in the more moderate types of potential 
appointees that presidents could draw on to fill posts 
within the foreign policy bureaucracy. Figure 3 yields 
support for Hypothesis 4, but with one caveat: The 
hypothesized relationship between Congressional sup-
port and presidential decisions to make bipartisan 
appointments holds, but only when polarization is low 
and the supply of moderates is high.

Two additional points should be made. First, the mar-
ginal effect shown in Figure 3 experiences a statistically 
significant change in magnitude within the positive range 
(i.e., when polarization d .64). This point matters in the 
context of the second point: Changes in polarization of 
the magnitude that are represented in Figure 3 unfold 
over the course of several years. Accordingly, these 
results indicate that while we do see a statistically signifi-
cant change in the magnitude of the effect of a decrease in 
Congressional support, this change will not necessarily 
be clear from one Congress to the next. It is also difficult 
to draw further inferences regarding the extent to which 
we should expect to see change in the magnitude of the 
negative effect (i.e., when polarization t .76). The large 
confidence intervals at the upper end of the X-axis are 
partially driven by the fact that there are fewer observa-
tions at these higher values of polarization. So while we 
can say that there is a statistically significant negative 
effect for the support variable in this higher range of 
polarization, we cannot conclude that this effect has nec-
essarily been getting “more” negative.

Here I will briefly review the results of the control 
variables. The election variable is negative and signifi-
cant in all of the models, suggesting that presidents are 
less likely to make bipartisan appointments immediately 
following elections. The variable for total appointees is 
negative and statistically significant in all models. This 
would indicate that presidents have not continued to 
make bipartisan appointments at the same rate as they 
have other appointments, suggesting that relative biparti-
sanship has declined over time. The unemployment rate 
variable and the approval rate variable both fail to match 
expectations in all four models. The unemployment rate 
variable is not statistically significant in any model. 
Accordingly, we cannot draw any inferences as to it 

−0.06

−0.05

−0.04

−0.03

−0.02

−0.01

0.00

0.01

0.02

0.03

0.04

0.40 0.45 0.50 0.55 0.60 0.65 0.70 0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90
Polarization

M
ar

gi
na

l E
ff

ec
t

Figure 3. Marginal effect of a four percentage point change 
in the level of Congressional support (from 52% to 48%) 
across the range of polarization.
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having a consistent effect one way or the other. And while 
presidential approval is statistically significant in all 
models, it is not in the expected direction.

Conclusion
This project has advanced our understanding of the inter-
national and domestic sources of bipartisanship in foreign 
policymaking on several fronts. First, by drawing on the 
observable implications of conventional wisdoms that 
have existed for decades in the foreign policy literature, 
but have remained largely untested, this study has gener-
ated new data and testable hypotheses on bipartisan 
appointments to the foreign policy bureaucracy. 
Subjecting these claims to systematic empirical scrutiny, 
however, points to some deficiencies in the stylized truths 
that the qualitative foreign policy literature has typically 
embraced. Alternatively, by drawing on arguments from 
the American politics literature, this study has been able 
to expand upon our knowledge of the systematic relation-
ships between domestic political forces and bipartisan-
ship in foreign policymaking.

First, there is no evidence that war leads to an increase 
in the probability of a bipartisan appointment to the for-
eign policy bureaucracy. In fact, what inferences we can 
draw from the preceding analysis suggest that the proba-
bility of bipartisan appointments actually declines as 
wars drag on. To put it differently, while conflict does not 
appear to help bipartisanship, it can certainly harm it. 
Robustness checks using alternative measures of U.S. 
conflict involvement yield either no correlation, or a sta-
tistically significant negative correlation with bipartisan-
ship (see the supplemental appendix at http://prq.sagepub.
com/supplemental/).19 These findings are less surprising 
than they may first seem. As I discuss above, there is evi-
dence indicating that conflicts become increasingly polit-
icized as they drag on, prompting presidents to close 
ranks and creating opportunities for the opposition party 
to attack the administration’s handling of the conflict 
(Isaacson and Thomas 1986; Meernik 1993; Trubowitz 
and Mellow 2005). In reality, this suggests that presidents 
will be less willing to make bipartisan appointments, and 
opposition party members are less inclined to accept such 
invitations, should they be extended. Furthermore, 
appointing individuals to the bureaucracy can be a timely 
affair and is perhaps not the fastest or most efficient 
means of demonstrating national unity. Those cases that 
have been held up as examples of these dynamics—the 
appointment of Henry Stimson, for example—are espe-
cially high-profile cases and are not necessarily represen-
tative of any systematic processes. Stimson’s appointment 
is actually somewhat anomalous when we consider that 
American intervention into the emerging European con-
flict was an issue that evolved over the years preceding 

America’s actual entry into World War II. Stimson was 
Secretary of War for over a year before the attack on Pearl 
Harbor, and in that time, he helped build support for 
increasing American involvement. Wars often do not pro-
vide presidents with this kind of lead time, and this may 
have made the use of bipartisan appointments a more 
viable option for building national unity in this particular 
case.

Similarly, the results fail to provide support for the oft-
cited collapse of bipartisanship following watershed events 
such as Vietnam and/or the end of the Cold War. This poses 
a challenge to conventional wisdom, as these findings indi-
cate that bipartisanship in Republican and Democratic 
administrations actually converged in the post-Vietnam 
period. There is also no evidence that the post-Cold War 
period saw a decline in bipartisanship. This could be the 
result of a few factors, such as the long absence of 
Republicans from the White House and the politics sur-
rounding McCarthyism during the early Cold War period, 
as well as the growing need for Republican presidents to 
generate Democratic support for international activism fol-
lowing Vietnam. However, these issues also suggest an 
important, yet often overlooked, point: While the existence 
of a bipartisan consensus is certainly an issue of “if,” it is 
also an issue of “when” and “where.” Measurement issues, 
as well as decisions concerning the appropriate unit of 
analysis and scope of a study, can influence researchers’ 
findings. Recent work by Kupchan and Trubowitz (2007) 
and Chaudoin, Milner, and Tingley (2010) illustrates that 
this subject remains much in dispute, at least in part 
because of such issues. For example, differences in these 
studies’ findings concerning changes in public opinion 
could be attributable to the use of different survey ques-
tions. In this sense, this study also represents a different 
approach as compared with previous work, conducting a 
systematic analysis of bipartisanship in an area where pre-
vious quantitative studies have not explored. Most existing 
quantitative work has been largely limited in its focus to 
Congressional voting patterns and public opinion (e.g., 
Chaudoin, Milner, and Tingley 2010; Holsti and Rosenau 
1984; Kupchan and Trubowitz 2007; McCormick and 
Wittkopf 1990; Meernik 1993; Wittkopf 1990). These dis-
crepancies should lead us to be cautious in drawing overly 
broad inferences. Bipartisanship may be a more multifac-
eted concept than previously recognized. Viewed more 
narrowly, the results of this study do contradict some 
important claims made by the foreign policy literature, but 
this should not be taken as conclusive. Only through fur-
ther research and considering studies collectively can we 
draw conclusions as to the general state of bipartisanship.

This study has also produced insights into how the 
domestic political environment affects bipartisanship in 
presidential appointments to the foreign policy bureau-
cracy. The results generally support the hypotheses 
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concerning the influence of the level of partisan support a 
president enjoys in Congress. When polarization is low 
and moderates in Congress are more plentiful, presidents 
may be more likely to respond to decreases in their own 
party’s base of support in Congress by making bipartisan 
appointments. However, as polarization increases the 
probability of presidents responding in this way declines. 
This suggests that increasing polarization has effectively 
closed one avenue for greater cooperation between the 
executive and Congress. Given that polarization changes 
over long periods of time, it is unlikely that this trend will 
be reversed anytime soon. More broadly, this analysis 
builds upon previous work by American politics scholars 
on how Congress affects the appointments process (e.g., 
Krutz, Fleisher, and Bond 1998; McCarty and Razaghian 
1999), as well as work by international relations scholars 
showing how Congress affects the executive in the for-
eign policymaking (e.g., Clark 2000; Howell and 
Pevehouse 2007; Kriner 2010).

There are several possibilities for future research. The 
results are consistent with the theoretical notion that pres-
idents use bipartisan appointments to build moderate leg-
islative coalitions to advance their policy goals, but they 
do not speak to the actual efficacy of such a strategy. The 
fact that presidents are more likely to make bipartisan 
appointments in the face of lower Congressional support 
does not necessarily mean that executive–legislative rela-
tions will improve, or that the president will enjoy greater 
legislative success. Future studies could use these data to 
examine the actual effect that these high-ranking appoin-
tees have on executive–legislative relations. Patterns in 
legislative gridlock, for example, may yield insights into 
the effect on legislative activity. Similarly, if bipartisan 
appointees are working with Congressional leadership to 
moderate legislation, we might expect them to be associ-
ated with higher levels of bipartisanship in Congressional 
voting patterns. Additional work in these areas can 
improve our understanding of how bipartisanship actu-
ally affects the policymaking process, or whether it is 
simply a symbolic act with little substantive consequence. 
The idea of a bipartisan consensus as a more multifaceted 
phenomenon also opens the door to other interesting 
questions. For example, what does it suggest if biparti-
sanship in Congressional voting has held constant but has 
declined in public opinion polls? Some recent research 
has begun to address these sorts of issues (e.g., Busby and 
Monten 2012) and future research can seek to further 
explore how bipartisanship varies across different issue 
areas and elite–mass divisions. Future projects can use 
these data to address these questions by looking at the 
kinds of positions bipartisan appointees are given. For 
example, do we see bipartisan appointees given influen-
tial positions, or are they removed from key 

policymaking posts? Finally, this study contributes to 
mounting evidence that international crises and conflict 
do not have the positive impact on bipartisanship that the 
foreign policy literature has typically claimed. Future 
research should seek to address this issue more fully to 
better understand when and how military conflict affects 
bipartisan cooperation.

Author’s Note
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Acknowledgments
The author thanks Michael Allen, Colin Barry, Dave Clark, 
Chad Clay, Ben Fordham, William Howell, Katja Kleinberg, 
Michael McDonald, Greg Robinson, Olga Shvetsova, and Julie 
VanDusky–Allen for their comments and suggestions.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests
The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect 
to the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article.

Funding
The author(s) received no financial support for the research, 
authorship, and/or publication of this article.

Notes
 1. See Hodgson ([1990] 1992) for more detail.
 2. See Hodgson (1973; [1990] 1992), Isaacson and Thomas 

(1986), Roberts (1992), and Bird (2000).
 3. One notable exception is Meernik (1993).
 4. For example, Mueller (1970).
 5. For more on this, see Hodgson (1973, [1990] 1992); 

Destler, Gelb, and Lake (1985); Isaacson and Thomas 
(1986); Roberts (1992); and Busby and Monten (2008).

 6. This issue is the subject of debate. See Kupchan and 
Trubowitz (2007) and Chaudoin, Milner, and Tingley 
(2010).

 7. McCarty and Razaghian’s (1999) analysis does not include 
the State Department or the Department of Defense.

 8. Kupchan and Trubowitz (2007) plot the number of moder-
ates in Congress using Binder’s (1999) measure.

 9. All positions are subject to presidential appointment with 
Senate confirmation, except the Deputy Director of the 
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), the National Security 
Advisor (NSA), the Deputy NSA, and the Director of 
Policy Planning, which do not require Senate confirmation.

10. Other data sets that include bureaucratic appointments are 
limited for the purposes of this study. Some cover a shorter 
time period than was required (see Brown 1982; Mackenzie 
and Light 1985). Busby and Monten (2008) cover a longer 
time period but do not include information on individual par-
tisan affiliations. Also, they do not include the Department 
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of the Treasury, the Council of Economic Advisors, or any 
positions at the Assistant Secretary level. Finally, while their 
data contain information on 225 individuals (see Busby and 
Monten 2008, 459), some of these individuals are members 
of Congress. The data I collected for this project contain 
information on slightly over one thousand individuals—all 
of whom are members of the bureaucracy.

11. I use several data sources to identify the officeholder’s par-
tisan affiliation, including biographical directories, such as 
Marquis Who’s Who (2011), biographical disclosure forms 
used in Senate confirmation hearings, and newspaper arti-
cles. Temporary occupants are included in the data (e.g., 
Acting Assistant Secretary of State). In most cases, these 
are either members of the president’s party or are non-par-
tisan career officials, meaning the observed office is coded 
as “0” for the dependent variable for that year and should 
not affect the number of “1” values in the data.

12. Other data structures and operationalizations of the depen-
dent variable were possible. The primary alternatives 
would be an annual count of the number of bipartisan 
appointments, or bipartisan appointments as a percentage 
of total appointments. However, there are only a few bipar-
tisan appointments in a given year, and the lower thresh-
old on the range of this count is clearly zero. Accordingly, 
ordinary least squares (OLS) is not desirable as it gen-
erates predictions that fall well below the zero value. 
Alternatively, the count structure of the data would make 
the use of a count model appropriate. As these models are 
estimated using maximum likelihood, they tend to be more 
computationally intensive, and given the small sample 
size of the annual data structure (N = 62), I was concerned 
that these models would produce biased and inefficient 
error estimates. I ran a series of bootstrapped models 
based on two thousand replications to address this issue. 
Both the OLS models and the bootstrapped count models 
yield results that support the findings presented herein. 
However, the position-year unit of analysis provides a 
much larger number of observations (N = 2,430), giving 
me greater confidence in the results. See the supplemental 
appendix for these alternative models (http://prq.sagepub.
com/supplemental/).

13. I also code this variable as “1” for 2001–2011 for the ongo-
ing military operations in Iraq and Afghanistan.

14. I use the period after 1968 to refer to the post-Vietnam 
period for a few crucial reasons. First, some authors have 
noted that the Tet Offensive severely damaged the Johnson 
administration’s base of support. Prior to 1968, President 
Johnson’s prosecution of the war effort in Vietnam still 
maintained some level of support. However, the Tet 
Offensive convinced many of Johnson’s key advisors 
that the war could not be won. Consequently, some of the 
changes we should expect to see may show up a few years 
before the war’s official end (see Destler, Gelb, and Lake 
1985; Isaacson and Thomas 1986). Second, 1969 marks 
Richard Nixon’s first year as president. This clean divid-
ing line between administrations may highlight the fact 
that substantial changes might have been implemented 
given the events of the previous year. This possibility is 

supported by the assertions of some scholars regarding the 
Nixon administration’s increasingly partisan approach to 
the appointments process (Destler, Gelb, and Lake 1985).

15. While the Senate confirms presidential nominations, for the 
president to successfully advance his legislative agenda, it 
is necessary to work with both houses of Congress. And so, 
we should expect the decision to make bipartisan appoint-
ments to be made with an eye toward the broader level of 
legislative support a president enjoys.

16. See Isaacson and Thomas (1986) for a description of 
President Johnson’s response to critics of his Vietnam poli-
cies. Similarly, see Woodward (2002) and Mann (2004) for 
a description of President George W. Bush’s responses to 
critics within his administration.

17. Mueller (1970) makes a similar point in the context of pub-
lic opinion.

18. Whereas the post-Vietnam variable begins in 1969, the war 
duration variable counts through the war’s end in 1973. 
Because I code 2001–2011 as a continuous period of war, 
the counter treats the entire time period as a war.

19. These alternative measures are (1) the number of mili-
tarized interstate disputes (MIDs) involving the United 
States during a given year and (2) a five-year moving aver-
age of the number of MIDs involving the United States. 
Results for all other variables support the results presented 
in the primary models presented herein. Data are obtained 
from Ghosn, Palmer, and Bremer (2004).
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