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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Four United States Presidents in two limited wars since
World War II have supposedly amplified their role of ultimate
strategié commander by exercising tactical military authority
normally delegated to uniformed military commanders.

Presidenf Truman exercised tactical authority during the
Korean War when he made decisions concerning the Inchon
landing, pursuing the enemy North of the 38th parallel, and
bombing bridges on the Yalu River.1 Presidents Kennedy,2
Johnson,3 and Nixon4 exercised this same authority during

thgir involvement, as President, in the Viet Nam war. The
President-as-tactician suggests a fundamental modification

of the President's several roles as commander in chief, as

well as changes in the environment and decision making of
national security. Strategy involves all of a nation's

means and ends, and the President is properly and feasibly
accountable to his constituency for mobilizing them. Tactics,
much narrower in scope, involves disposing military forces

in or near battle for immediate objectives; the traditional
logic of both organization and popular scrutiny assign tactical
decision making to proximate (theater and field) commanders.

If tactical military decisions aﬁd responsibility are signi-
ficantly different from strategic decisions and responsibility,

and if Presidential tactical military decision-making has



indeed increased, then the problem is important for United
States Constitutional politics, governmental effectiveness,
and national as well as international security.

However, tactical military orders from the White House
(Presidents on horseback?) are not an entirely modern |
phenomenon of international politics and limited wars in the
nuclear age. Seven Presidents were commander in chief during
six United States wars between 1789 and 1945. Only two,
James Polk and Abraham Lincoln, can be shown to have made
tactical military decisions.

In his study of President Polk, Charles A. McCoy states
that during the Mexican War "Polk asserted the President's
prerogative to know and to decide even the minute details
of military operations,..." -- that he not only " swinsisted
upon directing over-all strategy but often he was so unwise
as to attempt to direct even local matters of tactics.”5
Speaking of President Lincoln's actions as Commander in Chief
during the Civil War, T. Harry Williams says: ''He formulated
policy, drew up strategic plans, and even devised and directed
tactical movements."

This paper examines personality aspects of the behavior
of these two pre-nuclear age Executive tacticians in order to
refine models for future scholarly explanation and evaluation

of Presidential tactical military decision-making.

Strategy, Tactics, and the President's Perspective

Military strategy is the science or art, during both

- peace and war, of utilizing all resources, through large-



scale, long-range planning and development, to ensure
national security or military victory. Military tactics
is the art or science of disposing military forces in
immediate anticipation of, or actually in, battle for
immediate objectives.

Since these two terms, strategy and tactics, are inter-
related, it is at times difficult to ascertain where one
ends and the other begins. The above definition of strategy
is only concerned wifh the classical application of the term
strategy to war, including relevant aspects of the planning
processes prior to, and in preparation for war, and during
the war.

Strategy, as pertaining to the President of the United
States, can be viewed in two ways. Looked at in light of
his numerous roles, or even in light of the singular role of
commander in chief during nafional emergencies, it could be
said that he has the responsibility for determining what has
been referred to as '"grand strategy_.”7 "Grand" strategy
being that which so integrates the policies and armaments
of the nation that the resort to war is either rendered
unnecessary or is undertaken with the maximum chance of
victory -- or strategy as defined above. Grand strategy
or strategy in this sense includes non-military as well as
purely military phases and are not merely concepts of war,
but inherent elements of statecraft at all times.

Strategy, as pertaining to the President, could also be

viewed in purely military terms. The word in this sense



could be harrowly defined as the art of milifary command :

of projecting and directing a military campaign, much in th¢
same manner as would be the strategy employed by a general

or admiral in a military chain of command. However, the
Présidenf not oﬁly-has a responsibility for military strategy
in itself, he also has a reéponsibility for national

strategy aé well. He executes these responsibilities through
large-scale, long—range planning.

That leads to the crucial distinction between strategy
and tactics in this paper. Obviously the President, as well
as other senior commanders in the military chain of command,
has a responsibility for military strategy and, as implied
therein, for military tactics as well. Responsibility for
the applied tactics is one ﬁatter, however, and the actual
tactical decision-maker is another. It could be stated that
anyone in a specified military chain of command, because of
overall inherent responsibility, may give tactical direction
to the lowest echelon of the organization if he so desires.
However, it could equally be said that this prerogative of
responsibility is not generally exercised unless the higher
commander sees a need for such action in order to achiev¢
success., Evidently five of the seven wartime Presidents up
to 1945 did not feel compelled to issue tacticél orders.

Presidential Military Operational
Decision-Making: 1789-1945

The seven Presidents who were wartime Commander in Chiefs

from 1789 to 1945 range from James Madison in the War of 1812



to Harry Truman in the final year of World War II.

James Madison -- War of 1812

James Madison, in the War of 1812, was the first
American President to exercise his power as Commander in
Chief during wartime. President Madison had no model for
action of.the commandef in chief during wartime except his
recollections of the Constitutional deliberations on these
powers, primarily on the question of whether a President
could take actual command of troops in the field.

A hint of precedence had been given in this direction
by President Washington when he had been prepared to or
actually did take personal command in the field during the
1794 Whisky Rebellion.8 Perhaps Madison took cognizance
of this lead when he showed soﬁe impulse in this direction
as "he visited in person -- a thing never known before --
all the offices of the departments of war and the navy,
stimulating eferything in a manner worthy of a little
commander-in-chief, with his little round hat and huge
cockade."g

However, 1t does not appear that ?resident Madison par-
ticipated in tactical military decision—making either as a
commander in the field or throﬁgh the issue of tactical
orders.

There is evidence that a member of his cabinet actually
took command of troops in the field, possibly with Madison's
approval; however, this cabinef member was eventually repri-

manded for his actipn.lo Evidence is not available which



proves Madison's involvement in military decision making
in other than strategic matters and the general handling of
the war as the man responsible for the overall control of

the army and navy.

James Knox Polk and Abraham Lincoln

Both President Polk and President Lincoln, in their role
of Commander in Chief, made tactical military decisions in
the Mexican War and the Civil War, respectively. President
Polk's behavior will be discussed in Chapter IV and President

Lincoln's behavior will be discussed in Chapter V.

William McKinley -- Spanish American War

President McKinley, who had more experience as a military
man than any other American President .during time of war, up
to his term in office, did not make tactical military decisions
during the Spanish-American War.

At the outset of the war he generally approved whatever
the War and Navy departments proposed on strategic matters.

As Ernest May says, 'McKinley seemed disposed to let the navy
and army fight Spain where and how they chose."ll Eventually,
McKinley saw that he was going to have to become more involved
in the war decision making, but even as he became more
involved, he only acted in the role of strategic planner and
decision—maker.12 However, even this increased activity in
the military operational situation was short lived as he
eventually fell back into his original routine of little

involvement in operational matters.



Woodrow Wilson -- World War I

Alexander and Juliette George, in their book Woodrow

Wilson and Colonel House, note that "When the United States

entered World War I, President Wilson openly sought that
dictatorial power which his critics suspected he had coveted
all along. Wilson took the position that he must become

the commander-in-chief of a necessarily autocratic society.”13

In mobilizing the nation's resources for prosecuting the
war, Wilson was persistent in his purpose of enlarging his
authority and exercising it without restriction. The war
crisis furnished an excuse for Wilson's subjugation of Congress
and his resistance of all attempts to qualify his power:

The private individual of Congress is
dead...The traditional separation of powers
has broken down...

The key to the whole in fact, has come
to lie in the President's hands. The path-
way of decision is his own, influenced,
above all, by his personal cast of mind
and by }Ee few who can obtain direct access
to him,

The above bit of evidence concerning Wilson's behavior
would make it appear that another Polk or Lincoln was in the
making, as pertaining to becoming a tactical military decision-
maker. However, for the control of the armed forces per se,
President Wilson took a different view of his role as commander-
in-chief from that taken by Presidents Polk and Lincoln.

Wilson was more interested in executing his duties in the form
of policy direction than in military command., He stated that
"the armed forces of the country must be the instruments of

15

the authority by which policy [is] determined." And, he was

unflinching in his adherence to this view as noted in his



warning to the Navy's General Board and the Joint Board of
the Army and Navy: '"When a policy has been settled by the
Administration and when it is communicated to the Joint
Board, they have no right to be trying to force a different
course and I wish you (the Navy Secretary) would say to them
that if this should occur again, there will be no General or
Joint Boards. They will be abolished.”16

However, President Wilson endeavored to avoid acting as
a military decision-maker in an operational sense in his role
as commander in chief. He clearly delegated authority in
this sphere of his role, abstaining from interference with

his military commanders.17

Franklin D. Roosevelt -- World War II

Before the United States entered World War II, President
Roosevelt was busy asserting his authority as Commander in
Chief.18 He put the military command structure under his
immediate control and made the strategic decisions of the
prewar period, in many instances without even consulting his
military chiefs. As Mark Watson has written, "Roosevelt
was the real and not merely a nominal Commander-in-Chief of
the armed forces...in these prewar days...[T]lhe decisions
were made at the presidential ievel...and in these and other
instances the dutiful behavior of. the Chief of Staff was
determined by his civilian superior as precisely as orders
from the Chief of Staff in their turn determined the dutiful
behavior of his subordinates.”19

But these decisions were strategic, and even though



President Roosevelt may have approved tactical plans before
the war, his actions would not have fit within this investi-
gation's definition of tactical operational decisions during
the war.

After the United States entered the war, the President's
involvement diminished in the operational aspects. The Joint
Chiefs of Staff and their planners enjoyed a considerable
autonomy, and Roosevelt did little to affect operational
strategy. William Emerson states: "Roosevelt never meddled
in operational planning or in the duties of theater comman-
ders.”20 The '"details'" which Roosevelt became involved in
were with other than tactical operations by our definition.
Emerson goes on to say that "the Joint Chiefs and their
staffs, free from presidential interference, settled the
daily busineés of war and were dominant in their own spheres."
Though there is not agreement on the amount of actual involve-
ment President Roosevelt had in the planning and deciding
of military strategy, there is no evidence which would indicate
that he became involved in the details of operational tactics

as did Presidents Polk and Lincoln.22

Harry S. Truman -- World War II

President Truman did not make any tactical operational
military decisions during his short time in the Presidency
while the United States was still in World War II. He did
not make any changes in President Roosevelt's method of running
the war. The major decisions which he made during World War

IT were those concerning the dropping of the atomic bomb on
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Hiroshima and Nagasaki, both strategeic decisions.

During the 156 years from the ratification of the
Constitution of the United States and thé;inauguration of the
first President in 1789 to the end of World War II in 1945,
seven American Presidents pérformed duty as Commander in
Chief of‘the armed forces during time of war. Yet, in the
six Wars which were fought by the United States during those
years, only two of the seven Commanders in Chief made
tactical military decisions.

Toward a Fuller Explanation of
Polk's and Lincoln's Behavior

In seeking an explanation of the behavior of Polk and
Lincoln as tactical military decision makers, some of the
factors which may have influenced this behavior could have
been situational aspects -- both governmental and military --
and, the men themselves -- the Presidential style of Polk
and Lincoln, their perceptions of the commander in chief
role, as well as their own individual personalities.

In his book, Lincoln and His Generals, T. Harry Williams

offers an explanation of Lincoln's behavior as a military
decision-maker by emphasizing the influence of the militéry
situational aspects. Williams contends that the problem

which Lincoln faced was the Union Army commanders, particularly
those generals who were in command up to General Grant's‘
assumption of command as general-in-chief during the latter

stages of the war. He contends that Lincoln was a military
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"genius'" who came to know more about military operations than
any of his generals with the possible exception of Grant.
Williams says:

Sometimes Lincoln "interfered" without meaning
to. He had the type of mind that delighted to
frame a plan of military operations. He loved to
work up a plan and spring it on a general. The
mental exercise gave him pleasure, and he liked
to get the reaction of soldiers to his schemes.

He did not mean for the generals to adopt his
designs, but they did not always understand this,
What he intended as a presentation of his ideas
or a suggestion to be considered sometimes came
through to the military mind as an order from
the commander in chief.

Much of Lincoln's so-called interfering with
the conduct of the war occurred in the first
years of the conflict, when he believed, with
some reason, that he was more capable of mﬁgaging
operations than were most of the generals.

Before accepting Williams' explanation of Lincoln's behavior,
the above statement should be looked at in a different perspec-
tive. If Lincoln did not "mean'" to interfere why did he,
considering his background, get involved in the technical
details of military tactics? Why did he have the 'type of
mind' that loved to "spring'" a military operation plan, via
a message or letter, on a commander in the field who probably
had more to do handling thousands of troops than to play
"'games" with the President? Why would the 'military mind" not
think that a detailed plan of action, drawn up by his commander
in chief, and presented to him on the battlefield rather than
in a conversation in a White House parlor, not in effect be
an order? Would not the impact of other generals being
relieved have affected the “order" perception by the generals

receiving these ''designs'" forwarded by the President? Like-
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wise, if the generalsreceiving the plans from Lincoln should
have attempted to be discriminating about the numerous plans
which they received, which ones should they have considered
"mental exercises' and which ones as the '"real orders"?

Finally, what made Lincoln think he was more '"capable"
of managing military operations during the first years of
the war? -Was it his experiences fighting "mosquitoes'" in
the Black Hawk War? What made Lincoln decide immediately
that he could be a military commander as measured by his
personal qualifications rather than by virtue of his power
as commander in chief of the armed forces? Could personality
help explain Lincoln's beahvior as commander in chief?

Polk's behavior as tactical military decision-maker
could be partly explained by military situational influences
in view of his assessment of the senior military comménders,
the professional soldier and.the military organization as noted
in his QEEEX-Z4 However, in light of Charles McCoy's earlier
qualifying statement that Polk "was often so unwise as to
attempt to direct even local matters of tactics', even though
situated hundreds of miles from the battlefield, could
there be another explanation for his involvement in matters
of military tactics?

Could the varient behavior of President Polk and Presi-
dent Lincoln as tactical militaryrdécision-makers be further
explained by the factor of the individual personality of these
Presidents? Could Polk and Lincoln's personality have accounted

for their behavior as tactical military decision-makers --
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behavior which varied from other pre-1945 wartime presideﬁts?

The purpose of-this investigation is to determine if
and how personality contributed to this noted Variafion in
presidentiai operational military decision making. Specifi-
cally, the purpose is to determine the influence of persona-
lity on this type of behavior by President Polk and President
Linoln. |

In the pursuit of the above stated purpose this investi-
gation is organized into six chapters, this Introduction
being Chapter I. Chapter II presents the methodology of this
investigation -- the exposition of personality as an explana-
tory factor in the study of Polk and Lincoln's behavior.

In Chapter III an analysis of the Constitutiocnal role of

the President as Commander in Chief of the Nation's armed
forces, as intended by the delegafes to the 1789 Constitutional
Convention, is presented. The purpose of Chapter III is to
determine the Framer's intentions as pertaining to the
President's authority as a military commander so as to obtain
a feeling for the boundaries of the Commander in Chief role.
These.boundaries will allow fuller understanding of the role
behavior of Polk and Lincoln.

Chapters IV and V are the heart of this investigation.
Respectively, they present analyses of the personalities of
President Polk and President Lincolﬁ, and the influence which
their individual personalities had upon their behavior as tact-
ical military decision-makers.- Chapter VI presents the

findings and conclusions of this inveStigation -- the relation-
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ship of personality to the explanation of the phenomena of
presidential tactical military decision-making during the
pre-1945 era, and the significance which the study of

personality lends to the explanation of political behavior.
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CHAPTER 11
THE ANALYSIS OF PERSONALITY

As tacticians twenty years apart, Presidents Polk and
Lincoln faced different and hisforically unique wartime
situations. However, fhe work of four social scientists,
Brewster Smith, Fred Greenstein, Harold Lasswell, and
Alexander George, helps relate their unique environments to
common measures of personality among rcle players.régardless
of historical period.

The discussion in this investigation of the influence
of personality on the behavior of Presidents Polk.and Lincoln
will be framed in terms of M. Brewster Smith's five part
model of types of variables that are relevant to the study

of personality and politics:

i
Figure 1
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Smith's model is designed to serve as a reminder of
the complex interdependence of different classes of psycholo-'
gical and social determinants of political -- as well as
other -- behavior.2

In éssence the model is a sophisticated expansion of
a point made by Fred Greenstein: 'behavior is a function of
both the eﬁvironmental situations in which actors find them-
selves and the psychological dispositions they bring to those
situations.”3 It is a display of the stimulus —» organism—>
response relationships. The end product of this display,
response, is shown in panel V of the model. The remainder
of Smith's display CDnSiStSVOf an economical set of elabora-
tions on the environmental and predispositional antecedents
of .behavior. Psychological predispositions are summarized
in Panel III. Panels I, II, and IV are designed to differen-
tiate social and other environmental determinants of behavior
into three classes: (1) the immediate situation within which
behavior occurs (panel IV); (2) the immediate social environ-
ment, extending from birth through adult life, within which
the actor's psychological development occurs (panel II); and
(3) the "distal" or remote social environment which the actor
does not experience directly, but which shapes the immediate
environments that socialize him and provide him with situa-
tional stimuli (panel I). The phenomena summarized by the
three environmental panels are clearly empirically continuous
with each other, but analytically separable.

The solid arrows on the ”map”'indicate the foregoing and
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other types of causal relationships. The dotted arrows note
certain feedback relationships: the further effects of an
actor's political behavior on the situation within which he
acts and on his own attitudes, and the effects on the distal
environment.

Reference will now be made to Figure 1 in order to explain
the methodology in this investigation. This study's depen-
dent variable -- presidential tactical military decision-
making -- will be the '"political behavior' (panel V) which
is to be analyzed. As stated above, the '"response'" ("poli-
tical behavior" or presidential tactical military decision-
making) is influenced not only by the "organism'" (personality
of the particular President in this study), but also by the
"stimulus", or situation (panel IV).

The study of personality and politics cannot afford to
neglect situational factors if the study is designed to isolate
the distinctive contributions of personality -- that both
the contribution of the person and that of his situation, in
interaction, must be included in any adequate analysis.
However, it may be asked which component, the personal or the
situational, is the most important in terms of being the major
influence on individual behavior. In this investigation the
focus will be on the influence of the personal component in
seeking an explanation of presidential tactical military
decision—making. Therefore, for the purpose of determining
the influence of presidential personality in these decisions,

situational interaction with the personality of a particular
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president will not be considered. President Polk and
President Lincoln will be studied in their role as Commander
in Chief of the armed fordes, and it will be asserted that
they are in a common situation -- as the supreme military
commander during wartime with the opportunity available,
through their power in this role, to make military decisions --
with the 6ption to make strategic, tactical, or no decisions
at all. This method will more effectively lead to a deter-
mination of how the particular President's personality
influenced his response. Therefore, in this investigation
the discussion will dwell within the "personality processes
and dispositions" and the '"social environment'" panels (III
and II) of Smith's model. Specifically, an analysis of

each president who made tactical military decisions during
the pre-1945 era, Polk and Lincoln, will be made within the

confines of Harold Lasswell's "power seeker'" hypothesis.

"Power Seeker' Personality

In 1948, Harold Lasswell drew upon the findings and
theories of various schools of dynamic psychology in formu-
lating a general hypothesis about the ﬁpower seeker'" as a
person who '"'pursues power as a means of compénsation against
deprivation. Power is expected‘to overcome low estimates of
the self or the environment in which it functions."4

By linking the emergence of an individual's high valuation
of, or need for power to low self-estimates, Lasswell's
hypothesis usefully orients reséarch on "power-oriented"

leaders to findings emerging from research on childhood deve-
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lopment and socialization and to ego psychology. Attention
is directed to the development of the "self" component of
the ego, beliefs about the self, the extent and quality of
self esteem and its application for behavior.

In this context, attention is also directed to the
emergence of the individual;s personal values. Thus, the
hypothesis holds that some individuals develop an unusually
strong need or striving for power as a means of seeking com-
pensation for damaged or inadequate selfesteem. Personal
""values'" or needs of this kind -- which may be regarded as
"ego motives'" since they are part of the ego subsystem of
the personality -- are an important part of the individual's
motivational structure. The operation of these "values" in
the individual's behavior can be related not merely to deeper
unconscious motives but also to the sphere of the "autonomous"
functioning of the ego. In addition to utilizing various
devices for dealing with unconscious motives, the ego is
also capable of adjustment and construction to secure satis-
faction for personal "values'" such as the need for power,
affection, or deference, thereby maintaining personality
equilibrium. The emergence of these adjustive and constructive
devices, and their operation in the individual's choice,
definition and performance of political roles constitute a
useful focus for studying the interaction of personality and

political behavior in political 1eaders.5

Operationalization of "Power Seeker'" Hypothesis

Before progressing further, operational definitions should
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be given to the key terms in Lasswell's hypothesis: '"low

. : 6
self-estimates,' '"power,'" "compensation'.

Low Self-Estimates, The presence of the low self-

estimate dynamism in an individual lends relevance to
questions about his interest in leadership and his perfor-
mance in a political office. The causal question is not
essential and there is no need to go deeply into a question
of the genesis of such low self-estimates.7 Feelings of
unimportance, moral inferiority, weakness, mediocrity and
intellectual inadequacy are factors which express the pre-
sence of this dynamism in an individual and evidence of the
presence of these factors within the make up of Polk and
Lincoln will be sought within this investigation.

Power Motive. "Power need" is defined as the 'desire

for and enjoyment of power, the high valuation or cathexis

of power.”8 It is a value or need for the possession or
exercise of sanction or means for influencing others. Power
may be desired for one or more of these reasons: (1) so as

to dominate and/or deprive others; (2) so as not to be domi-
nated, or interfered with, by other political actors; and

(3) so as to produce political achievements.g Instrumentally,
power may be desired and exercised in order to satisfy other
personal -needs such as need for achievement, respect, security
and rectitude., Alexander George also has found that this need
or demand for power does not operate uniformly under all con-
ditions in the subject's political motivation, and that it

: ; : ; 0
may be reinforced or in conflict with other strong needs.1
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Compensation. If Lasswell's hypothesis is correct

and applicable to President Polk and President Lincoln, it
should be expected that in acquiring and exercising power they
experienced not merely reduction of tension but also euphoric
feelings of a kind that serve to counter some of the low
self-estimates from which they may have suffered. Establish-
ing and tracing such a compensatory process empirically
requires a close examination of the relationship between
(a) low self-estimates, (b) specific items of behavior that
express the individual's power demand and satisfy it to some
extent, and (c) the substantive content of the ensuing
compensatory gratifications, if any.

Alexander George lists six items of behavior that serve
as possible indicators of a striving for powef gratification

11

on the part of a compensation-seeking personality:

(1) Unwillingness to permit others to share in his
actual or assumed field of power;

(2) Unwillingness to take advice regarding his proper
functioning in his actual or assumed field of power;

(3) Unwillingness to delegate to others tasks that are
believed to belong to his regularly constituted field of
power;

(4) Unwillingness to consult with others, who have a
claim to share power, regarding his functioning in the
actual or assumed field of power;

(5) Unwillingness to inform others with respect to his
functioning in his actual or assumed field of power;

(6) Desire to devise and impose orderly systems upon
others in the political arena.

The "actual or assumed field of power" terminology above

is a more selective statement by George of Lasswell's general
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hypothesis. This was done in order to compensate for the
attempt of the power-seeking personality to ''carve out a
sphere of activity in which he can demonstrate his competence

and worth.”12

Thus, the selective version of the hypothesis
holds that manifestations of power-striving are not encount-
ered throughout the entire range of the subject's political
behayior but operate more selectively, that is, only when he
is performing in his actual or assumed field of power.

As noted above the hypothesis requires evidence that
the exercise of power over others does indeed yield the
individual compensatory gratifications. In order for the
hypothesis to hold, the individuals exercise of power must
provide him with satisfaction of a special kind appropriate
to -his low self-estimates. This requirement leads to a need
to establish- the types of euphoric feelings a personality of
this kind might be expected to experience if the hypothesis
is correct regarding the compensatory character of his
interest in power.

In this respect, the five indicators of low self-estimates
noted above, and the corresponding euphoric feelings to be
expected in cases when power was exercised in a manner that
the subject could represent to himself as being successful

are listed below:l3

Low Self Estimates Euphoric Feeling

(From successful function-
ing in actual or assumed
sphere of power).



Feelings of unimportance:

Feelings of moral
inferiority:

Feelings of weakness:

Feelings of mediocrity:

Feelings of intellectual
inadequacy:
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Sense of uniqueness, the
subjective experiencing

of which may be paraphrased

as follows: "If what should

be done is to be accompli-
shed, I must do it since

no one else will undertake
it or is in a position to

do it." (Note the relation
to the feeling that one
is the '"chosen instrument,"
the feeling of being
"indispensable' for a
certain task, the feeling
of having a "mission".)

Sense of superior virtue:
"I know best what is right
(moral) in this matter."

Sense of superior strength:
"No one can tell me what

to do in this sphere; others,
not I, must yiéld.™

Sense of superior ability:
'""No one else can do this
(whatever the subject is
doing in his field of peower)
so well,"

Sense of intellectual super-
iority (in sphere of com-
petence and power function-
ing): "My judgement is
infallable; I never make
mistakes; I can rely upon
my own reasoning."

As suggested by Alexander George, the testing of

Lasswell's "power seeker' hypothesis requires a developmental

study of the individual, rather than a cross-sectional one,

in order to establish whether individuals who apparently

possess high selfesteem, suffered earlier in life from low

self-estimates and, hence, whether their selfesteem is impor-

tantly "compensatory.”1

This type of approach will be used
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~for the study of President Polk and President Lincoln.

Applicability of Lasswell's Hypothesis
to This Investigation

The observation of behavioral data of the kind noted
abéve provides a demonstrable basis for inferring.the applica-
bility of Lasswell's general hypothesis to the personality
of President Polk and Lincoln -- i.e., their interest in power
as a means of compensation for low self-estimates -- and for
additional analysis of the role this dynamism played in their
political behavior: in their need to become involved in the
~details of tactical military operational decision-making.

Behavior of the type listed above (unwillingess to
permit others to share power, take advice, consult) may serve
personality functions other than its power need. They may
be solely role-determined, being called for by the actor's
assessment of the way in which role expectations should be
interpreted in the light of the requirements of the 'situation'.
In this context, Polk and Lincoln's individual expectations,
or perceptions, pertaining to the role of commander in chief,
will be considered in order fo clarify the relevance of
presented evidence as influenced by the interplay of role and

personality.

Final Note on '"Map"

For the purpose of this investigation the following

adaptation of Brewster Smith's model will be utilized:
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It should be noted that both Smith's model (Figure 1)
and this study's adaptation (Figure 2), in efforts to project
simplistic but realistic relationships, do not handle three
basic psychological apparatuses and processes: motivation,
perception and learning. These are assumed implicitly rather
than being explicitly delineated.

Smith, in a triadic functional classification, attempts
to sort out the ways in which a person's_attitudes are rooted
in his underlying motives and their fusions and transformations,
whatever they may be.15 The ''‘power seeker' hypothesis spells
out a conception of human motivation within the genesis of
this type of personality.

Although not shown, a perceptual screening process
intervenes between panel II (the environmental factors) and

what the person makes of them in panel I1I. Likewise, the same



process intervenes between
tion as it might appear to
and how the person defines

The models ignore the

28

the immediate behavioral situa-
an objective observer {panel IV)
it for himself fpanel I1I1).

details of the learning process.

However, they make the broad functionalist assumption that

pecople in general acquire attitudes that are useful; that

is, rewarding to them,.
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in Freudian psychoanalytic accounts.)

12. Ibid., p. 38,
13. Ibid., pp. 43-44.

14. Ibid., pp. 47-48.
15. Smith, op. cit., p. 27.
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CHAPTER III
THE CONSTITUTIONAL VARIABLE

Neither President Polk nor Pfesident Lincoln remembered
the original Constitutional debates first hand, but both
leaders knew and learned from elders who were alive when the
document was hammered out. Hence, as chimerical as it may
be to establish direct relationships between their tactical
excusions and their perceptions of the Framers' intentions,
one must assume that Polk and Lincoln were at least as
sensitive as most early nineteenth century political and
judicial leaders to their interpretive, constructive roles
in Constitutional development.

If this type of presidential involvement in military
decision-making was expected or intended by the Constitutional
delegates of 1787, these intentions would allow for a fuller
understanding of the variant behavior of Polk and Lincoln
since they would verify the choices available to each of the
pre-1945 wartime presidents as pertaining to their persomnal
operational control of the military forces under their command.
Specifically, intended behavior of this type by the Framing
Fathers would substantiate the assertion that Polk and
Lincoln's behavior did indeed vary from an established norm
of chosen behavior if the same choice was available to the
other pre-1945 wartime presidents.

Article 11, Section 2, of the Constitution of the United

States states that "The President Shall be Commander in Chief
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of the Army and Navy of the United States, and of the
Militia of the several States, when called into the actuai
Service of the United Stafes;...." Under fhis provision
the Framers of the Constitution vested the President with a
function that which there is none '"more significant as
indicating his independent and exalted position."

What influenced the Founding Fathers to add this power-
ful clause to the Constitution, as a specific power of the
President? What were the intentions of these men pertaining
to the President's powers under this clause, particularly
those pertaining to personal command of the armed forces?

The purpose of this chapter is to determine the answers to
these questions through an analysis of the Constitutional role
of the President as Commander in Chief as intended by the
delegates to the 1787 Constitutional Convention in Philadel-
phia, giving particular attention to their intentions in
regards to the President's authority as a military commander.

The real aim of the framers of the Constitution in
giving the commander in chief power to the President has
remained a mystery. The‘political and military history of
the United Statés has belied what may appear on the Surface
to some people as an apparent éimpliéity when viewing this
important clause. That the mystery of the Framer's intentions
should be so is all the more surprising since the brief
cléuse has proved to be one of the most important in this
revered document. Ernest May writes, "Along with the pro-

vision that he (the President) 'take care that the laws be
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faithfully executed' it has supplied the legal basis for
most of the vast expansion in the presidency.”2

Strangely, in spite of this extraordinary grant of
power, this clause of the Constitution appears to have aroused
very little discussion and scarcely any serious opposition
in the Philadelphia Convention of 1787. It was offered, by
the Committee on Detail to the Convention as a whole, and
approved by it, on 27 August 1787.3 Some objections to the
clause were evidently made, but rather to the idea of the
President assuming active command in the field than to his
exercise of the general powers of command.4 However, the
Constitution is silent on both of these matters; neither does
it specifically describe nor define the full powers of the
President as commander in chief. |

The discussion in this Chapter will be grouped into two
areas. First, six major influences which conditioned the
Convention delegates' approach to the placement of military
control within the budding government will be discussed.
These influences were: (1) the British historical experience
with the control of the military, and the British Constitution;
(2) the philosophy of Locke, Montesquieu and Blackstone;
(3) their experiences with control of the British commander
in chief during the Pre-Revolutionary War days; (4) the experi-
ence of the Colonial Governors and the newly formed States'
Constitutions; (5) the dominance of strong executive advocates
at the Convention; and (6) the anticipation that George

Washington would be the first President of the United States.
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The second area of discussion in this Chapter will
center around the Constitutional question of Presidential
command authority under the Commander in Chief clause.

Major Influences on the
Constitutional Delegates

Perhaps the prevailing attitude of the Founding Fathers
towards the President as commander in chief was expressed
by Alexander Hamilton in a letter of 14 March 1788 to the
People of the State of New York. In this letter, No. 69 of

The Federalist, Hamilton, who was a strong executive advocate

at the Philadelphia Convention, defends and defines the
commander in chief power of the proposed President:

The President is to be Commander in Chief
of the army and navy of the United States.
In this respect his authority would be nomi-
nally the same as that of the King of Great
Britain, but in substance much inferior to
it. It would amount to nothing more than
the supreme command and direction of the
military and naval forces, as first General
and Admiral of the confederacy; while that
of the British King extends to the declaring
of war and to the raising and regulating of
fleets and armies; all which by the Consti-
tution under considgration would appertain
to the Legislature.

With this view of the President 'as first General and
Admiral of the confederacy" in mind the influences noted
above which led to this interpretation by Hamilton should be

looked at.

Influence of the British

Ernest May states that "...part of the explanation for"

the commander in chief clause "...presence in the Constitution
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...lies...in the experience of Americans as Englishmen.”6

The men in Philadelphia in 1787 knew from the Britisﬁ
example of Lord Cromwell that a supreme coﬁmander responsible
only to the legislature was a potential dictator. After the
final breach with Charles I in 1642, the British had a trial
of 1egisl§tive control over the armed forces. The 6riginal
control of the forces by the Long Parliament through commi-
ttees eventually became centralized under one man, Cromwell,
who then used his troops to overawe Parliament and set up a
dictatorship.

The delegates to the Convention could also reason from
the more recent examples of the Duke of Marlborough; John
Churchill, and the Duke of Cumberland that the power of
military control should not be vested in any individual other
than the executive himself. |

"More than any other example, that of Marlborough showed
the makers of the American Constitution the peril that could
come if command were separated from the crown.“7 Some
British subjects thought that the battle of Blenheim, where -
Marlborough won a spectacular victory in the marshes between
the Neckar and the Danube rivers, was not necessary and
"posed the question of whether even so technical an issue as
the choice of a battlefield could be left to an independent
commander."8 A question of where responsibility should lie
for determining military aims was also raised by Marlborough's
actions against the French Army, and it seemed to some English-

men a "great disadvantage...that the question should have
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become the business of the commanding general rather than of
civilians such as ministers of the crown or members of parlia-
ment."9

The action of independent commanders, unresponsive to
the Crown, continued to be an example of how not to control
the armed forces when William Augustus, the Duke of Cumberland,
was given the post of commander in chief of the British forces
when the Austrian Succession War of the 1740's came. Even
in defeat, Cumberland collected glory. He became identified
with a Europe-first strategy and the Americans, who also
blamed him for sending them General Braddock, viewed him as
a menace. But, unlike Marlborough, Cumberland's example was
one of defeat rather than victory. When he signed the humi-
liating Convention of Klosterzeven in the Seven Years War,
he proved that a commander in chief who was not capable could
be disastrous; whereas, Marlborough proved in victory that
one who was capable could be dangerous.

These examples which gave indications to the Framers
where not to vest control of the military, were not the only
influences which the English heritage provided them. The
British Constitution provided an éxperienced example of
governmental operations and organization.

James Wilson stated that the British Constitution,
specifically that documents handling of the executive, "was
inapplicable to the situation of this Country'"; however,
there is ample evidence that it was a point of reference for

the delegates and that they kept faith with the English past
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. .. 10
even as they prepared to make a break with it. There were
those who held the view that the British constitution was
the example which determined the final form which the American
executive took. This view was taken by Sir Henry Maine when
he wrote:
It is tolerably clear that the mental

operation through which the framers of the

American Constitution passed was this: they

took the King of Great Britain, went through

his powers, and restrained them whenever they

appeared excessive, or unsuited to the cir-

cumstances of the United States...It was,

George III they took for their model....
Maine also stated that '"the American constitution is the
British constitution with the monarchy left out", to which
Edward S. Corwin replied that this statement '...is, from
the point of view of 1789, almost the exact reverse of the
truth, for the presidency was designed in great measure to
reproduce the monarchy of George III with the corruption left

; 2

out, and also of course the hereditary feature."1 In def-
erence to these observations it will suffice to note that the
executive in both the British and the American constitutions

was given the power of Commander-in-Chief and was thereby

made the supreme military commander,

Influence of Locke, Montesquied and Blackstone

Executive power is delineated iﬁ no suspicious or grudging
terms in the writings of Locke, Montesquieu and Blackstone.
The dogma of '"separation of powers" and that of "checks and
balances" was not unfamiliar to the men of the Philadelphia

Convention. The influence of these philosophérs is evidenced
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in the distribution of powers within the Constitution and
.its structure of the governmental organization. The popu-
larity of these writers is evidenced by Edmund Burke's
statement "I hear as many Blackstones are sold here (America)
as ‘in Britain.'"!?

The writings of these men conditioned the political
thought of the Framers as well as their interpretations of the
British ®nstitution. The Framers did not make a conscious
decision not to adopt the British parliamentary system. The
celebrated form of "responsible government', of which Britain
was the significant prototype, had not developed sufficiently
by 1787 for Americans to reéognize an alternative to the
separation of powers. Their determination to effect separa-
tion of powers among the three branches of the government
calls attention to Alexander Hamilton's definition of the
President's power of command and the legislature's implied
supervision of the'military-by virtue of the power to "declare
war', '"ralse" the fleets and armies, and 'regulate'" the same.
In view of Locke's writing on '"prerogative', this separation
of powers was an obvious oversight on the part of the Framers
when considered in light of the ensuing "implied' powers of
the President which has permitted him to sidestep these require-

ments in his control of the armed forces.

British Commander-in-Chief

A third, and more immediate, influence was the Founding
Fathers' memory of the power and importance of the Pre-Revolu-

tionary War commander-in-chief of the British forces stationed
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in North America. The authority of the Provincial Governors
over these British troops, and particularly over their
appointed commander-in-chief who from 1755.up to the American
Revolution was almost constantly present in America, was

not very clear. The commander was inclined to look upon

the colonial governors simply as liaison officers between
himéelf and the assemblies, and successfully established his
right to command all men under arms in the provinces in spite
of the terms of the governors' _commission.14 One of the
grievances in the Declaration of Indépendence pointed out
this lack of control of the British military commander in the
passage which asserted that King George III had maffected |
to render the Military independent of and superior to the
Cival Power.“15 This lack of civil control served to rein-
force the British examples of Lord Marlborough and Cumberland

within the minds of the Constitutional delegates.

Colonial Governors and State Constitutions

Although, as noted above, the colonial governors did
not have the desired control over the British troops, they
were apparently more successful through their control of the
provincial forces, and this success became another influential
factor on the Founding Fathers as to,whom the command of the
armed forces should be given. This success was fealized
within the individual colonies throughrtheir experience of
combining the Commander-in-Chief with the governorship.

Under the royal commission issued to the colonial governor
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"The King was commander-in-chief of the army and navy: the
governor was captain-general of the provincial military

16 .
forces, as well as vice-admiral." He was commander-in-
chief of his province and the commission endowed him with
all powers belonging to his rank. All officers of the
provincial military forces were under his command and subject
to his authority. He might employ all persons residing
within the province for its defense, and, in case of necess-
ity, transport them to any of the American possessions of
the crown for service against the common enemy. With the
advice of the colonial council he might establish forts or
other defenses, and provide them with ordnance and other
equipment.

The granting of the military powers contained in the
governor's commission by the British Sovereign were more
utilitarian than unique. These provincial governors

were primarily military or naval officers,
who often held positions of civil authority
chiefly to enable them better to maintain
their military leadership or to repay them
financially for the often unwelcome assign-
ment of an American Command. Sometimes
naval officers were appointed as governors
or lieutenant governors of pr?ginces which
were strategically important.

Regardless of the Crown's reasons for appointing specific
individuals as governors of American colonies, the successes
which came from combining the commander-in-chief of the
military with the governorship set a precedent for later

American states.

The power of commander-in-chief which the colonial
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governors possessed was carried over into practically all

of the State Constitutions, where it was vested in the

state governor. Charles Warren writes that in some State
Constitutions the governor had few powers or functions other
than military, and that in many states, he was ''scarcely -
more than a military official.”19 Even though the power of
commander-in-chief was vested in the chief executive of the
colonies and eventually the state constitutions, the res-
péctive assemblies claimed and asserted the rights to vote
money for troops and to authorize their calling up.

Evarts Greene notes that the colonial governors were
closely dependent upon the assemblies, not oniy for supplies,
but also for the legal machinery necessary for the enforce-
ment of their military authority.20 Accordingly, Leonard
Labaree writes that in '"military as well as in civil affairs
the governors found their authority greatly limited by their
lack of financial independence.”21 On 14 November 1746,
Benning Wentworth of New Hampshire declared that military
power was ''rather vested in the assemblies than in the king;
the governors by virtue of his Majesty's commission can cause
one or more regiments to appear on a certain date and at any
place [tlhe[y] shall order within the limits of the regiment,
but they have no power to cause them to be subsisted one day,
let the emergency be so great, unless there is a vote of the

22 Under these conditions the executive

assembly for it."
power was ''checked'", setting precedence for the state consti-

tution and eventually for the American Constitution,
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The Framers of the Constitution did not have to cross
lthe Atlantic Ocean to England to find models for a national
government. These were close at hand in the governments of
the thirteen states that had so recently made the transition
from colbnies. John Adams stated "that it was from the
Constituﬁion of Massachusetts, New York, and Maryland that
the Constifution of the United States was afterwards almost
entilrelyrdrawn."23 More specifically, the office of the
President has been compared to the governors office in the
state Constitution of Massachusetts and New York, where the
governor was not a 'mere cipher" as he was noted to be in
the other state constitutions.24 The New York Constitution,
which was the only one to set up a separate and independent
executive not bound to a pri#y council, was seen to be a model
Constitution.25

Article XVIII of the New York Constitution of 1777
stated that the 'governor...shall by virtue of his office,
be general and commander in chief of all the militia and

."26 The New York

admiral of the navy of this state;...
handling of the executive was quite a change from many of the
other state Constitutions which had retained weak executives
in favor of strong legislative bodies. However, according

to Alexander Hamilton, even those state Constitutions which
"coupled the chief magistrate with a council' had "for the
most part concentrated the military authority in him alone.”27

He notes that the propriety of the commander-in-chief clause

in the American Constitution "is so evident in itself, and
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it is, at the same time, so consonant to the precedents of
the State Constitutiors in general, that little need be said

28
to explain or enforce it."

Strong Executive Advocates

Another of the influences on the Framers of the Consti-
tution was the resolve of several strong personalities at the
Convention who saw a need to establish a strong executive.
The office of the President was created for specific reasons
by the framers, among these being the excesses of the state
legislatures, the "incompetency of Congress as an administra-
tive body," and the "catalogue of legislative misdeeds which
Madison enumerated in his 1list of causes for the calling of
the Convention."zg

The Convention's leading advocates for a strong and
independent executive were Alexander Hamilton, James Madison,
James Wilson and Gouverneur Morris. By forwarding their
plans for obtaining this objective at every opportunity, they
made possible a final settlement in which they would gain
much of what they desired.30 In particular, Wilson and
Mofris were given key positions which afforded them the
opportunity to ensure that the President was provided with
the specific power of "Commander-in-Chief",

On 23 July 1787 it was moved by Elbridge Gerry, and
unanimously resolved by the Convention, "that the proceedings
of the Convention for the establishment of the Natl. Govt.
(except the part relating to the Executive), be referred to

a Committee to prepare and report a Constitution conformable
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thereto”.31 The Convention chose John Rutledge, Edmund
Randolph, Nathaniel Gorham, Oliver Ellsworth and James Wilson
as members of this committee on 24 July.sz.

The Convention debated the executive resolutions, which
they had withheld from the committee as noted above, for two
more days and then referred them, along with resolutions
submitted by Pinckney and Paterson, to this '"committee on
detail." The committee did not change any of the basic
principles already adopted by the Convention, which by this
time had only explicitly conferred upon the executive the
powers of the veto, to make appointments, not including
judges, and to execute the laws. However, the committee
played an influential part in determining the final wording
of the Constitution, and in particular the vital matter of
defining the specific powers to be conferred on the executive.

There is some conflict among authorities as to who the
chairman of this committee was. Charles Thach notes that it
was Rutledge, whereas Edward Corwin states that the chairman
was Wilson.33

Rutledge and Randolph opposed a strong executive, Gorham
was more or less a fence sitter in this regard, and Wilson,
along with Ellsworth, advocated a strong executive.34 Although
Wilson may not have been the chairman of the committee he
obviously had the opportunity to incorporate his conception
of the executive office in the preliminary draft of the Consti-
tution, since it was the Wilson draft which became the report

of the committee.35 It contained the clause "He', (the
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President), ''shall be Commander in Chief of the Army and
Navy of the United States, and of the Militia of the Several
States,”36 and with some verbal changes in other sections,
the Wilson draft became the executive article with its
enumeration of specified powers.

With mention of these verbal changes this discussion
shifts té the other individual who had opportunity to incor-
porafe his conception of the executive office into the
Constitution, Gouverneur Morris. His specific contribution
was with the final document itself.

On 31 August 1787, the Convention created a committee
to work out some yet unfinished business, which was for the
most part the executive provision.37 Gouverneur Morris was
appointed as a member of this committee of eleven men. This
committee did not produce any decisive work; however, they
did present one item of peripheral interest.

This entirely new point which became a part of the
finished Constitutibn stated that the chief executive must
be a natural-born citizen of the United States, or a citizen
at the time of the adoption of the Convention. A letter
written by John Jay probably had some influence in the
decision to add this as one of the qualifications of the
Presidency. Jay had written this letter to George Washington,
wherein he wrote, "Permit me to hint whether it would not
be wise...to provide a strong chéck to the admission of
Foreigners into the administration..., and to declare expressly

that the Command in Chief of the American army shall not be
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given to any but a natural born citizen."38 The 5pecifit
influence of Morris on the adding of this clause is not
known, but he had made a similar suggestion on 9 August in
respect to the qualifications of Senators.39

The specific contribution of Morris was ordained on 8
September when he, along with William Samuel Johnson, James
Madison, Rufus King and Alexander Hamilton, was entrusted
with the task "to revise the style of and arrange the
articles agreed to by the House.”40

Again, there is some conflict as to who the chairman
of this committee was. Corwin says that it was Morris,
Clinton Rossiter names Johnson as chairman. Applying the
same logic which Charles Thach uses in selecting the "first
named" committee member as the likely chairman, it would be
a logical assertion that Johnson was the chairman.41 'However,
there is much evidence to suﬁport the fact that Morris was
the actual "pemman of the Constitution™, that he wrote the
committee report, and that in this capacity he had_the
opportunity to give added meaning to the final document
through his choice of w::-rds.42

It is important to note that in the report of this
committee on style, the grant of the legislative and the
judicial powers was changed from what they had been up to the
time the draft was given to the committee for revision. The
change for each of these two branches of the government was

made so as to bring attention to the specific enumeration of

powers or responsibilities listed under the respective Article
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of the Constitution: "All legislative powers herein granted
veos" in Article I, Section 1; "The judicial power shall
extend to...." in Article III, Section 2. Conversely, the
vesting clause of the executive article remained the same

as it had been written by Wilson for the committee on detail:
",..the executive power shall be vested in a President of the
United States of America.!" Whether Morris fully realized

the possibilities of the wide range of interpretative power
which he had provided the executive is not clear and will
not be pursued further here. However, through the wording
he used, Morris vitally influenced the role of the President

for each occupant of the office thereafter.

George Washington as the First President

The Convention delegates were to emerge with a strong
executive. The proposed Presidency was an office of unusual
vigor and independence. The President was to be a strong,
dignified, largely non-political chief of state, and for our
immediate interest, the supreme military leader. Had this
office been designed more perfectly for any man other than
George Washington?

~ To answer this question, particularly as pertaining to
his military qualifications, the Convention delegates had
only to look to their most recent experience in the Revolu-
tionary War. Even though there is some evidence that
Washington often lacked full control over certain commanders,
this war had been fought successfully under his direction as

~ commander in chief of the Continental forces.
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There is evidence that George Washington's image was
cast in the power of the President and that his experiences
as a military commander was partly responsible for the
President having the power of commander in chief.

Evidence of this statement is noted in a letter of 5 Méy
1788 written by Pierce Butler, who had been a delegate to
the Convention from South Carolina, to Weedon Butler. In his
words, the powers of the President

are full greater, and greater than I disposed

to make them. Nor, Entre Nous, do I believe

they would have been so great had not many of

the members cast their eyes towards General

Washington as President; and shaped their Ideas

of the Powers to be given to a President, by

their opinion of his Virtue,
In Pierce Butler's mind, as indicated by his writing, there
was no doubt that Washington was the man to whom the delegates
to the Convention were looking to be their first President,
and that the Presidential powers were described with him in
mind.

George Washington, in the eyes of the Constitutional
delegates, fit the requirements of the strong leader who
could fulfill the demands of the chief executive of this new
Nation. He had provided the Framers of the Coﬁstitution with
an example of military success in his Revolutionary War role
of commander in chief. And, his widespread popularity would

make ratification of the new Constitution by the states more

feasible,

President's Command Authority

In the state ratifying conventiors there was more dis-



49

cussion and opposition to the '"commander-in-chief" clause.
Ernest May notes that Patrick Henry, Elbridge Gerry, George
Clinton and William Miller were the only prominent men to
protest the clause.44

Miller, in the North Carolina Convention, expressed him-
self fearful that the influence of the President, pérticularly
over the ﬁilitary, would be too great and that he was given
extensive powers too easily liable to abuse. '"He considered
it as a defect in the Constitution, that it was not expressly
provided that Congress should have the direction of the
motions of the army.”45 James Iredell, also from North
Carolina, defended the clause by stating "From the nature of
the thing, the command of armies ought to be delegated to one

n46 Richard Dobbs Spaight, who had been a Con-

person only.
vention delegate from North Carolina, gave support to Iredell
when he stated "it is well kﬁown that the direction of an
army could not'be properly exercised by a numerous body of
men."47

On the whole, however, the propriety of such a power in.
the President, so far as to give orders and exercise a general
supervision over military and naval movements, was not ser-
iously questioned in the state conventions, the opposition
again being largely to the possibility of the President's
assumption of personal command of the forces.48 The general
feeling throughout the country, as pertaining to singleness of

command, was probably expressed by Alexander Hamilton when he

wrote: "Of all the cares or concerns of government, the
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Vdirection'of war most particuliarly demands those qualifies
which distinguish the exercise of power by a single hand."
And, as to the question of where this command should rest,
Hamilton continues "The direction of war implies the direction
of.the common strength; andrthe power of directing and employ-
ing the common strength forms a usual and essential part in
the definition of executive authority.”49

It is an interesting question whether the President,
under this exclusive executive authority, may assume active,
personal command of the armed forces, in time of war. While
the expediency of such action on the part of a President may
be doubted there does not seem to be any ground for questioning
his power to do so. This matter was specifically faised,
discussed and determined in the Constitutional Convention
inm 1787, and-in the state ratifying conventions, as already
mentioned above,

The New Jersey plan presented to the Convention by
Paterson on 15 June 1787 authorized the Executive to direct
all military operations, '"provided, that none of the persons
composing the federal executive shall, on any occasion, take
command of any troops, so as personally to conduct any
military enterprise as general or in any other capacity."50
A plan presented by Alexander Hamilton likewise vested the
chief command and direction of war in the Executive, but with
the proviso that 'he shall not take the actual command, in
the field, of any army, without the consent of the Senate and

Assembly."s1
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The action of the Convention in refusing to adopt any of
these specific proposals,52 and the further attempts in the
state ratifying conventions to secure amendments expressly
forbidding such exercise of command by the President, certain-
ly make it clear that the Framers of the Constitutiqn under -
stood and intended thaf the President should have the right.
Thus the New York Convention proposed an amendment, "That
the President, or person exercising his power for the time
being, shall not command an army in the field in person, with-
out the previous desire of the Congress.”53 In the Maryland
convention a similar amendment was submitted, but defeated
in committee and never reportéd.s4

While there is therefore no doubt as to the Constitu-
tional right of the President to assume personal command of
the armed forces at his direction, the sound construction of
the Constitutionai provision is that no such action on his
part was conteﬁplated unless there was an extraordinary

emergency.

Authority Summary

In summary, the following points have emerged from this
inspection of the factors which-led the Framers of the Consti-
tution to grant the specific power of commander—in-chiéf of
the military forces to the President. They were influenced
in this direction by: |

(1) their knowledge of the. British system of government
and the lessons which were learned from the periods when the

command of the British forces was removed from the Crown,
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i.e., Lord Cromwell, the Duke of Cumberland and the Duke
Vof Marlborough.

(2) the writings of Locke, Montesquieu and Blackstone,-
and their views of separation of powers, checks and balances,
dudlism and prerogative; |

(3) the precedence set in the commission of the Royal
Governors and the State Constitutions conferring the title
of commander-in-chief of the military forces on the respec-
tive executive;

(4) the example of the commander-in-chief of the
British troops in North America not being checked by the
colonial governors;

(5) the strong executive advocates at the Philadelphia
Convention, in particular Gouverneur Morris and James Wilson;

(6) the,military‘success and influence of George
Washington, the man who was expected to be the first Presi-
dent under the new Constitution.

With these influential factors noted, what has been
uncovered as to the intentions of the Framers regarding the
commander-in-chief clause and the President's use of this
power as pertaining to command? The discussion above indi-
cates that there were three major intentions. First, thé
Framers intended to ensure that the military forces of the
national government would be subordinate to civilian authority.
However, the sometimes worn phrases under 'civilian authority"
orT fcivilian control" do not logicaily give the full intent

since this could have been affected by placing command of the
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armed forces under Congress, a committee of Congress, or
any other individual civilian or group of civilians one
would care to formulate. | |

Second, the Framers intended that there be unitary
civilian direction of the nationally controlled military
forces and that this direction should come personaliy from
the President. Finally, they wanted the civilian President
to have all of the prerogatives of command as pertaining
to the military, to include-direct command if necessary.

None of these intentions was incompatable with the
military powers which the Constitution bestows upon Congress.
Here the consideration is with the personal item of
command only. The constraints which the Framers of the
Constitution intended in an implied "control" of the military
are not at issue in this investigation. The commander-in-
chief clause was intended primarily as a device for limiting
the influence of the military in determining the course of
the nation, and ensuring that when the nation was on a course
of war the national executive would be the one to make the
decisions which would keep the course within specific
political, as well as military, boundaries. The type of
command decision, strategic or factical, was not intended to
be restrained by the men who framed and adopted the Constitu-
tion. The Nation was born in war and the Constitution spoke
in a war language. There was no need to specify the types of
war commands which the President should or should not give,
nor the specific type of command decision he should or should

not make.
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CHAPTER IV
JAMES K. POLK -- POWER SEEKER

Leonard D. White states that during the Mexican War
(1846-1848) President Polk gave the country its first demon-
stration of the "administrative capacities of the presidency
as a war agency. He proved that a president could run a
warf"l Charles A. McCoy states that Polk asserted the
President's prerogative to "know and decide even the minute
details of military operations', that Polk not only "insisted
upon directing overall strategy but often he was so unwise
as to attempt to direct even local matters of tactics.”2

President Polk felt that he was responsible for the
conduct of the Mexican War and he exercised his responsibility
to the limit of his endurance. He determined the general
strategy of the army and navy operations as well as some of
the tactical aspects of\these operations. He personally
chose the commanding officers, gave personal attention to
sﬁpply problems, controlled the army and navy financial
estimates, and used the cabinet as a major coordinating agency
for the conduct of the campaigns of the war. He told the
Sécretaries of War and Navy to give their personal attention
to all matters, even of detail, and to advise him promptly
of every important step that was taken. President Polk was
the center on which all else depended. He was unwilling to
permit others to share in the military decisions, to take

advice regarding his proper functioning, to delegate tasks to
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others, and to consult with others who had claims to share
in the military responsibilities of conducting the war.
President Polk possessed a "power-seeker'" personality.
Observation of his power seeking actions was made by Judge
Catron in a letter to Andrew Jackson, wherein he stated:
"Our friend (President Polk) is very prudent and eminently
firm, regardless of consequences. He came here to be...The
President...which at this date is as undisputed as that

you was the General at N. Orleans.”3

Polk's Feelings of Low Selfesteem

The importance of James K. Polk's childhood experiences
in presenting evidence of the dynamism of low selfesteem
is suggested in materials collected by one of his biographers,
Charles Sellers.4 These suggest that some of the critical
experiences leading to Polk's damaged selfesteem lay in his
experiences with the dogmatic Presbyterianism of his mother,
pitted against his mental wrestling with the common sense,
or rational, religious philosophy of John Witherspoon, as
conveyed by Doctor Joseph Caldwell at the University of North
Carolina during Polk's days as a student there.

Jane Knox Polk, his mother, had provided young James
with a strong religious influence. Mrs. Polk was remembered
by people for '"her piety, her theological acumen, her vigorous
and masculine intellect', and "her great tenacity for Pres-
byterianism'". James' father, Samuel, noted that her chief
pleasure was "in the Bible, the Confession of Faith, the

Psalms and Watt's Hymns."S
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Young Polk seems to have found the Witherspoon philo-
sophy convincing, yet it seemed to have had the effect of
"discouraging personal-reiigious committmeht, even while it
was indoctrinating against heretical ideas.”6 Polk's mixed
emotions on religion are recorded in a paper which he pre-
pared for.the Dialectic Society at the University of North
Carolina. He wrote that '"'Ambition, that fell destroyer
that rankles the breast of unregenerated man'...had on
occasion perverted réason to wicked purposes; the noble
faculty had even been 'basely used by a Paine a Hume and a
Bolinbroke [sic] as the harbinger of infidelity'." He adds
that in these speculations '"it were sacraligious indeed to |
attribute the present elevation of our spirits exclusively

n? Polk's religious uncertainties, giving

to human exertion.
him a feeling of moral doubt, are evidenced in the fact that
even though he was a regular church gder he never felt "him-
self strongly enough 'convicted' to join a church.”8

An earlier event brings this internal turmoil into
more vivid focus. Shortly after the birth of James Polk on-
2 November 1795 in Mecklenburg County, near Pineville, North
Carolina, his mother persuaded his father, Samuel, to take
the baby to the church in Providence, North Carolina, for
baptism. Although Samuel was not as sternly religious as
Mrs. Polk, he was by no means antireligious, and in fact took
his wife the seven miles distance from their home to church

each Sunday with little persuasion on her part. However,

Samuel had not made the required profession of faith, as
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expected of parents who brought babies for baptism, and the
‘minister of the éhurch in Providence, Parson Wallis, "was
hardly the man to abate this requirement.”g On the day of.

the expected baptism of James, Samuel and the parson quarrelled
over the requirement of his profession of faith and James

went home unbaptized. The Presbyterian doctrine of infant
damnatioﬁ ﬁecessitating infant baptism, was never fulfilled
”and‘knowledge of this episode was to leave such deep scars
that he tJames) would not receive the sacrament of baptism

until he lay on his death bed.”10

These scars produced
deeper aggravation by stimulating Polk's moral self-doubts
in later years.

Even the event of his final baptism brings out the incon-
gruity of James Polk's religious struggling. Upon completion
of his Presidential term Polk returned to Nashville, Tennessee,
his family having moved from North Carolina to Tennessee
when James was eleven years old. At the age of fifty-four,
he experienced a recurrence of an illness from which he had
suffered on his homeword journey, and it appeared that he
would not recover. The Polk family, in addition to the now
ex-President's wife, Sarah, was Presbyterian; and, although
he attendéd church with Sarah on most occasions, Polk ha&
expressed a preference for the Methodist.denomination.ll A
few days before his death, his mother came from her home in
Columbia, Tennessee bringing herrown church pastor in hopes
that her son might accept baptism and unite with the Presby-

terian church. However, James recalled a promise which he
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had given at the significantly late age of 38 years old to
Reverend McFerrin, of the Methodist Church, that, when he
was ready to join the church, McFerrin should baptize him.12

Polk's Methodist leanings had been rooted in a moving
sermon given by Reverend McFerrin in 1833, in which McFerrin
exhorted the listeners to embrace the "inheritance...reserved
in heaven'for you.”13 Polk had never been able to respond

to the rigorous predestination of the Presbyterianism which

his wife and mother embraced. But McFerrin's appeal "so

affected him that he 'went away from the campground a convicted

sinner, if not a converted man'.”14 Yet, the conflict of

his Methodist leanings with the faith of his family, plus
the scars left by his boyhood encounters with Presbyterianism,
had prevented him from making an open profession of faith
at anytime up to the baptism several days before his death
as noted above.

Feelings of moral inferiority must have been tugging at
him even in the latter years of his life. On his fiftieth

birthday he '"thought of the vanity of this world's honours

and that it was time for me to be 'putting my House in Order'."

And on his fifty-third birthday Polk wrote in his Diary,
"I am solemnly impressed with the Vanify and emptiness of
worldly honours and wordly judgements, and of [the wisdom
of] preparing for a future estate...I pray God to prepare me
to meet the great event.”l6

Another factor evidenced in James Polk's youth, which

caused him to experience feelings of low selfesteem, was his

1 &
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poor health. Small for his age and sickly, he lagged at the
numerous tasks imposed on other boys around their homes and
in the fields in his pioneer setting. When his father,
hoping that his oldest son James might oﬁe day follow in
his own footsteps as a surveyor, took him on surveying trips
into the Tennessee wilderneés, the boy usually had to be
"left in cémp to care for the horses and prepare the evening
meal;”17_ Young James was unable to hold his own in the
vigorous outdoor sports of the neighboring farm boys. He
was branded as a weakling by a frontier community where
physical prowess and the arts of field and forest were major
virtues.

His early sickness did have specific physical causes.
The abdominal pains which reduced him to listlessness were
finally diagnosed as gallstones. Even though he recovered
some vigor after an operation to remove the stone, he was
continually plagued with bad health throughout the remainder
of his 1ife.18

James was never robust, even after the operation, but
he developed a dogged determination and toughness of character
to compensate for the sense of inadequacy which he felt was
caused by his poor health. The feverish drive of his 1a£er
years, his intense ambition, his passionate resolution not
only to equal but to excel those about him, must have arisen
from his boyish aspirations, conditioned as he was by his
mother's stern Presbyterian gospel of duty.

Because young Polk's health was poor, his father had
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arranged for James to learn the merchandising business by
.working in a store. However, Polk had already decided that
he wanted the life of a professional man for which he needed
schooling. Eventually Samuel gave in to the young boy's
desires and allowed him to go to school even though he was
starting at an age older thén usual. In 1848, President
Polk recalied, "I closed my education at a later period in
life than is usual, in consequence of having been very much
afflicted and enjoyed very bad health in my youth. I did
not commence the Latin Grammer until the 13th of July 1813.”19
He was seventeen at that time.

Polk's illnesses and his religious struggles produced
within him feelings of unimportance, moral inferiority,
weakness, mediocrity and intellectual inadequacy. All of
his abilities were aCquired only by dent of unremitting
effort over a considerable period of time. His development
was continuous throughout his life, rarely progressing ahead
of the challenges that presented themselves, forcing him to
the limit of his abilities in every new situation.

Behind the matter-of-fact exterior, young Polk harbored
an insatiable appetite for success as compensation for his
low-estimates of himself. Lacking intellectual brillianée
and great personal magnetism, he drove himself ruthlessly,
exploiting the abilities and energies he did possess to an
extent that few men ever equal. When opportunities for
success came he pursued them with a.furious energy in order

to demonstrate his competence and worth.
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Striving for Power Gratification

Upon Polk's graduation from the University of North
Carolina in 1818, and subsequent return to his home in
Tennessee, leanings toward law and politics began to emerge.
Evidence is insufficient to pinpoint a time during Polk's
adolescence when he first showed an interest in politics.
However, the political interests of the Polk family in North
Carolina and later in Tennessee probably influenced young
Polk's political leanings.20 Evidence of political interest
is presented in papers which he wrote at the University of
North Carolina for the Dialectic Society debates, with a
hint of interest in 1aw.21

What may have been a hint of interest in law was started
toward fruition shortly after Polk's return from college to
Tennessee when he went to Nashville to study under a cele-
brated lawyer, Felix Grundy. During this period of American
history would be lawyers generally sought admission to an
established attorney's office where they traded thgir personal
services, i.e., building fires, running errands, for the
privilege of reading the law books available, and obtaining
answers to knotty legal questions which arose in the appren-
tices' minds.

While Polk was serving his apprenticeship with Grundy in
1819, the first quoted evidence of his interest in politics
as the "field" or "sphere of competence" within which he
could satisfy his need for power as.compensation for his low

22

self-estimates is found.”” Grundy was a member of the
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Tennessee legislature and had offered his assistance to
another young apprentice in his office in becoming elected
as clerk of the state senate. Overhearing the young man
refuse the offer, Polk told him that since "you have refused
Mr. Grundy's offer, I would be glad if you would tell him
that I would like to have the place myself, if he will assist
me to getlit.”23 With Grundy's assistance, young Polk was
elected to the post and a political career began.

Ever since his gallstone operation, Polk had driven
himself to overcome his boyhood sense of inadequacy. Politics
would now become his whole life, aside from which he had no
aspirations, intellectual interests, recreations, or even
friendships. His wife and family would contribute the only
break in this almost total committment of his personality.

Polk was an introverted, unrelaxed man who worked
feverishly at presenting himéelf not és he actually was but
as he wished to be. In order to subdue his feelings of low
selfesteem he tried to express determination and rigorous
self-discipline, an air of restrainéd power and passion.

These things he worked at relentlessly.

By trainiﬁg and practice Polk was able to overcome a
lack of the natural gift of eloquence.. At the University of
North Carolina in Chapel Hill he had preferred 1ogicalrappea15
to reason, clothed in eloquent 1angﬁage, but when these proved
ineffective with Tennessee political audiences later, he
developed a new style that, despite ité incongruity with his

personality, "eventually made him one of the most celebrated
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stump speakers in the history of the state."24

This incongruity, even though possibly indicative of a
process of maturation, is pointed out in his changed attitu&e
on "eloquence of speech" from his seniorlyear_at Chapel Hili
and his later return to his alma mater as an elder states-
man. At Chapel Hill, and upon being elected President of
the Dialéctic Society for a second time, he delivered an
inaugural address on "Eloquence'". He told the members that
"your proficiency in extemporaneous debating will furnish
you with that fluency of language, that context of ideas
and boldness of delivery that will be equally serviceable

n2> Upon his

in the council, in the pulpit, and at the bar.
return to the campus as an elder statesman he advised the
younger Dialectic Society members that one of the faults of
the society's debates was that 'too much attention (was)
paid to the eloquence of language and too little to the ideas
conveyed by it." It "will make you timorous and unprepared
to engage in unforeéeen discussion." By focusing on the
ideas to be conveyed the "attention of your hearers will not
then be diverted from the merits of the question by the
studied methaphors and flowers of language."z6

Polk realized that he lacked the imagination for the
flowery flights that made other politicians so impressive to
their listeners. Recognizing his limitations on what he could
make himself do, he compensated by appealing to simple réason.

There was "something in his manner and delivery that suggested

the idea of labor, effort, power,'" something 'deliberate yet
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vehement," the sense he somehow conveyed of the strength
and passion that were pent up and channeled by his discipiined
will.?’ |

Polk's political aspirations required an exertion of
will so nearly continuous that it became second nature. His
personality seemed unbelievably methodical and calculated,
but he wofked so hard at making it believable that his
listeners were convinced. With all his outgoing impulses
and aspirations turned inward and focused on the satisfaction
of politics as a source of power, he had set himself as a
young man to cultivating the qualities requisite for political
success in order to quench his need and desire for power,
his need for respect, security, rectitude and the production
of political achievements.

Schooling himself to a rather ceremonial affability,
Polk collected acquaintanceships avidly and cultivated them
assiduously in furtherance of political aspirations. One of
his acquaintances, Colonel Holman, recalled an incident that
illustrates this aspect of Polk's personality. Upon seeing .
Colonel Holman, whom he had only met once ten years previously,
Polk approached him with outstretched hand. When Holman
remarked that they were not acquainted, he was assured by
Polk that the reverse was true. Polk said, "I don't think I
was ever introduced to a man and talked to him ten minutes,

& As suggested by Charles

that I ever afterwards forgot him."
Sellers, Polk's energetic application to the 'business of

personal relations compensated in large measure for his



68

inability to achieve real spontaneity."29

After having served as a Tennessee legislator, a U.S.
Representative, and governor of Tennessee, Polk was nominated
on the ninth ballot by the Democratic party as their candid-
ate for President. He defeated the Whig candidate, Henry |
Clay, in 1844. Although he had been a compromise candidate
of the Democratic Party, after the election he wrote to Cave
Johnson that he felt himself to be fully capable of formu-
léting his own plans for selection of his cabinet and handling
patronage. He noted that with or without a united and
harmonious set of cabinet counsellors, "I intend to be my-
self President of the U.S.”30 |

Polk let it be known that he not only intended to be an
independent President. Upon the outbreak of the Mexican War
he made it equally clear that he intended to be an active
Commander in Chief when he told his land office Commissioner,
James Shields, that he hoped his friends in Congress would
allow him to conduct the war as he thought proper.31

Acting within his role as Commander in Chief of the
armed forces during the Mexican War the evidence mounts quickly
pertaining to his striving for self-gratification and vividly
portrays his compensatory need for power. It was this
specialized area of authority which provided him with an
opportunity to function with considerable autonomy and freedom
from interference from others. Within this role he could

operate in a manner which would help him obtain a personality

equilibrium. And, his zeal to produce political achievements
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would cause him to not oﬁly determine the stfategic aspects
.of the war but would spur him to act as a tactical military
decision-maker. |
Once the Mexican War was declared by Congress, Polk
wasted nb time in determining the precise course of the
campaign. On 14 May 1846 President Polk noted in his Diary
that he gaﬁe to Secretary of War Marcy and General Winifield
Scotf his ”opinibn that the first movement should be to

n32 This

march a competent force into the Northern Provinces.
piece of strategic guidance was further formulated into a
more detailed tactical plan by the President and presented
to the cabinet two days later. In it he noted that his plan
was '""to march an army of 2000 men on Santa Fe and near 5000
on Chihuahua...leaving General Scott to occupy the country
on the lower. Del Norte and in the interior."33

Polk continued his attempts at formulating tactical
military operations when he outlined his plans for the capture

34 on

of Mexico City at a cabinet meeting in August of 1846.
21 September he drafted the orders for an advance on Tampico,
the first step in those plans.35 The President not only
directed the advance; he sent orders directly to General
Robert Patterson, who was under the command of General Téylor,
to organize a force for the expedition. General Taylor wrote
a scathing letter to the War Department complaining about
"corresponding directly with my subordinates, and communica-

ting orders and instructions on points, which, by all military

precept and practice, pertain exclusively to the general in
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command." He denounced this interference "as a violation of
the integrity of his command.”36 However, the Commander in
Chief prevailed, the expedition proceedeﬂ,'and Polk was not
prevented from further tactical direction.

On 10 October President Polk noted in his Diary that the
Tampico expedition "having been heretofore resolved upon,
the'question of extending that expedition to Vera Cruz was
discussed.”37 A week later a meeting was held at the White
House attended by Polk, the Secretary.of War, the Secretary
of State, and a former consul at Vera Cruz who had been
summoned from Rhode Island to Washington. At the President's
request, the former consul drew up a detailed diagram of
Yera Cruz and the surrounding country, and from this diagram
the detailed plans for the landing and capture of that port
city were drawn. | |

Polk's desire to directlthe military operations, and
frustration at-not being able to obtain information which he
felt was needed in order for him to direct tactical operations
is exhibited in his report of a cabinet meeting. He wrote:
"Great embarrassments exist in directing the movements of our
forces, for want of reliable information of the topography
of the country, the character of the roads, the supplies which
can probably be drawn from the country, and the facilifies or
obstructions which may exist in pfosecuting the campaign into
the interior of the country.'" He goes on to complain that
"Gen'l Taylor...seems to act as.- a Regular Soldier, whose only

' : 39 T P ;
duty is to obey orders." Polk wanted information so he
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could exercise every command prerogative.

Polk not only made tactical operational decisions. He
was also involved personally in the selection of commanders,
the selection of officers down to the grade of second lieu-

41 . .
tenant,40 supply problems, and his cabinet's war efforts.

One week after the war was declared President Polk con-
ferred with his Secretaries of Navy and War, whereupon he
wrote:

I had however a long and full conversation
with the Secretaries of War and of the Navy
in relation to the prosecution of the war with
Mexico, and urged upon both the necessity of
giving their personal attention to all matters,
even details, and not confiding in their sub-
ordinates to act without their supervision.

I required them, too, to keep me constantly
advised of every important step that was taken.

42

Justifying his preemption of Secretary of War Marcy's
duties, Polk noted on 22 September 1846 "The Secretary of War
is overwhelmed with his labours and responsibilities.”43 And
on 13 May 1847 Polk further noted that '"The Secretary of War
is greatly oppressed with the duties of his office,...0On this
account I aid the Secretary of War in giving all the attention
to details that my time will permit."44

This assistance in "details" may have been necessitated
in the case of Marcy since there is evidence of his inade-
quacy within his post. Marcy had confessed his inability to
control the quartermaster general's department.4s And, it
was not uncommon for Marcy to bring dispatches on the war to

the White House, and, seated before the President, read them

aloud to the Commander in Chief.4§ However, in reply to this
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evidence df_a'lack of initiative on Marcy's Eehalf, the'
President's rejoinder to the Secretary of War and Navy to
keep him "advised of eVery important step that was taken"
should be noted.47
Further, evidence of Polk's control over his cabinet
members woqld not indicate that he allowed for very much
initiative and participation on their parts even though Polk
indicates on numerous occasions.that certain members of the
cabinet "approved" his plans, '"agreed with" them, or that
he '"consulted'" with them, One member of his cabinet, George
Bancroft, noted that Polk "insisted on being its (the.cabinet)
center and in overruling and guiding all his secretaries to
act so as to produce unity and harmony.”48 Gideon Welles
noted that several cabinet méﬁbers "have been at particular
pains to tell me that the President has his way," and '"does

49 Nowhere is Polk's unwillingness to a

as he has a mind to."
allow others to shére in his "field of power" more vividly
expressed than in hisrgigzx, when he stated: 'No President
who performs his duty...consciously can have any leisure. If
he entrusts the details...to subordinates constant errors will

occur. I prefer to supervise the whole operations of the

Government myself...,and this makes my duties very great.”s

Compensation

As noted earlier, in order for the "power-seeker' hypo-
thesis to fit an individual, the exercise of power must
provide him with satisfactions, which are expressed as euphoric

feelings, that he might be expected to experience as a com-
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pensatory character of his interest in power. The process
of carving 6ut a éphere of competence is marked by a tendency
to shift from one extreme of subjective feelings to the
other: from lack of self-confidence to higher self-estimates
and- self-assurance in the actual or assumed field of power.
In the military commander field, Polk found a sphere of power
in whichlhe'could function autonomously, as a leader of men,
and one in which he could prove his competence. Within this
sphere of competence, he felt free to assert, almost defian-
tly, a sense of intellectual superiority.

On 20 March 1847, upon learning that the Mexican govern-
ment refused to reopen negotiations without the lifting of
the blockade of her ports and the removal of U.S. armed forces
from the territories of Mexico, President Polk declared that
the ”conditiops required were wholly inadmissible, and that
no alternative was now left but the most energetic crushing
movement of our arms upon Mexico." Secretary of State Buchanan
disagreed with this alternative, whereupon Polk noted his ‘
disagreement with Buchanan, saying that "if I had a proper
commander of the army, who would lay aside the technical rules
of war to be found in books...I had no doubt Santa Anna and
his whole army could be destroyed or captured in a short
time.”51 It should be noted that President Polk made com-
plaints about his generals, and other officers, throughout the
war, never finding a commander tolhis satisfaction., In light
of the fact that the war was won with these undesired commanders

in charge, and the lack of continous effective control by the
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President‘due‘to slow communications, an obsérver is led to
wonder if his desire to dominate was not the real source of
his dissatisfaction, or at least a major contributing factor.

Another example of Polk's obtainment of satisfaction,
exﬁerienéing euphoric feelings of intellectual superiority,
and reinforcing a sense of infallible judgments, was over a
decision which he had made concerning a conflict between
three surgeons serving in the Afmy in Vera Cruz. Polk had
quickly settled the dispute by directing that one of the
surgeons be ordered to serve elsewhere. He recorded in his
Diary: '"The Secretary of War did not seem to concur in this
opinion, but I had no doubt on the subject and issued the
order accordingly.”52

In a similar situation,.Polk had told Marcy to write a
letter placing Colonel Harnéy under his personal command,
after learning that General Scott had placed Harney, a Demo-
crat and friend oereneral Jackson, under arrest. Instead
of writing'the letter, Marcy brought the matter to the atten-
tion of the entire Cabinet, whose members sided with Marcy's
opposition. Polk settled this conflict, stating: "I told
the Cabinet that I had great respect for their Opinions,_but
that in this case I was sure I was right, and would take the .
whole responsibility.”53

A sense of uniqueness is another of the euphoric feelings
which Polk experienced from the exercise of his power. Some
of those have already been noted above, i.e., his feeling of

being indespensable for his task of'”supervising the whole
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operation of the Government" himself.>* Polk felt that if
his responsibility for the wars direction was going.to be
fulfilled properly, he would have to be the one to decide the
actions, even the most minute details of these actions. An
example of his interest in these details concerned the
procurement of army mules and horses, He stated that he
"was much vexed at the extravagence and stupidity of pur-
chasing these animals in the U.S. and transporting them at
vast expense to Mexico...I shall find it necessary to give
more of my attention to these matters of detail than I have
heretofore had it in my power to do.”55
Further evidence of President Polk's feeling of unique-
ness, as well as superior ability, in the military field is
available, as the following excerpts from his Diary indicate:
Several matters of public business were con-
sidered and disposed of, most of them relating
to our military operations. I find it to be
necessary to give my personal attention to the
minute details of these operations, as far as
the other indespensable duties of my office will
permit me to do so0.%0
And later he writes:
I am devoting all my time and energies to
these (military) matters, and in examining all
the details of everything that is done, ag
far as it (is) possible for me to do so.
Thomas Bailey notes that President Polk wrote in his
diary, "In truth, though I occupy a very high position, I am

the hardest working man in this country.”s8

Polk Personality Summary

In order to compensate for his feelings of low self-
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esteem -- feelings of unimportance, wéakness,rmediocrity,
moral inferiority, and intellectual inadequacy -- which were
rooted in his poor health and his experience with religion,
James K. Polk developed a need or desire for power. Parti-
cularly, he felt a need for the exercise of power in order
“to gain respect, security an& rectitude for himself.

In order to gain respect, security and rectitude for
himself, compensating for his feelings of low self-estimates,
he worked relentlessly towards obtaining political office.
Ultimately, he arrived at the apex of American politics,
the Presidency. Even though a compromise candidate for the
office, he let it be known that he felt he had a mandate
from the people by virtue of his electoral victory over the
Whig candidate., Whether or not he achieved harmony among
the Democratic factions that had preferred other candidates,
he intended to be an independent, and strong President. The
Democratic Party platform had called for a vigorous policy
towards Oregon and Mexico and his victory convinced him that
he had a directive from the American people to pursue this
policy.

George Bancroft indicates that President Polk entered
the White House with four '"great measures'", or political
achievements, in view: a lowered tariff, the Independent
Treasury System, the settlement of Oregon disputes, and the
annexation of California.59 Whether Polk actually announced
these ''goals'" beforehand or not does not particularly matter

here. The fact is that each of them was attained. The
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Democratic campaign siogan had been "Reoccupation of Oregon
and reannexation of Texas'" and the pursuit of those objec;
tives provided the arena within which Polk became a tactical
military decision-maker.

Polk had tried to buy California from Mexico. When she
refused to sell, he ordered General Taylor's small érmy into
disputed territory on the Rio Grande, where it might be said
that the Mexicans were goaded into an attack. Whether Polk's
action was spurred bf a desire on his part for a war with
Mexico is not the issue here. It suffices to say that the
goal of annexing California was.there, within which he could
produce a political achievement, war or no war. But; when
the war came he lost no time in asserting his authority as
Commander in Chief, a role within which he felt there was
a need to dominate if he were to gain the political achieve-
ment needed by his personality conflicts.

There is no doubt that Polk realized his responsibility
for the conduct of the war as Commahder in Chief.60 He
viewed his role as Commander in Chief the same as that pro-
claiméd by Alexander Hamilton -- as '"first general and
admiral of the Cénfederacy.”ﬁl This view by Polk is presented
in his Diary when he stated to the Adjutant General of the
army, who had attempted to withhold information on officer
vacancies from him: "I repeated to him that he must regard
what I said as a military order and that I would expect it to
be properly obeyed."62

The immediate question which could be gathered from the
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above view is: could Polk have perceived his role to be one
of tactical operational military decision-maker? In other
words, could his behavior have been role-determined, being
called for by his assessment of the way in which role expec-
tations should be interpreted in light of the requirements
of the situation? The plausibility of such a determination
should be Eonsidered.

There is evidence that President Polk considered his
senior military commanders, General Taylor and General
Scott, unqualified for their commands and were not to be

trusted.63

He was also suspect of the political aspirations
and affiliation of these men, as well as other members of
the military.64 He also displayed contempt for the pro-
fessional soldier, who he felt had been made soft and lazy
by garrison 1ife.65 His lack of confidence in his officer
corps was evident when he wréte: "The truth is our troops,
regular and volunteers, will obtain victories wherever they
meet the enemy. This (they) would do if they were without
officers to command them higher in rank than Lieutenants.
It is injustice, therefére, to award to the Generals all the
credit.”66
This evidence of Polk's assessment of the military leader-
ship, in addition to the evdience of his assessment of the

67 and his assessment of his

supply and transport effort,
Secretary of War, could lead a rational thinker to conclude
that Polk's detailed military direction was necessitated by

his role expectations in view of the military situation.
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Evidence in this direction is by no means overwhelming.
On the contrary, the evidence shown above indicates that
Polk's personality needs conflicted with the role require-
ments and distorted his assessment of the military situation
and his choice of action alternatives -- his involvement in
"details" and tactical operational areas as opposed to the
alternatives of giving general, strategic direction and
guidance, or no direction at all.

The President's distrust of his leading generals'
"politics' was an excuse given by him as a factor which
influenced him in his determination to direct the war acti-
vities from his desk in Washington, hundreds of miles from
the scene of battle. Yet, because of the primitive nature
of communicationé during that time he was often weeks behind
in his knowledge of field conditions.68

In light of these communications problems an observer
might well question the wisdom of Polk's insistence on making
the decisions of the war himself. For, despite all his
complaints concerning his commanders, the professional soldiers,
the supply systeﬁ, and particularly his complaints of the
political opposition of the military leadership to his admin-
istration, to which he seemed to attribute most of his con-
ceived problems, the army marched to the field, was supplied,
fought a numerically superior enemy, won a series of victories,
and conquered a peace., It is hard to conceive that poli-

" tically minded military leaders would have gone so far as to

discredit Polk's administration by risking loss of the war.
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The evidence here asserts that President Polk's persona-
lity needs influenced his selection and definition of his
military commander role, and that these needs infused them-
selves into his performance of the role and help account
for his sometimes skillful and sometimes inexpedient behavior
in behalf of the annexation of California political achieve-
ment objective to which he had committed himself, Attempts
to explain President Polk's Commander in Chief role behavior
in terms of role demands should not discount the fact that
aspects of his basic personality were expressing themselves
and shaping his behavior.

President Polk's insistance upon directing the most
minute details of the military during the Mexican War, to
include tactical operational decision-making, was a further
manifestation of his total approach to administration. This
type of power driven behavior, in compensatory reaction to
his feelings of low selfesteem, is indicative of Professor
Lasswell's "power seeker" hypothesis, and President Polk can
be placed within the confines of this type of personality. .

The first American President who made tactical military
decisions has been observed as a '"power seecker" in explaining
his behavior. Was Lincoln, the other President who made this
type of military decision during wartime in the pre-1945
era, a "power seeker'" also? Can Lincoln's behavior as a
tactical military decision-maker be explained in terms of
the influence of a '"power seeker" personality such as has

been done in explaining Polk's behavior?
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CHAPTER V
ABRAHAM LINCOLN -- POWER SEEKER

Abraham Lincoln was the second American President to
become involved in the details of tactical military decision-
making and direction in wartime.

- During the Civil War, President Lincoln dominated all
aspects of military operations. He gave detailed tactical
plans to his senior generals for their execution. Not only
did he devise tactical plans for his generals-in-chief.

He devised detailed tactical plans for subordinate commanders,
corresponding directly with these commanders rather than
through their superiors -- or the structured chain of

command -- suggesting operational plans, approving or dis-
éﬁpréving their tactical plans and operations, and requesting
their opinions on the competency of their superidrs as well

as subordinates. Liﬁcoln believed that his strategic and
tactical operational plans were more sound than those of his
military commanders and he was reluctant to accept any plan
which was not in agreement with his views of thg military
operations. Lincoln's involvement in tactical decision-making
and his methods of communicating his decisions and suggestions
to his commanders resulted in confusion among the military
leaders and absence of a cohesive unity of command within the
Union forces. Lincoln's "power seecker'" personality was an

important influence on his behavior as a military tactician,
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Lincoln's Low Self-Estimates

The writings of Abraham Lincoln, as well as observations
made of him by others, indicate that he experienced feelings
of low esteem from a very early age up to the time of his
assassination in office. The evidence which these sources
reveals indicates that Lincoln experienced feelings of unim-
portance, moral inferiority, weakness, mediocrity, and

intellectual inadequacy.

Feelings of Unimportance

Lincoln's feelings of unimportan;e were rooted in his
image of himself which placed him with the poor, and the
forgotten. He often felt the injustice of his family back-
ground -- that of a poor boy's lot in the world.

In Décember, 1858, Lincoln was asked by a friend, Jesse
Fell, to write an autobiographical sketch to promote
Lincoln's bid for the Presidency. Lincoln admitted to Fell
that "I am ambitious, and would like to be president but
there is no such good luck in store for me as the presidency
of the United States; besides there i1s nothing in my early
history that would interest you or anybody else.”1 Lincoln
did not write a sketch at that time, but one year later, on
20 December 1859, he did oblige Fell with three scant pages
of autobiography.

In a short note accompaning his short autobiography
Lincoln noted, "There is not much of it, for the reason, I
suppose, that there is not much of me.”2 Indeed there was

not much of it and Lincoln felt the unimportance of his
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.biography.was almost an absurdity.

Of his family, Lincoln notes in this biography: "My
parents were both born in Virginia, of undistinguished
families -- second families, perhaps I should say." Of his
moéher, he only notes that ;he "was of a family of the name
of Hanks," and the only mention of his father was that '"he
grew up literally without education and removed from Kentucky
to what is now Spencer County, Indiana, in my eighth year.”3

Lincoln's feelings of the unimportance of his 1life up
to this date in 1859 is mirrored in a pathetic attempt at wit
in the last sentence of his autobiography where he in
description applies a phrase for lost live stock to himself:
"No other marks or brands recollected.”4 Lincoln's feelings
of unimportance is again noted in April, 1860, when in
reference to-his'candidaty for President he remarked to
Lyman Trumbull that "when a not very great man begins to be
mentioned for a very great position, his head is very likely
to be a little turned." However, he said, "The taste is in
my mouth a little....”5

These feelings of unimportance can be traced to Lincoln's
early years with his family. Young Lincoln and his father,
Thomas, appear to have been estranged. When Abraham lived
in Springfield, Illinois, his sick father lay dying only
seventy miles away in Coles County. Yet, there is no indication
that he visited Thomas during his sickness, even upon appeals
for a visit from Thomas' stepson. Abraham gave his own wife's

illness and his own business interests as explanation for his
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absence from his father's bedside. When Thomas Lincoln died,
young Lincoln did not attend the funeral.6

Young Lincoln's behavior suggests thaf he wanted to dis-
associate himself with a source of his feelings of unimportance,
an undistinguished father who was himself also born of an
"undistinguished familfy]." Richard Current notes in The

Lincoln Nobody Knows that Abraham spoke '"most kindly' of

his mother, Nancy Hanks, that he '"remembered the day his
mother died."7 Yet,'Current also says that Abraham did nothing
to see that his mother's grave ﬁas properly marked and cared
for at anytime durﬁng his life.®
Further witness to Lincoln's inner feeling of unimpor-'
tance, as weli as a guarded fatalism, was indicated in a
political handbill which accompanied a political speech he
made at the age of 23, The handbill noted that "if the good
people in their wisdom shalllsee fit to keep me in the back-
ground, I have been too familiar with disappointments to be
very much chagrined."” In the speech, he had stated, "If
elected, I shall be thankful; if not, it will be all the same."9
Such behavior in a man who has been praised by numerous
authors for his-”humility", "compassion'" and "love for his

fellow man'" suggests the reaction of a man who felt the pangs

of damaged self-estimates.

Feelings of Moral Inferiority

Lincoln's feelings of moral inferiority are evidenced in
his view of man and in his encounter with religion.

Donn Piatt, a man who came to know Lincoln as President --
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elect and maintained a friendship with him up to Lincoln's

assassination, observed that Lincoln, while not at all cynical,
...was a sceptic. His view of human nature was
low...I could not call it suspicious, but he
believed only what he saw. This low estimate
of humanity blinded him to the South. He could
not understand that men would get up in their
wrath and fight for an idea...He unconsciously
accepted, for himself and party1 the same low
line that he awarded the South,10

Piatt continues that he was
...not at a loss to get at the fact, and the
reason for it, in the man before us {(Lincoln}).
Descended from the poor whites of a slave
State, through many generations, he inherited
the contempt, if not the hatred, held by that
class for the negro;...his strong nature was
built on what he inherited, and he could no
more feel a sympathy for that wretched race
than he could {?r the horse he worked or the
hog he killed.

Piatt's observations must be treated as unqualified
opinions at this point. But, Lincoln's behavior in the Presi-
dency, discussed below, could validate his observed view of
man as he proclaims superior virtue. Exclamations of superior
virtue, as has been shown above, can compensate for feelings
of moral inferiority. This observation of Lincoln's view of
man, to include himself, signals moral inferiority.

This alleged view of man by Lincoln can be given some
roots through an investigation of his religious experiences.

Lincoln wrote to Mary Owens on 7 May 1837 about his new
life in.Springfield, Illinois. He said, "I've never been to
church yet, nor probably shall not [sic] be soon. I stay
away because I am conscious I should not know how to behave

2 ; ; - s
myself."l This feeling of not knowing '"how to behave' himself

may have had some reference to a reported occasion in which he
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"imitated Thomas, the preacher, in such a way that the
audience laughed uproariously, while the preacher began to
weep.'" About this mimicking of Thomas, President Lincoln is
later reported to have said, "If all the good things I have
ever done had lingered in men's memories as vividly as this
bad turn, I could congfatulate myself.”l3 |
Lincoln's law partner in Springfield, William Herndén,
wrote, "Inasmuch as he (Lincoln) was so often a candidate for
public office Mr. Lincoln said as little about his religious
opinions as possible, especially if he failed to coincide
with the orthodox world." Herndon goes further to note that
an acquaintance of Lincoln said that "Lincoln had nd faith,

in the Christian sense of the term," but that he "had faith

in laws, principles, causes and effects.”l4 Jesse Fell noted’

that "No religious views with him seemed to find any favor
except of the practical and rationalistic order."

Lincoln abparently did believe in a maker of the
universe, a god who controlled events in a fatalistic semnse.
In a Chicago speech on 10 July 1858, Lincoln spoke of moral
perfection: 'he who did most toward réaching that (God's)
standard, attained the highest degree of moral satisfaction.
Lincoln had confessed in an eariier letter to Joshua Speed
that his "peculiar misfortune" was his-propensity to '"dream
dreams of Elysium far exceeding all that anything earthly can
reaiize.”17 But Lincoln was to go through several crises of
the spirit which had a cumulative effect upon him, and which
point out his inner feelings of moral infefiofity and an

eventual effort to compensate for them.

16
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Richard Current points out three of theée "crises of
the spirit" which Lincoln went through.18 The first occurred
in 1841 when Lincoln broke his engagement with Mary Todd
(later his wife). This experience depressed him almost to
the point of a mental breakdown. The mother-in-law of Joshua
Speed (alpersonal friend) gave Abraham a copy of the Bible,
hoping that he would find some solace in its writings. In
regards to the tﬁerapfutic value of the Bible, Lincoln wrote
Mary Speed a letter, asking her to express his appreciation
for the Bible to her mother, in which he said: "I doubt not
"that it is really the best cure for the 'Blues' could one
but take it according to the truth.”19 The second crisis
came after Lincoln's marriage to Mary Todd, with the death
of his son Eddie. Eddie's death caused Abraham to sink into
one of his periods of melancholy. After this experience he
started going to church. The final crisis came wifh the
death of a second son, Willie, which sank Lincoln into deeper
grief than ever before, and he was reported as having felt
a '"change which amounted to a true religious experience.”2

The summer before Lincoln's assassination, Joshua Speed
found him reading the Bible one evening. Speed said, "Well,
if you have recovered from your skepticism, I am sorry to
say that I have not!'" President Lincoln replied, "You are
wrong, Speed; take all of this book upon reason that you can,
and the balance on faith, and you will live and die a happier
and better man."

In the three '"crises'" Lincoln'had realized feelings of

moral inferiority and that his earlier view of man was wrong,
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and that he must seek compensation for those feelings.
Mrs. Lincoln further substantiated his '"change' when she
said, "He first seemed to think about the subject (the
church) when our boy Willie died, and then more than ever

about the time he went to Gettysburg.”22

Feelings of Weakness

Courtlandt Canby states that "Mr Lincoln had not a
hopeful temperament, and, though he looked at the brighter
side of things, was always prepared for disaster and
defeat.”23

A near disaster in Lincoln's life centered around his

broken engagement to Mary Todd. After the breaking off of this

engagement, Abraham fell into deep melancholy and suffered bodily
anxiety which could find expression as insufficiency, or weakness.
Afterwards, Lincoln wrote several letters to his friend
Joshua Speed. In one letter he wrote, "I must gain my con-
fidence in my own ability to keep my resolves when they are
made...; and until I do, I cannot trust myself in any matter
of much importance.'" Further, "I am so poor and make so
little headway in the world, that I drop back in a month of
idleness as much as I gain in a year's Sowing.”
Lincoln had been torn by this incident and had lost
confidence in himself and in the uprightness of his motives

and it had damaged his self-estimates.

Feelings of Intellectual Inadequacy

In the biographical sketch which Abraham Lincoln prepared
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for Jesse Fell, Lincoln wrote of his early background, "Thére
was absolutely nothing to excite ambition for education. VOf
course, when I came of age-I did not knoﬁ much...The little
advance I now have upon this store of education, I have picked
up from time to time under the pressure of necessity.”25
Although, as noted, there wés little opportunify for
education in his earlier life, his lack of education gave
Lincoln a feeling of intellectual inadequacy. Helen Nicolay,
daughter of one of Lihcoln's Presidential secretaries, John
Nicolay, quotes Lincoln as saying, "I remember how, when a
mere child, I used to get irritated when anybody talked to
me in a way I could not understand. I don't think I ever
got angry at anything else in my life. But that always
disturbed my temper, and has, ever since."

William Herndon, who subscribed to the Westminister and

Edinburgh Review and was an avid reader of the works of

Charles Darwin, Herbert Spencer, and other English scientists,
notes other evidence of Lincoln's feelings of intellectual
inadequacy. Herndon says that he '"had little success in
inducing Lincoln to read" these items. He goes on to say
that occasionallf Lincoln "would snatch one up and peruse it
for a little while, but he soon threw it down with a sugges-
tion that it was entirely too heavy for an ordinary mind to
digest.”27

Lincoln's feeling of intellectual{inadequacy is further
pointed out by Joseph Gillespie, who served with Lincoln

in the Illinois Legislature. Gillespie noted that in "the

discussion of great questions', Lincoln thought '"nothing
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adventious [sic] should be lugged in as a make weight. That
.was contrary to his notions of fairness.'" Lincoln was
sensitive where he thought he had fallen short, as when he
"was pitted by the Whigs in 1840 to debate with Mr, Douglas."
Conscious of his failure and deeply distressed, he '"begged
to be permitted to try it again”-and Gillespie had '"never
heard...suéh a triumphant vin[di]cation.”2

-In 1846 Lincoln was elected to the U.S. House of Repre-
senatives but he did not run for reelection in 1848. Helen
Nicolay says, "It is significant that after this experience
(in Congréss) and contact with the larger minds of the day,
he set himself like a schooiboy to study works of mathematics
and logic. Evidently, he felt in himself a lack of the

: ’ 2
power of close and sustained reasoning."

Abraham Lincoln suffered low self-estimates in a number
of operational areas. Lincoln's damaged selfesteem undoubtedly
contributed to what his Assistant Secretary of War, Charles
Dané; referred to as Lincoln's "prevailing characteristic --
the natural gloom of a melancholy and desponding temperament.”3

Behind Lincoln's melancholic exterior he harbored an
appetite for success as compensation for these low self-
estimates. Lacking the opportunity for educational opportuni-
ties he would learn to use the inate ability and energies which
he did possess to carve out a sphere of competence within

which he could prove his worth to himself and to other men.
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Lincoln's Striving for Power Gratification

At the age of 21 young Abraham Lincoln left the work of
a farmer and started into the world on his own. He settled
down in New Salem, Illinois where he worked for a year as a
store clerk. At the end.of his year as a clerk came an
experience which delightfully spﬁrred the imagination of this
young man.

Lincoln relates in his autobiography, "Then came the
Black Hawk war; and I was elected a captain of volunteers,
a success which gave me more pleasure than any I have had

51 Further evidence of the elation which Lincoln

since."
received from this event was voiced to a persdnal friend who
practiced law in the Eighth Il1linois Circuit with Lincoln,
Leonard Swett. Swett notes that Lincoln said, "I cannot tell
you how much the idea of being the captain of that company
pleased me.“32 Herein was young Lincoln's first '"election"
and his first taste of power. His 1859 autobiography
continues: "I went the campaign (the Black Hawk war), was
elated, ran for the legislature the same year (1832), and

was beaten -- the only time I ever have been beaten by the
people.”33 It is interesting to note that Lincoln, in
another autobiography written in 1860, adds a little more by
referring to his popularity. In this newer version he notes
that after "Returning from the campaign, and encouraged by
his great popularity among his immediate neighbors, he...ran
for the legislature, and was beaten...This was the only time

34
Abraham was ever beaten on a direct vote of the people."
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Lincoln had received the first taste of success and
power as a militia captain, had suffered his one and only-
electoral defeat; yet, spurred by a felt pdpularity and
sensing his need for the things which power could bring --
respect, security, esteem, rectitude -- his political ambi-
tions wou}d quickly grow. The defeat had not dampeﬁed
Lincoln's hopes nor soured his ambition. The acquaintances
which he had made, the practice in public speaking, the
confidence:of the people which he perceived, together with
the needs of his damaged personality, had made a surplus
of capital on which he would draw in his second bid for the
legislature, and on which he would draw many times in the
future.

During the time between the unsuccessful election of
1832 and his second bid in 1934, William Herndon noteé that
Abe, in addition to working at numerous jobs, started studying |
law on his own and that "He never at any time abandoned the
idea of becbming a lawyer." Herndon continues that law '"was
always a spirit which beckoned him on in the darkest hour
of his adversity.“35 Law was a way to politics during this
period and the two professions were at times almost indis-
tinguishable one from the other.

In Lincoln's bid for election to the legislature in 1834
his first published "Address to the Voters of Sangamon
County' describes his early ambition: "Every man is said to
have his peculiar ambition. Whether it be true or not, I can
say, for one, that I have no other éo great as that of being

truly esteemed of mf fellow men by rendering myself worthy of
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their esteem.”36 The complimentary majority by which he won
the 1834 election indicates that he may have won some of the
esteem which he desired. | |

The brief taste of public office which Lincoln enjoyed in
his first term in the state legislatﬁre, and the distinction
it gave him only whetted his appetite for further hénors and
in 1936 he again was a candidate for the legislature,

In the campaign for his second term, Lincoln again refers
to his need for respect and esteem. Herndon indicates that
Abraham, in reply to a rebuttal of one of his campaign speeches,
said: "...I am older in years than I am in the tricks and
trades of politicians." However, "I desire to 1ive; and 1
desire piace and distinction.”3? Again, Lincoln was elected,
as he was for a third and fourth term in 1838 and 1840.

During his terms in the Illinois 1egisléture, Lincoln
further refined his oratory, and cultivated acquaintances
which would benefit him politically. Brash, at times gaining
confidence, and ambitious, his rise as a politician was rapid
within the confines of Illinois politics. As a wheelhorse
of the Whigs he quickly learned the tricks of the pblitical
trade, and his continued study of law during these terms in
office, resulted in Lincoln being licensed to practice law in
1837, shortly after the transfer of his domicile from New
Salem to Springfield, Illinois.

During this time of building his self-estimates and
carving his field of politics the incident of his broken

engagement to Mary Todd, mentioned above, damaged these self-
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estimates and threw him into the frame of mind that "I am
now the most miserable man living."38 But even during this
time of mental depression Lincoln's striving for accomplish-
ment, for self respect and his need for rectitude are again
seen.

Joshua Speed's mother recalled to William Herndon that
Lincoln,

...was much depressed. At first he almost con-
templated suicide. 1In the deepest of his depre-
ssion he said one day he had done nothing to
make any human being remember that he had lived,;
and that to connect his name with the events
transpiring in his day and generation, and so
impress himself upon them as to link his name
with something that would redound to the
interest of 955 fellowmen, was what he desired
to live for.
This incident ended in 1842 with the marriage of Lincoln to
Mary Todd, but it gives further insight into the personality
needs of Lincoln.

Lincoln did not run again for the Illinois legislature
in 1842, and from that time until 1846, when he was elected
to the U.S. House of Representatives, he continued his law
practice.

However, politics was not very far from his mind. 'He
was an exceedingly ambitious man," his Springfield law partner,
William Herndon wrote, "a man totally swallowed up in his
ambitions. Rouse Mr. Lincoln's peculiar nature in a point
where he deeply felt -- say in his ambitions -- his general
greed for office --...then Mr. Lincoln preferred Abe Lincoln

to anybody else. Lincoln eventually sought a congressional

seat and was elected to the House in 1846 where he served but
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one term, until 1848, whereupon he once more returned to his
.law practice which he practiced '"more assiduously than ever
before.”41

Though he was not to run again for political office
until his candidacy for the Presidency, there is no indication

42 He became the master

that he lost interest in politics.
wirepuller who operated the state political organization
first of the Whig party and, after its decay, that of the
Republicans.

During his apprenticeship in politics, Lincoln had
worked at cultivating political assets which would enhance
his ambition. Herndon says-that ""the consciousness of his
short comings as a society man rendered him unusually diffident,"
and, that he had a marked dislike for fashionable society
"although He.appreciated'its value in promoting the welfare
of a man ambitious to succeed in politics.”43 Lincoln was
ambitious in politics and he endeavored to present a more
intensified political personality to "fashionable society" as
well as other classes of the electorate. When the'repeai of
the Missouri Compromise roused him he had prepared himself in
the art of oratory and seemed to be a different Lincoln in
the Douglas debates which followed. He had a graver dignity,
a new tone of authority. He used fewer anecdotes; historical
fact and cold logic had replaced good-natured thrusts at men
ane events. The anecdotes had given way to axioms, and illus-
trations, sparingly used when emplpyed at all, were forcible

rather than humorous. During this time he ‘had developed the
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style, so noticable later, of compressing "truths'" into
short, ringing sentences. Of this change, Herndon has noted
that Lincoln "discovered through experience that his mind,
like the minds of other men, had its limitations, and hence
he economized his forces and his time by applying his powers
in the field of the practical.“44

The éontroversy over the Kansas-Nebraska Bill in 1854
had aroused Lincoln, for he saw in it the opportunity to gain
the ultimate prize, the height of political power -- (and he
needed it). He saw in the contfoversy an opportunity to
propel his personal ambition, his need for power, through a
moral commitment which he had acquired for the contaiﬂment of
slavery. The whole period from 1854 to 1860 was but a single
campaign in which Lincoln sought to bring, first, to the people
of Illinois, and then, to the entire nation, his polifical
availability as a Senator, aﬁd then as Presidential candidate.
Because of his- damaged personality, the purpose of gaining
and retaining power had seldom been far from Lincoln's thoughts.,
It blended with his other purposes énd influenced most of his
actions not only before but after he was elected President
in 1860.

In 1860, as President-elect, Lincoln was standing at the
door of power but he was iﬁmediately faced with the problem of
what to do about the recent happenings in South Carolina. He
had grasped the opportunity to achieve power by his stand on
the containment of slavery. He had won the election with this

objective as the major plank in the Républican party platform.
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It was his opportunity to produce a real political achievement
which his ego needed; and, practically speaking, to divert
from this objective would possibly cause the splintering of
the Republican party and his base of power.

In a speech on 1 March 1859 in Chicago, Lincoln said:
"Never forget that we have beforé us this whole matter of the
right or wrong of slavery in this Union, though the immediate
question 1s as to its spreading out into new Territories and
States."45 Lincoln felt that slavery was evil and that it
must be done away with, but that if the spread of it were
stopped and contained, it would in time disappear by virtue
of legal, economic or other means.

To Lincoln there could be no compromise on the contain-
ment of slavery for the Republican party. On 10 December
1860, in a letter to Senator Lyman Trumbull, he wrote: 'Let
there be no compromise on the question of extending slavery.”46
On 13 December 1860, he wrote to Congressman Elihu Washburne,
"Prevent, as far as possible, any of our friends from demora-
lizing themgélves, and our (the Republican Party) cause, by
entertaining propositions for compromise of any sort, on
'slavery extention'...On that point hold firm, as with a

nd7

chain of steel. And, on 1 February 1861, Lincoln wrote

to William Seward: "I say now, however, as I have all the
while said, that on the territorial question...I am inflexible."*8
Lincoln did not want a war over the slavery issue and he

did not think it would come. He had his ultimate political

objective in view, and nothing was going to deter him from
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reaching it, peacibly if possible or by winning the war if

it came.

Pursuit of Power in the Presidency

Lincoln's struggle for power did not end with his
election to the Presidency; the striving entered a new and
more compiex phase. It now became a struggle to establish
and maintain control, and to exert his will against the
force of other powerful wills.

One of these other powerful wills was held by William:
Seward. To avoid playing into the equally ambitious hands of
politically strong Seward, while gaining the benefit of
Seward's political following, Lincoln delayed committment to
Seward in regards to a cabinet appointment.

When President-elect Lincoln finally offered Seward the
Secretary of State post, Seward accepted the bid. However,
events occurred which did not please Seward, and he tried to
turn down the offer just prior to the inauguration. Lincoln,
in his determination to assert dominance over his party and
the men within it "waited until the inaugural procession wag
forming in the street, and sent him (Seward) a short note,
refusing to release him.'" John Nicolay, the President's
Secretary to whom Lincoln handed the note to be copied, quotes
the President as having said: "I canﬁot afford to let Seward
take the first trick.”49 This doggedness was the beginning
of a dominating Presidency.
| Lincoln had been President less than twenty-four hours

when, on the morning of 5 March 1861, he learned of the pre-
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carious situation at Fort Sumter.50 General Winfield Scott,
the Army Chief of Staff, at that time, had advised the Prési-
dent that Sumter should be evacuated, but Lincoln overruled
him and on 6 April he ordered an expedition to relieve the
fort.s1 On the morning of 12 April, before the expedition
arrived in Charleston harbor, thé first shots were fired on
Fort‘Sumtér and the Civil War had begun.52

The war became the major subject which Lincoln would deal
with up to his assassination. To other matters, such as the
conduct of foreign relations and the enactment of even highly
important domestic legislation, the president rarely gave more
than perfunctory attention. Don Fehrenbacher says that |
"Lincoln had always been one to confine his intellectual
energies within a narrow range', that he had ''the gift of
selectivity", and that his "whole genius was for concéntration."s3

The war would be a major obstacle to overcome before
Lincoln would be able to produce his political achievement,.
The war would have to be won in order to save the Union, and
the Union would have to be saved in order to achieve the
shorter goal of containing slavery, and hopefully the future
goal of abolishing slavery. To attain this needed achievement,
Lincoln felt that he must_dominate every step of the way to
its fruition. 1In particular, he would run the war as a military
commander determining not only strategy, but tactics as well.

In the Bull Run campaign conducted in the summer of

1861 Lincoln exercised his full authority. On 29 June General
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Scott advised that no forward movement be made by the afmy
until autumn and that the advance then be made down the
Mississippi River. Lincoln wanted immediate action and felt
that an advance should be made in Virginia. General McDowell,
who had been put in command of the forces south of the
Potomac, agreed with General Scott that the army was not yet
ready for an offensive movement. But President Lincoln, not
to be put off or dominated, persisted and ordered an immed-
iate offensive. The offensive failed. T, Harry Williams
says, concerning this offensive:

The first big Northern strategic movement was

initiated and planned by the President and

forced by him upon his generals...Strategist

Lincoln made the decision to undertake the

offensive for reasons he considered militarily

sound and not because of the politicians, the

press, and the public who were screaming

'Onward to Richmond'.

During the days which followed this disaster Lincoln
gave his entire attention to the military situation. He wanted
decisive action for an immediate end to the war, so that he
could continue toward producing his political achievement.
General Scott and McClellan had each submitted similar

plans for campaigns, beginning on the Potomac or the Ohio
River and terminating on the Gulf of Mexico, but they apparen-
tly made little impression on the commander in chief who needed
~to dominate and have his own way in all of the military matters.
On 23 July 1861, Lincoln, with little assistance from his

technical advisers evolved these ideas and wrote them out in

his own hand:
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push forward the blockade -- let the volunteer
forces at Fort Monroe and vicinity, under General
Butler, be constantly drilled, disciplined,and
instructed without more for the present -- hold
Baltimore -- strengthen and secure the position
under Patterson and Banks -- General McClellan
command the forces in western Virginia -- General
Fremont push forward in the West -- let the
forces late before Manassas, except the three
month's men, be reorganized as rapidly as possi-
ble in their camps here and about Arlington --
discharge the three month's forces who don't
desire to continue in the service as rapidly

as possible -- let the new volunteer forces be
brought forward as fast as possible and especi-
ally into the camps on the_two sides of the

river here (the Potomac) .>> '

Lincoln goes on to say that after the above has been accom-
plished:
Let Manassas Junction (or some point on one

or other of the railroads near it) and Stras-

burg be seized, and permanently held, with

an open line from Harper's Ferry to Strasburg

-- the military man to find the way of doing

these. This done, a joint movement from

Cairo to Mggphis; and from Cincinnati to east

Tennessee,
General Francis Green notes that this plan "emanated from his

. . . 57
(Lincoln's) own mind and not from that of any of his generals."
Lincoln never swerved from this plan throughout the war.

He replaced many generals and commanders before he found
someone who would execute his original plans. Whether his
plan was brilliant or poor is not a question here. Whether the
plans submitted by his commanders were brilliant or poor is
not the question in this case. The fact is that Lincoln's
steadfastness to his own plan -- his method for obtaining vic-
tory and ensuring the realization of his "political achieve-

ment'" -- was held onto with a death grip and he would not change

from his own superior judgement nor be dominated in any
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instance which would forestall the final execution of his
plan.

At times, it appears that Lincoln acquiesced to the plans
of his commanders, as in General McClellan's Urbana plan for
a movement on Richmond, Virginia.s8 However, after approving
this plan which differed from hié own, Lincoln issued two
orders which showed his dislike for it. One order was to
organize twelve divisions of the Army of the Potomac into
four corps. T. Harry Williams notes that "Lincoln made the
order without consulting McClellan and knowing that the
General would be opposed to it."59 In reference to this
organizational order, Williams notes that ”It-was as if he
(Lincoln) said to the General: I will let you do what you
want but I don't like it, and I am going to set some older’
heads (the Corps Commanders) to watch you.”6

The second order directed that adequate forces should be
left in and around Washington in order to secure it, and that
the '"move to Urbana must start on March 18."61 But, due to
intervening action of the Confederates, the Urbana plan was
never executed. Shortly thereafter, McClellan was relieved
of his overall command.

Again, in February of 1862, McClellan came up with
another plan, which was to move a force from a landing at
Fortress Monroe and up the Peninsula,.between the York and
James Rivers in Virginia, on to Richmond. This plan would
require much tactical and logistical support. "If ever a

general taking the field needed the complete trust of his
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superiors, McClellan did, and if ever a general lacked it,

he did,'" Williams concludes.62 Lincoln did not 1like the plan,
but again he acquiesced, yet, again with strings attached --
that "sufficient" forces were to be left to secure Washington
and Manassas.

This time the expedition got under way. Again Lincoln
became concerned with the forces left to secure Washington,
and as McClellan was making his first contact with the enemy
on the Peninsula, Lincoln withheld one of the Corps, of 30,000
men, which was preparing to embark for the campaign and posted
it in front of Washington.64 The question of whether "enough"
forces had been left in accordance with Lincoln's instructions
has not been adequately explained. However, McClellan's
Peninsula campaign failed. He said he needed more troops,
but Lincoln would not release them. It does not appear
logical that Lincoln desired MéClellan's defeat; however, was
the lack of support due to the fact that the campaign was not
Lincoln's?

Perhaps Lincoln was a "military genius" as T. Harry Williams

indicates in his book Lincoln and His Generals and his plans

for the conduct of the war was the result of this genius.
However, Lincoln had personality problems which undercut the
accomplishment of his plans and war direction. His inner
self-effacement, diffidence, doubt whether the country would
susfain him if he peremptorily asserted his opinions against
those of his professional military subordinates -- opposed as

it was to his need to dominate, hold the power which he had
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obtained, and to produce political achievements -- caused
inner conflicts which at times left the army with two heads,
or three heads, or no head at all. From this confusion and
lack of unity of command came the indecisive, inconclusive
movements and battles of the Army of the Potomac during the
interval between McClellan's defeats on the Peninsula in 1862
and Grant's victories in the Wilderness in 1864.

After losing hope of McClellan's taking Richmond in 1862,
Lincoln stated: "I expect to maintain this contest until
successful, or till I die, or am conquered, or my term expires,
or Congress or the country forsakes me.”65 Even while McClellan
was still inching toward Richmond, Lincoln continued giving
military direction -- detailed tactical direction -- as indi-
cated by his instructions to other commanders.. In the Valley
campaign, Lincoln took direct charge of the defense system.

He instructed General Fremont where to put his army and how

to cooperate with General Banks if the Confederates came north
again. Getting down to fine details, the President told
Fremont what precautions to take against a surprise: "By
proper scout outlooks, and because of smoke by day and fires
by night, you can always have timely notice of the enemy's
approach.” Then, as a rejoinder to the commander to follow
his campaign instructions, he said: "I have arranged this,
and am very unwilling to have it deranged.”66

From the time Lincoln ordered the removal of McClellan
in November, 1862, until just after the battle of Gettysburg

in July 1863; Lincoln gave no positive orders as such., He
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corresponded with the genérais, disﬁussed military questions
with them, and gave his conceptions of strategic, as well as
tactical, operations freely, but always qualified them with )
such remarks as, "This is a suggestion, not an order", "I
suggest this plan, incompetent as I may be'", "I leave this to
the military men".67 During most of this time Lincoln had a
nominal general-in-chief with whom he could have discussed the
business of the war. However, to carry on correspondence with
the general-in-chief's subordinates without his knowledge, to
require the general in the field to submit his plané and then
to send a reply expressing approval or disapproval of it ending
with the remarks '"this is a suggestion only, not an order', is
not the way in which military operations are successfully con-
ducted and was not constructive in breeding commanders to cope
with Robert E. Lee and his top generals. Lincoln's personality
demanded that.he show his newly found superior ability and
intellect., ‘
Lincoln continued to dominate his military commanders
throughout the war. He appears toc have intervened iess after
Grant became general-in-chief possibly because Grant finallyA
executed Lincoln's original '"plan" for the war. Even then,
however, Lincoln never hesitated to exercise his authority
when he thought that Grant was making a mistake. When he gave
the supreme military commander post to Grant he forestalled
Grant's demands by telling him a ”1ittie story'" about a monkey

who thought he could be the commander of an animal army. The

monkey kept asking for more tail, which he felt would enable

him to be a better commander, until the weight of the added
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68
tail broke him down.

Lincoln showed his need for domination, unwillingness to
delegate, to inform, adequately consult and to properly take
advice in areas other than military command. Charles Dana,
Lincoln's Assistant Secretary of War, recalled that "it was
always plain that he (Lincoln) was the master and they
(Secretarf of War Stanton, Secretary of State Seward, and
Secretary of the Treasury Chase) the subordinates."69 Lincoln
seemed to make a point of doing the opposite of what Stanton
recommended.70 Even the power minded John Seward finally
realized Lincoln's determination not to be dominated when he
said: "There is but one vote in the cabinet, and that is
cast by the President."71 John Nicolay wrote, '"No descendant
of the hundred kings could be more sure of his right to
command. Even Louis could not have been more dictatorial or
emphatic; but his methods were characteristically his own."
Donn Piatt recalled that: "There never lived a man who could
say 'no' with easier facility, and abide by his saying with
more firmness, than President Lincoln. His good manner mis-
led the common mind. It covered as firm a character as nature
ever clad with human flesh."73

Leonard Swett discussed Lincoln's unwillingness to inform
others at times. 'He always told only enough of his pians
and purposes to induce the belief that he had communicated
all; yet, he reserved enough to have communicated nothing."

Even Lincoln's adherence to no policy was an expression
of his need to dominate, although possibly expressing the

fundamental pragmatic element in the American political tradition.
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By rejecting a doctrinaire approach, decliniﬁg ideologiéal
labels, considering every problem unique in itself, changing
with events, and avoiding irredeemable pledges against the
future, Lincoln was in better position to dominate the
poiitical and military scene aﬁd prevent domination and
interference by others who ﬁay héve been in a position to do
s0.7°
Lincoln had the politicallpower of the President. He

was working toward his goal of producing a political achieve-
ment. However, he had to keep the power of that office in
order to reach his objective, thereby satisfying his persona-
lity needs. When the election of 1864 approached, Lincoln
grew fearful that his dream of "Elysium” would go down with
him. in defeat at the polls. Lincoln craved a second term.
Regarding this power and his desire for a second term,
Lincoln said, "No man knows what that gnawing is til he has
had it.”76

Alexander McClure draws a despondent picture of Lincoln
as he saw him in fits of abject depression during the time
after his second nomination when he and all the leaders of
the Republican party thought his defeat was inevitable.
McClure says, "Lincoln's desire for a renomination (and
election) was the one thing ever apparent in his mind during

the third year of his Administrat_ion.”77 In OQur Presidents

and How We Make Them, McClure notes, "A more anxious candidate

I have never known...I could hardly treat with respect his

. ‘ : ; : 7
anxiety about his renomination." ‘
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To ensure his renomination and reelection Lincoln used
every method available. Charles Dana recalls: '"All the power
and influence of the War Department, then something enormous
from the vast expenditures and extensive relations of the
war, had been employed to secure the re-election of Mr.
Lincoln.”79 David Donald records that patronage, requirements
of party loyality from its leaders, the release of military
men to return to their homes to vote and military "riot"
troops in New York were all used by Lincoln to ensure his
reelection.80

Lincoln, driven by his need for power as compensation
for his feelings of low self-esteem, carved his field of
politics propelled by his ambition and this power need. Having
achieved the presidential powers, he demonstrated his unwill-
ingness to be dominated, his need to dominate others and
his continuing need for power.

In order to complete the picture of Lincoln having a
"power seeker'" personality his behavior should be investigated
to determine whether or not he obtained compensatory, or

euphoric, feelings from the exercise of his power.

Compensatory (Euphoric) Feelings

| One of the most vivid pictures of the euphoric feelings
which Lincoln felt when exercising power is indicated in a
letter from John Hay to John Nicolay, wherein Hay said: 'The
Tycoon {their reference to President Lincoln) is in fine whack.
I have rarely seen him more serene and busy. He is managing

this war, the draft, foreign relations, and planning recon-
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struction of the Union, all at once. I never knew with what
tyrannous authority he rules the Cabinet till now. The mbst
important things he decideé, and there is no cavil.”8
In his performance of duties as President, Lincoln felt I/
himself to be unique in his ;alling to save the union and -
free the slaves. He displayed eﬁphoric feelings in this
sense wheﬁ he told a group of visiting ministers who had
called upon him in 1862 that he considered himself '"an
instrument of Providehce”. He looked upon himself-”ag an
agent of God upon Earth, and he strove to makeout the Almighty's
purposes, so that he might best perform his own mission in
giving effect to the supernal will.“82
Mrs. Lincoln noted the President's tendency toward a
fatalistic attitude when she said that "his only philosophy
was, what is to be will be, and no prayers of ours caﬁ reverse
the decree.”83 However, he aid not rule out all possibility
of human will and human choice, particularly as noted in his
"instrument of Providence" §tatement about his own unique-
ness. In 1864, Lincoln wrote to Mrs, Eliza Gurney that we
must recognize God's wisdom and our own error. 'Meanwhile we
must work earnestly in the best light He gives us, trusting
that so working still conduces to the great ends He ordains.“s4
Lincoln also expressed his feeling of uniqueness -- "I
must do it if it is to be done!" -- in his military direction
behavior. Speaking to General Grant of his éarlier commanders,
Lincoln expressed this feeling - when he said, "They all
| wénted me to be the General."85 This feeling of uniqueness is

by'no means substantiated in the comments by Lincoln's.
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commanders who felt that he interfered too ffequently.
| Compensatory feelings of his own superior virtue and moral
insight, which balanced his earlier feelings of moral inferior-
ity, were expressed on numerous occasions. To a Tennessee
woman who sought the release of her prisoner husband with
the plea_that he was a religiousrman, Lincoln said, '"The
religion tﬁat sets men to rebel and fight against their govern-
ment; because, they think, that government does not suffi-
ciently help some men to eat their bread on the sweat of
other men's faces, is not the sort of religion upon which
people can get to heaven!"86 Again, Lincoln exhibited his
feeling of superior moral pérception when upon being congratu-
lated on his second inaugural speech that labelled the long
war. a punishment for both thé North and South for the national
sin of slavery, he said, "It is the truth which I thought
needed to be told.”87

Lincoln's habit of compressing a moral truth or a
guiding principle into a short and telling sentence, and rela-
ting stories or anecdtoes, were expressions of feelings of
superior virtue, strength and intellect. John Nicolay quoted
Lincoln as saying: "If it were not for this vent I should
die.”88 He even based his ability to tell these stories‘on
one of the sources of his earlier feelings of low selfesteem,
his meager family beginnings, when a friend noted: '"He always
maintained that the best stories originated with Country Boys
andlin the rural districts." The writer continues that

Lincoln "had great faith in the strong sense of Country People

and he gave them credit for greater intelegence [sic] than most
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_people do;.QHe told me in the spring of 1864 that the People
were greatly ahead of the poloticians [sic]...He prized the
suggestions of...unsophisticated People more than what was
called statecraft."89 These observations would help vérify
thé conflict of Lincoln's feelings of low self-esfimates, or
the sources of them, and his compensatory strivings to dis-
play superiority.

John Hay notes an example of the feelings of superiority
which Lincoln displayed at times. Hay said that Lincoln
"scarcely ever looked into a newspaper unless I called his

“attention to an article on some special subject. He frequently
said, 'I know more about it than any of them'." Hay goes on

to say, "It is absurd to call him a modest man...It was his
intellectual arrogance and unconscious assumption of superi-
ority that mén like Chase and Sumner never could forgive."go

Lincoln's tendency at times to be lenient in matters of
discipline within the armed forces, particularly toward the

militiamen; has been pointed out by Donn Piatt, Piatt states
that Lincoln knew that he was dependent on volunteers for
soldiers, and to force on such the stern discipline of the
regular army - the shooting of deserters in this case -- was
to render the service unpopular. Lincoln's need for respect-
is pointed out as Piatt continues, "it pleased him to be the
source of mercy, as well as the fountain of honor, in this
direction.”9

President Lincoln oniy acquiesced to God in noting his
feeling of superior ability in condﬁcting the war -- the

feeling that no one else could do it so well -- when he said



115

in 1862: "I have sought his (God's) aid; buf...I must
believe that for some purpose unknown to me, he wills it
otherwise. If I had been allowed my way, this war would
have been ended before this; but we find it continués."gz

A euphoric-feeling of superior ability over his conduct
of the war was also expresséd by’President Lincoln in explana-
tion of his "My policy is to have no policy'" statement. In
this regard, Linéoln once said,A"If we had had a great man for
the Presidency, one who had an inflexible policy and stuck to
it, this rebellion would have succeeded, and the Southern
"Confederacy would have been established."93

Another expression of compensatory high self-estimates
was pointed out after Lincoln's handling of a running battle
which was being conducted befween fwolof his cabinet officers,
Secretary of State Seward and Secretary of the Treasury Chase.
During an intrigue apparently instigated by Chase, and
abetted by some meﬁbers of Congress who were extremely critical
of Seward's influence in the Cabinet, Seward tendered his
resignation to Preéident Lincoln, Lincoln's immediate
acceptance of Seward's resignation could have allowed him to
gracefully get rid of Seward and his power ambitions. How-
ever, Lincoln decided to follow anotﬁer route. He called the
censorious Congressmen and the Cabinet, with the exception
of Seward, to fhe White House for a face to face confrontation.
The discussion ended in a defense of Seward's actions by the
Cabinet, to include Chase, muﬁh to the disappointment of the
Congressmen, The next day, in order to save consistency,

Chase tendered his resignation., Thereupon, Lincoln stated to
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‘an aide, "Now I can ride. I have a pumpkin in each end.of
my bag." He then proceeded to write notes to each man, asking
for a withdrawal of théir resignation. Lincoln, apparently
well satisfied with his manner of handling the problem; said:
"I do not see how it could have been done better. I am sure
it was right...When Chase sent in his resignation I saw the
game was in my own hands, and I put it through.”9

Compensatory feelings of intellectual superiority, that
his own judgement was infallable, are evidenced in several
observations by men of Lincoln's time. Charles Dana wrote
that "Even in his freest moments one always felt the presence
of a will and an intellectual power which maintained the
ascendancy of the President...he was always conscious of his
own' ideas and purposes, even in his most unreserved moments."

Don Piatt, notes abbut Lincoln: "The fact was that [his]
power came from a sense of a reserve force of intellectual
ability that no oné,took account of, save in its results...
and this?sénse of superiority possessed President Lincoln at
all fimes.” Lincoin "was not modest in his assertion, and
he as quietly directed Seward in shaping...foreign policy as
he controlled Chase in the Treasury and Edward M., Stanton in
the War Department.”g6

Lincoln's air of intellectual superiority was observed
by his Springfield law partner William Herndon, who said that
Lincoln "saw what no man could well dispute, but he failed to
see what might be seen...by other men...His own mind was his

own and exclusive standard.”97
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Summary

Abraham Lincoln possessed a '"power-seeker" personality
within the terms of Lasswell's‘general hypéthesis. In order
to compensate for his low self-estimates, Lincoln sought to
establish equilibrium in his personality by seeking political
power. He felt a need -for this power in order to gain self
respect, éecurity and rectitude. This power need, or desire,
was also manifested in a need to dominate others and prevent
others from dominating him in his sphere of politics. ~,

Lincoln prepared himself for the rigors of the political |
scene through self-education, cultivation of political and
'social contacts which could help him politically, and through B
constant refinement of his oratorical abilities. {%/

When the opportunity presented itself for his venture Xf
into national politics, Lincoln entered with determlnatlon
and vigor; striving to place'himself in a position to advance
to candidacy for the Presidential seat. Once Lincoln's nomi-
nation‘by-the Republican party for the Presidency was obtained,
he worked with all of his abilities t0 gain the apex of
national political power, expounding the cause of preventing
the expansion of slavery.

When elected. to the Presidency, Lincoln had within his
grasp the opportunity to produce a profound political achieve-
ment through his slavery stand. Additionally, this stand on
slavery was a means whereby he could retain the coherence of

his party, which was necessary in order for him to maintain

the power which he had obtained. There could be no compromise
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with anyoﬁe'on Lincoln's stand on the extension of slavéry.
When the Civil War began, Lincoln took up his responsi-
bility as Commander-in-Chief of the armed forces in war time
with vigor. He managed every aspect of that power with
determination and dominance. He not only gave strategic
direction in his handling of the war but he also gave tac-
tical operational military direction as well. Lincoln's
chance for producing a successful political achievement 1ay
in the military submission of the South once the war had
begun. His Emancipation Proclamation was not only an attempt
to achieve an end to slavery in the conquered areas and other
free states, but an attempt to maintain the support of thc_ﬁ
non-Abolitionists of the North in an effort to save the Uﬁlon.
In the Union lay his only chénce for producing his political
achievement -- for gaining his personality needed goals --
and continuing the power which he held to achieve thése goals.
President Lincolﬂ was a ''power seeker'" and one of the
factors which influenced his behavior in the role of Commander
in Chief, particularly his involvement in the operational
military details of tactics, was his compensatory guided,

power-seeking personality.
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CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY

Of seven wartime Presidents between 1789 and 1945,
two made tactical military decisions normally expected of
uniformed field commanders. The "power seeker" peréonalities
of Presidents Polk and Lincoln appear to have contributed
to their similar behavior in dissimilar situations as Con-
stitutional commanders in chief.

It was the intention of the Framers of the Constitution
of the United States that the President, in his role of
Commander in Chief of the Nation's armed forces, shduld
have the authority to direct the operational employment of
these forces as a military commander, to include tactical
direction and decision-making. As interpreters of this
authority, President Polk and President Lincoln displayed
"power seeker" personalities. Individual needs to produce
political achievements to compensate for their feelings of
low self-estimates were a major influence on their behavior
as tacitical military decision-makers. Specifically, tactical
military decisions which were made by Presidents Polk and
Lincoln were responses stimulated by their personality,needs;
Moreover, this analysis points to,thrée more general contri-
butions to the study of political phenomena.

First, this study has not been intended to present all
of the aspects which are necesséry for a full understanding

of the phenomenon of presidents who make tactical military



125

decisions, or of comparable elite actors who modify tradi-
tional operational styles. In order to gain a full under-
standing of this phenomena; the analyst must consider all

of the variables which have influenced this type of presi-
dential behavior: the military situation -- type of conflict,
military leadership, military organization, military weaponry
and technélogy; the influence of governmental politics --
political pressures and persuasion, presidential publics'
expectations; and the personality of the president or presi-
dents who exhibit this behavior. Moreover, the focus can

not be only on the pre-1945 era. Nuclear era presidents

have exhibited this behavior as well.

Graham T. Allison, in his book Essence of Decision,

points out that President Kennedy's blockade of Cuba during
the 1962 Cuban missile crisis presented a factor "...unique
in naval history and, indeed; unparalleled in modern relations
between American political leaders and military organizations."
" ..For the first time in U.S. military history, local
commanders received repeated orders about the details of
their military operations directly from political leaders --
contrary to two sacred military doctrines...(the) circum-
vention of the chain of command and the accompanying counter-
mand of the autonomy of local commanders. ..."!
Significantly, there is reason-to believe that all
nuclear era Presidents of the United States have made tactical

military decisions. If this observation is true, an under-

standing of this phenomena of behavior which has been
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approached on a small scale here could contribute much fo an
understanding of the capacity of the Presidency. Hopefully
the foregoing study of this phenomena during the pre-
nuclear era will be a building block for a fuller under-
sténding of presidential tactical military decisibn-making.

The second contribution which this investigation has
made to the study of political phenomena is that it has
strengthened the analyst's attempt at explanation. In the
questioning of T. Harry Williams' explanation of President
Lincoln's behavior as a military operational decision-maker
an attempt was made to divert attention to another aspect of
Lincoln's behavior, that of personality.

The questioning was not intended to detract from Williams'
explanation of Lincoln's behavior. The investigation which
followed these questions'simply points out that different
answers can be'froduced for the same question by variation of
the conceptual framework which the analyst brings to an
investigation. Both Williams' work and this study indicates
that in attempting to explain what happened, certain features
of Lincoln's behavior were distinguished as the relevant
determinants. The conceptual framework which each of these
studies used consisted of a cluster of assumptions and cate-
gories which were found to be puzzling, the respective formu-
lation df the investigative question, where evidence was
sought, and what was produced as answers. Each appreach
attempted to emphasize what was relevant and important, and

the different conceptual lenses led each analyst to different



127

judgements about what was relevant and important. Each
'concentrated on one class of variables, in effect, relegating”
other important factors to a lower position of influence on
behavior. Therefore, both models can be better understood
as'building blocks in a larger model of the determinants of
outcomes, each widening the methods of explanation of
political Behavior, both sensitive in explaining why poli-
ticai decisions were and are made.

The third contribution which this investigation has con-
tributed to the study of political behavior is further
evidence of the importance of political actor's personality
in explaining their behavior. The effects of the psycholo-
gical variables that mediate between stimulus and responsé in
politics can be great. In view of the ever expanding growth
of the powers of the American Presidency and in consideration
of the number of important decisions over a broad range of
policy questions which the President makes, it becomes impor-
tant that an understanding of how the individual occupants of
the office fit into the role that has been defined for them
be sought.

In this study, it has Been observed how Presidential
behavior has been influenced by personality. As one's pér-
spective of political activity becomes closer and more
detailed, the political actors begin to loom as full-blown
individuals who are influenced in politically relevant wéys
by the various strengths and weaknesses to which the human

species is subject. Viewed in proximity, political partici-
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pants present themselves as something considerably more

than can be indicated by the impersonal categories students
of politics ordinarily use to explain political behavior --
as more than role-players, creatures of situation, members

of cultures, and possessors of social characteristics such

as occupation, class, sex and age. For, even if consideration
of situational and role pressures lead us to believe that
there is very little variation in the ways that nuclear era
American presidents can be expected to respond to the warning
system that signals a missile attack, the consequences of
presidential action under these circumstances are so great
that even small variations acquire profound interest.

In any political analysis adequate attention must be
given to the personality of the actors involved. As Walter
Lippman has observed: 'to talk about politics without ref-
erence to human beings...is just the deepest error in our
political thin.king.”2 It may be desirable to have the
intellectual sensitivities which enable the analyst to see
the political actor as: |

a full-bodied individual living partly in
a world of reality and partly in a world of
make-believe, beset by conflicts and inner
contradictions, yet capable of rational thought
and action, moved by forces of which are beyond
his reach, by turn confused and clearheaded,
frustrated and satisfied, hopeful and despair-

ing, selfish and altruistic; in short a com-
plex human being.3
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During the 156 years from the ratification of the
Constitution of the United States and the inauguration of
the first President in 1789, to the end of World War II in
1945, seven American Presidents have performed duty as
Commander in Chief of the nation's armed forces during time
of war. Although the Framers of the United States Consti-
tution intended that the President, in this role of supreme
military commander, should have the authority of direct
military command, to include the prerogative of tactical
military operational decision-making, only two of these
seven Commanders in Chief have made tactical military decisions.

Tactical military operational decisions are fhose which
deal with the details of how to dispose military forces in
battle for immediate military objectives. Tactics is the
"how to do" part of military strategy. Military strategy
would appear to be the norm of involvement by the supreme
military commaﬁder, the President -- the large-scale, long-
range planning and development from the highest level of
military command.

President Polk and Presidént Lincoln, in the Mexican and
Civil wars respectively, not only directed miiitary strategy
but made tactical military operétional decisions as well. Why
did these two presidents make tactical military decision, varying
from the norm of behavior by wartime presidents during the 1789-
1945 era? What effect did the individual personality of
President Polk and President Liﬁcoln have upon their behavior

as tactical military decision-makers.



The ﬁurpose of this investigation‘is to determine it and
‘how personalify has influenced Presidential operational military
decision-making, specifically tactical military decision-
making during the pre-1945 era.

President Polk's and President Lincoln's behavior as tac-
tical military decision-makers is looked at through the lense
of Harold D. Lasswell's general "power-seeker' hypothesis --

a '"power seeker being a person who pursues power as a means of
compensation again deprivation, whereby power is expected to
overcome low estimates of the self or the environment in which
it functions.

The presence of behavioral data of this kind provides a
demonstrable basis for inferring the applicability of the general
hypothesis to the political personality of Fresident Polk and
Linéoln, i.e;, their interest in pwoer‘as a means of compensa-
tibnlfor low-self—estimates, and provides an explanation for
their respective behavior as tactical operational.military
decision-makers. |

Conclusions are that both President Polk and President
Lincoln had "power-seeker'" personalities and that their persona-
lities explain their behavior as tactical military decision-
makers in their role as Commander in Chief of the armed forces.
Thereby, the phenomena of presidential tactical military
decision-making during the 1789-1945 era is explained as the
behavioral response of personality dominance.

The investigation is presented as a building block for a

fuller understanding of the phenomena of presidential tactical



military decision-making, and the impact which individual
president's personality has upon understanding this phenomena

of behavior.



