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Classics in Political Psychology

The Evolution of OperationalCode Analysis1
StephenG. Walker2

Operationalcode analysishas evolvedfrom a classicworkby NathanLeites,
A Study of Bolshevism(1953), in which he first analyzedthe operational
code of the Politburoas a mix of cognitiveheuristicsand characterological
personalitytraitsthat influencedSovietdecisionmaking.AlexanderGeorge
and Ole Holsti then isolated the cognitiveaspects of the operationalcode
constructandconceptualized
themas a typologyof politicalbeliefsystems.Other
scholars have applied this typology to explain the link between the beliefs and behaviorof Americanforeignpolicymakers.Themixedresultsfrom
these efforts have led to a revival of interest in the relationship
betweenthe cognitiveand the characterologicaldimensionsof operational
code analysis.Theaim of contemporaryoperationalcode analysisis a theoreticalsynthesisof the cognitiveand affectiveinfluencesuponforeign policy decisionsidentifiedby middle-rangecognitiveand motivationaltheories
of political psychology.
KEY WORDS: operational code; beliefs; personality theory; foreign policy decisions.

INTRODUCTION
Nathan Leites introducedthe operationalcode constructinto the domain of political psychologyin his classic, two-volumework, The Operational Code of the Politburo (1951) and A Study of Bolshevism(1953).
Merton(1940) had earliercoined the phrase"operationalcode"to referto
the values,worldview, and responserepertoirewhichan individualacquires
and-shareswith other membersof an organization.In A Study of Bolshe'Thisessayis a revisedand expandedversionof "Dimensionsof OperationalCode Analysis,"
a WorkingMemorandum
presentedat the "Psychological
Approachesto ForeignPolicyMaking"Conference,The MershonCenter,Ohio State University,May 8-9, 1987.
2Departmentof politicalScience,ArizonaState University,Tempe,Arizona85287-2001.
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vism, Leites extended the scope of operational code analysis beyond Merton's sociological approach to organizational decision-making into the
domains of social psychology and psychoanalysis. He first identified the
shared response repertoire of the Politburo's members as a series of decisionmaking rules, e.g., "push to the limit" (in a conflict situation), and axioms,
e.g., "politics is a war," that constituted the world view upon which these
rules were based. Then he accounted for their origins with a psychocultural
analysis of the fundamental motivations associated with Bolshevism and their
manifestation in varying degrees in the personalities of Lenin and Stalin
(Leites, 1953; cf. also Leites, 1964).
Fifteen years later in a review article, "The 'operational code': A neglected approach to the study of political leaders and decision-making," Alexander George (1969) reexamined Leites's pioneering analysis of elite belief
systems and asked why its example had not been followed with similar
research on other leadership groups. In addressing this question, George
(1969, p. 193) noted "the unusually complex nature of Leites' work, which
is not one but several interrelated studies that are subtly interwoven." He
concluded that "while the complexity of the work adds to its richness and
intellectual appeal, it has also made it unusually difficult for readers to grasp
its structure or to describe its research mode" (George, 1969, p. 193). To
overcome this obstacle, George concentrated upon one portion of A Study
of Bolshevism, the "operational code," which Leites had published previously in abbreviated form as a separate volume.
In extracting the operational code portion from the larger study. George acknowledged that he was also excluding some of its features. In A Study
of Bolshevism, Leites (1953, p. 15) attempted to "study the spirit of a ruling
group... [through]... the analysis of [one aspect of]... its doctrine.... what
I call the operational code, that is, the conceptions of political 'strategy'."
Consequently, as George (1969, p. 194) points out
... [T]he"operationalcode"blendsand mergesat manypoints with the discussion
of "Bolshevikcharacter."
The maximsof politicalstrategythat comprisethe "operational code"take on the characterof rulesof conductheld out for good Bolsheviks
and normsof behaviorthat, ideally,are internalizedby the individualwho thereby
acquiresa new and differentcharacterstructure-that of the reliable,"hardcore"
Bolshevik.In the terminologyof modernego psychology,the individualwho succeedsin internalizing
thispreferredcharacterstructuretherebyaccomplishes
an "identity transformation."(EmphasisGeorge's)

George's intent was to factor out the psychoanalytically based, characterological aspect of operational code analysis and focus upon the "maxims of
political strategy" solely as beliefs. Viewed as cognitive rather than affective
phenomena, he argued that these premises would be more susceptible to investigation and analysis by political scientists (George, 1969, p. 195). In the
remainder of his review essay he presented an essentially cognitive re-analysis
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of the Bolshevikoperationalcode, whichbecamea paradigmfor subsequent
operationalcode studies.
Takingthe findingsreportedin the Leitesstudyandborrowingthe disand "instrumental"
tinctionbetween"epistemological"
beliefs from Brim et
al. (1962), GeorgeorganizedLeites'sresultsas "answers"to the following
set of questionsdesignedto tap philosophicaland instrumentalbeliefsin the
Bolshevikideology.Whereasphilosophical(i.e., epistemological)
beliefsrefer
to assumptionsand premisesabout the fundamentalnatureof politics, the
natureof politicalconflict,andthe roleof theindividualin history,instrumental beliefs focus upon ends-meansrelationshipsin the context of political
action (George, 1969, pp. 199-216).
PHILOSOPHICAL QUESTIONS

1. Whatis the "essential"
natureof politicallife? Is the politicaluniverse
one of harmonyor conflict?Whatis the fundamentalcharacterof one'spolitical opponents?
2. What are the prospectsfor the eventualrealizationof one's fundamentalpoliticalvaluesandaspirations?Canone be optimisticor mustone
be pessimisticon this score, and in what respectsthe one and/or the other?
3. Is the politicalfuturepredictable?In whatsenseandto whatextent?
4. How much"control"or "mastery"can one have over historicaldeand"shaping"
velopment?Whatis one'srolein "moving"
historyin the desired
direction?
5. Whatis the role of "chance"in humanaffairs and in historicaldevelopment?
INSTRUMENTAL QUESTIONS

1. Whatis the best approachfor selectinggoals or objectivesfor political action?
2. How are the goals of action pursuedmost effectively?
3. How are the risksof politicalactioncalculated,controlled,and accepted?
4. What is the best "timing"of action to advanceone's interests?
5. What is the utilityand role of differentmeansfor advancingone's
interests?
Theoretically,the Bolsheviks'answersto thesequestionsact as "boundaries"for rationaldecision-makingin the sense associatedwith HerbertSimon's conceptof "boundedrationality"(Marchand Simon, 1958, cited by
George, 1969, p. 198). The beliefs function as guidesto politicaldecisionmaking,especiallyunderconditionsof relativeuncertaintlyabout the con-
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sequencesof choosingone courseof actionratherthan another.In George's
(1969, p. 200) words,
Knowledgeof the actor'sapproachto calculatingchoiceof actiondoes not provide
a simplekey to explanationand prediction;but it can help the researcherand the
thealternative
policyplannerto "bound"
waysin whichthesubjectmayperceivedifferent typesof situationsand approachthe taskof makinga rationalassessmentof alternativecoursesof action. Knowledgeof the actor'sbeliefs helps the investigator
to clarifythe generalcriteria,requirements,and normsthe subjectattemptsto meet
in assessingopportunitiesthat ariseto makedesirablegains, in estimatingthe costs
and risks associatedwith them, and in makingutilitycalculations.

The individual'sphilosophicalbeliefs aid in diagnosingthe definitionof the
situation,whileinstrumentalbeliefs influencethe prescriptionof appropriate responses.
However,George(1969,p. 196)cautionedthatthe elementsof the code
shouldbe viewed"asa set of premisesand beliefs about politicsand not as
a set of rules and recipesto be appliedmechanicallyto the choice of action...." In an essay publisheda decadelater, George (1979, pp. 95-124)
elaboratedupon the natureof the causal nexus betweenan actor'soperationalcodebeliefsandpoliticalbehavior.Becausethesebeliefsareof a general
ratherthan a specificcharacter,he argued(pp. 101 ff.) that two theoretical
premisesfollow:
Beliefsof thiskindinfluencedecision-making
indirectly
by influencingtheinformationchoiceof action;
processingtasksthat precedeand accompanythe decision-maker's
Such beliefs do not unilaterallydeterminehis choiceof action;othervariablesare
also at work in determiningwhat he will do.

George also identified two techniques to detect the impact of
operational-codebeliefsupon decisions.The "congruence"
procedureestablishes consistency"betweenthe content of given beliefs and the content of
the decision(s)."The "process-tracing"
proceduretraces in detail the steps
in the processwhereinthe beliefsinfluencethe processof definingthe situation, identifyingoptions and then evaluatingthem priorto choice. The first
procedureestablishesa plausiblelink betweenbeliefsand behaviorby drawing attentionto the possibilitythat the correlationis of causalsignificance.
The second procedureassessesand may strengthenthe link by makingobservationsof the interveningcausalsequencebetweenstimulusand response
(George, 1979, pp. 105-119).For a more detaileddiscussionof these two
procedures,see George and McKeown(1985).
The researchprogramestablishedby the Leites-Georgeparadigmfor
operationalcode analysis,therefore,had the followingassumptionsand inferencepatterns:
Decisionmakersvarysignificantly
in choicepropensities,
beliefs,andpersonality
traits;
Thesecharacteristics
structurethe decision-maker's
rangeof goalsandshapetheanalysis of alternativesby the decisionmaker;
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Insofaras possible,a policy-maker'schoicesare selectedwhichare consistentwith
these principles and constitute the boundaries of rational behavior for the
decision-maker.

This paradigmis reallya variantof the classicalrational-actorparadigmof
that informsmuchof mainstreampoliticalscientists'profesdecision-making
sional understandingof nationalpolicy decisions.Actions are explainedby
referenceto the actor'sgoals and by reproducingthe calculationswhichled
to the decision. Insteadof makingthe classicalrational-actorassumption
that all decision-makersoperatewith the same approachto rationalityunder conditionsof uncertainty,however,operationalcode analysisemphasizes their idiosyncraticfeaturesacross differentdecision-makers(Allison,
1971, pp. 36-38).
Consequently,the developmentof operationalcode analysisrepresents
a potentially"progressiveproblem-shift"withinthe traditionof the classical
rational-actorparadigm(Lakatos, 1970, p. 118). That is, operationalcode
theoryoffers the prospectof accommodatingthe classicalmodel'ssuccessful explanationsand also accountingsystematicallyfor its anomalies.The
Leites study of the Bolsheviksis considereda classic becauseit addressed
importanttheoreticaland real-worldquestionswhichwereanomalieswithin
the rationalactor paradigm'straditionaltheoreticalcontext. George'sversion of the operationalcode, in particular,introduceda psychologicalvariant of decision-makingtheory that "can be inferredor postulatedby the
investigatoron the basis of the kinds of data, observationalopportunities,
and methodsgenerallyavailableto politicalscientists"(George,1969,p. 195).
Both Leitesand Georgerecognized,as have so manyscholars,that the way
nationalleadersview the world and each other fundamentallyaffects their
policy choices.
Leites'sworkillustratedhow qualitativecontentanalMethodologically,
ysis can yield fruitfulinsightsinto the spiritof a rulinggroup. At the same
time, the studymanifestedmanyof the usualproblemsof reliabilityandvalidityassociatedwith this kindof contentanalysis.Georgerefinedthis technique with his inventoryof philosophicaland instrumentalquestions.This
accountingschemeguideda seriesof comparablecase studiesof American
decision-makers,in turn, and eventuallygenerateda typologyof operational codes. We shall scrutinizetwo of these case studies below in order to
demonstratethe refinementof the contentanalysistechniquesemployedin
an attemptto link beliefs and behavior.First, however,let us considerthe
typology and its generalrelationshipto the entire set of case studies.
In the courseof developingmore refinedcoding categoriesfor operational code beliefs, Holsti (1977)implementeda three-stepstrategyto formulate six political belief systems based upon the philosophical and
instrumentalquestionsformulatedby George.
a politicalbeliefsystemas "aconFollowingConverse'sdefinition,he conceptualized
figurationof ideas and attitudesin whichthe elementsare boundtogetherby some
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form of constraint or functional interdependence. (Converse, 1964, pp. 207-208, cited in Holsti, 1977, p. 39)
Inspired by the observation of George (1969, pp. 202, 221) and others (e.g., Putnam, 1973, p. 125), that the nature of political life and the image of the opponent
are major sources of constraint on the contents of other political beliefs, Holsti then
identified hypotheticalanswersto the relevantGeorgianphilosophical questions dealing
with the primary source of conflict in the political universe and whether conflict is
temporary or permanent. (Holsti, 1977, pp. 156-157)
Finally, he inferred that, if a decision-maker's operational code conforms to Converse's definition of a belief system, then differences in these philosophical beliefs
across individuals should act as constraining "master beliefs" and lead to consistent
differences in the remaining interdependent philosophical and instrumental beliefs.
(Holsti, 1977, pp. 39-40, 156-157)

This effort yieldeda typology of belief systems,A, B, C, D, E, and F, defined and derivedfrom the intersectionof the two masterbeliefs in Fig. 1
(Holsti, 1977, pp. 156-157ff.).
Holsti (1976, p. 30; 1977, pp. 16-18) also identified the situational
whichwouldallowbeliefsto influencebehavior.Theyincluded
characteristics
situationsthat are open to a varietyof interpretations(becauseof ambiguous, scarce,or complexinformation)in whichthe beliefs of a strategically
located decision-makermay be most influentialin defining and selecting
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Fig. 1. The master beliefs in the Holsti typology of operational code
belief systems (Source: Holsti, 1977, p. 158).
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among options. The dominant inference pattern established by these conditions is a series of interactive statements between the position of the decisionmaker and environmental features, which are consistent with both of George's theoretical premises about the causal nexus between beliefs and behavior.
Holsti's formulation of an operational code typology has the following
characteristics as a social-psychological theory of cognitive consistency. The
basic unit of analysis is individual behavior constrained by the decision maker's belief system. The key concepts are philosophical and instrumental beliefs, belief system, and foreign policy strategies and tactics. The dominant
inference pattern is the principle of cognitive consistency, from which are
derived two general propositions: (a) beliefs tend to reinforce one another
to form a coherent belief system; (b) under specified conditions beliefs constrain the range of alternative choices and thereby influence the final decision (Holsti, 1977; Walker, 1989, p. 20).
Holsti's application of Converse's (1964) definition of belief system to
develop a set of operational code types, therefore, is a pivotal development
in the evolution of operational code analysis. It synthesized the case studies
of decision-making inspired by George's (1969) article and defined new lines
of inquiry into the cognitive consistency, the psychodynamic origins, and
the behavioral consequences of operational code belief systems. The major
empirical questions raised by the typology were the following:
Do the philosophical and instrumental beliefs of foreign policy decision-makers constitute a "belief system?"
Do these belief systems resemblethe ideal types of belief systems in the Holsti typology?
Do each of these types of belief systems consistently influence in different ways
the strategically-located individual's definition of the situation, his decision, and its
implementation under the conditions of ambiguity, scarcity and complexity specified by the operational code theory of cognitive consistency?

These questions raise subsidiary questions regarding the measurement and
analysis techniques which will identify and relate beliefs, situations, decisions, and behavior in a reliable and valid way.
George (1969) has illustrated the potential use of qualitative content
analysis in his re-examination of the Leites study, while Holsti (1977, pp.
37-145) has explored the use of quantitative content analysis by constructing
a manual for retrieving the beliefs in his typology. However, they have left
to other scholars the tasks of putting these two types of content analysis to
extensive use.
After the appearanceof George's (1969) article, several operational code
case studies of U.S. decision-makers followed. The subjects included John
Foster Dulles, Frank Church, Arthur Vandenberg, Dean Acheson, Henry
Kissinger, James F. Byrnes, J. William Fulbright, and Mark Hatfield (Anderson, 1973a,b; Caldwell, 1976; Holsti, 1970, 1977; Johnson, 1977; McLel-
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lan, 1971; Tweraser, 1974; Walker, 1977). The authors applied the qualitative
technique to documents in the public and private domains which might contain expressions of philosophical and instrumental beliefs. There were also
a few studies of foreign decision-makers, e.g., Kurt Schumacher, Willy
Brandt, and Ramsey MacDonald, which employed essentially the same
research design to guide the examination of the documentary record (Ashby, 1969; Holsti, 1977; Kavanagh, 1970).
Holsti (1977, pp. 179-200) reanalyzed these case studies to see whether
the results revealed the existence of coherent belief systems that fit into his
operational code typology. However, no one has used quantitative content
analysis in an extensive fashion to identify the operational codes of these
individuals and validate his conclusion that their belief systems fit his typology. Instead, there have been attempts to establish validity indirectlyand with
other methods than content analysis with the following results:
Stuartand Starr(1980/81)examinedthe rhetoricof Dulles,Kennedy,and Kissinger
to see if the attributionsassociatedwithevaluativeassertionanalysis(Osgoodet al.,
in a patternthatis consistentwiththeirpredic1956)varyacrossthesedecision-makers
tions;in turn,thesehypothesesare basedupon qualitativecontentanalysesof their
operationalcode beliefs.
Walker(1977)is anotherexampleof this strategy,in whichpredictionsabout the
bargainingbehaviorof the U.S. governmentin the VietnamWarwerebasedupon
a qualitativecontentanalysisof Kissinger'soperationalcode.

Indirect tests of validity typically make predictions about the behavor of the
individual or the actions of his government under the conditions specified
by operational code theory and based upon a qualitative content analysis
of operational code beliefs. In both of these studies, the quantitative results
validated the qualitative analysis that identified their belief systems.
An example of the multimethod validity strategy is Holsti's (1977, pp.
201-269) administration of a questionnaire to the authors of the qualitative
content analyses of American decision-makers based upon the Georgian accounting scheme. They were asked to classify the philosophical and instrumental beliefs of their subjects. Again, the resultstended to validate the qualitative
content analysis. Each coder tended to identify beliefs that were consistent
with one another individually and, more generally, with one of the types of
belief systems in the Holsti typology.
A subsequent operational code analysis of an American decision-maker
that did not fit easily into one of the Holsti types is Stuart's (1979) qualitative content analysis of John F. Kennedy's statements and writings. Guided
by the categories in the Holsti typology, Stuart found a mixture of beliefs
from more than one of the operational code types and attributed this result
to a combination of ambiguities and overlapping beliefs in the typology plus
the complexity of Kennedy's belief system. Walker's (1983) revision of the
Holsti typology confirmed Stuart's evaluation that ambiguities and overlap-
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ping beliefs existedin the originalversionand offered a revisedversion(see
Fig. 2).
Walkerand Falkowski(1984a,b)usedthe revisedversionof the Holsti
typologyas the basis for theirresearchinto the relationshipbetweenthe crisis bargainingtacticsof U.S. presidentsand secretariesof stateandtheiroper-

Type A
Philosophical: Conflict is temporary, caused by human misunderstanding and miscommunication. A "conflict spiral," based upon misperception and impulsive responses, is the major danger
of war. Opponents are often influenced by nonrational conditions, but tend to respond in kind
to conciliation and firmness. Optimism is warranted, based upon a leader's ability and willingness to shape historical development. The future is relatively predictable, and control over it
is possible.Instrumental: Establish goals within a framework that emphasizes shared interest.
Pursue broadly international goals incrementally with flexible strategies that control risks by
avoiding escalation and acting quickly when conciliation opportunitiesarise. Emphasize resources
that establish a climate for negotiation and compromise and avoid the early use of force.
Type B
Philosophical: Conflict is temporary, caused by warlike states; miscalculation and appeasement
are the major causes of war. Opponents are rational and deterrable. Optimism is warranted
regarding realization of goals. The political future is relatively predictable, and control over
historical development is possible. Instrumental: One should seek optimal goals vigorously within a comprehensive framework. Control risks by limiting means rather than ends. Any tactic
and resource may be appropriate, including the use of force when it offers prospects for large
gains with limited risk.
Type C
Philosophical: Conflict is temporary; it is possible to restructure the state system to reflect the
latent harmony of interests. The source of conflict is the anarchical state system, which permits
a variety of causes to produce war. Opponents vary in nature, goals, and responses to conciliation and firmness. One should be pessimistic about goals unless the state system is changed,
because predictabilityand control over historicaldevelopmentis low under anarchy. Instrumental:
Establish optimal goals vigorously within a comprehensive framework. Pursue shared goals,
but control risks by limiting means rather than ends. Act quickly when conciliation opportunities arise and delay escalatory actions whenever possible; other resources than military capabilities are useful.
Type DEF
Philosophical: Conflict is permanent, caused by human nature (D), nationalism (E) or international anarchy (F). Power disequilibria are major dangers of war. Opponents may vary, and
responses to conciliation or firmness are uncertain. Optimism declines over the long run and
in the short run depends upon the quality of leadership and a power equilibrium. Predictability
is limited, as is control over historical development. Instrumental: Seek limited goals flexibly
with moderate means. Use military force if the opponent and circumstances require it, but only
as a final resource.
Fig. 2. Revised Holsti typology (Source: Walker, 1983, 1986).
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ational codes. In their research design they attempted to measure the
operational code beliefs of Truman, Marshall, Eisenhower, Dulles, Kennedy, Rusk, and Johnson and to link them to the selection of sequences of
moves by their governments during a pair of crises which occurred during
their respective administrations. They used a questionnaire administered to
colleagues and biographers of these leaders to determine their operational
code beliefs and found that the results conformed neither to the six types
of belief systems in the original Holsti typology nor to the four types in the
revised version of the typology.
Instead, they found a series of hybrid types, in which the decisionmakers' schemata were combinations of philosophical and instrumental beliefs from four types. The interesting and potentially important aggregate
pattern in these hybrids is the overlap between the organization of these cognitive beliefs and the configuration of motivational imagery for these decisionmakers. Although the beliefs of these leaders did not form a belief system
as conceptualized by cognitive psychology, they were compatible schemata
for the expression in the political domain of personal needs for power, affiliation, and achievement as conceptualized by motivational psychology (cf.
Winter and Stewart, 1977). The aggregate pattern of crisis bargaining tactics by the governments of these decision-makers tended to correspond to
these congruent patterns of motivations and beliefs (Walker and Falkowski,
1984b).
These results suggest a future research agenda with the following tasks.
One is to establish a strong conceptual bridge between operational code analysis and recent research in motivational psychology dealing with the needs
for power, affiliation, and achievement.Another is to replacethe belief-system
version of cognitive consistency theory with insights from the "revolution
in cognitive psychology" (Herrmann, 1988). The operational code construct
may turn out to be a useful umbrella for integrating various middle-range
theories of cognitive and motivational psychology into a "grand theory" of
political psychology.
However, it is also possible that operational code research may be annexed by one of these neighboringresearchcommunities or partitioned among
them. An individual's operational code may structurethe "menu for choice,"
thereby defining the range of the decision-maker's choice propensities, but
operational code theory is relatively silent about the cognitive and emotional processes that accompany the specific definitions of the situation, decision, and action. The connection between an individual's operational code
and political behavior, therefore, has often been asserted either on intuitive
grounds or established with the "congruence"technique in somewhat general terms by reference to a general relationship between the code's contents
and aggregate behavior patterns. The "process-tracing"technique has not
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been employed extensively to examine intervening attribution processes and
perceptions, which are the immediate antecedents of behavior (George, 1979).
Indeed, these cognitive processes have tended to be defined by some
critics of operational code analysis as rival psychological approaches (e.g.,
Cottam, 1986, pp. 9-17). The findings from this literature relevant to the
understanding of foreign policy decision-making have not been overlooked
(cf., Jervis, 1976), but there has been relatively little effort expended to relate them either to the operational code approach or to the literature dealing
with motivations and personality. Nor has there been much energy exerted
to explore the relationships between operational code traits and the motivational processes of ego defense associated with personality theory.
The cognitive process literature has also developed autonomously from
motivational psychology and personality theory, except for acknowledging
that motivated biases as well as cognitive biases occur in the processing of
information (Jervis, 1976, pp. 356-381; Jervis, 1985, pp. 1-33). The sources
and nature of motivated biases have not yet been given intensive scrutiny
by cognitive theorists, even though there is growing recognition that this effort may be worthwhile (Emmons, 1987, p. 16; LeBow, 1981; Tetlock
and Levi, 1982). Their reluctance to tackle this task is understandable,
because it could invoke a broader, explicitly extracognitive, theoretical context for interpreting such processes of social cognition as attribution,
schematization, and dissonance reduction.
Operational code analysis may have the potential to facilitate this task,
because it has evolved into a research program with both motivational and
cognitive dimensions. Two recent examples illustrate this potential. One is
a study which investigates Woodrow Wilson's operational code within the
context of the debate over the relationship between Wilson's personality and
the self-defeating pattern of his political decision-making during the ratification debate over the Treaty of Versailles (Walker, 1986). The other is a
study of Henry Kissinger by Starr (1984), who attempts to link personality,
beliefs, perceptions, and foreign policy behavior.
The research design for the Wilson study is relevant to the task of integrating motivational and cognitive explanations in three respects:
The investigation is guided by the formulation of an operational code theory which
incorporates motivational and cognitive dispositions. (Walker, 1983, pp. 188-195)
The hypotheses for investigation are derived from an explicit pair of rival personality disorders testable within the context of operational code theory. (George and George, 1964; Tucker, 1977, Post, 1983)
The measurement of motivations and beliefs is done with quantitative content analysis techniques. (Walker, 1986)

The analysis involves a comparison of the congruence between the cognitive
schemata in Wilson's annual addresses to Congress with the motivational
imagery in Wilson's speeches during three decision-making episodes, includ-
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ing the Versailles Treaty debate as well as the "Tampico Affair" with Mexico and the U.S. entry into World War I. The aggregate patterns of
philosophical and instrumental beliefs, needs for power, affiliation, and
achievement across these sources were found to be generally consistent with
the expansion of George and George's (1964) interpretation of Wilson's personality advanced by Post (1983) and anticipated by Tucker (1977).
Starr's (1984) book-length study divides into two parts dealing, respectively, with Kissinger's personality and his perceptions of international politics. The research design integrates a psychobiographical method for
analyzing the development of Kissinger's personality, a qualitative content
analysis of his operational code beliefs, and a quantitative content analysis
for classifying his perceptions of the Soviet Union and China. There is also
an attempt to link changes in Kissinger's perceptions with changes in the behavior of the U.S. government toward the two Communist countries.
Starrestablished a theoretically consistent link between Kissinger'soperational code and his perceptions of the Soviet Union by means of the processtracing technique. His hypothesis was that Kissinger'sbelief system disposed
him to be relatively "open-minded"in his perceptions of the USSR and, therefore, his general evaluation of the Soviet Union should be a function
of his perceptions. He found that the Secretary of State's general evaluation
of the Soviet Union did correlate significantly with his perception of Soviet
hostility (Starr, 1984, pp. 99-105).
However, Starr failed to confirm a hypothesized congruent relationship between Kissinger's perceptions and American foreign policy behavior.
He concludes after an exhaustive statistical analysis:
[I]t is apparent that Kissinger'simages are not congruent with American foreign-policy
behavior. Although Kissinger was the dominant foreign-policy decision maker during the period under investigation, his words-and the evaluative assertions that they
contained - did not simply and directly reflect American behavior toward the Soviet
Union and China. (Starr, 1984, p. 142)

The mixed results reported by Starr for the relationships among beliefs, perceptions, and behavior illustrateboth the promise and the problems associated
with employing the process-tracing form of operational code analysis.
Beliefs may explain both perceptions and behavior; however, the link
is not the straightforward one implied by Starr's hypotheses, viz., Beliefs Perceptions of the Object - Behavior toward the Object. Instead, the linkages may be more complex. For example:
The instrumental beliefs in an individual's operational code might prescribe the same
behavior toward different types of objects. Therefore, object-perceptions would vary,
but behavior would not.
The philosophical beliefs in an operational code may dispose an actor to diagnose
differently the respective situations surrounding two objects of the same type or even
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the same objectat two differentobservationpoints. Therefore,object-perceptions
would not vary, but behaviorwould.

Either possibility could account for Starr'sstatisticallyinsignificant relationships between perceptions and behavior (Walker, 1988, 1989). A more
complex alternative hypothesis is that Starr's focus upon images as a basis
for predicting behavior is correct-however, the focus should be upon selfimages rather than object-images. That is, a close link may instead exist between self-schema/self-scripts and behavior. From this perspective, "answers"
to George's questions for tapping instrumental beliefs about effective political action become dimensions of the decision-maker's self-scripts for acting
in the political universe. These self-scripts, in turn, are expressions of motivations embedded deeply in the individual'spersonality (Walker, 1987, 1989).
If so, then decision-making is driven as much by the processes of egodefense and the mediation of self-other relations as by the process of objectappraisal (Brewster-Smith, 1968). In this view, the operational code construct
becomes an analytical conduit through which these processes flow and by
which an analyst observes their interaction. If the evolution of operational
analysis continues in this direction, it would represent a return to the characterological feature which George and Holsti excluded as they extracted and
developed its cognitive aspect.
This move, in addition to being faithful to the classic tradition of operational code analysis represented by Leites, would not be totally unanticipated by his cognitive revisionists. In his seminal article, George (1969, pp.
195-196) addressed this very possibility with the following points:
[I]tis one of the attractivefeaturesof theoperationalcodeconstructfor behaviorallyinclinedpoliticalscientiststhat it can serve as a useful "bridge"or "link"to psychodynamicinterpretationsof unconsciousdimensionsof belief systemsand their
role in behaviorunderdifferentconditions...
The belief systemaboutpoliticsis partof the cognitiveand affectiveportionof the
ego structureof personality;as suchit servesan adaptivefunctionfor copingwith
reality.But at the same time the emergenceof a belief systemmay be affectedby
in personalityformation;if so, beliefsmaythen
developmental
problemsencountered
also serveego defensivefunctionsvis-d-visunconsciouswishesand anxieties...
Thus, once an actor'sapproachto politicalcalculationhas been formulatedby the
researchers,he can proceed-if he so wishesand is able to do so-to relatesome
of thebeliefsin questionto othermotivational
variablesof a psychodynamic
character.

Indeed, George (1969, p. 196) concludes that a knowledge of the decisionmaker's beliefs facilitates the task of assessing the extent to which behavior
is based upon reality-testing or reflects the influence of latent motives and
ego defenses.
In A Study of Bolshevism, the use of operational code analysis bridged
the relationship between political choice and the cognitive, affective, and developmental features of the Bolshevik personality. This accomplishment
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makesthe book a metaphorfor the collectiveaspirationsof the International Societyof PoliticalPsychologyas well as a classicin politicalpsychology.
The evolution of operationalcode analysis has remainedfaithful to this
metaphor.Cognitive,affective,and developmentalstudiesof politicalleaders have contributedto the continuationof operationalcode analysisas a
researchprogramin politicalpsychology.Its example,therefore,continues
to serveas a statementof the possibilitiesfor unity among the diversedisciplines representedby the Society'smembership.
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