Imperial Presidency 

  Some scholars refer to the institution of the American presidency as the Imperial Presidency. 

  Examples: 

       Kennedy and Johnson sent troops to Vietnam,

       President Reagan sent them to Grenada and Lebanon. 

       All without war being declared by Congress. 

       Iran-Contra - the Reagan administration conducting secret foreign policy, funding Contra against the wishes of Congress and the

       public.

       Nixon - Watergate

  According the Arthur Schlesinger, the Imperial Presidency results from: 

       The swelling of the presidential bureaucracy, the pressures of the cold war and demands for secrecy in the name of national

       security have produced a president who is increasingly ISOLATED and UNACCOUNTABLE.

       Centralization of decisions of war and peace into the presidency -- due to cold war, prolonged war in vietnam.

       Decay of the traditional party structure led to the presidency as "the central focus of political emotion."

       Nixon tried to isolate himself from challenge.
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Clinton court losses seen weakening 'imperial presidency' 

By Warren P. Strobel 

THE WASHINGTON TIMES 

The powers and privileges of the presidency have shrunk during the legal duel between President Clinton and independent counsel

Kenneth W. Starr, with major consequences for the future, according to legal scholars. 

Yesterday's Supreme Court ruling effectively rejecting White House claims of attorney-client privilege was just the latest in a series of

court actions that have diminished what was once termed "the imperial presidency." 

"This set of cases will be seen as a critical turning point in bringing the presidency down to the level of the other branches" of the federal

government, said Jamin B. Raskin, a professor of constitutional law at American University. 

Mr. Clinton and the White House counsel's office have lost at virtually every turn as they tried to keep Mr. Starr's investigators at bay

with claims that his strategy discussions with top advisers, his conversations with government lawyers and his Secret Service agents enjoy

legal protection. 

While White House officials decry what they say are the independent counsel's aggressive tactics, some outsiders blame the legal

manuevering by Mr. Clinton and his advisers. 

"They're the ones who've jeopardized" presidential privileges by litigating them at every possible turn, said C. Boyden Gray, who was

White House counsel under President Bush. "There's a lot of power in the ambiguity" that once existed, he said. 

Mr. Gray called the Clinton White House's actions particularly egregious because the president and his aides have asserted privilege in

matters having to do with the president's personal conduct, rather than his official conduct or issues of national security. 

By taking "the weakest possible case to the courts, they have gotten rulings that reduce the leverage future presidents will have in cases

when it really matters," he said. 

Mr. Clinton "brings very little to the table in the juridical sense," agreed Mr. Raskin, because the battleground is not on weightier matters

such as the president's conduct of foreign affairs or national security. "Most of the rulings have been slam dunks." 

Mr. Clinton's aides sharply disagree, saying they have no choice but to try to defend themselves against an independent counsel who has

crashed through constitutional barriers that his predecessors have respected. 

"I think the blame lies elsewhere," White House spokesman Barry Toiv said yesterday. 

In appealing a ruling against the administration's argument for attorney-client privilege by a panel of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the

D.C. Circuit, White House Counsel Charles F.C. Ruff said "a bedrock principle of our legal system" is at stake. 

Chief Justice William H. Rehnquist yesterday rejected a White House request for a temporary stay that would block Mr. Clinton's

lawyers from having to appear before a grand jury. The full Supreme Court still must decide whether to intervene in the dispute over

whether a president can have confidential discussions with his government attorneys in a criminal proceeding. 

Lanny J. Davis, a former special associate counsel under Mr. Clinton, said: "Everybody who is looking at this situation, on any side of the

[political] fence, has to start by asking: 'What would you think if it was happening to the other side?' ... And a lot of people are dishonest

with their answers." 

Mr. Davis, a longtime Democratic activist, said that while he cannot be sure how he would have reacted if independent counsel Lawrence

Walsh had subpoenaed Mr. Gray or other Bush administration lawyers, "I am virtually certain it would have troubled me greatly." 

Jim Kennedy, a spokesman for the White House counsel's office, noted that a U.S. district judge ruled in May that Mr. Clinton's claims

to attorney-client and executive privilege in the Monica Lewinsky case "were not frivolous assertions." 

"That demonstrates the issue was properly raised," he said. 

Mark Tushnet, a professor of constitutional law at Georgetown University, predicted that the pendulum will swing back. "After this

episode is over, there is likely to be stronger protection of privilege than there appears now," he said. 
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Posted by: A Whitewater Researcher (awhitewatrrsrchr@hotmail.com) *

08/05/98 02:33:49 EDT  

To: A Whitewater Researcher

In most cases where a normal, at least partially sane person was President none of this fal de ral (sp?) would have been necessary. In any

case it will be good to see the Presidency reduced to more equal terms with the other branches of government.

From: Bruce Hempel (bruce10@juno.com) *

08/05/98 02:46:05 EDT  

To: A Whitewater Researcher

This is a natural result of a guilty man making bogus and envelope pushing claims.

From: The Man (emailname) *

08/05/98 02:48:45 EDT  

To: A Whitewater Researcher

Clinton's Legacy might be that he destroyed the Impeial Presidency. Ironic that the most corrupt President is the one that finally destroys

the increasingly powerfully corrupt Office of the Presidency. That had become an institution representing Internationalist interest vis a vis

American interest. Bush THE NEW WORLD ORDER

From: a+bert () *

08/05/98 07:33:39 EDT  

To: A Whitewater Researcher

This is the core of Clinton's legacy: slash and burn. He destroys or corrupts everything he comes in contact with - in this case, his own

office.

He divides all sorts of groups, causing America to withdraw into 'camps' of young vs old, black vs white, rich vs poor, immigrant vs

natural citizen, Dem vs Rep, Christian vs agnostic, govt vs citizen... etc. ad nauseum.

This is his legacy. There is no 'coming together', no healing in any of Clinton's policies/speeches. Was it intentional? or simply a

reflection of his own character?

From: Bob Ireland (corsair9@cycat.com) *

08/05/98 21:53:54 EDT  

