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      For Margaret


      
      

      
         Europeans often ask, and Americans do not always explain, how it happens that this great office, the greatest in the world,
               unless we except the Papacy, which anyone can rise by his own merits, is not more frequently filled by great and striking
               men. In America, which is beyond all other countries the country of a ‘career open to talents,’ a country, moreover, in which
               political life is unusually keen and political ambition widely diffused, it might be expected that the highest place would
               always be won by a man of brilliant gifts. But from the time when the heroes of the Revolution died out with Jefferson and
               Adams and Madison, no person except General Grant… reached the chair whose name would have been remembered had he not been
               President, and no President except Abraham Lincoln had displayed rare or striking qualities in the chair.

         – James Bryce,

         The American Commonwealth


      
         It is principally in relations with foreigners that the executive power of a nation finds occasion to deploy its skill and
               force. If the life of the Union were constantly threatened, if its great interests were mixed everyday with those of other
               powerful peoples, one would see the executive power grow larger in opinion, through what one would expect from it and what
               it would execute… The President of the United States possesses almost royal prerogatives which he has no occasion to make
               use of, and the rights which, up to now, he can use are very circumscribed: the laws permit him to be strong, circumstances
               keep him weak.

         – Alexis de Tocqueville,

         Democracy in America
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      Preface

      This, the story of the American presidency in the years that began with Theodore Roosevelt, following the assassination of
         William McKinley, the third president so to be felled, is a tale of major institutional change, created in some measure by
         those who by accident, good fortune, or design came to hold that executive office, but also, more importantly, by the international
         circumstances that made the United States a world power. Increasingly seen today as an ‘empire,’ greater, some insist, than
         any that has existed since the fall of Rome, The Presidents: The Transformation of the American Presidency from Theodore Roosevelt to Barack Obama emphasizes those factors that have caused this political office to lose many of its most distinctive eighteen- and nineteenth-century
         features. Wars, hot and cold, fought or feared, led to an unprecedented expansion of presidential power, as prophesied by
         a remarkable student of America’s ‘political experiment,’ Alexis de Tocqueville, many decades earlier. Foreign policy assumed
         an importance in the life of the nation it had never previously claimed, and if those who came to the White House were not,
         as James Bryce, Europe’s other great nineteenth-century commentator on the United States, understood, always ‘great’ or ‘striking’
         men, the nation prospered, and not only in those periods when remarkable leaders came to the fore.

      The tale of the twentieth-century presidency, which survives into the twenty-first, if George W. Bush is recognized as the
         disciple of Ronald Reagan, must dwell on all manner of political and moral restraints that atrophied, but also on weapons
         and intelligence, defined as the capacity for spying, that made war a very different thing from what it had been earlier in
         the century. Presidential leadership took many forms in the decades after Theodore Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson, the principal tutors of Franklin D. Roosevelt, the
         century’s incontestably greatest president assumed office, and no less major permutations occurred after the only general,
         Dwight D. Eisenhower, left the Oval Office. An analysis of the presidency that recognizes three great divides, the first that
         brought Theodore Roosevelt to the White House, following the assassination of William McKinley, the second that carried John
         F. Kennedy with a very slight popular majority into the Oval Office, and the third that ended two troubled decades, the 1960s
         and the 1970s, with the election of Ronald Reagan by a very wide margin cannot be said to follow the more conventional presidential
         chronologies. Nor, for that matter, does it see the first Roosevelt as simply a warrior and an imperialist, the tragically
         martyred Kennedy as an accomplished political leader who left the nation an intellectually important legacy, and Reagan, the
         actor, as someone who had his moment in the sun, without much relevance for the world of the twenty-first century.

      If my analysis of the presidency as it has evolved over the last century has merit, then the portrayals of the individual
         presidents will be recognized to be something more than an apologia for either Democrats or Republicans who managed to climb the ‘slippery pole.’ An America that rebelled against the mother
         country, imagining it would have no further truck with kings, courtiers, or warriors, has since the beginning of the twentieth
         century known all, rarely so identified, but unmistakably recognizable as such. These nineteen Presidents, mortal bipeds,
         were on occasion powerful, sometimes inept, but increasingly subjected to national and international scrutiny, availing themselves
         of resources unknown to their nineteenth-century predecessors. The American democracy, transformed in the course of the long
         twentieth century, takes its form today in very considerable measure because of what these presidents elected to do but also
         what public opinion allowed them to do.

      The question may well arise why the two epigraphs to this book are from Alexis de Tocqueville and James Bryce, the indisputable
         giants among those who wrote about the United States in the nineteenth century. Why should their works, written in 1835 and
         1888, be thought relevant to a book concerned with the presidency since the time of Theodore Roosevelt? Three reasons may be given; first, both Roosevelt and Wilson, who did so much to enhance the power
         of the presidency, to make it more visible and internationally known, were learned men who read and wrote about both Tocqueville
         and Bryce. Their reflections on both, that of the politician but also of the academic transformed in middle life into a politician,
         cannot fail to have interest and importance. Second, and more significantly, perhaps, Bryce in the late nineteenth century
         wrote about American society, political parties, ‘bosses,’ corruption, and presidential nominating procedures in ways that
         continued to be descriptive of much that characterized political life in the United States through the time of Eisenhower.
         His book, more widely read during those many decades than Tocqueville’s, became obsolete, a work of history for many only
         in the 1960s and 1970s. Finally, ironically, it was in the last decades of the twentieth century, that Tocqueville’s work,
         descriptive of a society of not many millions overwhelmingly agricultural, that Bryce imagined as early as 1888 no longer
         existed, came to enjoy new renown. Tocqueville, not Bryce, offered reflections on war, race, patriotism, religion, foreign
         policy, and morality, treating values and opinion in an idiom that resonated for Americans living in the time of Reagan, Clinton,
         and the two Bushes.

      Because the greatest part of the book deals with the administrations of these individual presidents, it is important to note
         some of the distinctive features of the biographical sketches offered. All show a concern with the intellectual and political
         preparation of those who attained an office that by the middle of the twentieth century had come to have world significance.
         Though some may wish to believe that the office makes the man. I argue the contrary. Because each president arrives with intellectual
         baggage that is rapidly depleted, it becomes important to understand what they know and how they perceived the presidency
         before they entered the White House. The individuals they engaged to assist them, whether in the Cabinet or in the greatly
         expanded White House staff, were rarely their most astute critics, increasingly deferential to those they recognized to be
         their ‘masters.’ While public opinion could, on occasion, sway these new style-monarchs, and while the criticism of journalists
         might at times be very effective, the presidents of the twentieth century were often isolated men, surrounded by sycophants and time-servers. A presidency that had once enjoyed great dignity, relying on its republican
         simplicity, became increasingly royal – some preferred to see it as imperial – and this created vulnerabilities that those
         who crafted the presidency in the eighteenth century had failed to anticipate. Reelection to the presidency became common
         once again – as it had been early in the nation’s history – but no one mistook those reelected after the middle of the twentieth
         century – Dwight Eisenhower, Richard Nixon, Ronald Reegan, and Bill Clinton – for George Washington, Thomas Jefferson, James
         Madison, and James Monroe. While Republicans might once have rejoiced in Theodore Roosevelt, at times almost ready to accept
         his own evaluation of himself as a latter-day Abraham Lincoln, and Democrats frequently felt comparable enthusiasm for Woodrow
         Wilson, Franklin Roosevelt, and Harry Truman, these were giants of an extinct era, political dinosaurs in a late-twentieth-century
         America dominated by very different kinds of men.

      To describe all these transformations, to understand how a presidency that once attracted men of learning has lost that distinction,
         calls for a consideration of more than the craftiness of political entrepreneurs who understand the rules of the political
         primary election game. A critical gaze must be cast on an electorate that has tolerated and at times seemed positively beguiled
         by the men they have chosen. Whether these latter-day presidents understood the worlds they were obliged to treat with, in
         Vietnam and in the Middle East, prepared to cope with war and terrorism, showing the perspicacity demonstrated after World
         War II in respect to the Soviet Union were questions rarely asked by those who believed, mistakenly, that there has never
         been a time more dangerous than the present. For what one acerbic critic has described as the ‘post-literate generation,’
         historical knowledge is discounted, and hyperbole rules. The far greater hazards once posed by Hitler’s Nazism and Stalin’s
         Communism are made to appear almost inconsequential beside the threat of contemporary terrorism, where patriotism is imagined
         to be the American solution to a problem that calls for intelligence and invention in their more traditional meanings.


      
      The Presidency

      1

      Of a Republic Transformed by Kings, Courtiers, and Warriors

      Those who framed the US Constitution were determined that the new republic should be deterred from pursuing the political
         policies and practices of the old country, abandoning royal power and the exaggerated deference it inspired, shunning war
         in all but very exceptional circumstances. Finding a proper way to address the president of the United States, giving him
         a title both dignified and simple, preoccupied men in George Washington’s administration, and it is scarcely surprising that
         Thomas Jefferson, an ardent democrat, abandoned the practice of delivering in person his speeches to Congress, believing it
         reeked too much of the ways of George III.1 American diplomats abroad shunned the elaborate uniforms so common with European diplomats, and served not in embassies but
         in more humble residences appropriately characterized as legations. The pomp and ceremony attendant on European power seemed
         virtually absent in the United States visited by Alexis de Tocqueville and James Bryce in the nineteenth century. Even following
         the assassinations of Abraham Lincoln and James Garfield, admission to the White House was never impeded by a small contingent
         of armed guards fearful that so horrendous a crime might be attempted a third time.2 Simplicity, the theme of the nineteenth-century American republic, made the president the first citizen among equals, but
         these practices gave way in the twentieth century to a new kind of presidential office that vaunted itself on its simplicity,
         but showed unmistakable signs of having assumed the trappings traditionally bestowed on European heads of state.

      By the end of the twentieth century, US presidents, guarded by Secret Service agents in great number and pursued by hordes
         of journalists, attending their every excursion outside the White House gates, spoke of a condition that obtained in no other country in the world. American presidents, political icons, incontestably important,
         needed to be defended against those mad enough to seek to do them harm. As leaders of the republic, their every action merited
         attention, and the country lived in the illusion it knew these men as it had never known those who had preceded them in more
         tranquil times. Few spoke of the presidents as kings, especially after World War I, when royalty ceased to exist in Germany,
         Russia, and Austria-Hungary, and when the limited monarchies of Europe’s democratic societies claimed few prerogatives comparable
         to those enjoyed by the men who occupied the White House. Yet these American presidents were monarchs, admittedly of a new
         breed, increasingly attended by courtiers, scarcely resembling those once characteristic of royal Europe. These new American
         kings fought wars constantly – many were warriors in all but name – and though the wars they waged scarcely resembled the
         US military campaigns of the nineteenth century against native tribes or Latin American republics unable to defend themselves,
         the two great wars that began in 1917 and 1941 legitimated vastly expanded presidential authority. These two world wars, so
         different from those fought in Korea after 1950 and in Vietnam after 1963, were still more unlike those initiated by Reagan,
         Bush the elder, Clinton, and Bush the younger.

      Were this a book concerned only with the presidency in the twentieth century in strictly calendar terms it would open with
         a consideration of William McKinley, the Ohio politician who followed many others from his state into the White House, and
         end with Bill Clinton, the only Arkansas politician who managed to enter what all thought to be the nation’s most honored
         precincts, which, in the minds of many, he then proceeded to defile. Why, then, does it not start with the assassinated McKinley,
         who lived on till September 14, 1901, but with Theodore Roosevelt, his vice president and constitutionally designated successor?
         More surprisingly, what explains the decision to conclude not with Clinton, the only president in the century to be tried
         by the Senate after being impeached by the House, but with George W. Bush, the son of a former president, only the second
         such person in the history of the republic to succeed in winning the nation’s highest office? The explanation is simple; my
         argument is that George W. Bush, inaugurated on January 20, 2001, is best understood as the most recent of the twentieth-century presidents. Though McKinley
         lived on to serve as president into the twentieth century, Americans always regarded him as a man of the nineteenth; so, also,
         with George W. Bush. Though he served in the twenty-first century, he is best seen as a man of the twentieth, politically
         the heir of Ronald Reagan, his father’s principal tutor. That argument will have no appeal for those, perhaps in the majority
         today, who believe that September 11, 2001, inaugurated a new era in world history, and that the president’s military and
         diplomatic initiatives since that fateful day suggest he was not simply the political clone of his father or of his father’s
         chief patron.

      To claim that he belongs to the twentieth century does not imply that George W. Bush is a latter-day Theodore Roosevelt, Woodrow
         Wilson, Harry Truman, or Dwight Eisenhower any more than William McKinley, presiding over the nation’s affairs in the same
         century as Thomas Jefferson, James Madison, James Monroe, Andrew Jackson, and Abraham Lincoln, was thought to resemble any
         of them. His is a late-twentieth-century presidency principally because it is redolent of Reagan’s administration, at once
         patriotic, proud, rhetorical, and popular, not given to wearying citizens with complex explanations of arcane foreign policy
         and defense issues.3 Until there is some understanding of how much the presidency changed between the time Theodore Roosevelt came to the office
         and Bill Clinton left it, it is difficult to appreciate the ‘silent revolution’ that occurred in the course of the century.
         Though many astute politicians entered the White House after Theodore Roosevelt, able to cope with the novel foreign policy
         and defense issues that presented themselves, conducting the wars they felt obliged to wage, others, substantially less gifted,
         imagined themselves competent and were indulged in their illusions by those they chose to serve them. Many of these latter
         twentieth-century Cabinet and White House officials, boasting greatly inflated titles and egos to match, were men who lacked
         anything that could be mistaken for political experience. A good number, professional lawyers, had no experience of office.
         Chosen because they were trusted friends of the president or individuals highly recommended to him, in the last four decades
         of the century the White House staff grew to proportions inconceivable at any previous time. These were men and women purportedly selected for their intelligence and energy; the greatest number had never expected to enjoy such close proximity
         to a president of the United States. Awed by their newly acquired eminence and their near-presence to such incomparable power,
         they enjoyed perquisites that gave evidence of their importance. These might include chauffeured limousines, large staffs,
         and even occasional trips with the president in Air Force One. Obliged to work long hours to justify the grandiose titles
         granted them, even when their offices were not in the much coveted West Wing but across the street in the old State Department
         Building, appropriately renamed the Executive Office Building, they sensed their importance. This was no longer the presidency
         of Theodore or Franklin Roosevelt, dependent on minuscule White House staffs, with many Cabinet colleagues able to claim substantial
         congressional or federal executive experience.4

      Theodore Roosevelt, an avid reader and an accomplished writer of US history, sought to restore the presidency to what he imagined
         it had been in the heroic days of Washington and Lincoln.5 His aim was to create a new presidency suited to a new century. To achieve that purpose, he created a persona for himself
         that spoke of power, informing Americans and the world abroad that a new generation, more ambitious than the old, had taken
         command. No one living in the first decade of the twentieth century, however loyal to McKinley’s memory, could doubt that
         an elemental force had entered the White House.6 Can a comparable claim be made for George W. Bush? Did his words and actions after September 11 qualify him for a comparable
         distinction, a new man for a new century, inaugurating a dramatically altered presidency? Some of his more ardent admirers
         will argue this, that he demonstrated after September 11 a resolve to take military, diplomatic, and political initiatives
         of a boldness and originality that none of his predecessors could have conceived or executed. His enemies, deploring many
         of his actions, may argue the same. Both exaggerate. The al-Qaeda success in using airplanes as missiles to destroy the two
         largest skyscrapers in New York and do great damage to the Pentagon in Washington, causing thousands of deaths and casualties,
         created political opportunities for the president that he used effectively, in the same way that Reagan did, responding decades
         earlier to more cosmic events attendant on the decay and ultimate dissolution of the Soviet Union. George W. Bush qualifies as the last of the twentieth century’s presidents precisely because
         he expresses values espoused by Ronald Reagan, popular with millions, whose loyal courtiers embellished his reputation as
         someone who had left behind all the more timid earlier twentieth-century presidents, Democratic and Republican.7

      The presidency of the first sixty years of the century, so largely fashioned by a handful of men, used very exceptional circumstances
         abroad to justify their greatly expanded claims to power. That presidency came to an end in the 1960s and 1970s – a soul-searing
         time of troubles – that witnessed a precipitous decline in the public’s confidence in its elected leaders.8 The argument that the US presidency assumed new prerogatives and distinction in the first six decades of the century, was
         seriously challenged by domestic and foreign tragedies in the 1960s and 1970s, and became yet another kind of institution
         with the arrival of Ronald Reagan in 1981 may be thought a disguised version of a theme Woodrow Wilson first advanced in 1885,
         which James Bryce adopted in The American Commonwealth in 1888.9 Their belief that the presidency attracted cultivated and astute political leaders in the last decade of the eighteenth and
         the first decades of the nineteenth century, lost such leadership before the start of the Civil War, and never regained it
         following the tragic assassination of Lincoln is not one that I intend to replicate for the twentieth century. Such, in fact,
         is not the leitmotif of this work; it argues quite different propositions, namely, that a new presidency was introduced by
         Theodore Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson, interrupted by less accomplished presidents, including Warren Harding, Calvin Coolidge,
         and Herbert Hoover, sustained and vastly expanded by Franklin Roosevelt and Harry Truman, significantly altered in the time
         of John F. Kennedy, Lyndon Johnson, Richard Nixon, and Gerald Ford, that allowed a consummate politician, Ronald Reagan, to
         become president in 1981. We live in the shadow of the Reagan presidency today, and those who feel only disdain for the actor
         president are mistaken to ignore his continued influence.

      Eric Hobsbawm, in his much admired work Age of Extremes: The Short Twentieth Century, 1914–1991, argued that the twentieth century was brief, a mere seventy-seven years; it was never that for the United States or for its most important political institution, the presidency.10 The twentieth century for America was long, starting with Theodore Roosevelt and continuing till this day, a century of war,
         secrecy, intrigue, and scandal, that saw the White House become incontestably the most powerful organ of government. War was
         more generative than scandal, though the latter proved immensely diverting to men and women starved to know more about the
         foibles of the mighty. Secrecy became paramount, made necessary by the demands of modern war and the security hazards posed
         by atomic and thermonuclear weapons. In post-World War II America, even the prying media, with their eager investigative reporters,
         joined by large congressional staffs serving ambitious members of the House and Senate, learned relatively little of the secrets
         sedulously concealed by a succession of presidents preoccupied always with defending what they conceived to be the national
         interest.11

      Because this book treats the American presidency, an eighteenth-century institution explicitly created to deny the need for
         kings, courtiers, and warriors, antiquated European forms disdained by the architects of the new American republic, it is
         curious that metaphorically speaking they figure so prominently in this work. Who, then, were the kings, courtiers, and warriors
         who insinuated themselves into a society purportedly distrustful of these outmoded and corrupt European role models? The words
         are intended to draw attention to major institutional changes in the presidency that legitimated novel assertions of constitutional
         authority, legitimated a vast expansion of the staffs recruited to serve overburdened chief executives, and in the process
         created new habits of subordination, subservience, and deference to them. A good number who bore the title commander in chief
         were warriors in every sense of the term, responsible for the nation’s security in both hot and cold wars. Nuclear and thermonuclear
         weapons made the presidents who came after Franklin Roosevelt leaders of the free world, pledged to defend civilization against
         barbarians who threatened it.12 The US presidency became something it had never previously been, but the construction rested on foundations laid by Theodore
         Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson, each in his own way a man determined to enhance the office granted them by a kindly fate.

      Roosevelt developed a theory of stewardship to justify the unconventional policies he pursued, believing his actions legitimate
         precisely because they did not explicitly violate restrictions and prohibitions set by Congress.13 It was Matthew Prior, the eighteenth-century poet and statesman who believed a king to be responsible for the care of his
         people, ‘a man condemn’d to bear the public burdens of a nation’s cares.’14 Roosevelt, a monarch in that sense, cared for the nation but never thought the task a burden; for him, it was an unadulterated
         pleasure, a view he shared with his distant cousin, Franklin. Providence, working through the nation, had given them the presidency,
         and they proposed to enjoy it.

      Theodore Roosevelt understood that his exaggerated ambitions for the office could never be realized by resisting powerful
         senators, men who enjoyed virtual life tenure in their six-year posts, constantly renewed by the state legislatures that elected
         them.15 He searched for an area where he could be virtually supreme and discovered it in foreign policy. Confident he knew the subject
         as few others did, he saw it as a domain he could call his own, aware that neither the Senate nor the House could thwart him
         in fashioning day-to-day policy to make the United States a world power. Depicted by cartoonists as a war-loving imperialist,
         so different from the later peace-loving Woodrow Wilson, Roosevelt was never the warrior that cartoonists made him out to
         be. He was the first American to win the Nobel Peace Prize for his success in ending the war between Russia and Japan and
         never failed to emphasize all he had done to maintain peace.16 A skilled manipulator of public opinion who courted popularity and used the press to advertise his incomparable qualities
         as a man of action, he worked persistently to project the image of the red-blooded American male, determined that those who
         trespassed on the rights of others should be punished, not least the so-called captains of industry who exercised their illegitimate
         claims to power through the monopolies and trusts they established.17 Solicitous for the land, he cared greatly for the preservation of its natural beauty and resources and emerged as the steward
         who would abide no desecration of the nation’s patrimony.18 Roosevelt disdained the title of intellectual, thinking the breed timid and craven. He was a king who never sought to create
         a court, and the White House during the Roosevelt years was a Mecca thronged by men and women gratified to be in the presence of so elemental a force. There were no major wars during the time Roosevelt
         served in the White House, and whatever his admiration for military and naval power, they never led him into foreign wars.19

      William Howard Taft could never be presidential in the Roosevelt manner. Lacking both his charisma and the exaggerated notions
         of the power that inhered in the office, no one spoke of Taft as the boss, and no one thought it dangerous to oppose him.
         His Yale education and years as a judge and governor of the Philippines did not greatly distinguish him from other late-nineteenth-century
         presidents who came from Ohio, served for a single term only, and left neither a political progeny nor a social program that
         commended itself to a later generation.20 Taft, neither a king nor a warrior, never aspired to create a court in the White House. A family man, devoted to his ailing
         wife, children, and brothers, his girth became the symbol of his lethargy, although it did not begin to explain his political
         inadequacies, his failure to know how to treat with Congress or the public. His greatest misfortune was to follow Roosevelt
         into the White House, a place the former president missed and wished desperately to regain.21

      Woodrow Wilson, a stubborn, articulate, and scholarly Calvinist who put no one in mind of the gregarious, joyous, and buoyant
         Roosevelt, owed his presidency to Roosevelt, to the unusual circumstances of the 1912 election that saw the former president
         declare war on Taft and the Republican Party for refusing to make him, the people’s choice, as registered in a handful of
         primaries, the convention’s nominee. Running as an Independent, Roosevelt, in effect, gave the presidency to Wilson, a man
         he distrusted, indeed despised.22 Wilson never doubted he was the intellectual equal of Roosevelt and saw his task as marshalling his Democratic forces in
         Congress to pass domestic legislation to prove himself a more effective reformer than the bombastic Republican who had so
         recklessly disparaged him during the election campaign.23 His accomplishments in pressing for major domestic reforms, especially during his first two years in office, greatly exceeded
         what Roosevelt had been able to do, and he sought comparable success in managing the nation’s foreign affairs. Unable to acknowledge
         he knew less about the subject than Roosevelt, that his advisers were not in a position greatly to help him, his choice of
         William Jennings Bryan, the three-time defeated Democratic candidate for president, to be his secretary of state, virtually guaranteed his failure.24 Not even the most ardent Democrat imagined Bryan the equal of John Hay or Elihu Root, the men who had served in the same
         post under Roosevelt.25 Wilson was liberated of Bryan in 1915 when the doughty pacifist resigned, finding the president’s message to Germany over
         the sinking of the Lusitania excessively severe. In his place, he chose Robert Lansing, an accomplished lawyer he neither cared for nor trusted.26 Wilson proposed to be his own secretary of state, relying heavily on a confidant, Colonel Edward House, a courtier in all
         but name, on whom he had grown increasingly dependent from almost the day he entered the White House.27 When war erupted in Europe, House became the president’s principal emissary abroad, seeking to bring the Western Allies and
         the Central Powers to accept a negotiated peace.28 Wilson aspired to be a peacemaker in the Roosevelt tradition but erred in two fundamental respects: he (and the Colonel)
         greatly exaggerated the willingness of any of the belligerents to make peace and substantially overestimated the role that
         even the most powerful neutral nation could have in that almost impossibly difficult mission.29

      Although Wilson made valiant efforts to remain neutral, and was reelected in 1916 in some measure by his success in keeping
         the country out of Europe’s war, he very reluctantly led Congress to declare war only six months later when Germany resumed
         its policy of unrestricted submarine warfare. Wilson failed as a diplomat, neither ending Armageddon nor maintaining the country’s
         neutrality. His greatest success, surprisingly, came as a warrior, a war president given substantially new authority by Congress
         to mobilize the nation’s resources, to dispatch rapidly the men, arms, industrial goods, and food that the war-weary Allies
         desperately needed. For a time, the presidency seemed impregnable; the war stimulated the nation’s patriotism, and Wilson
         appeared the principal beneficiary of that belligerence. Still, he would be remembered not for these wartime accomplishments
         but for his diplomatic failure to make a lasting peace in Paris in 1919. Wilson suffered defeat at the hands of what disillusioned
         Americans insisted were the imperialist ambitions of more skilled and less principled European political leaders. The treaty
         he offered the Senate led to a second defeat, perhaps even more catastrophic to his reputation than the one he suffered abroad.30 Senate Republicans, led by Henry Cabot Lodge, the most intimate friend of the recently deceased Theodore Roosevelt, rejected
         his proposed League of Nations, refusing to bow to what they conceived to be his ill-conceived measures to preserve world
         peace.31

      An imperious president, very conscious of his constitutional prerogatives, a king in all but name, attended by one very active
         courtier whom he discarded only at the end, Wilson failed as a diplomat but succeeded as a warrior. Undone less by two wicked,
         old-fashioned European leaders, Lloyd George and Georges Clemenceau, than by his own arrogance and ignorance, he knew Europe
         less than he pretended. He greatly exaggerated what even a successful campaign to win over public opinion would have allowed
         him to do to meet the resistance of a Senate controlled since the election of 1918 by Republicans unwilling to give him the
         two-thirds majority vote required for the ratification of the treaty he had brought back from Paris.32 Wilson, the victim of a stroke, a bed-ridden invalid for almost a year and a half, left the White House believing he harbored
         a vision of the world that would one day commend itself to men of intelligence and moral concern.33 By his domestic successes and wartime accomplishments the presidency acquired an ascendancy it had never previously known
         – and would not know again until Franklin D. Roosevelt entered the White House in 1933.

      No one ever thought of Warren Harding, Wilson’s successor, as a king, though he won the 1920 election with an astonishing
         large popular vote, carrying with him massive Republican majorities in both the House and the Senate.34 Harding’s court, more of cronies than advisers, became sinister in the public mind only after his death when the extent of
         their peculations and crimes came to be known through congressional inquiry and newspaper publicity.35 Calvin Coolidge, his successor, the second accidental president in the century, presided in a time of peace, prosperity,
         and harmony, a Puritan in a modern Babylon whose Vermont simplicity seemed to give the lie to those who believed the country
         soft and degenerate.36 Had Coolidge sought another term in the White House it was his for the asking, but he preferred to retire, passing the baton
         to Herbert Hoover, who lacked any experience of elective office but was believed the most competent Republican since Roosevelt, boasting incomparable experience both at home and abroad. Hoover, defeated by the world economic
         Depression, was an honest and well-meaning president; he never aspired to be a warrior, could not think of himself as royal,
         and showed too great solicitude for his Cabinet subordinates to make them his courtiers. Coolidge and Hoover were chief executives
         in an older tradition, redolent of a day when the title commander in chief carried no special significance and when foreign
         affairs did not dominate public discussion.37

      Franklin Roosevelt changed all this. Elected by a substantial majority of men and women frightened by what the Depression
         had done to deprive them of a security once taken for granted, he was at once the political heir of his kinsman and uncle
         by marriage, Theodore Roosevelt, but also of his Democratic Party patron, Woodrow Wilson.38 Having observed both and learned from them, he intended to be a president in their expansive tradition, taking care to avoid
         the more serious mistakes they had made. Gregarious like his cousin, he courted the press, used radio to broadcast his inspirational
         messages, and made light of his polio affliction, never allowing the public to know the extent of his physical disability.39 A magical figure, the incarnation of twentieth-century political influence and power, he created a court, appealing to many
         who had never previously thought to serve in Washington. Regal in bearing and manner, a patrician in the White House, he sought
         to make his presidency memorable, appealing to the very different expressions of political idealism he discovered in the only
         two twentieth-century predecessors he thought distinguished.40

      While few who enjoyed access to him were designated courtiers by even the more hostile press, several qualified for the role.
         Gratifying the president’s love of gossip, and competing for his favor, they sometimes exaggerated their influence, but all
         enjoyed the game he and they played together.41 Roosevelt, secretive, sometimes described as feline, sat in his chair, rarely in his wheelchair, listened and laughed, but
         rarely showed his hand. The all-powerful Sphinx, a friend to all, an enigma for many, governed in a way that emphasized the
         importance of access, of being close to him, of having his ear. The Oval Office, the ‘King’s closet’ in all but name, became
         the site of confidential meetings, more important than any that took place in the Cabinet Room.42 The first president to invite a woman, Frances Perkins, to serve in his Cabinet, and the first to select a Jew, Henry Morgenthau
         Jr., a friend and neighbor, to head a major department (Treasury), they were no less his courtiers than the dozens of others
         who crowded in, men like the Groton-educated Sumner Welles, who aspired to be his secretary of state, replacing the ill-used
         Cordell Hull, failing to realize the post was already filled, by the president himself, emulating his former chief, Wilson.43

      Believing his long tenure as assistant secretary of the Navy gave him a unique geopolitical education, he aspired first to
         the role of Wilson, seeking to act as a mediator in Europe’s disputes, and failing in that, turned to his cousin’s constant
         concern: the importance of naval and military preparedness.44 While his diplomatic efforts to keep the peace in 1938 and 1939 foundered, scarcely more successful than Wilson’s before
         1917, his support of Britain in its darkest hours, following on the fall of France in June 1940, gave him a role Wilson never
         aspired to. Courted by British prime minister Winston Churchill, who before long became his principal foreign dependent, after
         the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor Roosevelt concentrated on the responsibilities that inhered in his position as commander
         in chief.45 Harry Hopkins, once one of many advisers on domestic policy, assumed a new role, becoming in effect his major foreign policy
         confidant, his own Colonel House, the president’s principal emissary to Churchill and Soviet leader Joseph Stalin.46 In Roosevelt’s mind, Churchill was an incomparable war leader, but also an unreconstructed imperialist whose first concern
         was the preservation of the British Empire. Like his principal tutors, Roosevelt and Wilson, the president prided himself
         on his anti-imperialism, a sentiment he shared with other Americans who never believed the United States was imperialist,
         knowing that little of the world’s map was colored red, white, and blue.47 In his relations with Britain and the Soviet Union, almost always correct, the president showed a forbearance he rarely displayed
         with General Charles de Gaulle, the leader of Free France. Roosevelt admired strength and felt a scarcely concealed disdain
         for a country that had collapsed ignominiously. In his mind, the leader of Free France was a pretentious poseur.48 De Gaulle, in turn, never learned the art of flattering the president that Churchill and Stalin in their very different ways practiced to perfection.49

      Roosevelt, a successful war president, appreciated the importance of the home front, realizing that maintaining civilian morale,
         understanding how wage and price controls, rationing, employment regulations, taxation, and propaganda figured in a ‘total
         war’ effort. Though the Executive Office of the President was approved by Congress in 1939, allowing for the appointment of
         ‘a small number of executive assistants who would be his direct aides in dealing with the managerial agencies and departments
         of government,’ Roosevelt added negligibly to his White House staff.50 Prepared to deal with a handful of Cabinet officers and General George C. Marshall, his principal adviser on military strategy,
         he relied on a small company of friends but never on his vice presidents. However much he might consult and take advice in
         domestic and purely military matters, he took foreign policy to be his own special province where he claimed exceptional proficiency
         and knowledge.51 Abroad, at Casablanca, Tehran, and Yalta, Roosevelt was diplomat in chief, trading on his constitutional rights as commander
         in chief, able to make his influence felt on any military or political issue he deemed crucial. He died before his plans for
         the postwar world could be tested, but not before the extent of his presidential power had been demonstrated both at home
         and abroad.

      Harry Truman inherited a presidency fundamentally refashioned by his predecessor. Less articulate than Roosevelt, displaying
         nothing that could be mistaken for his grace or flair, Truman knew better than to try to imitate him, affecting his royal
         pretensions, establishing a court of intimates.52 Because Roosevelt left neither a diplomatic nor a military road map to guide him after the defeat of the Axis powers, foreign
         policy innovation became the overwhelming challenge from almost his first day in office. Told about the atomic bomb by Henry
         Stimson, the secretary of war – the most closely guarded secret in the war – he learned also of the terrible US casualties
         suffered at Guadalcanal, nothing compared to those anticipated from the planned invasion of the Japanese home islands.53 To avert that catastrophe, he hesitated not at all in approving the use of the atom bomb against Japan.54 Unlike Roosevelt and Coolidge, the century’s earlier accidental presidents, Truman dismissed or quickly accepted the resignations of those who had served the dead president, replacing them with men
         he knew and trusted, unlikely to compare him with the remarkable leader so recently departed.55

      Dean Acheson, his fourth secretary of state who followed Edward Stettinius Jr., James Byrnes, and General George C. Marshall
         into that office, chose Present at the Creation as the title of his autobiography, recognizing Truman’s unique role as the creator of a bipartisan foreign policy committed
         to political and military objectives never previously contemplated. Truman, less imperious than Roosevelt, disinclined to
         surround himself with courtiers, never aspired to be the principal architect of the nation’s foreign policy, believing that
         responsibility should be vested in his secretary of state, his principal Cabinet colleague. It was enough that he alone had
         the duty to decide when, if ever, to unleash the terrible weapon World War II had given the United States in its atomic bomb.
         The president, a Moloch of sorts, seemed almost disinclined to emphasize his own importance, to dwell on how powerful the
         United States had become in a world devastated by war. Loyal to the New Deal principles of the dead president, reelected in
         1948 in an election no one expected him to win, he saw his own Fair Deal as extending the humane guarantees initiated by Roosevelt,
         believing his foreign policy innovations to protect the democracies of Europe simply replicated what America’s only four-term
         president had also advocated.56 Like both Roosevelts, Truman fought his 1948 election as a crusade of the people against the special interests and fended
         off two divisive attacks from within his own party; that of Strom Thurmond, who resisted the civil rights plank in the Democratic
         Party’s 1948 platform, and of Henry Wallace, who thought the president excessively anti-Soviet.57

      The election victory gave him only temporary respite from continuing Republican criticism that blamed him for losing China
         to the Communists, allowing the Soviets to develop its own atomic bomb many years before that development had been anticipated,
         and being soft on American Communists.58 When North Korea invaded South Korea, Truman saw it as an act of aggression that required the United States to fulfill its
         United Nations Charter obligations. His moment of triumph was brief, ending when General Douglas MacArthur disobeyed his explicit orders not to cross the Yalu River, an act that provoked the Chinese Communists to enter the war.59 In dismissing General MacArthur, the president incurred the wrath of those who admired the hero of the Pacific War and who
         found credible his solution for resolving the Communist threat in Asia: bomb them into oblivion.60 Truman, unlike Wilson and Roosevelt, failed as a warrior, knowing neither how to end the Korean War nor how to win it. Though
         his political enemies spoke of the power exercised by Missouri cronies in the White House, Truman governed with the advice
         of men he trusted in major Cabinet positions whose authority often extended into areas that had not existed before World War
         II.

      Dwight Eisenhower resembled neither Roosevelt nor Truman, the presidents who advanced his military career and gave him the
         positions that guaranteed his fame.61 Eisenhower found the White House a comfortable berth, rarely seeking to manipulate his subordinates in the way Roosevelt
         habitually did.62 Richard Neustadt, one of America’s leading authorities on the presidency, believed that Eisenhower aspired to be a twentieth-century
         George Washington, the president who united the country, stood above politics, a sordid game at best, and accepted to sacrifice
         himself for the good of all.63 This may have been the pose; the reality was different. Unlike the Republican Roosevelt, Eisenhower had no desire to be a
         reformer. Democrats, including Harry Truman, never forgave his failure to defend General Marshall, his old colleague, mentor,
         and advocate, against the vicious attacks of red-baiting Senator Joseph McCarthy.64 Eisenhower, more than any other previous president, was known abroad, especially by the British, and though politicians like
         Churchill desisted from committing to print their judgments of him, its leading military figures, including Generals Bernard
         Montgomery and Alan Brooke, were not equally reticent. Both, familiar with what they conceived to be Eisenhower’s very limited
         command of military strategy, wrote what few Americans believed: Eisenhower, in their minds, lacked both political and military
         genius.65

      With John Foster Dulles as his secretary of state, Eisenhower pursued a foreign policy that showed little originality, satisfied,
         despite occasional bursts of fierce anticommunist rhetoric, to leave matters much as they found them.66 The New Look in defense policy that expressed the president’s concern with the transformations wrought by transcontinental missile capability and the development
         of the hydrogen bomb – the latter aggressively initiated by Truman – changed the nature of war. In Eisenhower’s determination
         to secure a bigger bang for a buck, always important for an economy-minded president, he acknowledged that the United States
         could never recruit and arm conventional forces to compete with those raised by the Russian and Chinese Communists.67 Both the president and his secretary of state expected that covert operations conducted by the CIA, together with other forms
         of counterinsurgency, would greatly increase the country’s intelligence capability, thereby substantially reducing the risk
         of war.68 Timid where he might have been bold, Eisenhower, unlike Churchill, again in Number 10 Downing Street, saw no opportunities
         opened by Stalin’s death and the arrival of a new leadership in the Kremlin. America’s Soviet policy remained surprisingly
         static through Eisenhower’s eight years in the White House, testifying to his ignorance of a Europe he pretended to know.69

      In the autumn of 1956, just days before the presidential election, Anglo-French forces landed in the vicinity of the Suez
         Canal, claiming they were simply peacekeepers, seeking to prevent an extended Egyptian-Israeli war. This mad secret adventure,
         to which the prime minister, Anthony Eden, gave his consent in a truly reckless collaboration with both France and Israel,
         led to an Eisenhower rebuke that had two immediate consequences: the military operation was halted, and there was a catastrophic
         run on the pound that ended only when Eden accepted to leave Suez unconditionally.70 As Eisenhower was to say later, ‘How can we possibly support Britain… if in doing so we lose the whole Arab world?’71 Britain was indeed humbled, but Nasser was never won over; his collaboration with the Soviet Union continued after the 1956
         debacle, and Eisenhower had no solution to that problem.72 Nor did he and Dulles do more than jawbone when Soviet tanks invaded Hungary, routed the revolutionaries in Budapest, and
         tens of thousands were sent into exile.73

      The president appeared invincible and won a second term easily over an ineffectual Adlai Stevenson, but the victory proved
         ephemeral. Embarrassed by the Soviet success in launching the Sputnik satellite, believed to be proof of its scientific and
         technological prowess, and humiliated by being obliged to lie about America’s secret U-2 airplane downed by the Soviets that led to the collapse of his
         projected Paris summit meeting with Nikita Khrushchev, Eisenhower was simply too old for the presidency. Intellectually timid
         and too bound to the hierarchical habits he learned in his long military career to contemplate fundamental change, he lacked
         the political imagination that might have tempted him to exploit America’s unique position in a world just beginning to emerge
         from its World War II trauma.74 In his farewell address, where he warned of the dangers of the military-industrial complex, he sought to establish his credentials
         as a man of peace, and no one could fault him on that claim.75 Yet his crucial political legacy was not this admonition to the nation but rather Richard Nixon, the vice president who supported
         him during his two serious illnesses, when it seemed possible that the oldest man in the century to reach the White House
         might not live long enough to leave it.

      John F. Kennedy defeated Nixon in 1960 and assumed the presidency with the promise of bringing new ideas into government,
         congenial to those of his generation bored with the lethargy of a president too frequently ill or on vacation.76 Though the promises Kennedy made were rarely fulfilled, his tragic death rendered a candid appreciation of his contributions
         to the presidency difficult.77 His domestic achievements were minimal, not to be compared with those of his Democratic predecessors, Wilson, Roosevelt,
         and Truman.78 In foreign policy, he enjoyed two incontestable triumphs – in the Cuban missile crisis and in the successful negotiation
         of a test ban treaty with the Soviet Union – but also one disaster at the Bay of Pigs, the brainchild of the CIA, planned
         originally while Eisenhower was in the White House.79 In selecting his brother Robert to be the attorney general, he chose him for the same reason Franklin Roosevelt had appointed
         James Farley to be postmaster general – he could be of inestimable help to him politically – but no one equated the attorney
         general’s post with that of postmaster general.80 Inevitably, as the president’s closest confidant, constantly intruding in areas he knew little about, including foreign policy,
         Bobby served to diminish the influence of others, not least Dean Rusk, the soft-spoken and self-effacing secretary of state.
         Kennedy’s Cabinet, composed principally of men he scarcely knew, indeed in many instances had not met before his election,
         was said to be extraordinary by the media, prepared to extol the wizardry of Robert McNamara, his secretary of defense, and the wisdom of
         C. Douglas Dillon, his secretary of the treasury.81

      The president’s appointments to his White House staff, considered equally extraordinary, included McGeorge Bundy, dean of
         the faculty of arts and sciences at Harvard, summoned to be his national security adviser, Larry O’Brien, charged with handling
         congressional relations, and Pierre Salinger as press secretary. Gifted wordsmiths, ghostwriters in effect, Theodore Sorenson,
         Arthur Schlesinger Jr., and Richard Goodwin, were appointed as presidential assistants; they and others on the White House
         staff enjoyed easy access to the president, a privilege granted very few in the more starched Eisenhower era.82 At the end of the day when the president flung open the door to the Oval Office, indicating the time had come for fun and
         gossip, he gave great pleasure to men who had never anticipated such intimacy with a president of the United States.83

      With such incomparable talent, great accomplishments were expected; they never took place. Kennedy imagined himself expert
         in foreign policy; he deceived himself. The privileges he had enjoyed very early as the son of the ambassador to the Court
         of St James, and later as a senator, scarcely compensated for what few at the time recognized to be his fairly conventional
         ideas about the nature of communism, the character of both the Soviet Union and Mao’s China.84 Neither he nor any of his close advisers recognized the importance of the Chinese-Soviet rift that made such a deep impression
         on de Gaulle, the French president, and Konrad Adenauer, the German chancellor. The growing evidence of division between Russian
         and Chinese Communists ought to have inspired a reconsideration of American policy in respect to both Moscow and Beijing,
         but such reflection never had very high priority among those who advised the president.85 The administration’s policies in South Vietnam, based on the idealistic proposition that a Western-style democratic regime
         could be established there, that the Americans would accomplish what the incompetent French colonialists had been unable to
         do, was doomed to failure.86 Even the very secret operations that led ultimately to the assassination of South Vietnam’s president – an incident that
         did credit to no one in the White House – helped the situation not at all.87 The president and his advisers persisted in believing that all would work out for the best in the end.88 In Europe, the president failed to devise a policy that commended itself either to the German chancellor or the French president
         when the East Germans built the Berlin Wall in 1961.89 No one in the Kennedy entourage believed the West European leaders might have a more informed perception of the interests
         and policies of Nikita Khrushchev than those that came from their own intelligence sources. The administration’s success in
         the Cuban missile crisis only confirmed the president and his aides in their belief that they knew more than the old men who
         presided in a Europe ignominiously defeated in World War II.90

      When the president, gracious, young, and witty, an idol for many, was struck down by an assassin’s bullet, the nation mourned,
         and the myth of Camelot was born.91 The thousand days, represented as a time of unique accomplishment, of hopes only partially realized, became symbolic of a
         precious heritage to be protected, not least by the articulate and gifted men the president had summoned to the nation’s capital.92 The Kennedy court, loyal to the president, where the vice president had always been an outsider and where the attorney general
         exerted an influence that greatly exceeded the powers that attached to that office, lacked any record of concrete achievements
         abroad that compared with those registered under Roosevelt or Truman.93 The administration’s very limited efforts to address the complex problems of the Middle East, exacerbated by what Eisenhower
         imagined to be his boldness at the time of Suez and later in Lebanon, left no intellectual or institutional legacy that future
         presidents could build on.94 As for the administration’s more idealistic policies in providing aid to the newly independent states of Africa, the gains
         accomplished there proved disappointing, essentially ephemeral.95 So, also, the Alliance for Progress, Kennedy’s effort to restore Roosevelt’s Good Neighbor policy in Latin America, produced
         few of the results hoped for.96 No one could doubt that the president’s advisers, in what became known familiarly as the Court at Camelot, so immensely taken
         with the president’s charisma, sought to move the country away from the lethargy characteristic of the long supine Eisenhower
         era, but the promise of great domestic or foreign policy accomplishments were never fulfilled.

      Lyndon Johnson, the beneficiary of the president’s death, thought by many a crude and arrogant interloper, the antithesis
         of Kennedy, following the tradition set by the Republican Roosevelt, retained the whole of the assassinated president’s Cabinet.
         He hoped by that gesture alone to indicate his fidelity to the liberal agenda left unfulfilled by the Dallas assassination.97 Johnson’s exceptional knowledge and command over Congress enabled him to pressure Southern Democrats known to be hostile
         to new civil rights legislation, allowing him to pass the Civil Rights Act, which exceeded any Kennedy might have secured.98 Johnson saw himself not as Kennedy’s heir but as beholden to a far greater president, Franklin Roosevelt. Even before his
         massive election victory over Barry Goldwater in 1964, he announced the War on Poverty and issued a call for a Great Society,
         to complete the reforms initiated by Roosevelt and Truman.99 Johnson proved an incomparable reform president but failed as a warrior. Indeed, the war in Vietnam was his undoing, demonstrating
         that political talent honed on the home front did not always translate into competence in the handling of foreign relations.100

      Johnson believed his patriotism and bravado could serve as the basis of a reasonable war policy and that no one would ever
         be able to charge him with losing Vietnam. He resorted to every kind of chicanery and subterfuge to defend the military policies
         he and his inherited team of advisers recommended and pursued.101 Nothing was more disingenuous than the so-called Gulf of Tonkin Resolution that in effect gave the president a congressional
         blank check to pursue the war in Vietnam in whatever way he saw fit.102 The information provided Congress by the White House and the Pentagon proved false, flawed, and exaggerated, not very different
         from that offered the general public.103 While Johnson bullied those of Kennedy’s advisers who consented to remain in his service, not one of them cautioned him of
         the dangers he ran in sending a force of more than half a million Americans into the jungles of Vietnam.104 When Hubert Humphrey, the vice president, sought to warn the president, he was effectively banished from the White House
         court, and no one among the president’s associates chose to argue his brief.105 When McNamara and Bundy, two of his principal military and foreign affairs advisers, finally sought refuge outside the administration,
         with McNamara becoming president of the World Bank and Bundy president of the Ford Foundation, their replacements, Clark Clifford and Walt Rostow,
         were scarcely more effective in recommending a deescalation of the war, though the former argued from almost his first day
         in office that ‘the continued application of force did not promise ultimate success.’106

      Johnson, increasingly isolated and beleaguered, not least in the streets where students and others protested and rioted, recognized
         the incontrovertible evidence of his administration’s disarray when two Democrats, Eugene McCarthy and Robert Kennedy, offered
         themselves as peace candidates in the early 1968 Democratic primaries.107 Johnson saw no exit for himself except the one that pained him greatly. His surprise announcement that he would not seek
         another term as president, would end the bombing of North Vietnam, and would use his last months in office to achieve an early
         peace represented a bold effort on his part to redeem a reputation seriously compromised by all he had done in Vietnam.108 Johnson, perhaps the greatest social reforming president of the century, compelled to rely on men whose knowledge and understanding
         of Vietnam was not significantly greater than his own, failed to win the popular support essential in a war that had become
         increasingly ugly and seemingly futile.109 Kennedy’s men proved less equal to the task the president set for them than those he appointed from his own Texas entourage
         that helped him secure the domestic legislation he and they deemed essential to the nation’s well-being.110

      Richard Nixon, the principal beneficiary of Lyndon Johnson’s disasters, started with the same declared resolve to make peace
         in Vietnam, joined to a no less firm conviction, never as explicitly stated, that it could not be a peace based on capitulation
         to Communist military success. In his estimate of the world situation, any withdrawal perceived as an American defeat would
         only encourage further Communist aggressions.111 The killings of both Martin Luther King Jr. and Robert Kennedy in April and June 1968, so profoundly shocking to the nation,
         served only to confirm the Republican charge that the country was hopelessly adrift, violent, and divided. That sentiment,
         as much as any other, allowed an individual known to be vindictive, furtive, and resentful – some would say paranoiac or worse
         – to win the presidency, doing so very narrowly, winning by only half a million votes in an election that saw more than 70 million Americans go to the polls. Few realized at the time that Lyndon Johnson,
         by his support of civil rights legislation, had permanently alienated the South, the bastion of the Democratic Party since
         the Civil War.112 The electorate, disillusioned about Vietnam, increasingly denounced as Johnson’s War, chose a president whose capacity for
         duplicity was known to be monumental. During the campaign, Nixon’s references to the war were generally vague; it seemed easier
         for him to dwell on the need to restore law and order at home.113

      In his first year in office, Nixon revealed little of his war exit strategy, though he substantially reduced the size of the
         US forces Johnson had committed to the defense of South Vietnam.114 The president’s announcement on April 30, 1970, that he was sending troops into Cambodia, to prevent further infiltration
         of Vietcong and North Vietnamese armies into South Vietnam, caught the nation by surprise, confirming all the negative impressions
         of those who had long suspected his motives and never believed he intended to end the war.115 Antiwar protests followed, and the killing of four students at Kent State University by National Guardsman escalated the
         turmoil that had existed for years, creating soul-searching in an older generation unable to understand either the values
         or the habits of the young.116

      Though Nixon never made domestic policy his chief concern, he knew better than to ignore it, and with the support of men like
         Daniel Patrick Moynihan, one of his Harvard professorial appointees, his principal adviser on race relations, he offered himself
         as America’s Disraeli, a convert to ‘Tory Democracy.’117 The self-styled attribution offended no one and had little meaning for a society that still imagined itself liberal.118 For the president, the only issues that really mattered were those relating to war and peace. As a principal participant
         in the Eisenhower administration, and a not wholly objective observer of the Kennedy and Johnson administrations, he found
         little in any of them to impress him. Nothing would lead him to find fault with Eisenhower, the man who had given him the
         vice presidency, but he felt no comparable need to be silent about the shortcomings of the two Democrats who succeeded the
         general in the White House. Neither, in his mind, had developed a foreign or defense policy adequate to the world that had
         come into being since the death of Stalin.119 Nixon aspired to be an innovator in foreign policy, hoping to use what he conceived to be his incomparable geopolitical knowledge to create a
         record for himself that would for all time establish his credentials as a superior president.

      With National Security Adviser Henry Kissinger at his side, the two began to plan a diplomatic coup that the timid Eisenhower
         would never have considered, that no Democrat would have dared attempt. Their plan was to end the isolation of China, to seek
         a rapprochement with its Communist regime, persuaded that this projected opening to Mao Tse-tung would give the United States
         advantages it could realize from no other policy.120 Nixon and Kissinger believed an understanding with China would frighten the Soviet Union, make it more amenable to arms control
         agreements they believed essential in the age of transcontinental missiles and thermonuclear weapons. In their imagination,
         it would also cause the North Vietnamese to become more reasonable, accepting peace terms the president and the American public
         would declare satisfactory.121 Nixon, looking ahead to 1972, could only imagine that these spectacular diplomatic initiatives would greatly impress the
         voters and lead to a Republican Party victory comparable to the one Franklin Roosevelt had claimed in 1932.122

      While his massive electoral victory over George McGovern in November 1972 could not be ascribed simply to his success in opening
         the door to improved relations with China, or even his pledge to end the war in Vietnam with his words, ‘peace was at hand,’
         no Republican in the twentieth century could claim a victory comparable to his.123 The Democratic Party, abandoned not in deference to a
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