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1

Deconstructing
Hillary




Like the moon, she shows us the same face each time we see her. Sometimes she displays more, sometimes less of her visage, but always it is the same carefully presented persona: friendly, open, giggly, practical, family-oriented, caring, thoughtful, unflappable, serious, balanced, and moderate. Just like the moon, though, Hillary Rodham Clinton has a face she never shows us, a side that is never visible, never on display.

This book is a voyage around that side of Hillarythe parts of her personality and history that have been rewritten, reinvented, or omitted from her memoir Living History and her other writings or public statements. Senator Clintons book is no more revealing of her hidden side than is a telescopic view of the moon seen from Earth. Her book simply presents, in one volume and in greater detail, all the pretense and pretend that dominates the Hillary we are allowed to see. Rewriting History offers a kind of annotation of Hillarys memoir, to tell more of the story she hides and the facts she omits. For much of Living History is not history, and much of Hillarys history is not in her book.

Some of what Hillary conceals is not dark, only unseen. Not sinister, just covered-up, protected from our gaze. Parts of it, although not always flattering, would be quite acceptable if she were to expose it to full public view. With incredible discipline, however, she conceals this side of herself in order to create the idealized portrait of Hillary thats on display in Living History.

But some of Hillarys hidden side is indeed dark. Like the moon, she has been scarred by the constant pounding of political meteorites. Under their battering, she has developed a sinister side, which is chilling even to those who know her well. Some of her reinventions are defensive, a form of protective coloration to minimize her potential vulnerability and maximize her capacity to deny what she must to survive politically.

This secretiveness about who she really is creates a puzzle for onlookers. Just as we are curious about the dark side of the moonand spend billions to fly there to have a lookso the missing parts of Hillarys public image drive us to speculation, myth, and rumor about the real person underneath.

Both of the Clintons are masters of subterfuge. But Hillarys deceptions and disguises are very different from Bills. Bill Clinton deceives himself, and fools us in the process. He pretends, even when he is alone, that he is not doing what he knows he is doing. He never tells his right hand what his left hand is up to.

By contrast, Hillary knows full well who she is and what parts of her must never be exposed to public view. She reminds herself consciously, day after day, which parts of herself to hide and which to expose. Where Bills instinct for deception is neurotic, Hillarys is opportunistic. He wants to hide his private life from our eyes; Hillary seeks to conceal her character from our view. But the things that Hillary hides are integral to her political essence. They are who she is and what makes her tick. Her trickery is designed to hide her most basic character and instincts from all of us.

Covering up ones flaws is certainly not unusualespecially in politics. All politicians have done things they would rather not see broadcast to their constituents. Everyone in the public spotlight has private issues he or she would like to keep hidden. JFK did not want us to see his illness or promiscuity. FDR disguised his paralysis. Bill Clinton pretended to be a faithful husband. But what makes Hillarys unseen side unique is that, for the most part, it represents her real personality, her true self, far more than the person who smiles and giggles at us day and night. All public figures use makeup to cover a blemish or two. But only Hillary wears a mask of so many layers, one that hides her true face altogether.

Who is Hillary? We need to know. In fact, its become critical that we do so.

After all, John Kerry is the Democratic Partys candidate in 2004, but Hillary is still its most popular politician. Unless Kerry beats Bush, she can have the nomination for the asking in 2008. And even if Kerry wins and runs for a second term, it will probably be Hillarys turn in 2012. She could even run for vice president in 2004. But would such a public step forward show us the real Hillary Rodham Clinton? Its hard to believe it would. Even after all the media coverage of the past twelve yearsafter weve read the interviews, reflected on the editorials, and absorbed the analysesshe still remains a mystery.

Is Hillary a dedicated public servant, or an unabashed self-promoter? The victim of a vast right-wing conspiracy, or a shrewd operator who often gets caught in her own devious schemes? An innate politician, or a reinvention of herself refined by her ghostwriters and handlers? A sincere advocate for women and children, or an opportunist out for power? A New Democrat, or an old-fashioned liberal?

More than a million people bought Hillarys book hoping to get the answers. But, instead, all they got was a flattering self-portrait of an earnest, talented, devoted daughter, mother, and wife. Her rewrite of her own history reflects only the thoroughly reinvented Hillary she wants us to knowa softer image, a kind of Hillary Lite, but also an incomplete portrait. After reading it, we still dont know what makes her tick. We still dont have the answers. Once more, we see only what she wants us to see.

Yet the answers to our questions become more important as the possibility of a Hillary Clinton presidency becomes more and more real. After thirty years of political consulting, I know that long-range forecasts of political climate are dangerous. Even so, we should not ignore what the coming alignment of demographic and circumstantial forces means for Hillary and her ambitions. Like the weather systems in the book and movie of the same name, they seem to be gathering into a political perfect storm that Hillary Clinton plans to ride all the way to the White House.

Consider the omens:


	The population of African and Hispanic Americans is rapidly rising.

	Voters are drifting to the left.

	The Republican Party is low on future presidential candidates, and Hillarys strongest potential rivals there are the ones most likely to sow division within the party.

	Likewise, no major Democratic alternative stands in her way.

	Democratic fund-raisers are setting new records for an out-of-power party.

	The Clinton machine is strengthening its control over the party.

	Bereft of winning issues beyond terrorism, Republicans are still groping for a theme to replace welfare and crime, which Bill Clinton stole away from themand George W. Bush seems destined to leave huge deficits as a negative part of his legacy.



So things look pretty good for Hillary. She could be the first female president of the United States. But should she?

The list of biographers of this would-be president is extensive. Dozens of books have been written to chronicle Hillarys development and probe her character. Unlike these other authors, though, I worked closely with her for two decades.

And that firsthand experience tells me that the person Hillarys supporters want to see in the White House is a fictiona character carefully and assiduously cultivated for decades to mask the real Hillary.

 
The mask is imperfect, of course. Its gaps are revealed in the questions raised frequently, by the press and the public, about the junior senator from New Yorkquestions that remain unanswered. Wed better answer them before she gets to be president. After that, it will be too late.

The presidency magnifies the personal qualities and charactergood or badof the chief executive and projects them onto our nation. In the 1960s, John F. Kennedys dynamism electrified an entire generation. Lyndon B. Johnsons obsessiveness led us into massive trauma. Nixons paranoia plunged the country into a spasm of recrimination and reform. Jimmy Carters naivet triggered what even he termed a national malaise. And the joy and optimism of Ronald Wilson Reagan animated the world.

What qualities of Hillary Clintons personality would characterize her presidency? And how would they influence us all?

Every man or woman who morphs from private citizen into public figure is changed forever by the journey. As the personalities of these figures are inevitably simplified into caricature by the media, the relationship between their public personas and private selves becomes especially complicated. A public figures image begins to look like a cartoonists drawing of his face, exaggerating certain qualities and omitting others from the cartoon entirely.

But Hillarys transitionperhaps the word should be transitionshas been unusual, and not merely because it has taken place on the most public stage imaginable. As she journeyed from campus activist to lawyer to governors wife to first lady, and finally to United States senator, Hillary has changed just about everything about herselfher politics, her physical appearance, even her life story. In the process, she became not only the candidate but the cartoonist, deciding what features to emphasize and which to sublimate.

Think about it. As we all know, Hillary has changed her hair, her eye color, her dress, and her face more frequently than a professional model. But the changes run far deeper. In her decades of public life, she has adjusted her opinions, modified her ideology, altered her priorities, and revised her rhetoric. Her marriage is different from what it once was; her tax bracket has shifted nicely upward. Those who knew her before all this could be forgiven for asking for DNA evidence that she is, in fact, the same human being they used to know.

Hillary might like to describe this wholesale alteration as a product of growth or maturity. But most of it is the result of simple calculation. Hillary Clintons image became what it needed to become in order to maximize the chances of election to high public office and to minimize the odds that her hidden side would come into public view.

So, again, we ask the question: Does Hillary Clinton have the character and personality to be president?

Many people seem to assume that, since we know one Clinton, America must know them both. We are, after all, living in what author Kevin Phillips has described as an era of dynastic politics; by that token its tempting to treat the Clintons as a unit, and put great stock in Bills 1992 offer of two Clintons for the price of one. Likewise, we assume that Bill Clintons political talents have rubbed off on Hillary. Some have even characterized a prospective Hillary presidency as a third and fourth term for her husband.

But should we assume that Hillary is just like Bill? The natural human tendency to expect a similarity between namesakes has led good people astray beforelook at the spotty record of the British monarchy to fathom the limits of inheritance. How much of the increasingly dismal and undistinguished record of the United States Senate is due to the presence of eleven membersmore than a tenth of the bodywho hold their seats as a sort of legacy from their famous relatives? These derivative senators won their seats mainly because their brothers, fathers, or husbands made their name in politics before they came along. Just call the roll of these hereditary senators: Ted Kennedy of Massachusetts, Lincoln Chafee of Rhode Island, Chris Dodd of Connecticut, Hillary Clinton of New York, Evan Bayh of Indiana, Elizabeth Dole of North Carolina, Mary Landrieu of Louisiana, David Pryor of Arkansas, Lisa Murkowski of Alaska, and both John Sununu and Judd Gregg, the two senators from New Hampshire.

In 2000, we watched two sons of political fathersBush and Gorebattle it out for the presidency.

Not only are the sons and daughters of famous politicians ascending with ease into national office; now the wives of presidential candidates are themselves running, propelled by the names of their famous husbands. As Phillips points out, Hillary Clinton and Elizabeth Dolethe spouses of the two 1996 adversariessit together in the Senate. In 2001, Tipper Gore was mentioned as a possible candidate for a Senate seat in Tennessee. Will we see Mrs. Heinz Kerry or Mrs. Lieberman on the ballot next year?

Where shared DNA is part of the inheritance of these second generation politicians, there is some logic, however strained, to the equation. But there is no shared genetic talent for politics between husband and wife. Whether one likes Bill Clinton or not, his towering brains and political magnetism cannot be denied. But these traits are uniquely his, not transferable by marriage license. Like most other people, Hillary Clinton is in a totally different category from her husband, Bill, when it comes to political skills.

Somehow, though, in the past year or two, a political consensus has emerged that Hillary could easily step into his shoes and become the first woman president. Most who think that way believe that she would prove a virtual female carbon copy of Bill Clinton. This new conventional wisdom allows for no differentiation between the two Clintons. And, more and more, Hillary has begun to adopt this mantra for her own purposes, appropriating the successes of the Clinton administration as her own.

As much as Bill and Hillary would like to morph into one political being, however, they are separate people with different skills and flaws. Hillary Clinton is a highly focused, hard-working, and effective advocate for women and children. But she no more possesses the political strengths of Bill Clinton than she does his personal weaknesses.

 
To paraphrase Senator Lloyd Bentsens famous gibe at Dan Quayle in the 1988 vice presidential debate: I know Bill Clinton. Bill Clinton was a client of mine. And Hillary, youre no Bill Clinton.

She lacks his instincts, his empathy, his political savvy, his creativity, his subtlety, his antennae, his ostensible earnestness. Bill Clinton is flexible, charming, charismatic, and solicitous; Hillary, to put it mildly, is not. Bill Clinton has a rags-to-riches story and a down-homey warmth; Hillary has neither. And while Hillary is certainly bright and book-smart, she lacks his creativity and intellect. Hillary is robotic, where Bill is as human as they get. He is spontaneous; she is packaged. Hillary is a memorizer, sometimes a plodder; where her husband wanders, ponders, prowls, explores, weighs options, and circles around a problem, she moves straight ahead. Where Bill loves nothing more than to dance lightly over his policy options, never getting nailed to a firm position until it is the perfect one, she promotes her chosen policies and programs with dogmatic assertiveness. To warm up his audience, Bill needs only uncork the bottle and let the charm flow. Hillary must resort to contrivance and pretense to try to connect with her audience.

He can be friends with anyone. She keeps a mental enemies list.

Hes a natural. Shes not.

Hillary Clinton, in plain fact, is a student of Bill Clinton. She is not his clone.

When Bill Clinton speaks to an audience, he famously taps into the emotions of each and every listener. Hillary, on the other hand, never seems to live up to her billing. After the excitement of her dramatic arrival by motorcade has passed, her speech itself is usually a disappointment. With a speaking style that ranges from flat to shrilland that sometimes ascends to a shriek in high Eshe rarely gets an emotional response from a crowd. Her speeches routinely echo the cadences of an old-fashioned political rally, punctuated with designated pauses for partisan applause. She may get a rise out of the faithful, but that is very different from the emotions Bill evokes.

 
Once, when I was at the White House, President Clinton called me to ask that I tune in and watch a speech he was giving at Georgetown University. He told me it would be a conversation with the student audience. Some conversation, I thought, hell be doing all the talking. As I watched him speak, though, I understood what he meant. He watched the faces in the crowd, picking up their reactions on his well-tuned personal radar, and adjusted his tone, delivery, content, emphasiseven his argumentsto take their emotional responses into account.

Hillary Clinton, on the other hand, never talks with her audience on such occasions. She only talks at them.

Hillary, in turn, has many strengths that Bill himself lacks.

Bill Clintons convictions are always open for discussion; he seems to tailor his ideology to the political needs of the moment. Hillarys political orientation, on the other hand, is fixed, her opinions ardent. Americans always had difficulty explaining what Bill Clinton stood for. No one has any difficulty identifying Hillarys signature cause: the needs of women, children, and the Democratic Party base. Where Bill tended to be accommodating to the views of others, Hillary has a fierce faith in the justice of her own convictions. She is moved by a commendable desire to spare other children the pain her own mother suffered as the child of an irresponsible teenager without the skills or desire to nurture her child. She is passionate about these issues because they are a part of her. She owns them. Bill Clintons emotional elusiveness has always made such conviction impossible for him.

Where Bill brings only empathy to his favorite issues, Hillary brings passion. Her agenda has a moral tone that Bills lacks. The pledges on which he was electedto focus like a laser beam on the economy, to end welfare as we know itare scarcely rallying cries for those who would storm barricades. But Hillarys determination to end injustice against single mothers, working women, babies in day care, foster children, adoptive parents, teachers, students, and those who go without adequate health care stems from a moral, not an intellectual, calculus. His memorable appearances at the National Prayer Breakfasts notwithstanding, Bill Clinton in almost every respect is about as secular a candidate as America has seen in recent years. Its Hillary who wears the religious fervor in the family.

Yet Hillarys passion about political issues is both her strength and her weakness. It often leads her into inflexibility, and traps her within moralistic requisites that distort her political compass. Her health care reform program, which began as a way to lower health care spending, became an almost theological crusade to make health benefits a universal right and entitlement. She moved fearlesslybut also heedlesslyinto the teeth of strident oppositionand in the end her failed efforts only contributed to her partys loss of Congress in the ensuing election, almost toppling her husband from office.

Hillarys tendency to treat political questions as moral issues also makes her susceptible to the lure of gurus who eagerly try to sell her on their omnibus programs or ideological utopias. Would she be vulnerable to new Ira Magazinersthe Rasputin who got her to embrace a complicated and crazy holistic approach to health care reform? Would her apparent credulity give rise to a presidency entirely subsumed by an ideological construct?

Hillary Clinton is passionate and, by her lights, honorable. But can she be trusted?

We have seen time and again that the most fundamental element of a good presidency is the trust of the electorate. When a Johnson, Nixon, or Clinton lies to the voters, he soon finds it impossible to govern. Bush Sr. was doomed to a one-term presidency when he broke his read my lips promise not to raise taxes. If voters decide that George W. Bushs claims about Iraqs weapons of mass destruction were not a mistake but a fabrication, he may face similar problems in the 2004 election.

The yawning credibility gap that separates Living History and Hillarys other public pronouncements from actual history point ominously to the difficulties that could cripple her presidency. Between Hope and History was the title of President Clintons 1996 campaign book, but it would have been a better fit for his wifes autobiography. Living History is, in fact, a mlange of hope and historyHillarys hopes for how we will perceive her, mingled with the history of what she actually did and who she really is.

Throughout the Clintons White House years, Hillarys constant physical transformationsrepresented most dramatically in her ever-changing hairdosoffered an almost-too-easy metaphor for her awkward efforts to reinvent herself as first lady. But her personal reinventions are more than a cosmetic matter. She has a disturbing tendency to concoct carefully revised facts about her past, her persona, her circumstances, and her experiencesin other words, she has a real problem telling the truth. Sometimes her deceptions are silly. At other times, they are deeply pernicious. But even the fluffier fabrications send us a warning not to trust her.

Take an apparently innocuous example: her nutty claim that her mother named her after Sir Edmund Hillary, the first man to climb Mount Everest. Meeting Sir Edmund by chance at the Katmandu airport, Hillary apparently made up the story on the spot, telling reporters she was named after the intrepid explorer. To bolster her claim, she piled on the details: While her mother was pregnant, Hillary extemporized, she had read an article about Sir Edmund and noticed that he spelled his name with two lswhich, the first lady said, is how her mother thought she was supposed to spell Hillary. She continued: So when I was born, she called me Hillary, and she always told me its because of Sir Edmund Hillary.

But Sir Edmund didnt climb Everest until May 29, 1953five and a half years after Hillary was born. In fact, until 1951 Sir Edmund Hillary hadnt even left New Zealand for his first climb in the Himalayas. Before that, he was an unknown beekeeper.

Why would Hillary make up such a silly and unnecessary story? To give the press good copy? To try to glamorize her family history by connecting it with the heroic mountaineer? The reporters covering her trip would have written favorably about a simple meeting with Sir Edmund, but Hillary had to make it into something biggersomething up front and personal, something that made her different. She wasnt named Hillary just because her mother liked the name. No, the real story was much more important than that: She was named after a world-famous explorer. Its as if Hillary was trying to absorb his aura by osmosis.

Is Hillary charismatic? Her circumstances are: She is a United States senator, a former first lady, and likely to become the first serious woman candidate for president. Her ideology is: She is a strong advocate for the rights of women and children. Her past is: She is married to the former president of the United States. And, unquestionably, there have been times when she has made all of that work for herwhen she has seemed to exude a certain je ne sais quoi. But the crowds that throng her book signings and speeches seem more driven by curiosity than drawn by whatever personal charisma she may radiateby what she stands for, rather than what she is. So she reaches for more.

Sometimes, though, Hillarys inventions have been more than simple Walter Mitty fantasizingas when she invented a story about 9/11 on the Today show, implying to Katie Couric that her daughter, Chelsea, had narrowly missed being on the grounds of the Twin Towers at the time of the attacks. Hillary told a national television audience that Chelsea had gone on what she thought would be a great jog. She was going to go around the [World Trade Center] towers. She went to get a cup of coffee andthats when the plane hit. She did hear it. She did. Couric told NBCs viewers that Hillary, at that momentwas not just a senator, but a concerned parent.

Chelsea herself, though, flatly contradicted her mothers account in an article for Talk magazine, which she apparently had not cleared with Hillary. As Chelsea revealed, she was alone at a friends Union Square apartment in Manhattan that morning when her host phoned to tell her what had happened.

Instead of being anywhere near the World Trade Center, she was three miles northeast of Ground Zeroclear on the other side of town. Chelsea wrote that she stared senselessly at the television as she saw the terrorist plane strike the Towers. No mention of a jog, of a coffee shop, of hearing the planes hit.

Hillary had lied. Effortlessly, spontaneously, chillingly, Hillary simply invented the tale. Why? It was a week after 9/11. She was under no pressure to come up with a story. And she could not have been confused about the facts. What would make a person try to capitalize on a tragedyand insult by implication all those who truly were killed or imperiled on that dreadful day?

Why did she do it? Was she trying to make herself a victim, one of the people who had been personally seared by the tragedy to get a warmer reception from the families, firefighters, and police at Ground Zero? Was she trying to one-up Chuck Schumer, New Yorks other senator, whose daughter had been in danger, attending classes at Stuyvesant High School, adjacent to Ground Zero? Was she trying to share the limelight with her erstwhile political rival, Rudy Giuliani? Did she feel the need to bond more closely with her newly adopted state at the moment of its greatest catastrophe? Whatever it was, to lie in this way at that time suggests a serious character flaw.

Its worth noting that neither this tall tale nor the story of how she came to be named is repeated in Living History. Of her daughters experience on 9/11, Hillary merely expresses gratitude for Secret Service agent Steve Ricciardis calm presence when he reached Chelsea by phone in lower Manhattan.

When Al Gore claimed to be the father of the Internet, or that his marriage was the basis for Love Story, his exaggerations tripped him up. Would a Hillary candidacyor presidencybe constantly embroiled in similar controversy?

If her history is any guide, this might be an area of great difficulty for Hillary given the harsh and unrelenting media spotlight placed on presidents and presidential candidates. For if Hillary exaggerates and fabricates stories on the national campaign trail, or in the White House, an attentive press corps will pierce her mask, damaging a presidents most important asset: her credibility.

 
The chapters that follow will take you behind each of the layers of Hillarys mask. One layer hides the canny political tactician, another the ideologically doctrinaire zealot, a third layer draws a self-serving veil over Hillarys long history of dubious financial transactions, and a fourth covers up her streak of ferocity, even viciousness.

It is vitally important that we peel back these layers of Hillarys maskbefore she becomes our president.

 










2

Hillary as President




So what kind of president would Hillary Rodham Clinton be?

Its tempting to answer the question by examining her years as Bill Clintons assistant president. But the presidency is not a collective responsibility. No matter how influential an advisoror a spousemay be, the chief executive must lead alone. If Hillary were president and Bill in the shadowsa reversal of their roles in the 1990stheir two presidencies would be as different as the two Clintons themselves.

But such a forecast, using the 1990s as a guide to the future, also assumes that Hillary wont grow. Will she? That is the real question. The Hillary we have come to know through her public and private dealings to date most closely resembles two political figures from our recent past. Each of these men grew to political maturity right outside the Oval Office, just like Hillary. Like her, each of them held passionately to his strong convictions, and grew certain that anyone who was not utterly for him was completely against him. They shared with Hillary Clinton what Richard Hofstadter has called the paranoid style of politicsruthless, angry, moralistic, and dogmatic. Each began his career as an investigator, dogging those they felt had betrayed the nation. And, like the former first lady, each had to work hard to conceal scandalone to protect his president, the other to save himself. And after a time on top, each suffered a loss of power and then came back on his own to try to regain the heights from which he had fallen.

And yet, while one of these men became the idol of millions of idealists, the other descended deep into scandal. One emerged as a national hero, the other as the greatest villain in American politics. One conquered his shortcomings; the other succumbed to them.

So which will Hillary Clinton be? Robert Francis Kennedy or Richard Milhous Nixon?

The similarities between Hillary and RFK are almost eerie to contemplate.

Both were elected to the same Senate seat, each a carpetbagger basking in the afterglow of the tenure of their popular presidential namesake.

And both shared more than a presidents name; each was his campaign manager, first as he ran for statewide office and then as he sought the presidency.

At 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, each occupied the historically unique role of alter ego to the president. Neither was limited by clear job descriptions or administrative boundaries; the bureaucrats of the White House cleared a wide path whenever they chose to make their influence felt.

Both found their years in the White House tainted by the need to shelter their respective presidents from personal scandals of his own making. Hillary had Monica Lewinsky and Paula Jones; Bobby Kennedy had Marilyn Monroe and Judith Exner (a girlfriend JFK shared with Sam Giancana, the leading mob boss of his day), among many others.

Each worked to expand his presidents vision. As JFK focused on the Cold War, Bobby Kennedy dragged him reluctantly to confront the evils of racial discrimination. And as Bill Clinton worked on the economic issues with which he was most comfortable, Hillary induced him to work harder on the needs of women and children.

But even as each served his president loyally, they disgraced themselves with unbecoming conduct. As attorney general, Robert Kennedy approved wiretaps on Dr. Martin Luther King Jr.; Hillarys enlistment of private detectives to dig up dirt on Bills women and the Clintons political opponents is a play from the same book.

After JFKs assassination and Bobby Kennedys subsequent fall from power, however, Bobbywho had hunted out supposed communists at Joseph McCarthys behestcame to personify tolerance and respect for the views of others. This inveterate cold warrior came to oppose American involvement in Vietnam, and to embrace global initiatives for peace. This supreme pragmatist gambled his political career on a frank challenge to the racism that dominated the South, and the complacency about poverty that characterized the North.

Will Hillary rise above her past and embrace the sincere idealism, respect for civil liberties, and understanding of other views that characterized the latter-day Robert Kennedy?

Or will she descend into the pit of scandal, like Richard Nixon?

Hillary, as we will trace in Rewriting History, has an unsettling amount in common with the man she investigated during Watergate. For Hillary, as for Nixon, all politics is personal. Like him, she ruthlessly opposes those who disagree with her. Like him, she sees her opponents as evil, and spots them behind every tree. Like him, she harbors a deep suspicion of the motives of her political opponents and believes the press and media to be arrayed against her.

And each was mired in financial scandal. Nixons desperate effort to collect campaign cash in 1972right up to the hour when the first disclosure law would take effectis a first cousin to Hillarys mad dash to collect gifts and donations before joining the Senate.

To conceal their fierce political instincts, Nixon and Hillary each cultivated a false faade of homey, small-town virtue. And a new Nixon showed up almost as often as a new Hillary coiffure.

Will Hillary decline like Nixon or grow like Kennedy? Like archaeologists, this book will sift through her record for clues, always aware that the future may be nothing like the past.

 
The Positive Indications

Hillarys Belief Structure

Where Bill Clinton is a pragmatist, always willing to adapt his ideas to changing situations, Hillary enters politics with an ideological compass fixed on the needs of women, children, and the Democratic base. President Clintons issues have no faces; he articulates his goals in statistics and policies. Hillarys ideology, on the other hand, is motivated by the real, everyday problems she has seen and the horror stories she has heard.

Bill Clinton lives in a world of numbers. He wants to reduce the unemployment rate, narrow the gap between the rich and the poor, raise student test scores, increase exports, and lower the index of violent crimes.

Hillary Clintons priorities all have faces, and most have names. She wants to help working women juggle career and family, to end gender discrimination and shatter the glass ceiling, to help pregnant teenagers learn to be mothers and give them the prenatal care their babies need, and to end the unfathomable cruelties to which women and girls are subjected abroadgenital mutilation, bride-burning, stoning for adultery.

During his presidency, there were always those who wondered whether Bill Clinton truly believed in anything. Those same critics would find no shortage of conviction in his wife. President Clinton sees himself as a keen policy analyst, able to get to the root of social problems. He takes issues as they arise and tries to solve them. But Senator Clinton marches with determination toward her private vision of utopia, an idealized world of gender equality and childhood opportunity. Bill is a troubleshooter. Hillary is an idealist.

Hillarys Management Style

Bill and Hillary march to the beat of their own individual drummersand their manner of marching is very different.

 
Hillary is a manager, seeking order and discipline. Bill is a wanderer, exploring options, sowing chaos with his unregulated mind.

So many American presidents have failed because they proved unable to manage the vast bureaucracy at their command. Jimmy Carter found himself enveloped in minutiae, unable to delegate or even to recognize the shape of his self-created trap. Carters memoir Keeping Faith opens with the scene of the president of the United States personally orchestrating the flow of cash to Iran necessary to spring the hostages from captivity on the eve of Reagans inauguration. Like a bank teller, he frantically phones financial institutions to be sure that the transfers go off without a hitch. And hes proud of the achievement.

The Iran-Contra scandal showed the danger of the other extremeleaving the details to subordinates. While Ronald Reagan spoke broadly of freeing American hostages and backing anti-communists in Nicaragua, his White House staff broke the law, consummating an arms-for-hostages trade involving the Iranian ayatollahs and the Central American contras that almost brought down his presidency.

President Clintons management style was maddening. Unableand unwillingto establish clear lines of authority, he found duplication empowering and political infighting amusing. Leaking in the Clinton White House was so pervasive that the president once chided me for telling his two top aidesGeorge Stephanopoulos and Rahm Emanuelabout our polling data. When the information ended up in the Washington Post, he shouted into the phone at me: Who did you tell? Learning that I had merely briefed his two staffers, he yelled: You only told George and Rahm? You only told George and Rahm? Why didnt you issue a fucking press release?

Hillary Clinton, on the other hand, knows how to run a presidency. On her staff there are no leaks, no disloyalty, no infighting. She inspires a level of commitment from subordinates that Bill can only dream about.

Hillarys priorities are rigid, and she imparts the same discipline to her staff that she imposes upon herself. First things come first; others come later. She cannot be distracted from her appointed tasks. She follows through on her directives to ensure that they are implemented and punishes disloyalty with swift and sure political decapitation. No member of Hillarys staff leaks twice.

Where President Clinton procrastinated, delaying appointments until the media forced his hand, Senator Clinton makes quick decisions and rarely reverses them. She hates to leave issues hanging. Bill Clinton can be pressured, advised, cajoled, and even threatened into changing his position or decision. Once Hillary has made up her mind, there is no stopping her.

Anyone who found the Bill Clinton presidency frustratingly ad hoc, inefficiently organized, and chaotic to the point of entropy, would find Hillarys management style a distinct and welcome contrast.

The Negative Indications

But Hillarys skill at managing, and her dedication to the needs of women and children, do not overshadow or excuse her many, many defects. One can only hope that before she decides to run for president she can grow, as Robert Kennedy did, and avoid slipping deeper into a swamp of paranoia, phony branding, and greed.

Hillarys Gurus

Some of Hillarys shortcomings are the flip sides of her virtues. The fact that she feels so deeply about the plight of her young and female constituents, for example, makes Hillary susceptible to a brittle, self-involved, dogmatic moralism that is anathema to the give-and-take of Washington politics.

Where others see half-measures and compromises as steps toward an ultimate goal, Hillary is inclined to dismiss them as palliatives that lull people into a numb sense of complacency when they should be galvanized into action.

 
Most successful politicians are pragmatists, experimenting here, running pilot programs there, to see what works while testing public reaction. But trial and error just isnt Hillarys style. As she did with health care reform, she begins with a grand theory, develops and designs omnibus solutions and comprehensive programs, and then seeks to implement her blueprint in toto, redesigning everything according to her predetermined theoretical parameters. Where most great cities grow organically, one building at a time over many years, she draws up her plans from scratch, then tries to will her perfect vision into beingregardless of practical considerations.

Even with the best intentions, though, anyone who depends so thoroughly on grand theories will inevitably find herself in thrall to grand theoreticiansgurus, in common parlance. Fundamentally insecure in just this way, Hillary latches onto advisors and follows them onward. Vince Foster, Ira Magaziner, media creator Mandy Grunwald, former chief of staff Maggie Williams, and I have all served as her pathfinders at various times in her life. And Bill Clinton, her supreme guru, is always at the ready when all the others have fallen away.

In this respect, she would be very different from virtually every other American president. Roosevelt would never trust one person enough to hand over such power. His stafffrom Louis Howe and Harry Hopkins on downwere his servants, not his leaders. Truman listened to all his advisors, but never delegated his power. Each policy discussion was unique unto itself, and the best argument carried the day, regardless of who offered it. Eisenhower and Kennedy held their cards too close to their vests to permit advisors (except for Bobby) a peek. Each supremely self-confident in his own judgment, Ike and JFK had operatives more than advisors. Lyndon Johnson and Richard Nixon rarely listened to anyone other than themselves; their advisors served as sounding boards for their own thinking. Reagan conducted an orchestra of his advisors, tapping out the beat and laying down the theme, trusting to each instrument to pick up the melody in its own voice.

 
And Bill Clinton? His advisors were really his tutors, acclimating him to new situations until he could take over himself, learn what they had to teach, and then dispense with them like oranges that have surrendered their juice. Clinton had his gurus, but their life expectancy was short.

Hillary, though, is an advice addict. As she confronts each new situation, she seeks out a supplier to dole out the answers each day. Unlike Bill, she never fully internalizes their advice or develops insights that make their contribution redundant. Rather, she shows up for a new shot as soon as the last one runs out.

Which leaves open a dangerous prospect: If we vote Hillary into office, we may find that we have actually elected her latest guru.

The Enemies List

Hillary has a Manichean view of issues, splitting the political world into dueling forces of good and evil. There is very little space in such a universe for honest disagreement. She sees herself as idealistic, moral, and righteous, and can only conclude that those with opposing views must have opposite motives.

The opponents of health care reform are self-interested profit-hungry insurance companies, brokers, and health care providers. The adversaries of her views on education dont care about the needs of children, secure in the private schools their money can buy. Those who back tax cuts are greedy Scrooges hoarding every last dollar of profit, unwilling to pay for their fair share of the public good.

Behind every disagreement lurks an enemy. And not just an enemy, but the embodiment of evil. It is this Hillary who once wondered, incredibly, if a person could be both a Republican and a Christian.

A focus on good and evil, of course, is not unique to Hillary. As Sean Hannity notes in Deliver Us from Evil, both George W. Bush and Ronald Reagan famously saw the world as polarized into good and bad. What makes Hillarys perspective more dangerous is that neither Bush nor Reagan ever saw their fellow Americans as the enemy. While each viewed issues from a moral perspective, neither took political disagreements personally. Perhaps tellingly, both Reagan and Bush delighted equally in the company of their supporters and their political adversaries. The fundamental optimism of each man lent him a generosity toward his political opponents that Hillarys paranoia, like Nixons, doesnt allow.

Presidents who see the world through the prism of paranoia, enemies, and political threats do not have happy administrations. In his landmark work Presidential Character, historian David James Barber discusses these questions with particular insight. Writing in 1972, Barber grouped all presidents into four categories, based on whether they were active or passive in their personalities, positive or negative in their self-image.

Hillary would clearly be an active president. No question there.

But would she likely be active-negative or active-positive?

An active-positive president enjoys his work. He shows an ability to use his styles flexibly, adaptively, suiting the dance to the music. FDR, JFK, and Truman were among Americas active-positive chief executives.

But an active-negative president seems ambitious, striving upward, power seeking. His stance toward his environment is aggressive and he has a persistent problem managing his aggressive feelings. Life is a hard struggle to achieve and hold power, hampered by the condemnations of a perfectionistic conscience. Active-negative types pour energy into the political system but it is an energy distorted from within.

Sound familiar?

Barber notes that active-negative presidents have a tendency toward rigidification. Read his description of how it works, and think of Hillarys health care fiasco:


Adhering rigidly to a line of policy long after it had proved itself a failureeach of these presidents had in his mind a theory, a conception of reality, of causation, a set of principles which came to guide his action. These principles[were] shared by a great many thoughtful people. They were wrong in terms of logic and evidence but they were widely accepted.



So why did these active-negative presidents (he cites Wilson, Hoover, and Johnson as examples) cling to their failed policies?


The president appears as a man unable to see what, eventually, nearly everyone else around him sees; that the line of action is simply not working. That, for whatever reason, the costs of persevering in it are far too high. In each of these cases, the president did, in fact, freeze onto a line of action and stick to it long after it began to produce terrible trouble for the country and the man.



As Barber notes, an active-negative president sees:


himself as having begun with a high purpose, but as being continually forced to compromise. Battered from all sides with demands that he yield yard after yard of his territory, that he conform to ignorant and selfish demands, he begins to feel his integrity slipping away from him. At the same time, he is being harassed by critics whoattribute his actions to low motives, adding insult to injury. At long lasthe rebels and stands his ground. Masking his decision in whatever rhetoric is necessary, he rides the tiger to the end.



Has Hillary changed? Has she grown? Will she still ride the tiger to the end? Its important, and perhaps heartening, to remember that not since the days of her health care fiasco has Hillary identified herself rigidly with a major policy initiative. Her foreign travel and writings yielded philosophical insights more than legislative programs. And yet, when the chips are down, its not hard to imagine that the active-negative profile might re-emerge and consume a Hillary Clinton presidency.

 
The Paranoid Style in
Hillarys Politics

Among our postWorld War II presidents, Nixon and Johnson were most famously negative in their outlooks, seeing adversaries at every turn, convinced of the evil motives of those with whom they disagreed.

The White House can sometimes resemble a greenhouse in which the warmth of sincere admiration and opportunistic flattery surrounds a president. But out there among grassroots Americansand likewise in Washington, D.C.the air of judgment can get very cold indeed. And, as anyone who has ever watched a TV weatherman knows, the border where hot and cold fronts meet produces fog. A president needs, as much as anything else, the ability to see through the fog. Hillarys record here is not encouraging.

Hillary gives every indication of an inability to see political opponents as good men and women who hold different opinions. Her tactics, when confronted with opposition, lead one to doubt whether she can ever learn to take disagreement in stride.

In the essay The Paranoid Style in American Politics, published in 1964, Richard Hofstadter observed that while class divisions have played little role in the polarization of public opinion in America, paranoia has often dominated the public discussion. Defending his use of the word paranoid, Hofstadter writes: No other word adequately evokes the qualities of heated exaggeration, suspiciousness, and conspiratorial fantasy that I have in mind. Citing examples such as the McCarthy hunt for domestic communists and the Populist condemnation of Eastern bankers in the 1890s, Hofstadter discusses how Americans often tend to base their political ideologies on opposition to a list of enemies.

Hillarys record would suggest that her tendency to formulate her ideas based on the groups she opposes taps into this paranoid heritage. During the health care debacle, as well see, she demonized nearly an entire industry in an attempt to further her own agenda. And when it comes to personal political combat, the dimensions of Hillarys paranoid stylehiring detectives, exploiting wealth-creating loopholes, hiding (literally and figuratively) behind the trappings of the White Houseare downright alarming.

A Hillary presidency would risk combining Clintonian ends with Nixonian means. Would Hillary order the payment of hush money as Nixon did? Some questioned whether payments made to Webb Hubbell that were arranged for by close Clinton associates were actually meant to keep him quiet. Would she form a plumbers unit, as Nixon did, to hunt down opponents? How else to describe Hillarys hiring of private eyes to dig up dirt on Bills enemies and erstwhile paramours? Would she erase taped records of incriminating Oval Office conversations? Her list of shredded Whitewater documents and missing billing records is not encouraging.

In the end, it seems fair to ask: Has she learned anything at all? Will she grow out of this style of politics? For readers looking for any indication of growth, Living History is a gigantic disappointment. The same lies and distortions that served her well in the White House are all repeated here with, if anything, more enthusiasm and polish. Living History makes a strong case that the paranoid style is alive and dominant in Hillarys thinking.

The Potential for Financial Scandal

If Bill Clintons presidency came to be defined by his reckless personal life, Hillarys tenure as first lady was dominated by financial scandal. From Travelgate to Whitewater and well beyond, she brought the smell of scandal closer to 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue than it had been in years.

If Hillarys time as first lady offers any insight at all into the possible pitfalls of a Hillary presidency, we must seriously examine the risk of financial scandal in a Hillary administration.

The administration of Ulysses S. Grant (18691877) ranks as one of the most corrupt in American history. Ominously, many of Hillarys scandals bear a remarkable resemblance to those that ruined the reputation of the man who won the Civil War.

Grant himself, it should be noted, was scrupulously honest. But until he became president he had never had much money. Born without wealth, he married well, but soon found himself the victim of repeated business failures. His particular gifts for leading men in Americas most deadly war brought him fame, the adulation of millions, and finally the presidency. When he became president, though, his head was turned by the luxury showered upon him by a grateful people in general, and by rich businessmen in particular.

Cultivating their company, Grant accepted as his due the favors they bestowed upon him. Without asking enough questions, he accepted the friendship of these barons of industry at face value and never probed too deeply into their motives or ambitions.

And, like Hillary, Grants family led him into scandal. The generals brother-in-law, Abel Rathbone Corbin, was bribed by financiers Jay Gould and Jim Fisk to help them monopolize the private sector gold market. Charged with warning Wall Street sharks Gould and Fisk when the Treasury Department was about to sell gold on the market, Corbin used his close relationship with Grant to get and pass on inside information to his co-conspirators. Grant, delighted that his [thirty-seven-year-old] sister had found so agreeable a partner as Corbin, made a point of staying with the newlyweds in the Corbin town house whenever he visited New York.

Gould and Fisk, meanwhile, used Corbins access to Grant as evidence that they had inside information about the Treasurys plans, helping them drive the price of gold up to unsustainable heights. Was Grant at fault? Biographer Jean Edward Smith writes that Grant was not averse to accepting the hospitality of rich men, and that may have been a personal failing, but he was not about to give them an unfair advantage as a result. Nevertheless, the fact that Grant was often seen in the company of Gould and Fisk legitimized the pair and led credence to the belief that the government supported their economic views. That in itself gave them enormous clout on Wall Street and to that extent Grant was culpable.

When the scandal was eventually exposed, the resulting shock sent the financial markets into a tailspin for months.

As Smith writes, the fact is Grant rarely met a businessman he did not trust.

Hillarys acceptance of gifts from rich friends, and her willingness to open her White House and Camp David homes to them, parallels Grants infatuation with the wealthy. Her willingness to do lucrative business deals with friendslike her investments in the commodities markets and in Whitewatereven when a potential conflict of interest was an obvious risk shows a difficulty in setting up boundaries with friends.

Hillarys tenure in Little Rock and Washington shows the same carelessness, attraction to wealth, acceptance of gifts, and undisciplined family interactions that brought down Grant. Just as General Grant was intoxicated by wealth, so Hillary seems driven to seek out the famous and the rich as friends. How does her solicitation of gifts from Americas multimillionaires differ from Grants acceptance of their favors? Is Grants brother-in-laws involvement in the sale of Treasury gold all that different from Hugh and Tony Rodhams representation of clients seeking presidential pardons? Does General Grants desire to reward friends like Fisk and Gould bear no resemblance to Hillarys desire to steer business and consulting fees to friends like Webb Hubbell?

President Grant was personally a model of integrity. When one of the richest men in America, Cornelius Vanderbilt, lent him $150,000 to start a brokerage business, and the ex-president was then defrauded by a partner who fled with the money


Hillarys Credibility Gap
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