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This paper argues that the modern Commander-in-Chief, specifically, and the “Imperial Presidency,” generally, can both be traced in large part to the presidency of James K. Polk. This paper chronicles the first Executive-driven war, the Mexican War, and then contrasts it with America’s first war, the War of 1812, which arguably happened to be the first and only congressional war. Through these narratives the paper illustrates key moments in the development of the modern Commander-in-Chief and the expansion of the American President’s war powers as they relate to military action, leadership, and budgeting.
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The reader will notice that I make extensive use of endnotes but do not cite them in any conventional manner. I considered placing them in APA or MLA style but did not. I assumed a level of informality about them but I defend my endnotes as being thorough, accessible and clearly sourced.

The American Presidency is my favorite political institution to study, and its characters are my favorite cast members in the continuing American drama. What has always intrigued me about James K. Polk is that he is an irrefutably integral figure in the formation of modern America yet is often forgotten in modern scholarship and in the public consciousness. Slate magazine ran a “Twitter”
 blog through the Democratic National Convention, and in response to a brief mention of Polk on the last night cracked a representative joke: "[Things] you never hear dept.: 'We Are the Party of Polk.'"
 This is humorous, but should not obscure Polk’s achievements, including the acquisition of more territory than any other president (even Jefferson),
 the creation of a sub-treasury, and the elimination of the tariffs of the time. To be sure, the last few years have been positive for admirers of James K. Polk, as in 2007 he was the subject of a new, comprehensive biography,
 and in the 1990s was the subject of a song called "James K. Polk"
 by the modestly successful alternative rock group “They Might be Giants.” In fact, I would like to introduce the lyrics to that song now as an introduction to the Polk presidency for the reader who is unfamiliar with his presidency, as it has no equal as a brief summary of his presidency.
 

In 1844, the Democrats were split

The three nominees for the presidential candidate

Were Martin Van Buren, a former president and an abolitionist

James Buchanan, a moderate

Louis Cass, a general and expansionist

From Nashville came a dark horse riding up

He was James K. Polk, Napoleon of the Stump 

Austere, severe, he held few people dear

His oratory filled his foes with fear

The factions soon agreed

He's just the man we need

To bring about victory

Fulfill our manifest destiny

And annex the land the Mexicans command

And when the votes were cast the winner was

Mister James K. Polk, Napoleon of the Stump 

In four short years he met his every goal

He seized the whole southwest from Mexico

Made sure the tariffs fell

And made the English sell 

The Oregon territory

He built an independent treasury

Having done all this he sought no second term

But precious few have mourned the passing of

Mister James K. Polk, our eleventh president

Young Hickory, Napoleon of the Stump 

The song is not a musical masterpiece, nor was it a chart-topper, but it does effectively convey the basic history of Polk‘s presidency. It does contain a significant flaw that almost all of the literature on Polk shares. The story of Polk is often portrayed as the story of a relatively unknown regional candidate who is nominated for president as a compromise candidate with the support of Andrew Jackson
 and accidentally skyrockets to fame. Polk has long been known as our “first dark-horse President.”
 This is, unfortunately, an inaccurate impression. He was, in fact, one of the most important figures of his age well before he was elected to the presidency. He was a chief lieutenant of Jackson in his campaign against the national bank;
 he served as Speaker of the House of Representatives between 1835 and 1839; then he quit that post to become Governor of Tennessee. He had been out of office for a few years when he ran for the presidency, it is true, but he was not a dark horse
 and that is a common misconception brought on, I think, by the derisive Whig campaign slogan of “Who Is James K. Polk?”
 That he died three months after leaving the White House
 also helps keep him obscure.

Most people I share my fondness for James K. Polk and Polk scholarship with laugh at me.
 I find that few people know much about him or his era.
 I suspect that people reject formal and informal study of the Polk presidency for two basic reasons: it happened so long ago that people succumb to the common urge to ask, Who cares about 1845-1849? but I also believe that people figure that all of the great issues of Polk's time have long been settled and thus have no relevance in today's world. I reject this malaise as pure naiveté. Polk is among the most successful and important presidents, and few presidents have shaped the presidency such as he has. This I hope to demonstrate.

A political scientist named Charles McCoy published a book in 1960 called Polk and the Presidency;
 it is the most significant book written on the subject of the Polk presidency by a political scientist. The book begins with the following assertion: "The Presidency of the United States is much more than what the Constitution and the laws of the United States proclaim it to be. Rather, it is an institution shaped primarily by the energy and vigor of past occupants."
 To bolster this claim he quotes the political scientist Edward Corwin who wrote that the presidency is "the function of two highly variable factors --- 'Crisis and 'Personality.'"
 
 McCoy makes the point that presidencies take much time to analyze as historians and political scientists must wait and see what impact a President had on the Presidency, as measured by the permanence and institutionalization
 of his actions; the more widely-accepted his precedents become, the more successful his Presidency is. McCoy argues that Polk institutionalized four Jacksonian
 traits and imparted his own; the first four will be briefly addressed while the fifth will be the focus of this paper.

1. “Executive leadership based on a theory of direct responsibility to the people." 
2. The President must be "the dominant and commanding figure within the executive branch of the government." 

3. The President must be "the leader and symbol of the dominant issue of his day." He says that Polk personifies "Manifest Destiny." 

4. The President became a "protector of the national interest, as opposed to the sectional or particular interests." 

5. “He asserted the right and proved the ability of a President without a military background to be in fact as well as in name the Commander-in-Chief of the Armed forces."

He adds a more instructive point on fifth note that is, I think, the most important characteristic of the Polk presidency: "[A]s Commander-in-Chief he used his power to deploy the military forces in such a manner that, for all practical purposes, he transferred the power to declare war from the legislative branch to the executive."
 McCoy argues, essentially, that Polk institutionalized Jackson’s changes,
 but I go further. I believe that Polk created the modern Commander-in-Chief. 

The First Commander-in-Chief

The historian Walter Borneman phrases the previous assertion this way in his biography of Polk:
 "In the evolution of American presidential power, it is difficult to overstate the transition that occurred on May 13th, 1846. The framers of the Constitution specifically reserved the power to declare war for the legislative branch. While chief executives had routinely defended American interests abroad with military means as early as Jefferson's actions against the Barbary pirates in 1801, Congress took its war-making powers very seriously. The American declaration of war against Great Britain in June 1812 had been a congressional affair. […] In the spring of 1812, Madison agonized over sending a war message to Congress, doing so only after considerable pressure from war hawks in the House of Representatives[…] Thirty four years later, not only did James K. Polk almost demand that Congress recognize that a state of war already existed, but also he left little doubt that those who failed to respond to his charge would be branded as cowards. The House of Representatives only took two hours to debate the president's message before passing a declaration of war. The Senate took a day more before passing it."
 He concludes that "Polk's strong executive leadership was the click that sent the pendulum of the war-making power swinging away from Congress and toward the executive branch.”
 

In today’s world, the President of the United States is the central figure in American war.
 Congressmen would balk at the suggestion that war is a president’s sole prerogative but that is the basic truth of the modern military. The president can, at any time, push for full military authority from congress without ever demanding formal constitutional authority (a declaration of war),
 and he often acts without receiving any authority at all from the congress.
 More than that, presidents fiercely protect their conduct of war from anyone who criticizes it.
 It is true that George Washington established early on in our history that the president was the chief architect of foreign policy
 but the art of war never became the president's domain until Polk, through force of will, decided to allow Texas into the union, invade Mexico, and take the southwest and California. 

Before we continue with a deeper analysis of Polk’s formal and practical changes to the office of the president we should briefly discuss the historical facts of the War of 1812 and the Mexican War in an effort to familiarize the reader
 who knows little or nothing about either of the aforementioned conflicts; though this is not a paper on the history of these conflicts it is not possible to discuss Polk’s effect on the Commander-in-Chief power of the presidency without discussing at least in part the circumstances of the War of 1812 and the Mexican War. Contrary to Borneman’s simplistic assertion that it was “a congressional affair”
 the War of 1812 was known in its own time as “Mr. Madison’s War.”
 Neither of those “labels” on the source of leadership in the conflict is quite right as the origins of the War of 1812 are complicated. The conflict began due to tensions resulting from the British impressment of American sailors into their Navy, which for obvious reasons was considered unacceptable by the American government. The two countries exchanged messages and policies on the matter for years until finally, in the summer of 1812, Madison addressed the congress on the situation. The formal Declaration of War was passed by congress after this but there is confusion over whether or not Madison was pushing for them to declare war with his speech or not. It is so complicated, in fact, that a leading historian of the War of 1812, Donald Hickey, presents two subtly different versions of the events leading up to the war in different books! In one,
 he emphasizes that Madison spent two thirds of his speech excoriating the British for their policies and in effect declared war upon them,
 though he never explicitly said so in his speech; in a different book,
 he emphasizes that Secretary of the Treasury Albert Gallatin worried over the effects war could bring and ensured that Madison was softer in his speech, preventing him from formally asking or recommending war. The situation becomes both clearer and muddier when the 12th Congress is taken into consideration. 

Hickey points out that that congress, the Twelfth Congress, is known to history as “The War Congress.”
 He adds that the “war hawks” of the 12th Congress, led by first-term Speaker Henry Clay, were “determined to plunge the nation into war” and passed legislation restricting trade and threatening Britain.
 Yet he notes that, in spite of all the hot rhetoric and remonstrations of the British by the congress and Madison, even though Madison had requested preparation for conflict and had received authorization for the arming of the nation from the congress, most in the government and in the country did not believe war was coming, and the Secretary of State James Monroe told a House committee that the war preparations were meant to “appeal to the feelings of the [British] government” and not the violence.
 The historian Harold Schultz wrote in his biography of Madison that “at no time before he composed his message of June 1, 1812, did Madison suggest that failure to obtain a satisfactory settlement of the impressment issue would result in war.”
 Schultz claims Madison was interested in being the “diplomat-in-chief”
 before being commander-in-chief. Mark Zuehlke features a recollection from Monroe about Madison’s displeasure with the war. “At the moment of the declaration of war, the President, regretting the necessity which produced it, looked to its termination.”
 All of this complicates ownership of the war.

This paper does not seek to create a concrete opinion on whether or not the president led the congress or the congress led the country into the War of 1812.
 That is a matter best left for a different paper. An introduction to the controversy over who owns the initiative in the War of 1812 is important to this paper insofar as this paper assumes that Madison was the passive figure in the war and the Congress dominant, whereas Polk reversed that and forever altered the American “Commander-in-Chief” by being aggressive and assertive about his desire for war. However, this paper does accept the claim that Madison was not willing for war and did not entirely lead the effort, that he was the passive figure, dominated by congress and circumstance, thus allowing Polk to change the presidency and set new, aggressive precedents for presidential action.

Whereas the War of 1812 had been a poorly-conceived reaction to British impressment on the seas, hastily begun by confused politicians and angry warmongers, the Mexican War had been long conceived by certain elements of American society, none more prominent than James K. Polk. The historian Eugene McCormack notes that Polk was planning to ask for war against Mexico in 1846 when a message arrived at the White House from General Zachary Taylor informing him of an attack on American forces in Texas; this “removed an obstacle” that the administration had been worried about, as it allowed him to “base” the war message on “grounds which all friends of the administration could endorse with enthusiasm, and those which the opponents, for patriotic reasons, found it difficult to assail.”
 A historian named Ralph Henry chronicles the events leading up to conflict with Mexico and concludes that it occurred in a sort of “natural”
 way. As to the causes of war Henry first cites the issue of “claimants,” or Americans who had monies owed to them by the Mexican government. The Mexicans had agreed to pay reparations for lands lost in Texas in an installment package of twenty payments, but after the third payment they simply stopped giving them out. Henry asks, “What was more natural, in the mind of President Polk, than to have the United States Government assume and pay the debts due from the government of Mexico to the United States claimants -- as in an earlier day the United States had assumed payment of claims against Spain in connection with the acquisition of Florida[?]”
 He also says that there was a legitimate fear in the government at the time that the British or the French might establish a colony in California,
 and their efforts were to pre-empt them. While the war was declared on the grounds that Mexicans had killed Americans on American soil, in Texas, Polk asked his Cabinet within 48-hours of declaring war to prepare to take California and New Mexico,
 clearly demonstrating that he was leading events and not the other way around. For his efforts he was sharply criticized by opposition leaders, including young congressman Abraham Lincoln, who challenged Polk to “show me the spot” where a drop of blood had been spilt by Mexicans of Americans on American soil.
 


Alfred Hoyt Bell once wrote that Polk was an expansionist who “cherished one great ideal, the preservation of the Union, and one great vision, the expansion of his country to the Pacific Ocean,” which Bell considered a positive legacy.
 Immediately after the Mexican American War, a young scholar named Nathan Covington Brooks wrote “A Complete History of the Mexican War” in which he blamed the United States for the War;
 in an updated introduction, a scholar named Gilberto Espinoza quotes Mexican scholar Jose Tornel saying, in 1832, that “[f]or more than 50 years, that is, from the very beginning of their political infancy, the prevailing thought of the United States of America has been the acquisition of the greater part of the territory once belonging to Spain.”
 Espinoza also quotes New Mexico’s delegate to the Spanish, Don Pedro Bautista Pino, warning King Ferdinand of Spain that “the purchase of Louisiana […] enables [the United States] to arm and incite the savage tribes, as well as for themselves to invade our province; once lost, its recovery is improbable.”
 This comment was made in 1810. It is worth noting that the American effort in 1812
 was sometimes portrayed as being an attempt at annexing Canada and taking Indian lands.
 Irving Brant notes that Madison left no “trac[es]” of such a motive even though he believed that Canada would “ultimately enter the United States of her own volition.”
 

For the purposes of this paper, it is important to know Polk’s motivation in waging the war and in urging it, as it shows his active leadership style which has so often been emulated by presidents in war since.
 It is also important to contrast the origins and motivations of the War of 1812 and the Mexican War, as it demonstrates that the first conflict was an accident of sorts that followed the congressional model of war in the Constitution while the Mexican War created the executive model practiced now. A contrast of the handling of the two wars by the two presidents is therefore illustrative of the difference in each man’s exertion of presidential power. John S.D. Eisenhower wrote an essay called “Polk and his Generals” and noted that Polk and his generals had highly negative relations with each other;
 Eisenhower argues that Polk wanted full control of the conflict and to that end sought to rely only on Democrat Generals and fire or marginalize Whigs, as he feared that Whigs would rather lose the war than give him credit for expanding the country.
 Polk, who had pledged to serve only one term as president, was most likely concerned about inefficiencies caused by political rivalries becoming a problem, and since his time was short he sought to preempt it and retain control of his own agenda. This is in stark contrast to Madison who “[d]uring the summer of 1814 […] had more confidence in the generals in the field than in his Secretary of War”
 and was willing to give much control of the war to the commanders in the field. That is not to say that Madison did not have to reassign any of his generals, because he did;
 nor is it to suggest that none of his generals feuded with each other over rank and command;
 nor does it suggest that there are not, and were not, criticisms to be had of generals at this time, because there were.
 It simply suggests that this time has been known in some texts as “the American Age of Generals”
 and Madison trusted his accordingly, not exclusively or without criticism but without the paranoia of Polk, who made a big deal of “direc[ting]” the war for his generals
 and was constantly “concocting schemes for undermining the control of the Mexican government over its own citizens.”
 Polk was not afraid of the Mexican military but instead feared the Catholic Church in Mexico and was concerned that they would undermine the war effort by convincing Mexicans that the Yankees wanted to “destro[y] their churches and religion” so he sent Catholic bishops of New York and Missouri to travel with the army and reassure locals.
 All of these things demonstrate the difference in their conduct and power.

The ending of the War of 1812 makes for a fascinating contrast with the end of the Mexican War, and by extension Madison and Polk. The War of 1812 ended with Andrew Jackson defeating the British in the Battle of New Orleans,
 though the war had formally ended already and the combatants had not been informed due to the length of time communications took then. This is, in many ways, demonstrative of the lack of control Madison had over the war. Polk, however, came close to losing control of his war, or more appropriately came close to losing control of his peace, which I will explain. Essentially, Polk had decided in 1847 to appoint an envoy to Mexico who might be able to negotiate a peace treaty with them; he chose Nicholas Trist who had married Jefferson’s granddaughter, studied law with Jefferson, been a secretary for Jackson and spoke Spanish.
 Shortly after arriving in Mexico the secret mission leaked in the press and Trist made an enemy of Polk by befriending General Winfield Scott, so Polk had him recalled but Trist did not return home and instead remained in Mexico to negotiate a treaty that would fit the parameters given him by Polk, most important being the establishment of the Rio Grande as the border.
 Eventually, Trist sent a treaty to Washington and Polk decided to accept it despite it having been negotiated by a “discredited agent of the United States;”
 this caused considerable controversy in the Cabinet as some officers were opposed to it due to Trist’s refusal to be recalled and some were in favor of taking more land.
 The Senate told him that they were going to reject the treaty because of Trist’s involvement, and Polk said, essentially, No: I am okay with what happened, and I want you to judge it on its merits. Long story short, they debated it, Polk lobbied extensively on its behalf, and then it passed. That he was able to keep control of the end of his own war is further testament to the model of executive control Polk lived and left behind.

At this point I think I have said enough on Polk’s handling of the Mexican War, in its conception and execution, and have sufficiently contrasted it with Madison’s handling of America’s first war in 1812. I have also touched upon the influence Polk has had on the modern commander-in-chief, but I will expound on that further in the conclusion. I want to now discuss, briefly, another key manner in which Polk changed the American Presidency, which has significant roots in the Mexican War.

Polk and the Budget / Polk and Executive Control of the Executive Branch

Budgets are crucial in all institutions. The control of budgets is at the center of institution building.
 It can be said that those who control budgets control institutions, as they control the institution’s agenda, theoretically and functionally. The American Government was designed to allow Congress to control the institution, the government, through “the power of the purse,” through the power to appropriate and redact funds.
 It does not always work out this way in practice.
 Today, Barack Obama prepares a budget and the Congress more or less accepts it, either adds to it or removes from it but rarely works from scratch without it. Cabinet departments send their budgets to Obama who then submits them to congress. It was not always this way, at least according to Charles McCoy who makes astonishing claims about Polk and the budget which, if true, make Polk even more important in the history of the American Presidency. I am inclined to accept his claims but am tentative about them due to trouble finding material in other books related to Polk and the budget. Still, I will discuss them briefly.

McCoy makes the claim that "President Polk was the first President to insist on controlling [the budget,] this most vital tool of administrative management.”
 Before Polk, it was "established that the President had no responsibility over the departmental estimates which were submitted to Congress.”
 He further claims that “[p]robably at no other time in our history has the country been governed so extensively by one man”
 due to Polk’s insistence on reviewing all departmental budget requests and submitting them all together. Before this the practice had been to submit collected, disparate estimates in the Congress once they arrived, but Polk changed this. Just as significantly, he "insisted on control over all reports from the bureaus to their chiefs; and over anyone in the executive branch who had reason to report to Congress.”
 It is important to note the context of his decision to submit budgets on his own, and to keep reports to himself whenever he deemed fit. Polk was concerned about budget outlays during the Mexican-American War and wanted to scale down on expenditures.
 Today, of course, Presidents control departmental reports; it has even been a source of contention in the last few years as news stories claim that the Bush team frequently suppressed reports.
 
 
 When I came across these arguments in McCoy’s text I was surprised, but I shouldn’t be: of course the filtering of executive documents would undergo an evolution. I just had no idea that it took so long for a president to take control of these reports and budgets until I read it in Polk and the Presidency. Unfortunately, at this time, I do not have more on this.

My primary focus in writing this paper was on the president’s war powers and how Polk enhanced them. I came across this information about the budgets later in the process of writing and researching and therefore had less time to devote to a comprehensive review of Polk, the budget, and the history of presidential involvement in the federal budget and executive branch. Despite having no fixed views or conclusions on Polk and the departments I did not wish to leave it entirely out of the paper and so I present it here as something to ponder and study. As I said, I am inclined to believe McCoy but I have not been able to advance it further. If he is correct, Polk’s contributions to the handling of federal budgets and agencies might be of more significance than the war powers, though that is of course best left for another paper on another day. What is most fascinating about this to me is that the new biography of Polk does not mention the budget, and in fact none of the books I looked at aside from McCoy's book mention it at all. 

Conclusions 

To begin the paper, I noted that McCoy listed five issues that Polk left a mark on the American Presidency in. I focused on the usurpation of war powers from the Congress and his consolidation of war powers for the Executive Branch. I take the position that Abraham Lincoln’s “unprecedented unilateral actions”
 have roots there;
 that Lyndon Johnson asking for the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution and afterward “poring over maps” in North Vietnam searching for targets to hit has roots in Polk’s handling of the conflict with Mexico;
 that George W. Bush, who criticizes micromanagers,
 might not have been able to operate without Polk’s usurpation of congressional powers. I can not point by point show how presidents have behaved like Polk and point to him as their precedent-setter due to space restraints and how broad that project would be. I would simply point out that Polk was the first commander-in-chief in totality, and through his actions with regard to Mexico, the budget, and cabinet reports he consolidated power for the Executive Branch in a manner that is often self-evident in the handling of all wars since, and unlike the first. Polk’s success was remarkable, and it must be asked: “Why was he so successful?” I think it has much to do with his insistence on cabinet unity, as he purposely kept rival party leaders such as Martin Van Buren, John Calhoun, and Thomas Hart Benton out of the administration while hiring distinguished figures such as George Bancroft, Robert Walker and James Buchanan in,
 all of whom were loyal to the goals of the administration without any excessive consideration of their own personal goals and biases. More than anything, however, I point to Polk’s willingness to devote himself entirely to set goals, and his refusal to deviate from them. That he was a bright and able, energetic man is of course important, but his focus was uncanny and I suspect he could have succeeded at anything he wished to have succeeded in in politics.

I hope I have demonstrated the importance of Polk in the evolution of the American Presidency, particularly with regard to the Commander-in-Chief powers.
� They claim that they are laughing with me, but I know better.


� Unfortunately neither conflict has spawned snazzy and comprehensive music, though the War of 1812 inspired the writing of the Star-Spangled Banner.





� Twitter is a social networking website that allows people to post 140-word updates on their life at any moment. 





� Slate Magazine Official Convention Twitter Page, August 28th, 2008. http://twitter.com/Slate/status/902437166





� The Louisiana Purchase added 828,800 square miles to the Union; Polk’s Presidency added over 1.2 million, most of that from the war alone but also from Oregon and Maine. 





� Borneman’s book is titled Polk: The Man Who Transformed the Presidency and America. Future citations will be “Borneman Page ___”





� A music video set to “James K. Polk” can be seen here: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=svYiVLr_nBk





� Off the top of my head I can think of a song called “Washington, Washington” about George Washington that is a more entertaining song than “James K. Polk” but it is of comparably dubious historical validity.





� “Young Hickory” is an allusion to his close relationship with Jackson, whose nickname was “Old Hickory.” 





� This description of Polk can even be found in his White House biography: http://www.whitehouse.gov/about/presidents/JamesPolk/





� On this subject I recommend looking at Mark Eaton Byrnes’s “James K. Polk.”





� Borneman argues this soundly; Bryan Craig, in a review of his book in the Library Journal, seconds him.





� All sources speak of this but WhiteHouse.gov is the one I would direct you to: http://www.whitehouse.gov/about/presidents/JamesPolk/





� Polk died shortly after leaving office. Romantic historians like to say that he worked himself to death. It probably had more to do with cholera.





� The German Atlantic Times thinks so as well. http://www.atlantic-times.com/archive_detail.php?recordID=155





� Charles McCoy’s “Polk and the Presidency” is a fine book that, in these endnotes, I will refer to as “McCoy” followed by page numbers for relevant passages and quotes.





� McCoy page 3





� McCoy page 3





� This was discussed recently by former Vice President Dick Cheney and current Vice President Joe Biden, when Biden said that he would restore the Vice Presidency to its pre-Cheney level of power and prestige and Cheney replied: "If he wants to diminish the office of the vice president, that's obviously his call. I think that President-elect Obama will decide what he wants in a vice president. And apparently from the way they're talking about it, he does not expect him to have as consequential a role has I've had during my time."





� McCoy page 4 





� A great book to read on this subject is James K. Polk Jacksonian by Charles Grier Sellers. 





� McCoy pages 4-5





� McCoy page 6





� Stuart T. Cooke wrote a review in Political Research Quarterly 1962; 15; 381 that I would recommend.





� This is from the Borneman book introduction.





� Borneman Pages 208-209





� Borneman Page 210





� In the 1970s, the “War Powers Act” was passed to keep power away from executive and placed in the congress, but James Baker points out that no President has ever respected this as constitutional. http://www.nytimes.com/2008/07/08/opinion/08baker.html?_r=1 





� In fact the vast majority of our military conflicts have not been formally authorized by declaration of war.





� I am unsure if this needs a formal citation, but there are all sorts of military acts that have been engaged in by presidents without even a resolution backing them. An example off the top of my head would be President Clinton’s missile strikes on Sudan and Afghanistan in 1998.





� Most significant might be “The State Secrets Doctrine” which says that the President has the right to avoid lawsuits and disclosure to protect “state secrets,” such as the mission of a fallen military jet. Legal scholar Dahlia Lithwick discusses and critiques this concept here: http://www.slate.com/id/2210915/





� McCoy Pages 9-10





� Borneman Pages 208-209 





� Article headlined “Mr. Madison’s War” in Time: http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,897919,00.html





� Donald Hickey, A Short History of the War of 1812, Page 14. 





� A ship returned without news of concessions and peace (though it carried softening) and Congress decided to push for war, but they asked Madison to lead. He did. He indicted Britain but refused to formally recommend a declaration of war; Short History 1812 Donald Hickey 





� The War of 1812 by Hickey; Secretary of the Treasury Albert Gallatin worried over the effects war could bring and so Madison was softer, and did not recommend war (32). 





� Short History, Page 9





� Short History, Page 12





� Short History, Page 12





� Harold Schultz’s James Madison; from here on out it is to be referred to as “Schultz Page ___”





� He even names a chapter after this.





� Mark Zuehlke book, titled, “For Honour’s Sake”: Page 83





� Another way of phrasing this would be: “Whether or not the dog wagged the tail or the tail wagged the dog.” 





� See Eugene McCormack’s James K. Polk, hereafter referred to as “McCormack Page ___”





� Henry History of Mexican War, 27





� Henry, 27





� Henry, 28





� Borneman Page 233.





� See: http://crooksandliars.com/2007/02/16/rep-young-r-ak-uses-fabricated-lincoln-quote-on-house-floor/





� See Alfred Hoyt Bell, Rehearsal for Conflict, Page X. 





� Nathan Covington Brooks’ “A Complete History of the Mexican War”





� Brooks Pages 66-7





� Brooks Pages 66-7





� Of course, the War of 1812 was not literally confined to 1812. It lasted from 1812-1814. 





� See Irving Brant, James Madison Commander in Chief, page 14; pages 17-19; page 133 and 235.





� Brant Page 17. 





� Presidents since who have guided the country toward and/or through wars include Abraham Lincoln, Williams McKinley, Theodore Roosevelt, Woodrow Wilson, Franklin Roosevelt, Harry Truman, Lyndon Johnson, Richard Nixon, Ronald Reagan, George H.W. Bush, Bill Clinton and George W. Bush; it could be said that all of them engaged in the executive model of war brought to life by James K. Polk instead of the congressional model in the Constitution and evidenced by Madison.





� See the book ESSAYS ON THE MEXICAN WAR, Pages 34-35





� “Essays” Page 38





� See Schultz’ history, Page 177.





� Schultz Page 94; Brigadier General Smyth is an example of this





� See Schultz Page 94; General Smyth feuded with General Stephen Van Rensselaer of the NY Militia.





� See Schultz Page 169





� See Schultz Page 46





� See McCormack Page 435





� McCormack Page 436





� Charles Sellers, James K. Polk Continentalist, Page 428.





� For a great source on this subject check out Robert Remini’s book “The Battle of New Orleans.”





� McCoy Page 99





� McCoy Pages 100-102





� McCoy Page 111





� Polk, for his part, was never interested in “mak[ing] a permanent conquest of the Republic of Mexico.” See McCoy 102.





� This is inspired by correspondence with my advisor Dr. Andrew McFarland.





� You can read more on the definition of the phrase via C-Span (http://www.c-span.org/guide/congress/glossary/powerpur.htm) or any book about Congress. 





� The Washington Times ran an article in 2008 excoriating Congress for giving up the power of the purse in regard to military matters. It was titled, “The Power of the Purse Purloined.” http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2008/feb/05/power-of-the-purse-purloined/





� McCoy Page 12





� McCoy Page 74





� McCoy Page 70





� McCoy Page 75





� McCoy Page 75





� House Oversight Committee says they systematically did this: http://oversight.house.gov/story.asp?id=1653





� “Former Surgeon General Richard H. Carmona told a Congressional panel Tuesday that top Bush administration officials repeatedly tried to weaken or suppress important public health reports because of political considerations.” Taken from: � HYPERLINK "http://www.nytimes.com/2007/07/11/washington/11surgeon.html"�http://www.nytimes.com/2007/07/11/washington/11surgeon.html�





� “House Reform Committee Dr. Drew T. Shindell testified to global warming suppression:” http://oversight.house.gov/documents/20070130113315-90082.pdf





� See this essay from the Miller Center for the relevant quotes: http://millercenter.org/academic/americanpresident/lincoln/essays/biography/9





� The following is from the preceding source and is I think very helpful in understanding the mindset of executive branches in fighting war, especially in America and in light of recent history: “To do all of these things, Lincoln broke an assortment of laws and ignored one constitutional provision after another. He made war without a declaration of war, and indeed even before summoning Congress into special session. He countered Supreme Court opposition by affirming his own version of judicial review that placed the President as the final interpreter of the Constitution. For Lincoln, it made no sense "to lose the nation and yet preserve the Constitution." Following a strategy of "unilateral action," Lincoln justified his powers as an emergency authority granted to him by the people. He had been elected, he told his critics, to decide when an emergency existed and to take all measures required to deal with it. In doing so, Lincoln maintained that the President was one of three "coordinate" departments of government, not in any way subordinate to Congress or the courts. Moreover, he demonstrated that the President had a special duty that went beyond the duty of Congress and the courts, a duty that required constant executive action in times of crisis. While the other branches of government are required to support the Constitution, Lincoln's actions pointed to the notion that the President alone is sworn to preserve, protect, and defend it. In times of war, this power makes the President literally responsible for the well-being and survival of the nation.”





� See the book “American Defense Policy Book,“ Page 572, edited by Peter L. Hays, Brenda J. Vallance, and Alan R. Van Tassel





� See the NYT, 2/2004: “Oddly criticized by George W. Bush in NYT: Washington Talk; In Wartime, Some Argue, Commanders in Chief Do Best When They Really Command � HYPERLINK "http://query.nytimes.com/gst/fullpage.html?res=9403E6DE143AF933A25751C0A9629C8B63"�http://query.nytimes.com/gst/fullpage.html?res=9403E6DE143AF933A25751C0A9629C8B63� 





� McCoy Page 81









