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Bush’s Presidential Power; the New King of America
It cannot be echoed enough that the terrorist attacks of September 11th, 2001 may have forever changed American politics as we knew it.  These attacks both shifted U.S. foreign policy and international policy around the world.  But more than anything these attacks have shifted the power structure of the United States federal government.  Throughout the history of the United States the judicial, legislative, and executive branches of the federal government have entertained periods of increased power comparative to each other, and our current period in time is no different.  Presently the executive branch of the federal government is the most powerful, and with the U.S. engaged in the present war on terrorism the power of the presidency has not decreased at all.  In fact, the presidency has gained more power since the tragic day of September 11th.  
It has been argued by scholars such as Richard Neustadt that the American Presidency is an office that is not defined by the a particular president but an office that defines what type of president a person will be.  The institution of the presidency is set in its structure and rules, and any one particular president becomes defined by how he uses his skills to work within the structure of this institution.  There is no doubt that some of what Neustadt asserts is true.  There are clearly defined parameters that any president must adapt to in order to effectively use there power as president.  However, even though this is true each president still maintains the ability to dramatically alter the institution of the presidency by manipulating the rules of the game and in turn they subsequently redefine the very office which they hold.  In the words of Stephen Skowronek
“The assumption that a system is given and that presidents make it work more or less effectively is bound to render the requisites of success elusive, for in their most precise signification, presidents disrupt systems, reshape political landscapes, and pass to successors leadership challenges that are different from the ones just faced.”

In this statement Skowronek is pointing out the difference between how Neustadt sees the institution of the presidency shaping the president, and in turn how one should study the presidency for them to effectively understand how presidential power is maintained and redefined.

Continuing with Skowronek’s line of thought this paper will attempt to understand how George W. Bush has redefined the powers of the American presidency.  This will be accomplished by focusing on two key ways Bush has increased the power of the presidency, these include the establishment of new norms both domestically and international on the use of preventive war and the redefining of the Geneva Convention on torture.  Through attempting to understand how Bush has changed the powers of the presidency this paper also attempts to provide possible insight into what challenges future presidents will face in dealing with the powers they were given.  In order to do this however it is also necessary to look at how President Bush was able to legitimize increasing the power of the presidency.  In the end this study seeks, “…to show how the context bound struggle for legitimacy informs the president’s strategy for the exercise of his power, and how the political impact of presidential leadership-the particular way politics is altered-follows from the warrants the president can muster for disrupting the status-quo.” 
  

As it will be discussed throughout this paper Bush’s main tool, and often the only means, for obtaining increased presidential powers has been through the use of the politics of fear.  The politics of fear is the use of fear as a political means to both legalize and legitimize the agendas and policies a president may have.  And from this fear sprang the belief that ordinary citizens could do nothing to adequately protect themselves from another terrorist attack, which created a sense of powerlessness amongst the public, and the sense of powerlessness played right into the hands of the Bush administration.  John Gaventa points out that, “The sense of powerlessness may also lead to a greater susceptibility to the internalization of the values, beliefs, or rules of the game of the powerful.”
  That is a susceptibility to myths and ideologies that serve to shape their consciousness about issues and the actions that need to be taken to deal with those issues.
The Neoconservative Agenda

Before diving to far into the use of fear as a political tool for increasing presidential power, it is important to set forth an understanding of the basic ideology and perceptions that have been the key influence behind Bush’s foreign policy agenda and thus his need to increase the power of the presidency.  The starting point for this examination comes from the establishment of neoconservative thought.   The two most influence individuals, and often considered the fathers, of neoconservative thought are Leo Strauss and Irving Kristol.

Strauss, a large follower of Thucydides, began to postulate his thoughts for what would become neoconservative ideology in the early 1950s.  However, neoconservatism as a political ideology of used by politicians did not gain any real support until the 1960s.  The Power of Nightmares, a documentary by the BBC, stated Strauss saw a moral decay occurring in American society stemming from the culture of individualism that had been created through the continued process of market capitalism.
  He came to believe that the liberal tradition of individualism, “lead people to question everything all values all moral truths, instead people were led by their own selfish desires.”
  For Strauss the key to fixing this problem came in the form of myths.  According to him these myths needed be powerful and did not necessarily have to be believable.  

Thus, Strauss felt that these myths could come in two forms.  The first was from religion, which sheds light on one way Bush currently uses his belief in faith as a means to “save” the nation and the world in general from continued moral decay.  The second myth comes in the form of the myth of the nation.  This refers to the idea that political leaders should promote and ideology that America is unique in its freedom/moral background (i.e. democratic values and norms).  And as such it should be the job of the United States to promote policies and agendas that serve to endorse these traits everywhere in the world.  During the Cold War the Soviet Union served as the enemy to the myth of America being a holy and unique nation.  Today the current Bush administration has again reinforced and maintained a mythical enemy through the use of fear towards the Middle East and Islamic extremist.  But what role has Kristol played in the formation of neoconservative policy?
According to Kristol, “Neoconservatism is what the late historian of Jacksonian America, Marvin Meyers, called a “persuasion,” one that manifests itself over time, but erratically, and one whose meaning we clearly glimpse only in retrospect.”  Furthermore, he goes on to describe it as, “…the first variant of American conservatism in the past century that is in the “American grain.”  It is hopeful, not lugubrious; forward-looking, not nostalgic; and its general tone is cheerful, not grim or dyspeptic.”
  The biggest problem with Kristol’s description of the general basis behind neoconservative ideology is the contradiction between it supposedly being hopeful and not forward-looking and the reality of those principles in relation to its foreign policy ideology.  But, before directly addressing that issue; when speaking on the area of foreign policy Kristol points out three key principles of neoconservatism.  These include, 

“First, patriotism is a natural and healthy sentiment and should be encouraged by both private and public institutions. Precisely because we are a nation of immigrants, this is a powerful American sentiment. Second, world government is a terrible idea since it can lead to world tyranny. International institutions that point to an ultimate world government should be regarded with the deepest suspicion. Third, statesmen should, above all, have the ability to distinguish friends from enemies.”

Additionally in 1996, William Kristol and Robert Kagan produced an article entitled Toward a neo-Reaganite Foreign Policy, which would become the foundation for a revised neoconservative strategic ideology.  In their article they insisted that the United States increase its military budget by a minimum $60 to $80 billion.  They felt this was important because, “The more Washington is able to make clear that it is futile to compete with American power, either in size of forces or in technological capabilities, the less chance there is that countries like China or Iran will entertain ambitions of upsetting the present world order.”

By dissecting these principles one at a time we can begin to understand where the intellectual and political argument arise for Bush’s foreign policy.  The first principle provides a conceptualization of the nation myth that should be used for fighting the indifference in American culture that Strauss spoke about.  The ability to take advantage of this principle and foster a strong sense of nationalism was fully accepted by the Bush administration.  This can easily be seen through the passing of various policies such as the Patriot Act, which prior to 9-11 had a different name and did not have the public support needed to get congressional approval.

When it comes to the second principle, adherence can be found for choosing to forgo the use of the UN towards effectively pressuring Iraq, where the administration instead decided on taking a unilateral approach.  The Bush administration attempted to gain support for this decision by jumping on the widely made critique that the UN is unable to affectively create and enact its policies on sovereign states.  And to further his idea Bush appointed John Bolton as the UN Ambassador, a man that has outright stated his displeasure and distain for the UN.

Thus, the UN could not be looked to as a realistic source for dealing with the issue of Iraq and terrorism.  While negating the fact that this more often that not is because of the overwhelming control the United States puts on the UN in order to stop it from being able to have effective control over sovereign states.  In other words the second principle of neoconservative foreign policy believes that international organizations and they laws they pass are unable to solve the serious security issues states face in the current international landscape.

 The third principle stated above serves as a rationalization for creating categorizes of states that are either with us or against us.  This principle was used by the Bush administration to define those states that may have harbored terrorist or anyone that could be associated with terrorist as a clear cut enemy of the United States.  From this we were given the revamped “axis-of-evil”, a list as arbitrary as calling Iraq the key front for the war on terror, or the statement “we are fighting them over there so we do not have to fight them here”.  Currently it has become clearer how meaningless this list is as the US has engaged in talks with North Korea, while vowing not to have talks with Iran.

While on one hand this third principle is supposed to be a way of clearly defining who is an enemy, yet on the other hand it has been used to cloud the minds of the American public.  If we are fighting them in Iraq so we do not have to fight them in the US then why does the president or FBI need powers granted to them by the Patriot Act or the illegal wire taps.  This third principle has been used cunningly by the current neocons of the Bush administration.  As they have created a mythical enemy that must be fought in Iraq while also leaving the possibility that this enemy can at any time be in the US, and thus it is only in our best interest to suspend civil liberties to combat them here.  In the end society has simply fostered an atmosphere that has continuously put greater power in the hands of the president.
While Kristol never truly defines what is meant by forward-looking, one may argue preemptive war to be such a policy.  That is, what policy is not “forward-looking”?  If it is not forward-looking that can it truly be effective, or what purpose is it attempting to serve, furthermore what policy, domestic or foreign, does not contain some measure of forward-looking theorizing?  And what is hopeful about and ideology that writes off the ability of international organizations to provide some structure and reason to a chaotic realm neoconservatives conceive of?  Unfortunately these questions are for future research and as they do not serve the focus of this paper and they will not be answered here.  In the end Bush needed to use fear to carry out the neoconservative ideology.  He needed to use fear to create an enemy that would both give him the domestic and international power required to carry out the foreign policy of his cabinet members.

Foucault: Disciplining through Fear

Having examined the ideology behind using fear to increase the presidential power we can now attempt to understand how fear has been used to carry out the ideology.  One must remember that, “Our nation has gone through other periods in our history when the misuse of fear resulted in abuses of civil liberties: the Alien and Sedition Acts of 1798 through 1800, the Palmer Raids and the Red Scare after World War I.”
  One only needs to look at how fear was used by certain members of the United States government during the Cold War to push and promote its anti-Communist policies
. 

This paper is by no means attempting to answer if the President Bush was right or wrong in his pursuits or its use of fear to obtain legitimacy; it will however attempt to understand the use of fear by President George W. Bush, and various members of his administration such as; Dick Cheney, Donald Rumsfeld, and Paul Wolfowitz, as a means for promoting, and maintaining legitimate authority in order to carry out their domestic and foreign policy goals.  Yet, after the terrorist acts of September 11th a new window opened that the current Bush administration took full advantage of to once again “organize American life” by partaking in the deceitful act of fear mongering.

Why would the president and his administration use fear to bait the general public into believing and not adequately question the statements they make?  Part of this answer can be understood by seeing fear as a means to maintain and discipline society.  As Michel Foucault conveys in his book Discipline and Punish, those in power are constantly creating individual subjects that can be modeled and shaped through constant discipline and punishment.  From his book there are two key concepts that should be drawn out to sufficiently understand how legitimacy is obtained and the consequences from the politics of fear.

The first of these concepts is that of “Docile Bodies”.  During the eighteenth century a transformation occurred in the logic behind the disciplining of society.  The basis for understanding this change in logic came from the examining the traits of soldiers at that time.  Foucault paints a picture of the soldier as the prime example of what a perfectly disciplined individual in society looks and acts like.  A soldier follows orders, he does not question what he is told nor does he adequately ponder over the logic behind the orders he is given.  In the eighteenth century, “…the soldier has become something that can be made; out of a formless clay, an inapt body, the machine required can be constructed…a calculated constraint runs slowly through each part of the body…in short, one has ‘got rid of the peasant’ and given him ‘the air of a soldier’.”
 This brought about a revolution in how rulers or authority figures thought in regards to managing each individual’s body.  In other words the shift that occurred in how those in power saw individual members of society came about with the primary focus towards gaining greater understanding of how to regulate an individual’s movements and gestures.  For Foucault the eighteenth century brought a greater realization that by understanding the disciplining of individuals one could understand a new alternative form for the domination of society.

However, for the leaders of a democratic the above logic must take certain issues into consideration if they are to succeed in accomplishing the previous goal.  First, a leader must attempt to control an individual’s movements, gestures, and ideas in a covert manner.  That is, if an individual knows that their will is being manipulated without their complete consent then they should, in a democratic state, do everything in their power to deny such advances.  Furthermore, there is no sufficient legal reasoning, beyond the original social contract members of society enter into in forming a society that allows for the rulers of a democratic state to openly manipulate the free will of individuals.  This is both why and where one can see the politics of fear come into play for obtaining legitimacy in democracies.  

The gravity of emotion that fear can instill is what allows it to be such a powerful weapon, and this is exactly why it will continue to be used so readily and widely by leaders of democratic states.   More precisely the reason that the politics of fear is such a powerful tool relates to its ability to directly insight strong emotional feelings related to our basic well-being and human instincts.  After September 11th, 2001 Americans were told that their basic way of life was under attack.  They were told that there fundamental needs were under attack and that without giving the government almost complete control over their lives and bodies would they be able to live peacefully once again.

Unfortunately, Americans responded in a manner that resembles Foucault discussion on docile bodies.  As he states, “Thus, discipline produces subjected and practiced bodies, ‘docile’ bodies.”
  In other words by effectively learning how to discipline individuals leaders of a society can create self-disciplining individuals that unconsciously do not properly question the statements and facts leaders present to them.  If a leader can accomplish this he can solve one of the fundamental tenets of neoconservative ideology.  

Remember that Strauss saw Americans as questioning everything they saw or heard when it came into conflict with what they believed to be in their own selfish interest, because of this society was left with no absolute truths.  For neoconservatism the most effective way to addresses this issue is through the creation of docile bodies, and the quickest and easiest means for accomplishing this goal is through the politics of fear.  Thus, in the end fear can be used in a democratic states (without overtly saving that of course) as the principle means to create a self disciplining society focused around a higher cause such as the neoconservative myth of the nation.  This in turn creates the unified democratic state needed to carry out a foreign war.  As Foucault stated, “Discipline is no longer simply an art of distributing bodies, or extracting time from them and accumulating it, but of composing forces in order to obtain an efficient machine.”
 (Foucault 164).  Translate this into neoconservative ideology and it leads to a society unwilling to ask the questions and fight for the rights it deserves. 

The second of Foucault’s concepts that provides insight into the use of fear as a political tool comes from his discussion on the panopticon.  Basically, this was a prison structure that was round and completely open in the middle.  In the middle of the structure went a guard tower that had the ability to see all the various prison cells at all times and at any moment.  As Foucault states, “The gaze is alert everywhere.”  Foucault points out that the idea behind this structure was to convey a sense of discipline and control over individuals because someone could be watching them at any moment.  Similar to his discussion on docile bodies’ panopticism attempts to create a mindset in each individual that leads to self disciplining individuals.  
In other words the power of those in charge and the consequence they could inflict on an individual served to create a form of discipline that went straight to the mind.  Thus as Foucault pointed out “…the major effect of the Panopticon: to induce in the inmate a state of conscious and permanent visibility that assures the automatic functioning of power.”  The Bush administration has achieved this goal through using fear to pass laws and gain the ability to carry out illegal wiretaps.  In an article entitled The Politics of Fear Al Gore sheds light onto how the watchful gaze of the Bush administrations surveillance has been carried out.

“Nor did the administration show any scruples at using fear of terrorists as a means to punch holes in the basic protections of the Constitution to create a class of permanent prisoners and to make it possible to imprison American citizens without due process: to snatch an American citizen off of the street, put him or her in prison without allowing that citizen to see a lawyer, to see his family, to make a telephone call, to be told what the charges are, or to have any access to due process for the courts.”

Since September 11th, 2001 President Bush has used fear as a means to pass legislation that would not have otherwise been passed.  The Patriot Act is the prime example of how fear has been used to creating self disciplining individuals.  What is perhaps most notable about the Patriot Act is it existed prior to 9-11 and was had a different name, but the supposed terrorist attacks of that day created an atmosphere in which fear thrived and the Bush regime took full advantage of it.  

Nevertheless the Bush administration has used fear in similar manners to that of the panopticon to create a fear that terrorist are watching and at any moment could exact their punishment on the general public.  Thus, the only way to prevent this from happening is to discipline ourselves to always be mindful of our actions and those around us, and if someone is doing something that seems odd we must report them at once.  This ideology goes directly into the second concept that I have laid out above.  Bush and his subsequent administrations have used primarily fear, along with the power from their positions, to create an atmosphere of self disciplining when it comes to questioning government actions.  This process of creating a capitulated society has also been done through by using the media to promote obedience with out question.
Breakdown of the Media
After the terrorist attacks of 9-11 the media stopped asking the tough questions, and the general public stopped demanding that the media do its job.  Sadly for the health of American democracy, a majority of Americans, according to polls, fell victim to their own government’s serial deception. A February 2003 poll showed that 72 percent of Americans believed it was likely that Saddam Hussein was personally involved in the September 11 attacks
.  It is the media’s job to question the information the government gave out to the public that allowed for this belief to take hold and yet the media affectively did nothing.

Additionally, a February 2003 Pew Research Center/ Council on Foreign Relations survey that found 32 percent of war supporters cited Saddam’s alleged support for terrorists as their “main reason,” while another 43 percent gave it as “one reason”
.

Another troubling instance of media submission can when Thomas Friedman of the New York Times, wrote, As far as I'm concerned, we do not need to find any weapons of mass destruction to justify this war...Mr. Bush doesn’t owe the world any explanation for missing chemical weapons. It is clear that in ending Saddam’s tyranny, a huge human engine for mass destruction has been broken.
  Here lays a very troubling and sad commentary on the manipulation Bush and his administration sought bestow on the American public.

As previously stated this form of discipline affected not only our general sensibility but also our desire and willingness to question what the leaders were telling us and the media was no exception.  We were told to fear Iraq because of the grave danger it could present to us, when in fact today we know that WMDs did not exist.  While on the other hand the Bush administration appeared to forget that over a dozen of the September 11th terrorist came from Saudi Arabia.  Fear served to trick the American public into forgetting this fact.  And it was an important fact that the Bush administration wanted us to forget, because we would not want to have upset our Saudi friends and the oil they so graciously provided us with.  Thus, fear was simply not an option when it came to how the American public viewed Saudi Arabia.  But again there was no kind of hard-line effort by the media to paint these pictures and ask these questions leading up to the war, it is only now that the media has once again began to awaken and do its job.

This campaign of fear has also provided the Bush administration the ability to pass the Patriot Act.  An act that was not heavily debated by the major news media outlets at all.  It was an act that, by its very name, became nearly impossible to impose.  By simply speaking out against it many politicians and activist throughout the United States were immediately been categorized as unpatriotic and weak on defense by the main stream media.  And this is regardless of the fact that the Patriot Act infringed upon some of our most basic civil liberties, but that is ok we were told, its simply the price we pay to protect the freedoms we had, that is, until the Patriot Act sought to curb them.  Thus, Congress approved new legislation, the USA Patriot Act, in just a few weeks. The act, which the president signed on October 26, 2001, overrides laws in 48 states that had made library records private. It allows searches and seizures without judicial warrant, and prevents Congress from overseeing how the act is implemented.  Where was the media pointing out continuously the effect something such as the Patriot Act had on civil liberties?
Even more troubling than that is the fact that the use of fear has allowed the administration to persist, on the basis of a much less troubled popular conscience and with guaranteed media support and more academic support, in the overarching and longstanding (but unavowed) aim of justifying the existence of the national security state and its attendant economy.
  How society responds will be interesting to study for many decades to come.  What is even more depressing about the inability of the media to address these issues is the fact that in the current world we live the media serves as one of the last barriers society has towards checking the power of government officials and policies.  And at a tough time in our history when the American public truly needed the role the media is supposed to play it let us down.  Thus, not only has distrust been created towards the current administration and even possible the next, but additionally the media is looked at even more questionably than it already was as a no content, sound bite driven tool of the powerful.

Enlarging Presidential Powers
The use of the politics of fear has allowed the president to legitimize the curtailing of civil liberties.  Bush has gained the power to both legally use torture and carry out wars of preemption for both himself and future presidents.  And our own federal legalization has not stood in his way.  The debate over the humanity and legality of torture has been present in the public eye over the past year, and recently the push to out law torture took a defiant blow with the signing of the anti-torture amendment.

While on the surface the anti-torture amendment looked like victory for curtailing the power of president and securing human rights it was only a victory on the surface.  Even though the McCain anti-torture amendment was signed into law the Bush administration has made it clear that following that amendment is the last thing on its mind.  Attorney General Alberto Gonzales even stated that it was up to the administration to define torture in any way is saw fit.  This anti-torture legislation has effectively legalized torture. 
 For starters the current administration has yet to provide a clear or acceptable definition of what actually constitutes torture/cruel and inhumane treatment.  While many of the public debated means of torture have still not be defined as such by the president.  These include sleep deprivation, various types of psychological torture, sensory deprivation, and currently the most widely discussed method water boarding.  Yet, water boarding which involves holding a detainee down and placing cellophane over their mouth and nose and then poring water over the mouth to trigger gag reflexes.  

The anti-torture amendment also includes a provision know as the Graham-Levin Amendment that denies some five hundred Guantanamo Bay prisoners the legal ability to seek relief from the use of torture.  An as an added bonus it squashes habeas rights to come before a court for the purpose of determining whether or not they have lawfully been imprisoned. 
It also provides the Department of Defense the authority to deem statements or evidence obtained through the use of torture in assessing their status detainees.  Finally the bill held an additional provision that gave military personal the ability to copout of committing attacks of torture by claming that they were only following orders.  When it comes to who carries out interrogations the bill states that interrogations are supposed to be carried out by the Army Field Manual, and according to the New York Times this manual was been recently reissued with additional classified provisions on interrogation techniques.  This bill has effectively given the president the ability to ambiguously define what constitutes torture and in doing so it has in turn legalized the president’s power to order the torturing of detainees when he sees fit.  In order to legitimize this legalization of torture Bush released a signing statement with the signing of the amendment into law that gave him to power to define the parameters of torture under the constitutional authority of the president.
Added to these is the power of the president being able to engage in preemptive wars.  One might wonder why preventive war has increased the power of the presidency and this is a fair question.  A concept such as preventive war that is still highly debated in both domestic and international law can only be used by the president.  To fully understand why this power falls to the presidency and not the legislator one needs only to examine what part of the federal government has historically been seen as the primary decision maker for sending our troops into battle.  It is the commander in chief that holds this responsibility both as the figure for which praise and wrath are given on the successes and failures of war.  In the waging of war it is our president that stands as the guiding voice and final decision maker on war policy.  And this is not a burden many would wish to take on.  The legislature could not fully take on this responsibility due to the fact that it is a large body of people that are more often than not characterized by partisan fighting on the most basic issues.

The debate for the legality and legitimacy of preemptive war rest on the jus ad bellum.  This is part of the just war doctrine, and it consists of  

“A series of conditions governing the right to wage war, all of which must be satisfied simultaneously. The central four provisions for our purposes are: just cause: one must have a legitimate reason for going to war; necessity: war must be a last resort; proportionality: the harm caused by waging war must not be disproportionately great to the values being protected; and right authority: only the sovereign power has the authority to wage war.”

While preemptive war is by no means a new idea for a state’s foreign policy.  It has however until now always been seen as illegitimate and illegal towards the basic international rights of states’.  The current debate rages on for both those who support its acceptance into international law and those who oppose based on the four guidelines laid out by jus ad bellum.  In the case of the current Iraq war the biggest roadblock for those accepting preemptive war as international law is the fact that the four parts used to support it were not meant in the case of the Iraq war.  The only person that has the power to jump this hurdle of deliberation is the president and this is the main reason why the power to engage in preemptive wars can only fall in the hands of the president.  It would be foolish to think that congress would be able to agree if the merits of jus ad hoc have been meant in order to carry out a war.  
Conclusions
Throughout the history of mankind fear has been used by rulers of all types of states as a principle measure, if not the only, to keep their society complacent.  In turn allowing the ruler/ruling party to implement its policy preferences at will.  Fear can be an especially attractive tool at times for those leaders of a democratic state because of its capacity to create a state of dense fog around the facts and imminent reality of foreign adversaries and their capacity to inflict harm.  The word fear alone invokes feelings such as a sense of uncontrollability, the unknown, and undesirability, and all of these feelings are related to primal human instincts that serve to keep one safe.  Thus, the politics of fear is disproportionably powerful to other means of political control because it claws at our basic human needs and instincts.
Bob Woodward’s book, Bush at War provides some insight into just how quickly the events of September 11th were interpreted by the Bush administration as a blank check that would allow them to write what ever reasons they saw fit to go to war in Iraq.  Woodward quotes Bush as saying, the night of September 11th, “this is a great opportunity…we have to think of this as an opportunity.”
  As more and more information continues to come out about the discussion of war on Iraq prior to September 11th it is not implausible or even unjust to image Bush as considering those horrible acts as a means to start the planning for the invasion of Iraq.

The terrorist acts of day served as a new unifier for the American people.  It served to amalgamate the American people around what was soon to become a mythical enemy.  And as Leo Strauss (considered the father of neo-conservative theory) confessed, the American public needs a mythical enemy to unite around and give greater structuring and meaning to their life.  Simply put, this mythical adversary allows the leaders of the country to push and prod the American public in the direction they envision for them by feeding them the notion that they are serving to fight an evil that only Americans can defeat.  The neo-conservatives of the first and current Bush administrations found that mythical enemy in Islamic fundamentalism.  Forget the days of communism and those unholy preachers of it.  Americans now face a new danger that stands to destroy their very way of life, and Bush and his cabinet sought not to waste one moment using fear to convey that message.  In 2002 president Bush stated, “You can't distinguish between Al Qaeda and Saddam when you talk about the war on terror.”

How has president Bush altered the power of the presidency for whom ever may become the next president?  September 11th created an atmosphere that allowed the president to shift the power structure of the national government more into his corner.  Bush increased the power of the presidency by giving himself and any president into the foreseeable future the power to enact preemptive was and through his suspense of certain civil liberties.  He has accomplished in legitimizing these powers through the use of the “politics of fear”.  Going back to Skowronek’s theory of president’s influence over the office, “Presidential leadership is an effort to resolve the disruptive consequences of executive action in the reproduction of legitimate political order.”
  A president Bush has resolved the disruptive consequences of executive action through the manipulation of society by the use of the politics of fear.  He has created the Bush Doctrine.  A doctrine based on the idea of preemptive or preventive war and the curtailing of civil liberties to maintain domestic security.

It is unlikely that any of the future presidents would be willing to relinquish the increased presidential power provided by Bush.  For starters no president wants to look weak on national security; doing so can completely cripple a president’s ability to enact their foreign policy agenda.  Looking weak can also curtail a presidents influence over congress as they may chose to distance themselves from a domestically unpopular president.  Thus, not relinquishing the power to enact preemptive wars a president maintains the ability to been seen as a potentially powerful and decisive actor both domestically and internationally when it comes to dealing with security issues.  

Finally, when it comes to the issue of torture no president would wish to been seen as not doing everything in their power to prevent an attack on domestic soil.  Regardless of whether or not torture is a truly an effective tool for getting highly sensitive information if the American public believes it can accomplish saving them why would denounce any president that was not willing to go use torture to save fellow citizens.  That is, hypothetically if the use of torture became clearly defined and outlawed, and another terrorist attack accorded on U.S. soil, where it was later revealed that someone was held in custody with information of the attacks before they occurred the public would take out its rage on the president for not doing every thing possible to prevent the attack including the use of torture.  More likely than not because of this scenario Bush has made it legal for the C.I.A to continue its operation of torture facilities in undisclosed locations by singing into law the Military Commissions Act in 2006.  This law also suspends the writ of habeas corpus for detainees who are designated “enemy combatants” against the U.S. (yet it does not define who has the right to designate them as such).
The key for the coming presidents will be how they continue to legalize and legitimize the powers given to them by Bush.  As the years and months have stretched on since the start of the Iraq war the American public has begun to awaken to the use of fear for achieving the policy agenda the current administration.  Therefore, it will be up to the following presidents to legitimize the powers passed on to them by Bush in a way distinctly different from the politic of fear.  Their challenge will be greater than that which Bush had to gain these powers because of a public that has become weary to the games of this current administration.  It is even possible to see congress under the control of a political party different from that of the president to take back some of the power Bush has gained.  But if the next president is democratic and congress remains democratically controlled do not be surprised to find that president holding on tightly to the powers they have been afforded since that fateful September day in 2001.
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