


stl t l ls ul) (  l i rr torr 's [) t()bl(, lns () l  r( , [)ut.rt i ()n within the Washington community.
has, "m;rnlgt 'r i  to revt,rsc tht,rr,prrt .r t iorr [rrr i l t ler 's goal: He increased theinsecu
atte.t ' lant .r-r supp'r1rv[ i19 hi 'r  a.tr r t .sst 'rrecr the apparent r isks of op"rrty opp,
nt*. 

. t ' :  
managed this by st ' t ' rrr i .g b., th unsure of his objectirru, u.,d unwil l i

persist, frr long, in any give. c()urs(," (Neustadt 6g). It ird not take rong for

i::i::::::lT.11 
.,,.1",'de' that ,,.p,,ttcrn had indeed formed with which they ccpr'edict future interacti.ns. N.rv, tlrt,y wcre willing to oppose Clinton, and unwi

to support him.

,, The public prestige enj.yecl by clinkrn has never been substantial. A

::::"::t::rllrnCs 
in the first m.nt^s.f the administration, Clinton,s public i

was set: He was not yet ready kr be presiclent. A history of botched nominat
inconvenient $200 haircut, and a travel .ffice contr.versy did not create a fa
first impression. Public frustrati.n, h.wever, most threatens his prestige. ,,The
inprfactor in prestige is what the people rutside washington ,"" uJh"ppu.'^'*rr- '
themseloes' He need beware, lest the .utsiders rook to hiri for preasures he

lJ::::: j .:, luf 
n'1nu.;dness for the pains he cannot stop,,writes Ne(Neustadt 83)' In spite of the statistics, there exists a widespread public pethat the economy is not yet stable. Too many remember Clinton,s campaignabout lifting stagnant w-ages but see him doing little. *-"1/,n;;ril?;;;r.

11,"j:l':l-:::it_"r. ""d 
th.e president,s publf, prestige suffers. Many also dobelieve Clinton to be moraily fit enough to be president. whitewater, paula /o

lli:::Tl,ilt:T::"r 
frlm,s.tate troopers have taken a deep tou, contributing tolack of public confidence in him.

:T,::t:-"::_1li:1"r, 
for much of_his term, less than 50% of the p

:I:J::::Tff:l.:Tl"ce 
are serious. 

.As Neustadt says, ,,A president,s presti

lY: -t:::':11 T:lT":lce,or 
roushly the same sort as his proressionai repufactor that may not decide the outcome in a given."r" u"ii"" 

"-ff* 
il ft;

1;:"1::r*:T:..119,,h".:r:.," 
is strategic- to hi power,, (Neustadt z8). Again,

yl',TlT:l lould grobably not ,"u.i if Clinton 
""j"rj ;sh;;,;.";o;;il; ;solidify resistance when Clinton is weak.

The President has rarely guarded his power stakes over the last three
Perhaps the most glaring 

;lample 
of this negiect involves the gays in the nissue.Havinsiust"take^n6oil;'"d;;"':il:::::;il:ff:"ffi 

f :::ili::,Tl
f i rst '  In so doing; he invifed and received public u.d 

"o. j ."rsional 
backlrDemocrats split over the issue and distracted lhemserves rro.r,"aoi'g the eco,

:"":::"^T::.1in: 
*::. elec te d. 

f 
eul ta a.t d iscusses how pres id ent kenned yas a professional in a similar situation by deferring the divisive 

"t"u 
,,giirlir;

later in his term. Another instance of Clinton ignoring his power stakes is that of1993 budget. The administration waged a desperate and barely successful battpass the budget which incruded tax increases. In forcing many or the Democfreshrnan to save his presidency by supporting such a package, Clinton ignoredlonger term consequences on his lnfluence. In 1994 manli of these memberCongress paid for their.votes by losing reerection. Now, infuriating his paClinton says that the tax increases *"." u bud idea. Also, in desperately fighting
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( r.,,.. l{ r | | | lr, l'resident proved to be somewhat shortsighted in consolidat-

t|11....,,, r' lrr llrrs case, rather than being known for more coPs or an assault

lurr tlr,. I'rll was perceived as wasteful in spending money on midnight

ly1r. ,,,,, r,rl programs. Republicans then pointed to this in their elections

ll l)r.rrrocrat's pork barrel spending. The assault weaPons ban also

hr ltrr. rlr,lt',rt of key Democrats, including Speaker Foley and Rep. Jack

o|1rlv1"t Neustadt's concepts to the Clinton presidency, a clear pic-
( )rrr. rrrrrst conclude after analyzing Clinton's bargaining advantages,

tlllrtrr tlrt' Washington community, public prestige, and power stakes that

lo r.llr.t tively exercise his influence. He has not used his power to per-

lr  r 'h,,rr ly an amateur.

ly, tlrc Presiderrt has ignored his power stakes and failed to look

rw lrorn today. Instead, he has naively placed the public interest

polrtir',rl interest. In so doing, he has reduced his room to maneuver,

|rlk'y rrriti.rtives such as health care, and most irnportantly, lost control of

I ltf ('ongrt'ss. When the political fortunes of the President suffer, so do

flll lttn

rrrccessful Neustadt's theories are in assessing the Clinton presi-

pcrlblc to challenge a few portions of his analysis in the aftermath of the

Slnt't. lhen, Clinton has done better in strengthening his public pres-

,rg,rinst what he portrays as an extremist Congress, the President

dmrly dt,fined himself on some issues. Much of this rehabilitation has

)y dlrn'tly appealing to the public outside of the Washington community.

}Jrly ha. lhc slme reputation in the eyes of many Washingtonians, yet his

bilun* lr.n'c steadily improved by appealing to the public as a moderate

lm tlre ('\( ('sses of the 104th Congress. This would seem to suggest that

}lrrte.lt urrgin.rlly placed too much emphasis on the events and percep-

lVtrlrlrt6t,'r1 community. Clinton has begun to more wisely guard his

fn rrrrrl t,rses since November 1994. lt has worked, to some extent, not

lrlrrr wrihin the Washington community, but by directly attempting

lhr prrl'lr. Although Neustadt would likely say that this type of appeal

t}{ftlrrn ltnr orlly an indirect effect, it aPPears that it more directly impacts

lhrlr  l r t .  l l rr tr ies predict

Alrrt ,  r  Int; , ' i r 'p,r11 of the overwhelming 1994 vote was undoubtedly a

lr frlprtrlrrri ( lrnton. This was not just about Clinton's politics or policies.

trr ltlr.ly .r visccral, personal reaction to the morality of the man himself.

llrr lr.r.l tlr,rt ('linton is not fit to be President because of a residue of

lll lfttl'r,'l'trlty Arry President who fails as a moral leader will fail when

|| l  gt, , l t l t ,  r l  rrrt t ' rests before the public interest as Neustadt suggests.

l l ror,rtcr urr loltunately take no account of this type of moral pol i t ics.

||tr tqrf r.lr.r lrons remind us, American society is increasingly cynical and

lf l ln. I ' rr .sir l t ,rr t  j rrst guarded his own Power stakes he would l ikely

ltrlt nrlrr. \'ott,rs, lnt'l thus diminish his influence. There are more and
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different dimensions to these issues than Neustadt's analysis suggests.
In the final analysis, Richard Neustadt's theories on presidential Power

stand up for President Clinton's third year. \Alhen applying the key concepts of
book to our current President, one conclusion becomes painfully clear. As an

teur, President Clinton has failed to effectively influence governmental action.

hag not yet fully recognized and used his power to persuade. Neustadt wri
"Presidential weakness was the underlying theme of Presidential Power" (

ix). On the thirty-fifth anniversary of its publication, that theme remains. There
disliarity between what is expected of any modem President and what he can

tically deliver. In January of 1992, many hoped that Clinton would be the one

one to restore hope, deliver change, and wield sufficient power to confront the
lenges of the day. Neustadt's analysis reveals these expectations to be mispl
O19 can only hope that on its next anniversary, Presidential Power will be able to
trate the strength, not the weakness and the success, not the failure of a fu

President.
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r Sirrglc l)ayer Lessons
Healthcare

l ly Anclrcw Rosenblum

l arlrrr" lltttl otthl lttl stuitchittg to a Canadian-style single payer system

I ii.r lttttlllr turt ltroblents: lack of uniaersal coaerage and escalating

bvr.r rn Washingkrn for decreased government spending, cou-

til llrr.( lirrtorr Administration to enact a universal health plan in

I p;inl)r.( ts of a single payer health plan, in which the govern-

plrrvtrlt'r of health insurance for the entire nation, quite remote'

tnvr,rlrility of a single payer system comes despite the fact

Grnrlrl rlstrlt in improvement in the two areas of the health care

ntarlrl rchrrrn: the lack of universal access to coverage and uncon-

llrr. l,rt't that U.S. health care spending hovers above the $800
er d3.4 rnillion Americans have no health insurance (Bradsher

tlpnrr. rr,,t from a lack of resources but from inefficient distribu-

for the U.S.

idh,rg,r,rir.'tl patchwork of private and public entities that deliver

Unltnl'St,rtt's. iJnder normal circumstances, a situation where such

tnl()r1i prosprerity would cry out for rational govemment policy

or, p,trticrrlarly in the case of health reform, where a public sin-

hrr1t1i.'rrs to provide resources more efficiently, as well as more

, Rr'P11lrli1',1s1 nrirjorities were ushered into power last November

rl liulrlrt pr()gr.rms and government in general, which are seen as

lil l1olir,.r,,nt, a perception exacerbated by the collapse of the Clinton

$rr ' ; t ,r l  . lx l  469; The chances of enacting a single payer system,

ifrttt, ln lr;iht ol the monied special interests arrayed against such a

, r ro  wt l l t  th t '  . tn t i -government  r igh t  in  Power .  The Repub l ican

Mo,lt , ,r tc r l l t rstrate the dif f icult ies that even popular federal pro-

I ln lldil' r'nrlilr'(', ttt say nothin5; of a program that calls for the transfer

Jolhr. l r i lnr t l tc lrrg lrusiness of insurance to the public sector, and

i l l  rrrrr lrulr ort l rosPit;r l  budgets and physician fees.

rvlrr lr  t l r t '  , trgttnrents about the need for "free market" solut ions

fu ;rr,l,l,',,,. rrrrlght [rt' argued with much indignant force and ideological

I ;rltt,,,,,o r.t 'r' t ,ttly l( ) ge nerate a great deal of verbal flash with no heat'

lf, ' l  ,,,,,,1,.,,r ' ,,,rr wrtlt tht' Canadian plan. The single-payer model pro-

trr l  r  r ,rr l .unntt ' t t t ,  r t 'pl i rces insurance premiums with a less costly tax,

Sltorr,r l  r  r , \ .r ' i r , t l ' r ' ,  , tnt l  f  i rranccs that universal coverage solely by draw-

F r.truq |. ,r .nr.t ,r t( . t l  l ry thc vigorgus streamlining of the administrat ive

l l iUf r,r , , l rr  l l rr ,  (  ulr ' ( .nt Arnerican system. Despite current pol i t ical real i-

|rrr lrrr,  l rr  r ,  lor n l l l ( ' t  l (  atrs to stut ly the Canadian single payer model,

lu ru r l  rv t t l t  rv l t t t  l t  to  t ' r ' . r l l t i r t c  thc  t le l i very  mechan isms and fu tu re

An|.|n, .rrr rvrtr,n,r,  l r tr t  .r lso ,ts .r  long-te rnr goir l  t<l whiCh reft lrmers CAn


