“A Man of Many Hats”
Assessing the Reputation of the President by the “Hats” He Wears
Article 1:

President-Ranking: A Criticism

By Curtis Arthur Amlund, August 1964
With almost a monotonous regularity, there appear books on the presidency which try to determine those of our leaders who have been great, near-great, average and poor. Just recently another book was published that treats in detail the varied reasons for the selection of our ten greatest presidents. Unfortunately, there has not yet been developed a systematic, analytical-oriented treatise on the subject which has methodological merit.
How reliable and valid are the premises that follow the making of these comparisons? For instance, is there any rationale for our comparing the administration of Chester Arthur with that of Franklin Roosevelt; Coolidge with Kennedy; or Hayes with Truman? What conceivable relevancy is there in comparing them on the basis of their weaknesses and strengths? Each operated within a wholly different totality, each within a unique political environment.

The term “great times” has various connotations for different individuals. But it implies ordinarily the existence of a war, or an economic depression of considerable magnitude; it most definitely suggests a crisis period of some kind. That a crisis offers an incumbent president a novel opportunity to evoke the collective emotional self to sustain his decision-making is evident. The war environment of the [Woodrow] Wilson administration [during World War I] presented the executive with an auspicious climate of public opinion which would accept his rigorous, urgency-centered legislative program. While FDR's [Franklin Roosevelt’s] personality and political acumen were important in winning congressional assent to the program of the One Hundred Days, the basic fact of economic stagnation and human suffering provided impetus for the governmental action that was required More than a century ago Lincoln was the beneficiary of a developing crisis which enabled him to resort to actions that were constitutionally questionable at best.

If war is a great time - an event quite beyond the ordinary - what is a period of relative peace? Conventional wisdom would have it that fewer demands are put on our peace-time executives, because during such an era all the [democratic and civil rights] forces in our society “take over” in effect and have their day in court. 
We are now living in the age of the “pseudo-event”: if no genuine heroes are present, there is always the possibility of manufacturing them through all the artifices of the modem advertising agency. Special advances in presidential image-making were made during the [Dwight] Eisenhower period [of the 1950s], when the White House press secretary assiduously tried to convey the impression of busyness on the part of the President. Kennedy himself was zealous to project the favorable image of a preoccupied chief of state; scrupulous attention was given to newspaper stories that appeared to his staff to be at variance with the facts as its members saw them. 

Today, presidents are now expected to function in a variety of roles unknown to earlier incumbents. For instance, our national commitment to full employment, to social security legislation, part of which serves as a cushion for economic recessions, to a responsibility to assist in urban renewal, public housing developments and programs, and to an interlocking series of mutual security and defense obligations negotiated with innumerable countries, has resulted in the passage of laws which compel presidents to act. And as long as the East-West confrontation
 continues, any president is going to find it essential to be a "strong executive," using more or less fully the whole range of political and constitutional powers that inhere in the office. The appropriate terms to characterize presidents are not “strong” or “weak”.  Rather what the presidency most requires is adaptability, a capacity to meet changes by maintaining a “policy equilibrium” between power and ideological centers both within and without our society.
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Article 2:

The Presidency Reconfigured? The Textbook Presidency Yet Again
By Richard Alsfeld, Fall 1995
The term, the "Textbook Presidency", recurs as a topic of interest in presidential studies. Political scientists portray the presidency as both "omnipotent" [all powerful] and "benevolent" [a servant of his people]. We needn’t look further to how people perceive the president than the very textbooks inside of the classroom. It seems evident that textbooks do offer a distilled representation oft he presidency, but how should we perceive a “strong president”?

Authors of American government texts are inclined to categorize the presidency in terms of estimations of power. Current assessments of the fifteen major textbooks offer generally balanced and careful evaluations of presidential power, but vary in estimation of the power being either a “strength” or a “weakness”. Expressions of strength (%S) or limitation (%L) account for 68% of the evaluations of the presidency, as in the following phrases:
· “George H.W. Bush embodied the Commander in Chief role perfectly during the Gulf War”…a (&S) indicator, or,  

· “Richard Nixon found it difficult to lead the Republican Party during the tumultuous years of the 1960s”…a (%L) indicator.
Purely descriptive accounts - that is, references lacking assertions as to strength or weakness account – account for about 22%. 
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� NOTE: This article was written in 1964, at the beginning of the Vietnam War. The same “East-West confrontation” can be seen today between the U.S. and the Middle East.





