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Introduction 

 Early in The Meaning of Is, Barr (2004) states that he is not a “Clinton hater” and continues,  “To 

say I do not like this former president would be a gross understatement, but I do not hate him” (2). Barr 

reasons that he dislikes President Clinton whole heartily because of what he did to the office of the 

presidency, national security, and to the social fabric of the country.  He also offers a comparison of 

Clinton’s personality to that of a sleazy used car salesman, specifically because they both say exactly what 

the respective audiences want to hear. For example, a sleazy (but effective) used car salesman would 

inflate the actual quality of a vehicle by using a line such as “It’s a real gem…had the oil changed every 

five hundred miles, kept it in a garage and only drove it every other Sunday” (4). The juxtaposition 

between the two is that whether appropriate or not, each will tell you exactly what you want to hear, 

which Barr thinks appeals to the “base, cowardly, weak elements of the American people and almost 

never brought out the higher, nobler traits that have made us great over the course of our history” (5).  

 Barr also challenges the accepted narrative of the Clinton presidency that mentions a growing 

economy, keeping the country safe, and giving everyone a better quality of life. Further, in the Clinton 

view of history, the “haters” massed into a right-wing conspiracy, took over several parts of the 

government, and attempted to discredit his image and take away hope from America. In the same vein, 

Barr states that Clinton was “limited only by his chutzpah—and his chutzpah, like his libido, was 

boundless” (7). Instead of the traditional inaccurate narrative, Barr wants to set the record straight and 

states this book is the “story of one man who finally decided enough was enough and resolved to take on 

the white house” (7). He continues that Clinton needed to be held accountable for his evil and a group of 

constitutionalists decided to do it, and they were successful, but only partially since the Senate failed to 

follow through with the impeachment. The reason Barr uses the term “evil” to describe the Clinton 

presidency is because it “permanently took personal freedoms away from American citizens whenever he 

thought it would generate positive headlines and in this sense Clinton was an evil president” (6).  Also, 

Barr states this is the story of a Republican party that (he thinks) wanted to keep Bill Clinton in office. 
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“There were numerous reasons many Republicans wanted Clinton to stay where he was, and I have no 

doubt that this party’s leaders conspired to get Clinton off the hook before, during, and after the 

impeachment trial” (8).  

Barr does not author this book as Republican or Democrat, but rather as a “constitutionalist, 

someone who believes that Founders got it right, a citizen who wants to live in a nation governed by the 

rules they laid out” (9). Also, he acknowledges that although constitutionalists are mostly Republican 

Party members, but that is not always the case, but overall he cares mostly about real principles. Finally, 

Barr states that he will “not mangle normally simple phrases for the sake of political correctness” (10). 

Therefore, “This story is too important (and I am too dedicated to telling the truth) to let it be crippled or 

undermined with an excessive concern for political correctness or hurt feelings” (10).      

Preface to 9/11: Clinton and National Security 

Barr contends that national security remains the foremost reason that Bill Clinton should have 

been impeached and removed. Barr alleges that the Clinton-Gore campaign incorporated the most vast 

and effective scheme to circumvent the law ever conceived and executed by an American Presidential 

campaign” (12). The accusation Barr posits is that President Clinton accepted illegal campaign donations 

from foreign sources that were equivalent to bribery and extortion. Further, the accusation continues that 

in return for the money, Clinton awarded favorable positions to John Huang and Charlie Trie. Much of the 

evidence collected about this issue was contained in reports prepared by then FBI Director Louis Freeh 

and federal prosecutor Charles LaBella. The Freeh and LaBella reports made a case that the charges 

constituted sufficient evidence of illegal behavior to require the appointment of an independent counsel. 

However, Attorney General Janet Reno did not appoint an independent counsel and instead turned to Lee 

Radek whom headed the public integrity section in the Department of Justice. Barr claims that Reno and 

Radek where under considerable political pressure to prevent the Clinton Administration from being 

implicated in any supposed wrongdoing and accordingly froze the FBI out of the investigation. Upon 

receipt of the memos from Freeh and LaBella, Barr states that “there is good reason Attorney General 

Janet Reno kept those documents hidden from public view...[because their release]...would have 

galvanized our efforts to focus the investigation of Clinton’s abuse of power on the national security 

matters that should have formed the heart of our inquiry” (14). Although these memos were released after 



the impeachment, most media outlets, according to Barr, largely ignored the contents of both even though 

they contain “extremely damning conclusions reached by some of the most respected law enforcement 

officials in America” (14).  

The Freeh memo concentrated on three categories of illegal activity: conspiring to violate 

campaign finance laws, selling access to the White House to a range of opportunists, and efforts by the 

People’s Republic of China and other countries to gain foreign policy influence by illegally contributing 

to U.S. political campaigns and to the DNC through domestic conduits. The LaBella memo is almost 

identical to the Freeh memo and claims the White House used its power and access to high level officials 

as “leverage to extract contributions from individuals who were themselves using access as a means to 

enhance their business opportunities” (15).  Barr thinks the FBI wanted to investigate the Clinton 

Administration from the top-down, while the Justice Department instead wanted to investigate from the 

bottom-up.            

Whereas the Clinton Administration had been active in seeking illegal campaign donations, the 

other criticisms Barr offers about the Administration and national security involves “inaction”. 

Specifically, the Clinton Administration was lax on the War on Drugs, especially in South America, an 

incident involving the Cheget nuclear switch  in Russia that was ignored, allowed the theft of U.S. 2

military secrets including missile technology by the Chinese Government, and hollowing out of the 

Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS). Under the direct command of Vice President Al Gore 

through his “Reinventing Government” initiative, the INS began a forced march toward creating more 

than one million new citizens prior to the 1996 elections under the “Citizenship USA Program” (27). Barr 

claims that this initiative was rushed in such a way that 1 in 5 that became citizens were not subjected to 

background checks, 1 in 10 of those granted citizenship had felony records in their native country, and 

accordingly the Clinton White House turned foreign felons into U.S. citizens with full rights and 

privileges (including the right to vote). Barr also criticizes the INS for not spending money on 

enforcement operations, which he argues led to the terrorist attacks on September 11, specifically because 

immigration laws were relaxed and as a result could not stop foreign nationals engaging in highly 

 The Cheget incident (or Black Brant Scare) started when a Norwegian missile test, that was meant to investigate atmospheric 2

phenomena, triggered a false alarm in Russia. In response, Russian President Boris Yeltsin activated the Cheget, a three button 
device which orders no nuclear strike, attempts to cancel a nuclear strike, or orders Armageddon” (23).    
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suspicious behavior. Two occasions are mentioned of President Clinton acting aggressively in foreign 

policy, but are discredited: (1) The strikes against a chemical factory in Sudan and training camps in 

Afghanistan followed after the President had testified before Kenneth Starr’s grand jury and (2) Bombing 

of Iraq for not complying with U.N. Weapons Inspectors occurred during the House of Representatives’ 

voting on the articles of impeachment. According to Barr, the most egregious failure of President Clinton 

was his “decision to repeatedly pass up opportunities to eliminate Osama bin Laden prior to the attacks on 

September 11, 2001” (31). Barr further criticizes in the same vein by stating, “The Clinton Administration 

failed to act against terrorism largely because it had a fixation with applying the American criminal justice 

process abroad in such a way that terrorists could be captured, brought to trial, and put in jail if 

convicted” (32). Barr calls this line of reasoning so absurd that most Americans with a high school 

education realize how absurd it is. By consistently failing to apply a realistic and consistent anti-terrorism 

policy, the Clinton Administration opened the U.S. to be victimized and ultimately it would be. 

Pimping Out the Presidency 

 Barr begins by heavily criticizing the Clinton Administration’s relationship with the Secret 

Service, particularly overruling or ignoring its recommendations about those invited to the White House. 

As Barr mentions, “By God, if they [Bill and Hillary Clinton] wanted criminals and agents of hostile 

foreign powers to hang out in the White House, no one was going to tell them no, particularly if “friends 

of Bill” were showing up with campaign cash” (41). Furthering on the argument that the Clinton White 

House was open to bribery, Barr continues, “One of the most outrageous things the Clinton team did was 

convert the White House into a mechanism for dispensing goodies to major donors and other political 

cronies” and “turning the Lincoln bedroom into the world’s most expensive hotel room available to any 

donor willing to pay the entrance fee” (42). Further, national representatives including the president are 

prohibited by federal law to solicit or receive contributions while on official duties or in a building owned 

by the U.S. Government, but both Bill Clinton and Al Gore were guilty of this violation on several 

occasions. “The vice president demonstrably broke the law more than eighty-six times, and there are 

numerous documents—such as memoranda and notes—indicating the president was also a repeat 

offender” (44). The alleged actions amounted to a “complex-money laundering scheme” wherein the 

Clinton-Gore campaign agreed to statutory spending caps and then raised millions of dollars in “soft 



money”. The “soft money” was then directed to the Democratic National Committee (DNC) and state 

Democratic parties and then returned to the Clinton-Gore Campaign in the form of checks written to the 

Clinton-Gore media consultants for independent advertisements. Additionally, Barr accuses the President 

and the DNC of offering positions on U.S. trade missions to anyone willing to donate $100,000 and that 

Hillary was the originator of this scheme.  

 Another considerable accusation is that the President vehemently blocked requests by Congress 

for information, no matter how small or insignificant. As an impact, the President began to invent legal 

authority and hide behind executive privilege to protect his actions. An interesting action using this 

authority was the politicization of Hillary as the designer of a national health insurance plan. Another was 

the creation of the “Secret Service Protective Privilege” which prevented agents from testifying under 

oath against the President if he violated the law in front of them. “The message here was simple: the law 

does not apply to Bill Clinton” because he could do whatever he wanted and get away with it (53).  

 Barr continues by listing the bad apples on Clinton’s staff, specifically: Sidney Blumenthal, Craig 

Livingstone, and Webster “Web” Hubbell. According to Barr, Blumenthal was “steeped in an inbred 

culture of intellectual snobbery and padded expense accounts, where the most pompous, snide, and 

arrogant writers survive” (55). Livingstone, who was the Director of White House Office Personnel 

Security, was the mastermind behind the “Filegate” scandal and responsible for the termination of FBI 

Chief Counsel Howard Shapiro. Hubbell, who worked with Hillary at Rose Law Firm and was appointed 

to as the third highest official in the Justice Department.  Barr claims that the activities of the Clinton 3

White House caused such a degree of “revulsion” that they may have played a role in “Vince Foster’s sad 

and lonely death at Fort Marcy Park” (58).  In the concluding criticisms of Clinton’s spoils system, Barr 4

mentions than Clinton “started handing out presidential pardons like candy” (embarrassing himself and 

 Hubbell was later convicted on tax evasion and spent time at the Cumberland Federal Correctional Facility and was bribed to 3

not provide evidence against President Clinton. 

 “As Deputy White House Counsel and personal lawyer to the Clintons, Foster bore the brunt of defending Bill and Hillary’s 4

frequent unconscionable and often illegal behavior” (58). Barr claims “a handful of senior White House staff conspired to 
obstruct justice at the behest of the First Lady Hillary Clinton, and the FBI, and ultimately Attorney General Janet Reno let them 
do it” (59).   
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many of his allies on Capitol Hill) and then permitted his staff to “systematically vandalize the White 

House on their way out the door, like a bunch of school kids playing a graduation day prank” (63).   5

Ripping Away at Our Rights Clinton and the Constitution 

 Barr claims that President Clinton took considerable efforts to undermine liberties granted in the 

bill of rights. Regarding the right to bear arms, the Clinton Administration used the Department of 

Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to hold “gun manufacturers responsible for the actions of 

criminals who use guns” (74). When Barr questioned the HUD’s top lawyer Gail Laster about this action 

at a subcommittee hearing, she said there was no “plan to bring any action on its own against the gun 

industry” (76). However, four months later such lawsuits were filed. In another attack on individual 

freedom, the Waco siege amounted to a poorly planned operation in which the Clinton Administration and 

Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms were eager for media attention. Federal law enforcement 

officials along with Clinton Administration political bosses decided to go in heavy, with guns blazing and 

cameras rolling. To justify the operation, a story about methamphetamine labs was developed and 

therefore the agencies involved sought military equipment, personnel, and training prior to the raid. “The 

result was one of the most disturbing incidents America had ever witnessed, the use of armored weapons 

and lethal gas by the U.S. government against our own citizens” (78). In another event involving Elian 

Gonzalez, Barr claims the Clinton Administration was weak on attacking terrorism globally but thought 

of Elian as such a severe threat to national security that he should be returned to Cuba with no expense 

spared. After the Oklahoma City bombing, the Clinton Administration offered a comprehensive anti-

terrorism bill, to which Barr thinks was a ploy used by the President to exert control over Congress. To 

prevent federal law enforcement agencies from getting too much unnecessary authority (specifically 

power to seize assets, conduct wiretaps without court orders, and force companies to provide private 

information about customers) Barr mentions his actions to build a coalition by writing “Dear Colleague” 

letters, meetings with the ACLU and NRA, and talking to the media. Through his efforts, Barr assembled 

 Clinton gave out 177 last minute pardons under “extremely questionable circumstance” to the result of an abuse of power that 5

was naked and obvious and baffled even the most staunch Clinton supporters. The pardons included Susan McDougal (who was 
involved in the Whitewater affair), Marc Rich (as a reward for his wife donating $450,000 to construct the Clinton Library in 
Arkansas), and others recommended by his family specifically Hillary’s brothers (Hugh and Tony) and Bill’s brother Roger. 



a surprise “group of libertarian-leaning conservatives and civil libertarian democrats that would pass an 

amendment removing many of the problematic provisions from the bill” (87).      

 “In addition to eroding the freedoms of large number of Americans though his assaults on our 

constitutional rights, Bill Clinton had virtually no respect for the legal rights of individual citizens”—

including the women whom he variously seduced, attempted to seduce, harassed, and assaulted (93). The 

victims of Clinton’s alleged actions are Paula Jones, Kathleen Willey, and Juanita Broaddrick. Regarding 

Paula Jones, the President requested sexual gratification, but when she refused Clinton allowed her to 

leave. Sometime later, the Clinton Administration settled the Jones dispute for $850,000. Willey, who was 

a witness in the Jones lawsuit, was groped in what she thought was sexual assault. Barr claims the 

Republican leadership in Congress was unconcerned after the not guilty impeachment verdict by the 

Senate. Broaddrick presents the most disturbing case that came to light during the impeachment 

proceedings, especially since she claims to have been raped by the President. According to Barr, “She 

suffered visible and painful wounds to her face from the attack” and when it ended she said “Clinton’s 

words were ‘You better get some ice for that’” (98). Since DNA evidence was not a developed technology 

at that time, it was Broaddrick’s word against Clinton’s. In conclusion Barr presents, “In my view—and 

that of many observers—Bill Clinton is a felonious sexual predator who used the power entrusted to him 

by the people of Arkansas and then the United States to cover up his actions” (99).            

Investigating Clinton: What Went Wrong? 

 Barr is “amazed that the Monica Lewinsky case is ultimately what got the President impeached”, 

especially since it’s so weak in comparison to the systematic damage Bill Clinton did to American 

national security, the office of the presidency, and the civil liberties of individual American citizens (104). 

In Barr’s opinion, these charges were much more troublesome, but were largely ignored or mishandled in 

Congress because of the Committees that would consider these issues. For example, when Congress 

considered the Whitewater Scandal, which followed the Waco hearing debacle, Republican leadership 

thought the Banking Committee would be the best idea. The problem is that on Banking Committee, the 

Democrats had “very discipled hardcore partisan” members who were weakly opposed by Republican 

“very-nice guys”. According to Barr, “Sitting in Banking hearings was often about as interesting as 

plopping down in the middle of a Midwestern farm and watching corn grow for eight hours 
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straight” (106). The evidence collected about the Clinton’s involvement in the Whitewater scandal was 

solid, but was mismanaged by Chairman Jim Leach. In another fiasco, the Government Reform and 

Oversight Committee was able to obtain recorded phone conservations of long-time Clinton confidant and 

former associate attorney general Web Hubbell. “The tapes contained damning evidence that Hubbell had 

accepted $700,000 in bribes for his silence on matters important to Bill and Hillary” (110). These tapes 

were released to the media, but the opportunity was squandered because of unnecessary editing and that 

they were handed out from a cardboard box in a whimsical manner similar to candy.  

 Barr also complains about the independent counsel statue, which allows the attorney general to 

appoint an independent person to investigate certain legal matters to prevent any conflicts of interest. The 

problem is that Attorney General Janet Reno appointed independent counsels to investigate small and 

insignificant issues in order to shy away from the most damning and important ones. Therefore, Clinton 

was investigated on Whitewater (which was fairly stale and extremely boring) “but not for encouraging 

foreign contributions or for allowing agents of Communist China to infiltrate the United States at the 

highest level” (112). Further, Barr criticized the Kenneth Starr report (which implicated Clinton’s 

involvement with Monica Lewinsky) because it took far too long to be completed as resulted in the 

national security charges against Clinton being ignored and impeachment continuing on the weaker 

accusations.    

On the Road to Impeachment 

 In early 1997, Barr mentions that the GOP did not have any intention to seek impeachment 

against President Clinton. However, even before he sought legislation to start the impeachment, Barr 

considered two cases he had worked while as a U.S Attorney as sufficient evidence to begin a campaign 

to go after the President. These cases were against: (1) Pat Swindall, who was involved in a money 

laundering scheme and convicted on charges of perjury that result in a sentence to federal prison and (2) A 

Ku Klux Klan leader in north Georgia who lied about his personal wealth in order to obtain a free 

transcript of the trial from a federal judge, but was rather wealth and subsequently convicted of lying 

under oath. Both cases presented actions that were “very similar to what Clinton had done, so [Barr] knew 

full well that such cases could be —and were—prosecuted” (123). To prevent the debacles mentioned the 

previous chapter, Barr thought the Judiciary Committee was the best spot in the House of Representatives 



to begin an impeachment resolution because the Committee was not influenced by lobbying and because 

the members were highly principled. Further, Barr wanted to make sure the inquiry was managed by the 

Judiciary Committee “since its staff of legal professionals and the sterling reputation of its Chairman 

Henry Hyde, made it the most credible and effective venue for conducting such an investigation” (139). 

In November 1997, Barr introduced the legislation to begin the impeachment process with 17 co-

sponsors, but this number soon increased to 31. In response to the press conference held announcing the 

intent for impeachment, President Clinton quibbled, “Well, Congressman Barr, as I remember, was the 

man who carried the NRA’s water to try to beat the Brady bill and the assault weapons ban, and he’s 

always had a rather extreme view of these things. I don’t really have any comment on that” (137). 

Therefore, the President and even members of Congress were not taking the impeachment efforts 

seriously, but this would change after Barr’s campaign to gain support.  

 The first show of support was at the Iowa Caucus where Barr wanted to get the presidential 

candidates for the 2000 election talking about impeachment which would benefit his later efforts. Barr 

describes how he traveled from Iowa to Idaho, California, Florida, Alaska, Ohio, and South Carolina. 

During the trip he mentions staying in various places ranging from a Motel Six with cigarette holes, ‘60s 

furniture and mildew to a plush $400 per night hotel paid by major GOP donors (143). The group that 

most supported his efforts was from FreeRepublic.com (called “Freepers”) and was an online community 

that believed deeply in the Constitution that evolved into a clearing point for activism. This group 

assembled a rally called “March of Justice” which was meant to “show the world that people in America 

gave a damn about these issues” and assemble an effective printed political ad campaign. In conclusion, 

Barr describes that the “work to turn up the heat gradually on impeachment played a critical part on two 

fronts: (1) it ensured that a deal (censure) was like likely when the Starr report finally ignited the 

[impeachment] process” and (2) “the work tipped the process in the House in favor of passage of the 

Articles of Impeachment” including support from conservative Democrats (156).          

Success in the House 

 In 1998, the Judiciary Committee began the process of preparing for the impeachment debate, 

especially following Barr’s impeachment campaign and the expected arrival of the Kenneth Starr report. 

As a result, Chairman of the Judiciary Committee Henry Hyde appointed an independent counsel David 
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Schippers. However, he met considerable resistance from the committee and according to Barr, 

“illustrates that our own team—even with the best of intentions—posed one of the most significant 

obstacles to success” (159). After the release of the Starr report, it was criticized as being airtight, but 

focused almost solely on the affair with Monica Lewinsky and left unmentioned the national security 

blunders that Barr thought would almost guarantee impeachment. This was further complicated by the 

presence of a national election and that the impeachment investigation could run into a new Congress. 

The fear being that a new Congress might not be so willing to consider impeachment. This climaxed 

when Republican party leaders ordered Henry Hyde “to stand down the Judiciary Committee 

investigation until after Election Day” which was meant to not lead to any controversial statements that 

might negatively impact the election. (163). After the election, the Judiciary Committee was encouraged 

to end the impeachment proceeding as soon as possible because further efforts after the new session of the 

House would not be funded, which meant that less than a month would be available for deep 

investigation. As a result, consideration of the more concrete national security bumblings of the Clinton 

Administration would be largely ignored. “When the Judiciary Committee voted on the Articles of 

Impeachment, the outcome was a straight party line vote, with one minor exception that occurred when 

one of the Republicans, Lindsey Graham (of South Carolina), voted against a single article but in favor of 

the other three” (174). The House passing the impeachment articles, according to Barr offered a moment 

of personal pride and “made all the sacrifices...during the past two years seem worthwhile” (175).  

 During the conclusion of the impeachment proceeding, Larry Flynt (acting in concert with the 

Democratic Party) offered a $1 million payment to anyone who produced evidence on any Republican 

who had engaged in illegal or extramarital activities. Barr mentions that he came under attack from Flynt 

on several occasions including: “perjury”, “urging his ex-wife to have an abortion”, but most significant a 

“whipped cream incident” (181,182 respectively). According to what Barr refers to as an urban legend, he 

allegedly licked whipped cream off the chest of a lady at a Leukemia Society fund raiser. As Barr corrects 

any misconception, the incident was actually “licking a teaspoon of whipped cream off the shoulder of a 

fully dressed participant” (182). However and most importantly, at the conclusion of the impeachment 

proceedings in the House, every member of the Republican caucus and more than thirty Democrats voted 



in favor of the impeachment inquiry. This is a considerable accomplishment since Barr’s campaign was 

once dismissed as a partisan joke.     

Failure in the Senate 

 Once the Articles of Impeachment were agreed upon by vote in the House of Representatives, 

they were passed to the Senate. “At the time of the trial, Senate Republican leaders faced a dilemma 

because “they badly wanted impeachment to go away, but they knew that if they summarily dismissed it, 

they would pay a political price; their conservative base would view them as gutless and weak, and their 

liberal opposition would beat them up for the same reason” (192). In January 1999, Chairman Henry 

Hyde and thirteen other House managers (including Barr) began presenting their case against the 

President. At the beginning of the proceeding, Barr recognized something was amiss, because the 

Republican leaders in the Senate sought a “bipartisan conference” even though they had a considerable 

majority. In criticism of this, Barr mentions the action amounted to “seeing how quickly the Senate 

Republicans could give the Democrats whatever they wanted” (193). The trial in the Senate amounted to 

nothing more than a show trial and made difficult future impeachment efforts.  

 On January 11 [1999], Chairman Hyde removed Barr “from the team that would be cross 

examining witnesses and would be replaced by Bill McCollum from Florida” (195). Barr mentions that he 

had been attacked on many occasions in his career in Congress, but this one stung the worst. Additionally, 

he was irritated because the House delegation had spent considerable time trying to shrink the witness list 

that would be cross examined down to only the most significant individuals, but those efforts were 

undercut when the Senate decided to only allow three witnesses. Those witnesses were Monica Lewinsky, 

Vernon Jordan, and Sidney Blumenthal. Doubtless, Monica Lewinsky was an important witness, but the 

other two were strong supporters of the President and could not be expected to provide incriminating 

evidence. To further complicate the trial, the Senate put those testifying on a clock which severely 

constrained the questions that could be asked. As an impact, if a witness wanted to dodge a question all 

that was required was to ramble on until time expired. On February 12 [1999], the Senate began voting on 

the Articles of Impeachment and found the President not guilty on all counts, even on the counts of 

perjury and obstruction of justice which most agreed were slam dunks. In an interesting vote, Arlen 

Specter determined (using Scottish law) that instead of voting guilty or not guilty, he would vote “not 
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proved”.  According to Barr, “this nonsense seemed in many respects to epitomize the whole Senate 

reaction to having to deal with the messiness of an impeachment trial in the first place” (212). In 

conclusion, Barr expressed considerable irritation that more important issues such as neglect of national 

security and abuse of power were ignored and instead focus was on a sexual scandal that was weak at 

best.    

Liberalism, Conservatism, and Clintonism 

 Barr criticizes President Clinton for rejecting national principles and started his presidency off to 

fail by feeling forced to appoint a female attorney general. Doubtless, this drove the Clinton White House 

nuts along with the Republican Party. Furthering in this logic, Barr mentions that he was able to defeat 

Buddy Darden in the 1994 election because Darden forgot about his base. According to Barr, “[Darden] 

forgot for one brief term in Congress that there’s one thing you do not raise in West Georgia—taxes—and 

one thing you do not take away from citizens—their guns” (217).  

 `In the harshest language of this book, Barr condemns the Republican Party for wanting to keep 

the President in office for three reasons: (1) keeping Clinton in office exposed him to constant media 

attention, the expectation of another scandal, and prevent the possibility of Al Gore being elected 

president, (2) comfortable working relationship with Clinton because occasionally he would favor 

Republican policies such as Welfare Reform, Defense of Marriage Act, and the Balanced Budget Act of 

1997, and (3) the Republican party was too scared (226, 227 respectively).   

Righting History: The Clinton Legacy 

 In conclusion to his book, Barr classifies Clinton as a failed president because he had the 

“opportunity required for greatness, but suffered from fundamental character flaws” (236). After the 

impeachment, the Clinton Administration had no support in Congress and instead of seeking legislation, 

served a custodial role until the end of the term. As a result, the Clinton presidential legacy is one of 

damaged institutions, economic mismanagement, and ruined lives.    


