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AC : "Dysfunctional partnerships should be dissolved. The President should have divorced prior to
indulging his sexual appetite. Sexual exclusivity is an integral - possibly the most important - section

of the marriage contract. The President ignored his vows, dishonoured his word, breached his contract
with the First Lady."

DC : "People stay together only if they feel that the foundation upon which they based their relationship
is still sound. Mr. Clinton and Mrs. Clinton redefined their marriage to exclude sexual exclusivity, an
impossibility under the circumstances. But they did not exclude companionship and friendship. It is
here that the President may have sinned, in lying to his best friend, his wife. Adultery is committed only
when a party strays out of the confines of the marital contract. | postulate that the President was well
within his agreement with Mrs. Clinton when he sought sexual gratification elsewhere."

AC : "Adultery is a sin not only against the partner. The marriage contract is signed by three parties :
the man, the woman and God between them. The President sinned against God. This cannot be
ameliorated by any human approval or permission. Whether his wife accepted him as he is and
disregarded his actions - is irrelevant. And if you are agnostic or an atheist, still you can replace the
word "God' by the words "Social Order'. President Clinton's behaviour undermines the foundations of
our social order. The family is the basic functional unit and its proper functioning is guaranteed by the
security of sexual and emotional exclusivity. To be adulterous is to rebel against civilization. It is an act
of high social and moral treason."

DC : "While | may share your nostalgia - | am compelled to inform you that even nostalgia is not what it
used to be. There is no such thing as "The Family'. There are a few competing models, some of them
involving only a single person and his or her offspring. There is nothing to undermine. The social order
is in such a flux that it is impossible to follow, let alone define or capture. Adultery is common. This
could be a sign of the times - or the victory of honesty and openness over pretension and hypocrisy.
No one can cast a stone at President Clinton in this day and age."


http://www.natural-aging.com
http://www.natural-aging.com

The Impeachment of the President of the USA - Part IlI

AC : "But that's precisely it ! The President is not a mirror, a reflection of the popular will. Our President
is a leader with awesome powers. These powers were given to him to enable him to set example, to
bear a standard - to be a standard. | do demand of my President to be morally superior to me - and
this is no hypocrisy. This is a job description. To lead, a leader needs to inspire shame and guilt
through his model. People must look up to him, wish they were like him, hope, dream, aspire and
conspire to be like him. A true leader provokes inner tumult, psychological conflicts, strong emotions -
because he demands the impossible through the instance of his personality. A true leader moves
people to sacrifice because he is worthy of their sacrifice, because he deserves it. He definitely does
not set an example of moral disintegration, recklessness, short—sightedness and immaturity. The
President is given unique power, status and privileges - only because he has been recognized as a
unique and powerful and privileged individual. Whether such recognition has been warranted or not is
what determines the quality of the presidency."”

DC : "Not being a leader, or having been misjudged by the voters to be one - do not constitute
impeachable offences. | reject your view of the presidency. It is too fascist for me, it echoes with the
despicable Fuhrerprinzip. A leader is no different from the people that elected him. A leader has strong
convictions shared by the majority of his compatriots. A leader also has the energy to implement the
solutions that he proposes and the willingness to sacrifice certain aspects of his life (like his privacy) to
do so. If a leader is a symbol of his people - then he must, in many ways, be like them. He cannot be
as alien as you make him out to be. But then, if he is alien by virtue of being superior or by virtue of
being possessed of superhuman qualities - how can we, mere mortals, judge him ? This is the logical
fallacy in your argument : if the President is a symbol, then he must be very much similar to us and we
should not subject him to a judgement more severe than the one meted to ourselves. If the President is
omnipotent, omniscient, omnipresent, or otherwise, superhuman - then he is above our ability to judge.
And if the President is a standard against whom we should calibrate our lives and actions - then he
must reflect the mores of his times, the kaleidoscopic nature of the society that bred him, the flux of
norms, conventions, paradigms and doctrines which formed the society which chose him. A standard
too remote, too alien, too detached - will not do. People will ignore it and revert to other behavioural
benchmarks and normative yardsticks. The President should, therefore, be allowed to be "normal”, he
should be forgiven. After all forgiveness is as prominent a value as being truthful.

AC : "This allowance, alas, cannot be made. Even if | were to accept your thesis about "The President
as a regular Human Being' - still his circumstances are not regular. The decisions that he faces - and
very frequently — affect the lives of billions. The conflicting pressures that he is under, the gigantic
amounts of information that he must digest, the enormity of the tasks facing him and the strains and
stresses that are surely the results of these - all call for a special human alloy. If cracks are found in
this alloy in room temperature - it raises doubts regarding its ability to withstand harsher conditions. If
the President lies concerning a personal matter, no matter how significant - who will guarantee
veracity rather than prevarication in matters more significant to us ? If he is afraid of a court of law -
how is he likely to command our armies in a time of war ? If he is evasive in his answers to the Grand
Jury - how can we rely on his resolve and determination when confronting world leaders and when
faced with extreme situations ? If he loses his temper over petty matters - who will guarantee his
coolheadedness when it is really required ? If criminal in small, household matters - why not in the
international arena ?"
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DC : "Because this continuum is false. There is little correlation between reactive patterns in the
personal realms - and their far relatives in the public domain. Implication by generalization is a logical
fallacy. The most adulterous, querulous, and otherwise despicable people have been superb, far
sighted statesmen. The most generous, benevolent, easygoing ones have become veritable political
catastrophes. The public realm is not the personal realm writ large. It is true that the leader's
personality interacts with his circumstances to yield policy choices. But the relevance of his sexual
predilections in this context is dubious indeed. It is true that his morals and general conformity to a
certain value system will influence his actions and inactions - influence, but not determine them. It is
true that his beliefs, experience, personality, character and temperament will colour the way he does
things - but rarely what he does and rarely more than colour. Paradoxically, in times of crisis, there is a
tendency to overlook the moral vices of a leader (or, for that matter, his moral virtues). If a proof was
needed that moral and personal conduct are less relevant to proper leadership - this is it. When it
really matters, we ignore these luxuries of righteousness and get on with the business of selecting a
leader. Not a symbol, not a standard bearer, not a superman. Simply a human being - with all the
flaws and weaknesses of one - who can chart the water and navigate to safety flying in the face of
adverse circumstances.”

AC : "Like everything else in life, electing a leader is a process of compromise, a negotiation between
the ideal and the real. | just happen to believe that a good leader is the one who is closer to the ideal.
You believe that one has to be realistic, not to dream, not to expect. To me, this is mental death. My
criticism is a cry of the pain of disillusionment. But if | have to choose between deluding myself again
and standing firmly on a corrupt and degenerate ground - | prefer, and always will, the levity of
dreams.”

Sam Vaknin is the author of Malignant Self Love — Narcissism Revisited and After the Rain — How the
West Lost the East. He is a columnist for Central Europe Review, United Press International (UPI) and
eBookWeb and the editor of mental health and Central East Europe categories in The Open Directory,
Suite101 and searcheurope.com. Visit Sam's Web site at http://samvak.tripod.com
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In the hallways of the Smithsonian, two moralists are debating the impeachment of the President of the
United States of America, Mr. William Jefferson Clinton. One is clearly Anti—Clinton (AC) the other, a
Democrat (DC), is not so much for him as he is for the rational and pragmatic application of moral
principles.

AC (expectedly): "The President should be impeached".

DC (no less expectedly) ; "But, surely, even you are not trying to imply that he has committed high
crimes and misdemeanours, as the Constitution demands as grounds for the impeachment of a sitting
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President !"

AC : "But | do. Perjury is such a high crime because it undermines the very fabric of trust between
fellow citizens and between the citizen and the system of justice, the courts.”

DC : "A person is innocent until proven guilty. No sound proof of perjurious conduct on behalf of the
President has been provided as yet. Perjurious statements have to be deliberate and material. Even if
the President deliberately lied under oath - his lies were not material to a case, which was later
dismissed on the grounds of a lack of legal merit. Legal hairsplitting and jousting are an integral part of
the defence in most court cases, civil and criminal. It is a legitimate - and legal - component of any
legal battle, especially one involving interpretations, ambiguous terminology and the substantiation of
intentions. The President should not be denied the procedural and substantive rights available to all the
other citizens of his country. Nor should he be subjected to a pre—judgment of his presumed guilt."

AC : "This, precisely, is why an impeachment trial by the Senate is called for. It is only there that the
President can credibly and rigorously establish his innocence. All | am saying is that IF the President is
found by the Senate to have committed perjury - he should be impeached. Wherever legal hairsplitting
and jousting is permissible as a legal tactic - it should and will be made available to the President. As
to the pre—judgment by the Press - | agree with you, there is no place for it but, then, in this the
President has been treated no differently than others. The pertinent fact is that perjury is a high
misdemeanour, in the least, that is, an impeachable offence."

DC : "It was clearly not the intention of the Fathers of our Constitution to include perjury in the list of
impeachable offences. Treason is more like it. Moreover, to say that the President will receive a fair
trial from the hands of his peers in the Senate - is to lie. The Senate and its committees is a political
body, heavily tilted, currently, against the President. No justice can be had where politics rears its ugly
head. Bias and prejudice will rule this mock trial."

AC : "Man is a political animal, said the Greek philosophers of antiquity. Where can you find an
assembly of people free of politics ? What is this discourse that we are having if not a political one ? Is
not the Supreme Court of the land a politically appointed entity ? The Senate is no better and no
worse, it is but a mirror, a reflection of the combined will of the people. Moreover, in pursuing the

procedures of impeachment - the Senate will have proved its non—political mettle in this case. The
nation, in all opinion polls, wants this matter dropped. If it is not - it is a proof of foresight and civil
courage, of leadership and refusal to succumb to passing fads."

DC : "And what about my first argument - that perjury, even once proven, was not considered by the
authors of the Constitution to have been an impeachable offence ?"

AC : "The rules of the land - even the Constitution - are nothing but an agreement between those who
subscribe to it and for as long as they do. It is a social contract, a pact. Men - even the authors of the
Constitution — being mortal, relegated the right to amend it and to interpret it to future generations. The
Constitution is a vessel, each generation fills it as it sees fit. It is up to us to say what current meaning
this document harbours. We are not to be constrained by the original intentions of the authors. These
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intentions are meaningless as circumstances change. It is what we read into the Constitution that
forms its specific contents. With changing mores and values and with the passage of events - each
generation generates its own version of this otherwise immortal set of principles."

DC : "l find it hard to accept that there is no limit to this creative deconstruction. Surely it is limited by
common sense, confined to logic, subordinate to universal human principles. One can stretch the
meanings of words only thus far. It takes a lot of legal hairsplitting to bring perjury - not proven yet -
under one roof with treason."

AC : "Let us ignore the legal issues and leave them to their professionals. Let us talk about what really
bothers us all, including you, | hope and trust. This President has lied. He may have lied under oath,
but he definitely lied on television and in the spacious rooms of the White House. He lied to his family,
to his aides, to the nation, to Congress ..."

DC : "For what purpose do you enumerate them ?"

AC : "Because it is one thing to lie to your family and another thing to lie to Congress. A lie told to the
nation, is of a different magnitude altogether. To lie to your closest aides and soi dissant confidantes -
again is a separate matter ..."

DC : "So you agree that there are lies and there are lies ? That lying is not a monolithic offence ? That
some lies are worse than others, some are permissible, some even ethically mandatory ?"

AC : "No, I do not. To lie is to do a morally objectionable thing, no matter what the circumstances. It is
better to shut up. Why didn't the President invoke the Fifth Amendment, the right not to incriminate
himself by his own lips ?"

DC : "Because as much information is contained in abstaining to do something as in doing it and
because if he did so, he would have provoked riotous rumours. Rumours are always worse than the
truth. Rumours are always worse than the most defiled lie. It is better to lie than to provoke rumours."

AC : "Unless your lies are so clearly lies that you provoke rumours regarding what is true, thus inflicting
a double blow upon the public peace that you were mandated to and undertook to preserve ..."

DC : "Again, you make distinctions between types of lies - this time, by their efficacy. | am not sure this
is progress. Let me give you examples of the three cases : where one would do morally well to tell the
truth, where one would achieve morally commendable outcomes only by lying and the case where

lying is as morally permissible as telling the truth. Imagine a young sick adult. Her life is at peril but can
be saved if she were to agree to consume a certain medicine. This medicament, however, will render
her sterile. Surely, she must be told the truth. It should be entirely her decision how to continue his life :
in person or through her progeny. Now, imagine that this young woman, having suffered greatly
already, informed her doctor that should she learn that her condition is terminal and that she needs to
consume medicines with grave side effects in order to prolong it or even to save it altogether - she is
determined to take her life and has already procured the means to do so. Surely, it is mandatory to lie
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to this young woman in order to save her life. Imagine now the third situation : that she also made a
statement that having a child is her only, predominant, all pervasive, wish in life. Faced with two
conflicting statements, some may choose to reveal the truth to her - others, to withhold it, and with the
same amount of moral justification.”

AC : "And what are we to learn from this ?"

DC : "That the moral life is a chain of dilemmas, almost none of which is solvable. The President may
have lied in order to preserve his family, to protect his only child, to shield his aides from embarrassing
legal scrutiny, even to protect his nation from what he perceived to have been the destructive zeal of
the special prosecutor. Some of his lies should be considered at least common, if not morally
permissible."

AC : "This is a slippery slope. There is no end to this moral relativism. It is a tautology. You say that in
some cases there are morally permissible reasons to lie. When | ask you how come - you say to me
that people lie only when they have good reasons to lie. But this the crux of your mistake : good
reasons are not always sufficient, morally permissible, or even necessary reasons. Put more plainly :
no one lies without a reason. Does the fact that a liar has a reason to lie - absolve him ?"

DC : "Depends what is the reason. This is what | tried to establish in my little sad example above. To
lie about a sexual liaison - even under oath - may be morally permissible if the intention is to shield
other meaningful individuals from harm, or in order to buttress the conditions, which will allow one to
fulfil one's side of a contract. The President has a contract with the American people, sealed in two
elections. He has to perform. It is his duty no less than he has a duty to tell the truth. Conflict arises
only when two equally powerful principles clash. The very fact that there is a controversy in the public
demonstrates the moral ambiguity of this situation. The dysfunction of the American presidency has
already cost trillions of dollars in a collapsing global economy. Who knows how many people died and
will die in the pursuit of the high principle of vincit omnia veritas (the truth always prevails) ? If | could
prove to you that one person - just one person — committed suicide as a result of the financial turmoil
engendered by the Clinton affair, would you still stick to your lofty ideals ?"

AC : "You inadvertently, | am sure, broached the heart of this matter. The President is in breach of his
contracts. Not one contract - but many. As all of us do - he has a contract with other fellow beings, he
is a signatory to a Social Treaty. One of the articles of this treaty calls to respect the Law by not lying
under oath. Another calls for striving to maintain a generally truthful conduct towards the other
signatories. The President has a contract with his wife, which he clearly violated, by committing
adultery. Professing to be a believing man, he is also in breach of his contract with his God as set forth
in the Holy Scriptures. But the President has another, very powerful and highly specific contract with
the American people. It is this contract that has been violated savagely and expressly by the
President."

DC : "The American people does not seem to think so, but, prey, continue ..."

(continued)
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