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Introduction
Ironically, the mastermind behind 9/11, Osama Bin Laden, vowed to destroy the United States, and the executive branch of American government proved to be his accomplice in bringing this about with respect to American democracy. After the attack, executive powers were extra legally expanded, with many initiatives being secretive. Surveillance powers were expanded in violation of American civil rights to privacy. Hundreds were incarcerated, killed and tortured without public oversight or due process. Many of them were American citizens. The President usurped expanded powers as commander and chief that violated statutes of international law on the conduct of war.  Indeed, the celebrated historian Arthur Schlesinger Jr. (2004), who popularized the term “imperial presidency” as descriptive metaphor explaining the presidential abuse of power in American political history, announced its rebirth following 9/11. Jack Goldsmith (2007), an attorney with the Justice Department, referred to the process of usurpation of political power as the “terror presidency.” Bush went well beyond constitutional constraints in statute and spirit in perpetrating his war on terror. American democracy recoils from the authoritarian machinations. This article tries to explain the power dynamics behind his political coup. In doing so, it casts light on how Bush employed levers of influence across the four principal dimensions or faces of power. Section 1 explains the changes across law and policy perpetrated by Bush. Section 2 explains the four dimensions of power. Section 3 applies the very specific power dynamics of each dimension to the Bush war on terror. Section 4 discusses the greater theoretical implications for understanding power dynamics in times of crisis, with a specific application to American democracy in the era of Donald Trump.

1.What Happened

Robert Higgs in Crisis and Leviathan (2005) documents a long tradition in American political history of leaders using crises (especially war and recession) to push American politics in a more authoritarian direction. The “siege mentality” of such crises were used to impose greater limits on economic freedom and rationalize the growth of government in regulations and institutions.  Such events undermined the idea of the stability of a “peacetime constitution” and made the political system contextual. Moreover, the changes made due to the crises demonstrated a ratchet effect on political institutions. Changes made in a step-level function forged a new and irreversible path toward new standards in the size of government and the reach of regulation and law. The impact of crises and their consequential impact on institutions was never uniform across history. How far the transformations went were dependent on other factors, especially with respect to the receptivity of agents and publics of the various periods. When ideological dispositions embraced the changes, the transformation was all the more extensive. Transformations were not as evident when ideologies were resistant. 
	The crisis of 9/11 followed this pattern, but in a more pernicious way. In past cases, the restrictions of freedoms and democratic rollback were accompanied by initiatives that promoted democratic practices in other ways. During the Civil War Lincoln expanded military control and suspended due process in various contexts; but he freed the slaves, increased federal land grants through the Homestead act and enhanced public education through the Morrill Act. Similarly, FDR during World War II incarcerated Japanese Americans and suspended freedoms for the media, but he instituted the G.I. bill, ended discrimination in the defense industry and consolidated the American welfare state. In the case of 9/11 the political transformation was not mediated by similar safeguards for the rights and freedoms of Americans under the constitution. If anything, the government relented as a guarantor of rights in housing, education, employment and law enforcement (Suri 2017). A recent collection of essays on Fascism in American wrestles with the possibility that what Paxton (2004) called the “staples of Fascism” are alive and well in American political culture (Meiers 2010 and Steinmetz-Jenkins 2024). 
	Shortly after 9/11 Condoleezza Rice asked the National Security Council to take advantage of this crisis to “change American doctrine” and “shape the world” and increase military spending . The New American Century Project, comprised of many pro-military actors, had noted that a “catastrophic and catalyzing event” was needed to increase military spending. Here was that event (Higgs, 2005, pp. 84,181).
	The American Civil Liberties Union (2001) described the Patriot Act of 2001 as follows
	Just six weeks after the September 11 attacks, a panicked Congress passed the 	“USA/Patriot Act,” an overnight revision of the nation’s surveillance laws that vastly 	expanded the government’s authority to spy on its own citizens, while simultaneously 	reducing checks and balances on those powers like judicial oversight, public 	accountability, and the ability to challenge government searches in court.
	After the terrorist assault of 9/11, a new and massive executive department with broad powers to police American and foreign societies was created in the Department of Homeland Security. There was a step-level increase in electronic surveillance of the American public and a militarization of domestic police forces. The Act empowered government intrusion into the lives of citizens in violation of fundamental constitutional rights of privacy. First, it allowed unchecked power to obtain heretofore private information about citizens from third parties (doctors, employers, libraries, travel agents, etc) without constitutional safeguards that allowed such intrusion only under certain conditions (foreign agents, criminal suspicion, judicial oversight), and without transparency. Citizens would not be aware of these searches. Moreover, the searches would extend to activities protected under the First Amendment. Second, it opened the door to secret searches, and in doing so scuttled the “knock and announce” principle of the Fourth Amendment to the Constitution, which states that the government must alert citizens prior to searches of their property. Third, it extended exceptions to wiretaps and searches for foreign intelligence beyond “probable cause,” again, in violation of the Fourth Amendment. Finally, the Patriot Act expanded exceptions to the wiretap beyond the “pen register” condition in two ways: by allowing a judge in any jurisdiction to allow a wiretap in any other jurisdiction, and also it expanded surveillance over the internet (Suri 2017 and ACLU 2001). 
	In terms of non-surveillance provisions, it rolled back civil rights in other fundamental ways. It empowered the Director of Central Intelligence to identify domestic threats through surveillance, something that went on illicitly in the 1970s when the CIA was spying on American protest groups. Furthermore, it created a completely new blanket category of “domestic terrorism,” which had manifold consequences for citizens. American’s could now be classified as terrorists if their activities “involved acts dangerous to human life” or could “influence the policy of a government by intimidation or coercion.” Moreover, the Act granted the Attorney General  almost unlimited power over non-citizens implicated in activities deemed as such. They could be deported or held indefinitely without trial in the event no country would accept them (ACLU 2001).
	Bush also went well beyond Congressional oversight of Commander and Chief authority in responding to the terrorist threat. In this respect, he continued a prior assault on legislative involvement in wartime operations.  Nixon’s secret campaign in Cambodia, in extending the Vietnam War without Congressional consent, actually pushed Congress to re-establish its exclusive authority over American military operations, as set forth in Articles I and II of the Constitution with the War Powers Act. The Act has in fact been violated consistently by Presidents wishing to exercise executive prerogative over interventions. The authority of presidential power over war was expanded after 9/11 in a joint resolution called the Authorization for Use of Military Force of 2001 (AUMF). Specifically, the act only targeted the parties responsible for the September 11 terrorist attack, but it has been consistently used to step beyond its legal mandate by every President from Bush onward.  Since 2001, the act has been used by Presidents to intervene far and wide in geographic scope and operations: Afghanistan, Georgia, Yemen Iraq, Djibouti, Kenya, Ethiopia, Somalia, Eritrea and the Philippine’s. Interestingly, the rationale of “counter-terror” threats have inspired interventions in 85 nations, 22 of which were ordered under AUMF jurisdiction. However, it is clearly stated in Section 2 (2) of the Act that nothing in the resolution supersedes any requirement in the War Powers Resolution. Hence, legally the AUMF is strictly bound under the guidelines established by the greater War Powers Act, and hence under strict Congressional authority (Meiers 2010 and Barron and Lederman 2008).
	The atrocities at the Guantanamo detention center in Cuba and at the Abu Ghraib prison complex in Iraq are tragically emblematic of the suspension of human rights both under US and international law regarding human treatment of detainees.  Above and beyond the absence of proper due process rights, the atrocities against the detainees have been well chronicled: murder, corporal desecration, torture, rape, sexual humiliation, limited due process, detention without trial, and physical abuse. In the roughly two decades of the center’s operations, it has indefinitely detained 780 Muslim men and boys, few having actually been charged with a crime and none having received a fair trial. Amnesty International (2024) states:
	“The facilities at Guantánamo have become emblematic of the gross human rights 	abuses and torture perpetrated by the US government in the name of counterterrorism.” 
Notwithstanding the SCOTUS ruling in Hamdan v Rumsfeld and the Bush administration’s rhetoric insisting on its compliance under human rights statutes, the illegal treatment of detainees has continued to this very day. As of 2023, Guantanamo still held 30 prisoners, 16 being cleared for release but still detained. The atrocities at Abu Ghraib prison were part of the wider assault against enemy combatants in Bush’s war on terrorism evident in Afghanistan and Guantanamo. News of atrocities at the prison made a large splash in media, with a number of commanders reprimanded and prison attendants convicted of crimes and sentenced to prison. In 2004, President Bush and Donald Rumsfeld actually apologized for these dispicable events at the prison (Hingham and Stephens 2004 and Amnesty 2004).





2.The Four Dimensions of Power

What have become known as the four faces or dimensions of power are representative of much of the foundational work on power and reflect a conceptual architecture that offers a myriad of possibilities for understanding how power relationships manifest themselves (Haugaard 2020 and Lukes 2021). It is through this categorical lens that I will evaluate how Bush subverted democracy in the US after the crisis of 9/11. The following description of the dimensions or faces is a brief summary of more complicated and elegant power dynamics, but it serves as a useful tool for illuminating the historical case in question.
	In the first dimension, of which Dahl’s works (1957 and 1961) are seminal contributions, the focus is on the direct “relation of people” or actors. This is not structural (i.e., meta-) power, in that influence is manifest by who wins direct contests over outcomes or decisions (Lukes 2021 and Haugaard 2020). There are no fundamental underlying structures that determine the nature of the playing field on which a contest plays out. What matters here is to identify the relative power among competing actors based on their resources. The emphasis in ascertaining the balance of influence among these actors is on comparing these resources in any given interaction. A has power over B because A is endowed with superior “resources” relative to B’s resources to make  B bend to their will.  Dahl (1957, p. 203 and 1973, pp. 223-228) defines power “resources” as both tangible and intangible means (e.g., opportunities, acts, wealth, control over information, popularity, legitimacy) that can be exploited by one actor “to effect the behavior of another”. In an environment where influence is transparently contested, changes in relative power among competing actors can lead to malign competition. This first face of power most overtly embraces overt conflicts between actors as determinants of relative influence, and hence it represents the most fertile ground for understanding the most direct and observable contests between actors seeking influence over one another. The endowments of power are directly visible in the arena of contest, such that any movement displacing actors relative to one another are perfectly indicative of who has greater power over whom.
	The other three faces of power contemplate power as a meta-phenomenon that fundamentally endogenizes elements from the first face. In these visions, changes in material resources and direct contests that employ those resources are not the principal determinants of outcomes in contests among actors. The outcomes are configured within a pre-determined bargaining space that represents the true balance of influence among actors. Direct contests effected through resources are epiphenomenal. So any over displacement of actors in an arena of conflict or bargaining cannot truly indicate who has power over whom. The second face of power contemplates the structured context of interaction. In the work of Bachrach and Baratz (1962) and those who were immediately influenced by their work, such as Crenson (1971), terms such as the architecture of “non-decisions” and “agenda” control have been used to describe these manifestations of power. Either dominant actors determine which contests will play out over which political venues, or there is a bias that is internalized within the social order. In some cases “decisions” may be forthcoming in instances where dominant actors allow choices among competing alternatives, in others there is a shared consensus on the alternatives, which is just assumed by powerful and less powerful alike.  In either case, this would be a skewed bargaining space. As with the first face of power, the second face is characterized by manifest conflict, but the conflict is over structures and institutions rather than within structures and institutions in which decisions are made. Direct contests among actors occur within structures that pre-determine the balance of influence and bargaining within those direct contests in a first dimension contest (Lukes 2021, Haugaard 2020, and Bachrach and Baratz 1962).
	Third-dimensional power environments have abated many of the manifest elements of conflict because there is greater conformity of interests in such social spaces. The structures within which more direct contests take place are still quite skewed in favor of authoritative or influential actors. The structures are far more ideational than the second face, which contemplates institutional arrangements as prevailing fora for conflict or bargaining. We are speaking primarily of dominant ideas here. There is much in this vision of power that recalls Marxist ideas of “dominant ideologies.”  Authority in this dimension of power is far more ensconced than it is in the first two faces, as conflict is more muted due to the legitimation functions of the dominant ideologies: i.e., competing agents appearing to want the same things. Hence, direct conflicts are less forthcoming. However, it is possible for subordinate actors to see outside of the matrix of domination, and ascertain the bias in prevailing power structures. Conflict, even if primarily “latent,” is still destabilizing. Indeed, Marxist scholars themselves have envisioned themselves as a phalanx in bringing about an ideological epiphany among the subjugated groups. The work of Gramsci (1971) on hegemony best encapsulates the power dynamics in this third face. Capitalism legitimated itself through prevailing ideations about the place of individuals in the hierarchy of privilege. Ideations that filtered to the working classes made the division of labor seem fair and publically advantageous. Hence, the skewed remuneration in the division of labor did not manifest itself as victimization. Rather it was seen as the proper order of things. Lukes’ (2021) contributions in his radical view of power also wrestles with the question of how individuals in a skewed bargaining space consent to domination. He also shares an epistemological orientation about how authority is legitimated.  For both, the dominant ideas that govern social relations are in perfect accord with interests of the dominant groups.[footnoteRef:1] In this vision, power over ideas renders power over consciousness.  [1:  Actually Gramsci (1971) is closer to Foucault’s power-knowledge vision in his treatment of hegemony. People become subjects as a result of both institutions and ideations (more ontological than Lukes): what he calls “superstructures” are a collection of forces (both concrete and epistemic) that legitimate the capitalist division of labor.] 

	A fourth dimension of power is most often identified in Foucault’s logic regarding the social construction of subjects. This vision of power also explains how domination can generate consent. If the third dimension is epistemological, the fourth dimension is ontological.  It contemplates a constitutive ontology.   Domination is seen as a process of constructivist subjectification, where individual agency is socially constructed in a way that produces subjects. Hence, there is a synthesis among prevailing social and individual ideations. But the area of domination is far more pervasive than ideas, as it is integrated within all prevailing institutions that exist within and govern a society. As Foucault (1980, pps. 97,98) notes “subjects....are constituted through a multiplicity of organisms, forces, energies, materials, desires, thoughts, etc.” Fourth dimension power is conceptualized as being at the inner sanctum of a society’s most preeminent structures and deep psychology about the natural order of human relations. Here, the reach of social structures and how they impact on human agency is pervasive: they are manifest in all institutions and forms of knowledge that surround individuals in any given society. Indeed, the reality facing an individual is constructed from all of building blocks undergirding a social order. The deep logic penetrates to the psychological core, as it comprises the most intimately held beliefs about an individual’s identity and how this identity fits within a given social order. Moreover, there is a historical ontology that lays a psychological foundation in this deep logic: this is Foucaultian “power-knowledge” or “discursive formations.” In Foucault’s work (1979), there is emphasis upon the internalization of discipline and self-restraint. Therefore, the socially constructed system turns consent into self-discipline as individuals internalize the dictates of authority. They become their own monitors and oppressors. 

3.Theoretical Evaluation of the Bush Coup
How did Bush subvert democracy? At a greater level of political process in democracies, crisis changes the power dynamic by sending power to the top, or the executive. This is actually written into the American Constitution, which is why the President is commander and chief. But in crises Presidents have gone beyond the statutes and employed extra-constitutional means. Lincoln durng the Civil War, Wilson during WWI and FDR during World War II. FDR’s handling of the Great Depression is a classic example as well, as he was passing laws almost by decree for the first months of the crisis (Higgs 2005). Goldsmith (2007, p. 183) notes, “Presidents throughout American history have used the threat of war or emergency to expand presidential powers in ways that later seemed unrelated or unnecessary to the crisis.” Bush followed suit after the crisis of 9/11. However, the administration’s usurpation of power under the shield of democratic safeguards was far more complicated than a mere deference to executive power in the face of threat. A fuller understanding of how the coup was perpetrated is better achieved through the lens of the differing manifestations of power across the four principal dimensions that power theorists have offered to scrutinize how influence is achieved in any social or political system. I evaluate each in order.  

First Dimension Analysis
At the first dimension of power, there was direct confrontation between the Bush administration and the government on conducting his war against terror. Barron and Lederman (2008, p. 693) note that the Bush administration was pro-active in usurping greater autonomy for the conduct of his foreign policy after 9/11. His lawyers were not satisfied with prospects of traditional Congressional “timidity” in the aftermath of the attack. They went on a legal crusade against legislative statutes that might block Bush’s preferred plans for engaging in his war on terrorism and military conflicts, and claimed constitutional authority to act against their limitations. The administration claimed “preclusive executive war powers.” Within the context of this authority, the administration claimed that Congress may not “place any limits on the President’s determinations as to [tactical decisions on the battlefield or] to any terrorist threat, the amount of military force to be used in response, or the method, time, and nature of the response.” The administration also used the constitution’s presidential mandate over “conduct of military operations” to sanction unrestricted actions in gaining intelligence on terrorist threats. The now infamous Office of Legal Council (OLC) memo on torture of 2002 claimed such authority. As stated “Congress can no more interfere with the conduct of the interrogation of enemy than it can dictate strategic or tactical decisions on the battlefield.” In this respect, the OLC subsumed intelligence under tactical and strategic operations of war, and hence it could be carried on at will of the executive. Linking the war on terror to war itself as contemplated in constitutional statutes laid the legal groundwork for obtaining a blank executive check on any and all activities related to confronting terrorist threats. It is no surprise that the administration did not in the immediate years after 9/11 attempt to specify such activities comprehensively. Understandably, a security rationalization for such broad latitude in implementing avowed military operations would center around the need for flexibility. The movement of trials and detention functions related to the war on terror and Iraq War overseas to Guantanamo and Abu Ghraib was another iteration of Bush’s war-power authority. Since such activities could be contemplated as military operations, such an act could easily be litigated against if challenged by Congressional objections, but none were successfully initiated. In the context of a direct political contest, the administration dealt itself a winning hand in any Congressional challenge to its authority over its actions against purported terrorist threats (Barron and Lederman 2008, pps. 694,705).
	Indeed, the administration possessed a legal bulkwark in the OLC. The Council is the opinion writing division of the Justice Department (DOJ). It has historically been in the business of giving legal counsel across the executive branch in guiding the implementation of law. It is rather opaque in its output, as opinions are not systematically transparent, many being secret. But its executive mandate brings it in close association with the President. Ackerment (2010, p. 109) avers “its mode of recruitment, its relationship to the White House, and its [deference to the President] propels its top lawyers toward presidential apologetics.” The OLC did not disappoint as a Bush apologist, issuing a number of memos that gave Bush a legal rationale for pursuing constitutionally irreverent acts in his war on terror. The importance of the memos lie in their protective shield against litigation and acountability. They are deeply reasoned opinions on the legality of executive actions and policies. While few of Bush’s usurpations of power were contested by other branches of government, still the OLC memos provided ammunition for defending against possible prosecutions or contestations of executive prerogative. The memos themselves represented a litany of arguments for Bush’s aggressive responses to the terrorist attack. What have become known as the John Yoo “torture memos” were infamous manifestations of the OLC protective shield. The memos suggested that the heinous acts of torture used against enemy combatants could be permissible under a particular interpretation of the constitution. Beyond the justification of inhumane acts against prisoners, the most embarrassing development about the memos was that they were kept secret until leaks occurred in 2004. While OLC head Jack Goldsmith rescinded the memos, he was forced to resign, and shortly after the new head of the OLC reaffirmed the opinions of the memos. The legal shield gave far greater license for CIA and detention operatives to perpetrate their crimes knowing that they had protection against future prosecution. Similarly, the President was equally emboldened in issuing commands on the war on terror. This stacked the deck in favor of the White House operations in the face of potential contestation (Ackerman 2010, pps. 96-107).  
	Goldsmith in his book The Terror Presidency (2007, pps. 22,23) recounted the activities of a “War Council” of lawyers that cut across the Whitehouse and OLC (including Yoo). They forged opinions (“plotted”) on matters related to the war on terror in preparing to consult with legal representatives across other executive committees. There self-appointed mandate was to forge legal justifications for expansive interpretations of the constitution so as to form a bulkwark against liability and accountability. He notes:
	“Yoo in coordination with the War Council …, wrote opinion after opinion approving 	every aspect of the administration’s aggressive antiterrorism efforts. These opinions gave 	counterterrorism officials the comfort of knowing that they could not easily be prosecuted 	later for the approved actions.”
	The Yoo memos and OLC are demonstrative of a skewed balance of power over contestation involving the war on terror. In any first and second dimension confrontation, the Bush team had a moral weapon of mass destruction: the anticipatory protection of American lives. The trump card in this game amounted to casting lethal censure on any action that might compromise the safety of Americans against an unpredictable threat. Goldsmith (2007) reports of the reaction of the White House to the DOJ’s announcement that they could no longer support the legality of Bush counterterrorism initiative. David Addignton replied “If you rule that way, the blood of the hundred thousand people who die in the next attack will be on your hands”  (quoted in Goldsmith 2007, p. 71, italics in the original). This proved a preponderant advantage in any contest, and it was both visibly and invisibly manifest in virtually every dispute between the Bush administration strategy and inveighing government functionaries. Goldsmith (2007, p. 71) reports of Bush’s use of a “threat matrix” that logged virtually any development in the world that threated America within 24 hours. The news, notes Goldsmith was psychologically compelling. He goes on to report the reactions from  colleagues inside government that demonstrated an acute paranoia. Playing the “threat strategy,” even at the level of gross conjecture, was a game ender in any confrontation. As Goldsmith (207, p. 72) relates, “It is hard to overstate the impact that the incessant waves of threat reports have on the judgement of the people inside the executive branch who are responsible for protecting American lives.”
	Ultimately, debates over the legality and appropriateness of any course of presidential actions are epiphenomenal. The executive’s single greatest source of direct power in American politics comes in the context of the mandate to implement law. In this respect, implementation is as or more important that the statutory power of law. Those who enforce the law, essentially determine the law. Laws are rarely specified to the point of precluding flexibility in how they are enforced. In this respect, the Bush administration had tremendous leeway in how they could proceed in the  war against terror in the context of existing statutes and constitutional rights. A glaring example is the SCOTUS case of Hamdan v Rumsfeld, where the court ruled that Bush could not put accused combatants on trial before specially devised military commissions. The ruling stated that such procedures could only take place in venues deemed to be “court like” and therefore complied with “ordinary laws” of the US and war. Laws of war encompassed codes in the Geneva Convention about treatment of prisoners.  The administration reiterated its respect for Common Article 3 of the Convention about the treatment of detainees. However, the Supreme Court left the mandate of the decision up to the administration to implement. The term “humane treatment” is subject to extensive latitude in interpretation and the construction of compliant military tribunals also had a variety of possibilities under the dictates of US laws.  Strategically, the detention and prosecution of combatants at Guantanamo was an attempt to place them outside the strictures of American judicial process. The events at the Guantanamo detention camp have been a glaring embarrassment of American presidential power to go well beyond  protection of human rights under US and international law. This was just a small manifestation of a much greater process whereby the administration used its power over implementation to carry out Bush’s plan in the face of statutory regulation. There is no question that Bush’s team took every possible opportunity to implement his war on terror to the full extent of statutory limitations, and in many cases even beyond. The power over implementation gave Bush all the ammunition he need for his political coup (Amnesty 20024 and Barron and Lederman 2008, p. 709).	
	Power over implementation, for example,  is well represented in the how interrogations where carried out and accounted for. White House and OLC lawyers incessantly dodged safeguards and procedures instituted by the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act (FISA) of 1978 (requiring court orders to obtain permission for wiretapping) by operating under a veil of secrecy propped up on problematic legal rationales. This explains why leaks such as the Yoo torture memos were so glaring when they broke. The whole undercurrent of subterfuge became woefully apparent. Goldsmith (2007, p. 181) captures the disingenuous process well:
	“[Bush and Cheney] had abhorred FISA’s intrusion on presidential power….After 9/11 	they and other top officials in the administration dealt with FISA the way they dealt with 	other laws they didn’t like: they blew through them in secret based on flimsy legal 	opinions that they guarded closely so no one could question the basis for their operation.

	But even beyond the more secretive and subtle manipulation of policy and law, Bush proved a potent force in direct contests against governmental opponents. His strategic roadmap for creating the National Security Act was ample testament to his first dimension abilities on the battlefield. As Zegart (2000, p. 174) recounts:

	“In the end, it took extensive lobbying (including an unprecedented joint visit to 	Congress by the administration’s top four cabinet ministers, Defense Secretary Donald 	Rumsfeld, Secretary of State Colin Powell,  Attorney General John Ashcroft, and 	Treasury Secretary Paul O’Neil), some bitter wrangling, and the help of Republican 	leadership in Congress-which established a special nine-person panel to write the House 	bill and stacked it with administration supporters who overruled committee votes-to 	secure passage of the Homeland Security Act of 2002.”
	Another first-dimension power play that proved most effective was Bush’s strategy to foment a partisan divide. Indeed if he did not create the now debilitating partisan war that plagues the U.S., he enhanced it significantly. He forged his policies as closely as possible to distinct party lines. His objective was not to gain bipartisan support, but inspire a Republican majority to defeat Democrats and Congressional moderates. This had dual effects of discouraging contestation from a Congressional minority, but it also torpedoed critical oversight of the Bush policies because it undermined bipartisanship in Congress, a crucial property that would fuel executive monitoring initiatives.


Second Dimension Analysis
The preceding section has demonstrated the power that inhered in the “threat mentality” that pervaded the nation and the government. This set the stage for many “non-decisions.” Perforce virtually every contestation perpetrated in the first dimension by Bush set the stage for future non-decisions in the form of reticence to challenge presidential initiatives in the war on terror. With each victory in the Bush coup, it became glaringly apparent that contesting the President was a losing game. We cannot of course ascertain how many non-decision contests were won by the Bush team over reluctant opponents in the struggle over his 9/11 coup because these are non-events and cannot be observed. However, we would expect that there were a countless number of disagreements that never materialized because adversaries of Bush were to frightened to take on the administration in a contest over saving American lives from external threats. Essentially, it was a common “war or crisis license” granted to Presidents in this time of peril. At a greater level of political process in democracies, and American politics is a classic example, crisis changes the power dynamic by sending power to the top, or the executive. It is of course, as noted,  written into the American Constitution as commander and chief authority. One especially poignant episode of autocratic succession in crisis was during World War II when Congress assented to a two billion dollar outlay for the Manhattan Project without knowing the purpose of the appropriation. We see the footprint of such Congressional timidity in the long list of military interventions since Bush under the Authorization for Use of Military Force (AUMF), which restricted intervention to parties responsible for the 9/11 attack. Congress has stood by while Presidents invoked this Act to intervene militarily beyond the mandate of the statutes (Higgs 2005).
	Congressional timidity was pervasive in the face of Bush’s subversion of American democracy in the face of the war on terror. As Bachrach and Baratz (1962) now famously framed the process of second dimension power, it was a classic case of “non-decisions”: with the deck squarely stacked in any potential first dimension contest. Perhaps the clearest testament of the emergence of  a “nolo contendere” posture was the passage of the Patriot Act in October of 2001. Congress passed the act without any committee reports or hearings. The House vote was 357-66. The Senate vote was 98-1. Congress and other branches of government simply resigned themselves to faits accompli. Aside from norms of deference in times of emergency, there is also a longer terms electoral imperative at work here in terms of Congressional behavior. This is something quite visible in the present day with Trump essentially capturing the Republican party. Over the past decade, Republican politicians have been held hostage to a Trumpian platform. Going visibly against Trump has meant a loss of electoral support across sectors of American politics. Once captured, salient platforms are difficult to dislodge for political entrepreneurs. Under Bush, the pervasive public affect of the war on terror made any disagreement subject to lethal pushback from the administration as it could be branded unpatriotic, traitorous or neglectful of national security. In this case, there was limited first dimensional battleground, as contenders for foreign policy remained silent (Higgs 2005, p. 130 and Meiers 2010, p. 260).
	Congress and other government agencies stood aside rather complacently as the administration rifled through its operations of the war on terror. For example, the movement of trials and prison’s to Guanmtanmo and Abu Ghraib were met rather timidly by advocates of protecting civil rights on American soil and international rights of enemy combatants. Moreover, opponents did not robustly pursue organized objections to the prisons and trials. The DOJ was either complicit or silent. In response to the prisons, it was American civil society that complained. But even when government resistance did appear, the admiration could be quite unaccommodating in responding to prompts. Also reflective of second dimension process,  Bush and Ashcroft of the DOJ stonewalled Congress on reporting details of the surveillance instituted by the Patriot Act. In June 2002, the House Judiciary Committee prompted the DOJ on how it was proceeding in implementing the new surveillance powers stated in the Act. Neither Bush nor Secretary Ashcroft responded to those prompts, essentially undermining the constitutional accountability contemplated by the tri-partite structure of government. It failed to answer many questions posed by the committee  and classified other information without due justification. These were just a representative smattering of executive indifference and neglect that produced a skewed structure of power, rendering any potential countervailing initiatives enervated and exiguous, and consequently producing a trail of classic non-decisions. This legislative abdication in a system of equal check-and-balances led some observes to identify Congress as a “broken branch” in the war on terror (Meiers 2010, p. 262, Hingham and Stephens 2004, ACLU 2001, and Amnesty 2004).
	Zegart (2007, pps. 174-178) recounts a Bush strategy of generating favorable outcomes through non-decisions. He framed new initiatives and changes in extant institutions in ways that would avoid pushback and minimize challenges. Bush proved perspicacious in winning games without the other teams showing up. This was glaringly apparent in the context of creating the NSA and reforming the intelligence functions of government functionaries. In the construction of a post 9/11 intelligence regime, rather than pursuing a path that might raise the ire and countervailing responses from a recalcitrant intelligence community, he marshalled an approach that expanded the powers of existing intelligence operatives without attempting the more controversial plan of changing their conventional modus operandi: intelligence operatives were always happy to enjoy expanded powers, but were loath to change the way they processed intelligence.  The creation of the Terrorist Threat Integration Center (TTIC) was just such a second dimension power coup. As Zegart (p. 178) recounts:
	“The [TTIC] …could be stood up overnight with staff from existing agencies. It could 	report to the director of central intelligence rather than another cabinet official. It required 	no approval from congressional committees or their powerful chairmen. IT posed no 	serious threat to the Pentagon. And it usurped the power of the one department incapable 	of fighting back-the Department of Homeland Security, which had not yet opened for 	business. Like his predecessors,  President Bush calculated the costs and benefits of his 	alternatives. He chose intelligence solutions that were easy and quick instead of difficult 	and permanent.”
	Of course, one of the most potent of Bush’s weapons to generate non-contestations or non-decisions, was the veil of secrecy built around his war on terror. In the signing statement used to reauthorize the Patriot Act on March 6, 2006, Bush announced that he was not bound by disclosure rules or expectations in implementing laws governing presidential actions in this particular situation. He stated, “The executive branch shall construe the provisions of H.R. 3199[…] in a manner 	consistent with the President’s constitutional authority to supervise the unitary executive branch and to withhold information the disclosure of which could impair foreign relations, national security, or the performance of the Executive constitutional duties” (reprinted in Meiers 2010, p. 259). Meiers (2010, p. 259) identifies a very interesting subversive ploy by Bush to overcome possible statutory constraints and place himself in a no-contest zone and favorable position for future challenges at the first dimension of power. Bush used signing statements such as the one on March 6 as a “back door line-item veto” against any possible legislative statutes that could constrain his actions. Rather than taking the challenges on through a more overt first dimensional battle, he strategically pre-empted authority through official documentations.

Third Dimension Analysis 
Third dimension power resides in ideations, and hence is epistemological. Hence, the power of authority inheres in controlling the narrative that dominates a discursive process. Democracy is such a discursive process, such that the efficient operation of the system depends on what Kaufmann (2004, p. 5) calls the political “marketplace of ideas.” In a democracy, that marketplace has fewer impediments, relative to more autocratic systems. Information flows in ways that the public has greater agency over law and policy. After 9-11, the market for information was impeded, such that the political competition was stunted, and public agency compromised. Bush had  power over information as much of the news about the situation was funneled through the White House. After all, few private actors and  agencies had access to the full information about foreign developments as did the US government. Information about local developments like casualties and battlefield damage was collected by public agencies that filtered details up to federal officials. Moreover, media was dominated by the administration because in crises public attention is always concentrated: official statements by the Whitehouse and other functionaries on foreign and military affairs dominated all other venues. Government spokespersons were the principal conduit for information for the progress in the various wars on terror. In effect, the administration had monopoly power over information and the narrative about the war on terror. In this respect, Bush had what Lukes refers to as the “power to mislead.” Kaufmann (2004, p. 7) called it power over “issue manipulation.” The administration could pick and choose what information about the war was released, giving a strategic advantage on public perception.[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  One manifestation of the power over information that supported executive prerogative over the war was the almost complete lack of figures on civilian casualties in Afghanistan and Iraq during the campaigns, but data on American service members wounded or killed was readily available.] 

	There is a significant literature on crisis communication. The work stresses the role of narrativization in crisis as a lever to influence: i.e., “crisis narratives.” Each crisis delivers a number of characteristics that create strategic opportunities in the use of information: what is referred to as “windows of leadership.” Crises create a “communication vacuum” in a state of public disorientation. Narrative entrepreneurs fill that vacuum with messages, which impact audiences through mechanisms of “transportation” and “identification.” The public is transported into the reality framed by interlocutors, often involving some suspension of disbelief. Furthermore, the public will vicariously identify with the narrators as well. This allows a great deal of latitude in the maneuvering of social-psychological attitudes in a ways that monopolize highways of ideational transmission. There is a long trail of such manifestations of such narrativization on the part of recent far Right regimes in trying to support their domestic and foreign objectives (Bonnet 2025).[footnoteRef:3] However, there is a deeper cognitive process at play in the winning of public hearts and minds in crisis, one that resides in individual psychology. Crises are psychologically dissonant. The vacuum of communication is at the public level is matched by a vacuum in individual security. This evokes our deepest instincts of survival. Just as Maslow’s hierarchy of needs places basic survival at the very forefront of human priorities, so too does survival trump more elevated aspirations (ethics, principles, etc). In the case of a democracy, crisis empowers a psychological movement from demanding civil rights to protection. [3:  The literature is extensive, but is nicely reviewed by Bonnet (2025).] 

	Scholarship on the psychology of fear suggests that fear triggers greater pessimism in the human mind (Lerner, et. al. 2003). This psychological impact of fear would then have a multiplier effect on the survival instinct. Retrenchment into a survival mode that would tolerate deviations of democracy that compromised civil rights, would then be amplified by increased perceptions of dangers, thus allowing even greater license to authorities seeking to usurp democratic institutions. In understanding why Americans supported the Bush policies, Kim (2016, p. 455) cites scholarship that frames the psychology of fear of terrorism as evolutionary. “As a basic survival mechanism, emotions such as fear helps an organism to survive by running away from perceived danger, fighting back, or ways to eliminate the treat.” Kim also introduces the psychological impact of anger as fomenting public support for the Bush policies, and goes on to consider the contagion effect that compounds fear and anger across a society by noting that emotions are transmitted in ways that create a greater social psychology of fear and anger.

	The visceral impact was quite evident on the American psyche, suggesting a pervasive psychological trauma that cast the public into a highly vulnerable state. Polls following the attack attest to the extent of the trauma, with Americans citing depression, lack of sleep, inability to concentrate, fears of future attacks, a monumental event in their lives, and a historic event in the nations history. Like Pearl Harbor, the cognitive and neural impact of the attack merged toward what psychologists call an “evoke set.” Evoked sets are striking experiences that alter the human psyche in a variety of ways. One especially prominent effect that relates to this case is a tendency to cast a shadow of unusual fear that is related to particular properties of the evoke experience. In the case of 9/11, it created a blanket of unusual caution against external threats, caution that opened up many opportunities for the Bush administration to pursue his political objectives with abandon and full consent (Pew 2021 and Higgs 2005, pp. 179-181).
	To gain greater control of the bureaucratic and legal apparatus of the nation, Bush indulged in a common dictatorial trope: creating a forever war. Communist regimes in the 20th century stand as testament to the utility of this strategy. This was well manifest by strongmen such as Stalin, Mao and Castro continuing to wear military uniforms throughout their tenure. Interestingly, this maintained a “revolutionary” campaign, with all of its expectations of extraordinary sacrifice on the part of the public, which was cast as a martial insurgency. Hence, any expectation of a stable and accountable political regime was abated. In his address to Congress nine days after 9/11, Bush stated: 
	“Americans should not expect one battle, but a lengthy campaign, unlike any other we 	have ever seen” (George W. Bush, 2024).
Stalin (2024) cast a similar bellicose long-term shadow over the consolidation of the Communist revolution in the Soviet Union by stating:
	“It scarcely needs proof that there is not the slightest possibility of carrying out these 	tasks in a short period, of accomplishing all this in a few years. Therefore, the 	dictatorship of the proletariat must be regarded as…an entire historical era, replete with 	civil wars and external conflicts, with…advances and retreats, victories and defeats.”
	The “crisis” tenor of the narrative was enhanced in a number of ways with respect to increasing its psychological impact. First, it created what Higgs (2005, p. 81) calls a “dominant ideology” to consolidate political transformation. Higgs avers that no such suspension of political belief as occurred during Bush’s assault on American democracy through the venue of a permanent war could arise and persist without some compelling cognitive focal point. This dominant ideology was branded as a “War on Terror.” As such it assumed the frightening properties of the Communist war against capitalist subversives that remained an ever present danger to socialism, requiring a high level of martial vigilance in a society. Terrorists occupied the most opaque realm within and across nations. There was an “invisible threat” that generated an “enduring vulnerability.” Invisible threats required far greater latitude for protection than a more conventional assault. Second, further crises were necessary to carry on the momentum of reforms. Higgs adds that any sustainable coup such as Bush perpetrated, requires the creation or appearance of periodic crisis. The trail of threat persisted in the Bush narrative well beyond 9/11. A government report in 2003 raised the menacing terrorist spectre by announcing the threat of Al Qaeda gaining access to a weapon of mass destruction. Of course, Bush’s trump card for sustaining an atmosphere of vulnerability was his campaign against Saddam Hussein, which effectively tethered his war on terror with the ultimate conventional enemy wielding such weapons along with the fifth largest army in the world. This was an extension of Bush’s war on terror, which was linked to the Iraq problem, as Bush accused Iraq of harboring Al Qaeda operatives. Of course, the sensationalism and exaggeration of the Bush narrative on terror found another form for the Iraq War (Goldsmith 2007, pps. 103-105, Kaufmann 2004, pps. 16-19, and Higgs 2005, pp. 67, 81-85). 
	The resulting impact on the American psyche was predictable and salient. In January 2002, just months after the 2001 attacks, 83% of Americans agreed that “defending the country from future terrorist attacks” was the very highest priority for Congress and the President. Concomitantly, in 1997 a Pew poll showed that 29% of Americans agreed that they should be required to give up civil liberties to protect the nation from a terrorist threat, while a majority of 62% said they would not make such a trade. Other polls taken in 2001and 2002, majorities of 55% said they would indeed make that trade. This “9/11 effect” in the years following the attack gave Bush very strong public support with a wave of patriotism that essentially suspended democratic accountability, providing Bush a window of opportunity to roll back civil rights. Polls suggested an elevated willingness to forego democratic process, as Bush’s approval ratings were the highest of his Presidency (Pew 2021).

Fourth Dimension Analysis 
	The ultimate foundations of democratic decline under Bush lay in the fourth dimension of power. Without the “constitutive ontology” of illiberalism, splendid isolationism and American exceptionalism, all deeply ingraining in American political culture, the other dimensions of power would not have had the force to perpetrate the coup on American civil liberties. Essentially, there existed a Foucaultian power-knowledge network or  Gramscian “superstructure” in American society that generated consent and compliance.[footnoteRef:4] This pervasive ontological system is especially apparent in America’s deep social psychology. [4:  This is not to say that all were obtuse or docile in the face of the Bush coup, but the subversive strands of American liberalism did not abate the momentum of a greater wave of subjectivization.] 

	If we simply look at threats to American lives, we see a rather stunning curiosity. It is sadly evident that Americans are more interested in how people die than how many die. In 2009 Harvard Medical School found that 45,000 people died because of a lack of health coverage. And of course the number of deaths of individuals with poor healthcare would also be an alarming number: millions. In 2021 there were 48,830 firearm deaths in the US. In fact, data shows that there is almost one mass shooting per day. Furthermore, poor diets are the leading cause of illness in the US, killing 500,000 people a year. Moreover, American sub-standard public education may be the greatest killer of all: ignorance may prove more fatal than any other factor, given that it is a breeding ground for all other causes of death.  Comparatively, the numbers of Americans killed by foreign born terrorists are few and far between.  Consider the number of people who died in 9/11 (2,996). Essentially Americans are killing themselves either through intention or neglect. So national security is clearly not about saving American lives, but preventing certain causes of death, even if extremely remote. In this case, millions of lives are being sacrificed to preserve a strong military and domestic security capability (at the expense of health, education, and welfare) to protect Americans against foreign threats.  If American leaders truly wanted to save American lives, they would redistribute military spending toward domestic causes (Sainato 2020, Crespo 2020 and USA Facts 2024).
	The glaring question here is why the government allows millions of American’s to die from internal causes, but effectively changed its political system and engaged in two wars as a result of 3,000 deaths by terrorists. The answer to this conundrum can only be at a deeper level of social psychology and the manifest purpose of national security. Clearly, this pattern of defending a nation has more to do with protecting a system of government than saving lives. It is apparent from all the lives lost in countless wars that this nation places protection of the system above American lives. In the same way, any external threat is monumental, no matter the scale, because it is a direct attack on the system. Citizens are expendable in millions, but none of the sacred institutions can be compromised. In this respect, the Bush coup tapped into compelling constitutive priorities among state functionaries and the public at large. Framing the attack as an external attack on America itself, Bush evoked an already compelling psychology of consent on what amounted to fundamental threats to the nation. In the service of security in crisis, Bush was able to engineer an illiberal agenda. 
	There is a troubling strand of anti-liberalism in American political deep logic, so that a system of power-knowledge or discursive formation lays a fertile ground for the provocation of authoritarian populism. This is leveraged on a dual political standard of protected citizens and “others.” Differential treatment under the law is just and ethical because the good of the protected group is superior to the rights of the other. Therefore, the suspension of civil rights is contemplated as targeting menacing and subversive threats. American bigotry and racism is a manifestation of such a dual conception of liberal privilege. Much scholarship has exposed numerous seeds of  such phenomena throughout the fabric of American history: xenophobia, forced sterilization in California, anti-miscegenation laws in Texas, Jim Crow laws, Fordism as an inspiration for the Nazis, the KKK, and so on. For these and so many other critics that have lamented the course of American politics, anti-liberal culture has “deep roots” in the nation’s history (Steinmetz-Jenkins 2024, Paxton 2004, Maddow Wilkerson 2020, Whitman 2017 and Marantz 2024).  Indeed, Hahn’s (2024) recent expose of the history of illiberal American is a genealogical testament to a tradition in which wide swatches of the American public tolerated and fomented an assault on democratic traditions and institutions from the time of the founding fathers to the recent Tea Party. The persistent commonality in illiberal pockets of American society has been a tendency of “others” considered as “not fit” to be excluded from the greater political community (Hahn 2024, p. 214). One of the great ironies of the Bush coup was that in defending a liberal nation, he invoked quite an arsenal of illiberal practices.
	Terrorists were an “other” that discriminatory psychological focal points could converge upon. It was not difficult to raise already sensitive illiberal evoked sets among Americans by merging the foreign menace into an already lengthy list of purported deplorables. Remnants of negative visons of slaves and native Americans could be prompted. In this case, however,  there was also a merger of externalization. Like immigrants and Communists, terrorists threatened the very fabric of American society: its culture and institutions. Bush’s narrative always spun such threats within the greater configuration of American traditions and security. He effectively wrapped terrorists around an incendiary American flag. Even a smaller incursion into American territory as happened in New York activated a greater security norm in the national defense posture. Internal disturbances and threats are a police matter, with some exceptions requiring national guard intervention. However, foreign assaults are a military matter. Hence, the attacks on 9/11 could be deemed a foreign invasion, one prompting the activation of a greater martial mechanism. The following invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq were just an extension of the war initiated against Osama bin Laden and Al-Qaeda. Afghanistan was a direct target of terrorist cells, and Iraq was labeled a campaign against terrorists along with Hussein’s suspected weapons of mass destruction. 
	Beyond the deep logic of othering, the epistemic foundations of  American social psychology are nurtured in perceptions of an insular and “exceptional” culture. The idea of “island nation” has long framed public attitudes toward America’s position in the global community. Indeed the Monroe Doctrine and the history of U.S. foreign policy in the western hemisphere is a glaring testament to deeper American  evoked sets regarding developments “in their back yard.” As absolute masters of their “neighborhood,” long steeped in geographic isolation, any foreign threats at U.S. shores become excessively salient. Manifestations of splendid isolationism abound in U.S. history, the principal vision being inspired by a pathological aversion to threats. Isolation was a means of restraining the expansion of U.S.  shores in foreign entanglements, but it also set an existence of habitual safety as an ongoing expectation. Any external threat at the shores, no matter how small, set off a robust Pavlovian response. This is at the route of America’s double standard with respect to foreign intervention. The U.S. has intervened aggressively across the globe after World War II, but the nation has been quite reactive to any intrusions into their principal geographic sphere of influence. The Cuban missile crisis stands as a testament to such to such a vision. The U.S. had numerous nuclear weapons around the Soviet perimeter, but would no way tolerate such weapons in Cuba, even when the missiles did not alter the strategic balance between the superpowers. Famously stated, the aphorism that no war was ever fought on American soil comports itself as cognitive companion to the prescription that no threat shall ever intrude on American shores. The idea of splendid isolation resonated throughout American history.
[bookmark: _GoBack]	American exceptionalism has also resonated in America’s deep political psychology. Its tripartite nature suggests a very unproblematic and vision of the place of the nation in the world community. First, America was God’s chosen nation. Second, the nation is called upon to spread its ideals and institutions among others. Third, America is a force for good functioning in a world of evil. The Bush administration cleverly tied the war on terror into this prevailing psychology using lexigraphic tropes (i.e., dog whistles), and hence depoliticizing his campaign, so as to eliminate counter-veiling narratives and challenges. Barnett (2016) suggests the existence of a legacy in the acute influence of exceptionalism on U.S. foreign policy after World War II. He identifies an assault on either Communism or terrorism across all of the post War administrations. The binary on good and evil was extended to competing ideologies: from socialism to terrorism. Each ideological battle was framed as a fierce contest for the hearts and minds of the community of nations. The threat factor of nuclear weapons was tethered to the spectre of a terrorist menace: with each representing a major existential threat to the nation. Moreover, as an existential threat, the menace went beyond the jurisdiction of a domestic police matter. Rather, it required a military response, one as extensive as was necessary to abate the danger. Perforce, a nation chosen by God should not be at the mercy of insidious forces. These forces where inspired by evil world visions, and consequently the spreading of American values and institutions in the world undermined their dangers. The imprint of American exceptionalism on counterterrorist policy regimes was especially evident in the fact that governmental and public consent to the campaign against this threat spanned three different administrations, from Clinton to Obama (Barnett 2016).

4.Theoretical Implications on Crisis and Power: The Case of American Democracy in the Age of Trump
The power dynamics in Bush’s political coup suggest some important lessons about power in crisis. As noted, we expect power to rise to the top when communities are confronted with threat. The psychological impact of threat funnels preferences toward the more primitive human needs of Maslow’s hierarchy.  Hence, people consent to the loss of agency in emergency. In the case of Bush, however, this took place in the context of hard institutions ensconced in a robust political culture of liberalism. His illiberal onslaught had to slay some imposing challengers. How it did this is a testament to power contests against strong political fortresses. Over the past ten years of so, much weaker democratic regimes have succumbed to right-wing strong men  touting an illiberal alternative of governance. However, the U.S. stands as the greatest edifice of liberal government, consecrated in blood and cultivated over decades of political nurture. Assaulting this edifice took very special weapons and strategies. First, confronting strong institutions takes the intersection of a massive phalanx of resources/strategies and propitious opportunities. In the Bush case, the opportunities appeared in what was conjured as an existential threat, worthy of political sacrifices among the public. The resources and strategies came in the form of employing all dimensions of power in a concerted and simultaneous effort to take down an imposing liberal scaffold. In general, the stronger the institutions that are assaulted, the greater this offensive has to be. In cases of weaker democracies, we can see that an emergent strand of illiberal challenge did not require the same stalwart amalgamation and activation of subversive forces. The onslaught of illiberalism outside the U.S. in recent decades is testament to greater ease of democratic backsliding. Global freedom is in decline in 16 consecutive years, since 2009 the share of people living in autocratic countries overshadows the number living in democratizing countries, with the level of democracy world-wide back to the levels of 1985, autocratization is ongoing in 42 countries, while democratization is taking place in 18 countries, (V-Dem 2024 and Repucci and Slipowitz 2024).
	I propose a metaphor to describe the Bush coup. Quickly after the terrorist act, Bush mobilized his team and strategized the course forward. This is not surprising, as no leader would hesitate to respond to such a blatant act of violence against their nation. However, speed also meant acting in a state of emergency, one of greatest sensitivity for a government and a country, and hence a propitious time to propose drastic measures. The timing of the response was especially important in a decentralized government such as democracy, because any defense against an illiberal assault would be the product of collective action. In the case of the U.S. the only sure and immediate constraints were in constitutional statues, which themselves could be reinterpreted to cede autocratic license. Otherwise, governmental functionaries and the public would have to come together to marshal challenges against any affronts. Of course, norms of deference to the executive in times of war or crisis dampened the emergence of such opposition. Once begun, as is clear from the above analysis of the four dimensions, Bush’s program was thorough and the offensive was carried on across the three principal fronts (dimension 1 to 3), leaving few opportunities unexploited. And of course, the impact of Bush’s machinations at the first three dimensions of power were enhanced by the fertile ground of America’s deep political psychology of exceptionalism at the fourth dimension. An operative metaphor relates to this case, but is generally applicable to any case were a frontal assault on strong political institutions is taking place. There will only be one or a few chances within a very limited window of time to carry out such a program. The push has to be as massive as can be conjured from available resources, and the momentum must carry all the way through to re-institutionalization (i.e., codifying the change so they become the new law). If the push fails, there is no going back, as strong institutions, especially in democracies, are fairly well insulated with safeguards (i.e., points of contestation are ripe as a result of greater political agency across government and society). In this case, we can imaging a group trying to push a massive boulder over a hill, but the requisite number to push the boulder over the hill is problematic and they only get one chance in a limited period of time.  If the number is deficient and or it is not done in time, the boulder may roll back down or time may expire, and all is lost. In such a case, the plan must encourage the group to push with everything they have as quickly as they can in order to succeed. Bush’s plan manifested itself in precisely this way. Frontal assaults succeeded quickly on the first dimension of power. The success of the assaults gave greater insulation to Bush’s actions as challengers perceived a losing game, and of course the crisis created a nolo contendere posture in the second dimension. Bush shaped a preponderant narrative in the third dimension, one that wrestled the hearts and minds of Americans away from fighting for their and others’ civil rights. All of these actions were nurtured in a superstructure or power-knowledge nexus of American exceptionalism. 
	More general implications for theories of power further demonstrate that the dimensions of power function interdependently (e.g., Gaventa 1980). They work from top down, as we saw victories at the first dimension made challenges less viable, leading to non-decisions at the second level. But there is also a bottom up effect. Deep knowledge and institutions at the fourth level changed the playing field in the three dimensions above, making leaders and the public more amenable to the prevailing illiberal assaults and narratives. It is interesting that in the study of power, some authors are pigeon-holed as working at a  particular level of power. However, careful reading of  celebrated case studies on power dynamics suggests a more varied and textured approach in all these cases. It is glaringly apparent that influence derives from far more than one particular source of power or leverage. Just a few examples may suffice. The famous studies of  Dahl 1961 and  Crenson 1971, for example, show greater reach in considering sources of power than has been conventionally attributed to them. This is only natural. No actions are independent of other actions or conditions. Actions must be either compounded by others and nurtured in a fertile ground of consent. However, there is no question that in changing strong institutions, the fourth dimension is crucial. Without this fertile ground of consent, there is far less purchase in the other three dimensions of power. The prevalence of consent is necessary for there to be victories at all the other levels. Without a deeper psychological catalyst, there will be less motivation to accept changes and far greater incentives to challenge such changes. In other words, superstructures or systems of power-knowledge determine everything.
	This case study is all the more troubling for what it portends for the future of American democracy, as well as democracies elsewhere. It is sadly apparent that the “great experiment” of American democracy is more fragile than reputation allots. The Trump years showed that Bush’s coup was not the monumental exception. Bush’s coup was followed by a Trumpian coup that was perpetrated in far less extraordinary times (i.e., without crisis). As much as Trump tried to create a “threat” mentality with claims of democratic subversion based on election tampering and the menace of immigrant invasions, it was still a period of fairly normal times. That such a coup was even attempted in such times suggests that the purported strength of American democracy is not so preponderant as to dissuade charlatans from power grabs. The Trump case shows once more the power of the fourth dimension, and this demonstration sadly augurs the future of American democracy. While Foucault’s work has traditionally dealt with domination, the idea of resistance is ever present, as systems of power-knowledge or discursive formations are comprised of both hegemonic and counter-hegemonic elements. Because of this, power and resistance co-exist within all hierarchies. For Heller (1996, p. 99) resistance is ensconced in a “lesser form of power” rather “powerless.” Hence, prevailing ideations and institutions of domination co-exist with quelling initiatives of defiance  (Foucault 1994a and 1994b). The Trumpian coup was blatantly visible at all levels of power. At the first level, his multiple criminal charges suggest a scorched Earth direct attack on time-honored institutions. At the second level, his packing bureaucracies and courts was an attempt to rig decisionmaking structures to win political games with ease. Even more pernicious is Trump’s desire to the control the government through implementation if he wins the coming election in 2024, making it quite clear that he intends to control as many points of leverage as possible across the hierarchy of the American bureaucracy. The third level is the most conspicuous in Trump’s illiberal crusade. His dramaturgy surpassed all other Presidents of the past. He was indeed the master narrator, and his dissemination of an alternative truth was supercharged by the advent of communication technology. Of course, there is no question that his success in fighting the system lay fundamentally at the fourth level, in the illiberal and defiant counter-subject position or episteme in American political culture. Perhaps the most difficult realization on the part of the devotees of American democracy is that they co-existed with a sizable “ugly America,” one large enough to subvert the very sacred structures they thought beyond reproach.  It is comprised of illiberal strands residing in American deep psychology: nativism, aggressive mercantilism, exceptionalism, isolationism, and xenophobia. Perplexingly, people attribute the strength of American democracy to a liberal Gramscian superstructure or Foucaultian constitutive ontology: revolution against tyranny, the great political experiment. Yet in that very ontological structure there co-exist illiberal elements that could undermine democracy.
	It is ironic that the very properties that make strong institutions impervious to change, are also quite dangerous. Because of the difficulty of change, once changes are in fact perpetrated, they become very difficult to unravel in normal times. A vivid testament to this is the fact that the Bush changes to America are still largely intact, even though they have seriously compromised sacred constitutional rights. In essence, a strong government or set of institutions is what economists call “lumpy”: change occurs in a discontinuous way, rather than in a smoother degree. In this case, the discontinuous changes occur with great effort or in extraordinary times. This sends an unmistakable mandate to those who venerate their liberal systems of government, the fight for human rights and democracy must go on well after revolutions.
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