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Anger can be a useful instrument in public life. Think of Truman giving 'em hell, JFK calling steel executives SOBs, Reagan demanding that Gorby tear down this wall, Bush using a bullhorn to denounce the people who knocked down those buildings.

But it can also be cast as a liability by those who want to raise questions about an opponent's temperament , as if politics was played by Marquis of Queensbury rules. We saw this in the Bushian whispers in 2000 that McCain came back from the Hanoi Hilton with a few screws loose, and we see it again in the latest GOP swipe against Hillary.

It began when Ken Mehlman told George Stephanopoulos that Sen. Clinton "seems to have a lot of anger" and Americans don't elect angry candidates. This, of course, prompted a round of Is-She-Angry stories and cable debates. (How do you deny being angry without sounding, well, teed off? And is a woman in politics more vulnerable to the charge that, as Barbara Bush once said of Geraldine Ferraro, she rhymes with rich?)

My initial reaction was that the Republicans--who haven't been able to find a credible candidate to challenge Clinton in New York--must be pretty worried about her in '08. But the anger charge can always be fired at the other side, as former Clinton White House staffer Bruce Reed observes in Slate:

"My friends at the Democratic National Committee, whose job is to go after Republicans, put out two pages of talking points entitled, 'Temper, Temper! When John McCain Attacks.' Their evidence? McCain's shouldn't-have-clicked-the-send-button letter to Sen. Barack Obama on lobbying reform.

"Here's how it sounds when the DNC attacks: Senator John McCain gets angry -- a lot. McCain, 'the biggest bully in the Senate,' is known by his colleagues and staff as having a bad temper and a 'short fuse .'

"Anger is a real problem in American politics. Democrats lost the last presidential election in part because our side was so mad at Bush we couldn't see straight. In the 1990s, Bill Clinton consistently outfoxed Republicans because they hated him so much. Anger is so toxic that both party headquarters would do themselves and the country a great favor by steering their followers away from it.

"The Bright Side: There's just one big flaw in the RNC/DNC diatribes: Hillary Clinton and John McCain are not only two of the most upbeat politicians in Washington these days, but also are among those least likely to let anger drive their politics. . . .

"Indeed, the fact that they aren't riddled with anger is one of the reasons Hillary Clinton and John McCain have such political strength. If anything, Ken Mehlman is projecting: His real fear is how paralyzed with anger the base of the Republican Party becomes at the mere mention of Hillary. Mehlman and Karl Rove didn't spend the past six years inventing compassionate conservatism just to watch the pitchfork wing of the Republican party drag it back down again. McCain's appeal is that he might keep those pitchforks at bay."

Maureen Dowd says that "in the distaff version of Swift-boating," Republicans "are casting Hillary Clinton as an Angry Woman, a she-monster melding images of Medea, the Furies, harpies, a knife-wielding Glenn Close in 'Fatal Attraction' . . . Republicans think that men who already have nagging, bitter women in their lives will not want for president the sort of woman who gave W. a dyspeptic smile or eye-rolling appraisal during State of the Union addresses. . . .

"The gambit handcuffs Hillary: If she doesn't speak out strongly against President Bush, she's timid and girlie. If she does, she's a witch and a shrew. That plays particularly well in the South, where it would be hard for an uppity Hillary to capture many more Bubbas than the one she already has."

Tom Street at Bad Attitudes is pro-anger:

"The Republicans are saying that Hillary is too angry. Is this a head fake? Just this weekend, watching Hillary giving an interview in San Francisco that was broadcast on C-Span, I was thinking that maybe I had misjudged her. She was showing some fire and some passion, especially when she was talking about civil liberties, health care, and global warming. And, I might add, a sense of humor.

"Are the Republicans claiming that Hillary is angry to get people like me to react, to get her nominated so they can crush her in 2008. The Bushies have used the anger meme before, of course, to crush the likes of John McCain. If they fear Hillary and don't want her nominated, they'd better lay off the anger meme. People like me, who constitute the base of the Democratic party want to see some anger, passion, and some humanity.

"My problem with Hillary is that my sense has been that she believes in nothing but herself and her own power. I'm hoping I'm wrong."

The Anchoress wonders what the fuss is about: "Quite honestly, I think too much is being made over Ken Mehlman's bringing up Hillary's anger. So, she's angry, so what, this is news? We can't tell, most of the time, just by looking at her?" She notes that Hillary herself, six years ago, complained that Rudy "gets angry very often."

Backlash Liberal has his back up:

"It's really amazing to me how the RNC somehow gets the express lane when it comes to shoveling its crap into the public dialogue. . . .

"The point is that the question of whether Hillary is too angry to be President pushes the idea that she is angry in the first place. The framing of the debate has made it so that her 'anger' is a given. The only thing up for debate now is whether that anger makes her unfit for the Presidency. That's what they wanted, and they got it."

Elisabeth Bumiller questions whether the Bubba/41 friendship will affect Hillary's candidacy.

The New Republic's Ryan Lizza has a major takeout on Hillary's campaign-in-waiting:

"The office is, however, an interesting microcosm of greater Hillaryland. It is relentlessly on-message and extremely wary of reporters. When I called the communications director to ask about the culture of the office and the backgrounds of its senior employees, she read me a staff directory. . . .

"The Senate office has also been instrumental in executing Hillary's high-profile campaign to co-sponsor legislation with practically every extremist Republican in the Senate. Her policy seems to be: The more right-wing the co-sponsor, the better; extra points for anyone involved with her husband's impeachment. There was the legislation to ban flag-burning, co-sponsored with Utah's Robert Bennett. There was the video game violence bill with Sam Brownback and Rick Santorum and the work on National Guard benefits with impeachment leader Lindsey Graham. Most of the issues on which she has allied herself with Republicans are symbolic, an effort to show, in the words of one senior adviser, that she's 'a little more socially conservative than people think.' This approach may also help her defuse future conservative criticism, something her Republican colleagues have belatedly come to realize."

I spotted this tidbit in a Scott Lehigh piece in the Boston Globe on whether Kerry is a viable 2008 candidate:

"What state could Hillary Clinton win that he didn't, Kerry has pointedly asked some associates?"

Has she peaked? (What an absurd question in February '06.) Captain Ed cites a new poll:

"Rasmussen reports that its polling shows support for a presidential run by Hillary Clinton at its lowest point in over a year. Only 27% would 'definitely' vote for the former First Lady, while 43% have no intention of ever casting a vote for her."

Was there a political motive in Bush suddenly detailing a terror plot against an L.A. skyscraper, which had been disclosed four months ago?

"With pressure mounting on the White House to more fully explain its anti-terrorism strategy, President Bush offered new details Thursday of a reported plot against downtown Los Angeles as evidence of success in foiling attacks," says the Los Angeles Times , adding: "The details did little to counter skepticism from Democrats and some law enforcement officials who have questioned whether the reported scheme had ever been put into operation before it was thwarted. 'It didn't go,' said one U.S. official familiar with the operational aspects of the war on terrorism. 'It didn't happen.' "

"Mr. Bush and White House officials gave no reason for releasing details of a plot that they first disclosed last October," says the New York Times . "But Mr. Bush's speech came at a time when Republicans are intent on establishing their record on national security as the pre-eminent issue in the 2006 midterm elections, and when the president is facing questions from members of both parties about a secret eavesdropping program that he describes as pivotal to the war on terrorism."

A fascinating new twist in the Plame case: "Special Prosecutor Patrick Fitzgerald has informed attorneys for former Vice Presidential Chief of Staff I. Lewis Libby that Mr. Libby said he was authorized 'by his superiors' to leak classified information in mid-2003 as part of the Bush administration's defense of the war in Iraq." National Journal says the superior was Cheney.

Speaking of anger, Marty Kaplan is mad about the King funeral criticism:

"Why are Republicans such weenies about funeral orations?

"Wingnut crybabies are whining that W got dissed at Coretta King's funeral. What did they expect -- praise for his civil rights record? Honor for his warrantless wiretapping? Encomia for widening the gap between rich and poor? Heckofajob !s for his post-Katrina promise-keeping?

"I can understand why he didn't plan on attending the funeral in the first place; W's kind of African-American event is more like the 2000 Republican convention that nominated him in Philadelphia, where the only black faces were the ones on stage."

Kos cites a funeral oration by Martin Luther King Jr. after the 1963 Birmingham bombing that killed four young children:

" They have something to say to a federal government that has compromised with the undemocratic practices of southern Dixiecrats (Yeah) and the blatant hypocrisy of right-wing northern Republicans ."

Andrew Sullivan finds the cartoon riots utterly manipulated:

"So we now discover that the hideously offensive and blasphemous cartoons - so blasphemous that CNN, the New York Times, and the Washington Post, won't publish them . . . were reprinted last October. In Egypt. On the front . . . page . No one rioted. No editor at Al Fager was threatened. So it's official: the Egyptian state media is less deferential to Islamists than the New York Times. So where were the riots in Cairo? This whole affair is a contrived, manufactured attempt by extremist Muslims to move the goal-posts on Western freedom. They're saying: we determine what you can and cannot print; and there's a difference between what Muslims can print and what infidels can print. And, so far, much of the West has gone along. In this, well-meaning American editors have been played for fools and cowards."

Jeff Jarvis , citing an AP editor's statement that the cartoons are too offensive to be distributed, says "that is an absurd standard they will live to regret. The news is often offensive. Murder is offensive. War is offensive. There are no end of images, in photos and words, that offend in the news -- and often that is why they are news. If the news becomes only that which is offensive to no one, we end up with what some people have long wanted: Just good news. But that is not our job. Neither is it an editor's job to protect me from what may be offensive but what I do, in fact, want to know.

"The public should be able to judge on their own whether these cartoons are, indeed, offensive and worth rioting and killing over (a rhetorical question). I don't need an editor to make that judgment for me, thank you."

National Review's Rich Lowry rails against selective media outrage:

"Poor 'Scooter' Libby. Vice President Dick Cheney's former top aide, who stepped aside after being indicted last year, could have been a heroic whistle-blower. If only he had leaked about anything other than the fact that President Bush critic Joe Wilson's wife worked at the CIA.

"It still is not clear that this information in any way harmed national security. Wilson's wife, Valerie Plame, was probably not undercover."

Didn't Fitzgerald recently say she had been on clandestine assignments overseas?

"But Libby has been portrayed as the greatest internal threat to the nation since the Rosenbergs. The media demanded an Inspector Javert-style investigation into the leak, which resulted in Libby's indictment -- not for the leak itself, but for his supposedly dishonest answers about his role.

"As his legal bills mount, Libby must be stunned to watch the lionization of the leakers who exposed the secret National Security Agency eavesdropping program and secret U.S. prisons in Europe. The new rule apparently is that leaks are acceptable only when they actually compromise important national-security programs. If, in contrast, a leak does no real harm to national security, but can be used as a cudgel against President Bush, then it is an act of national betrayal.

"Democrats pooh-pooh any negative fallout from the NSA leak on grounds that terrorists already know that we are trying to surveil them. The furor over the program, however, reminds terrorists to be very careful. This is not nothing. Mafia cases are often built on the astonishing sloppiness that complacency lures mobsters into."

Sex and money in Hot 'Lanta? How come this hasn't gotten the full tabloid treatment?

"Former Atlanta TV news anchor Marion Brooks glanced over at jurors, the court security officer and the crowd," says the Atlanta Journal-Constitution . "She looked at seemingly everyone but the man she had a hidden four-year affair with -- former Atlanta Mayor Bill Campbell.

"Brooks didn't tear up, but she also didn't look happy to be back in Atlanta on Wednesday taking the witness stand against her former lover. She never called him by name, instead referring to Campbell as 'him' or 'the former mayor.' Federal prosecutor Russell Vineyard . . . asked if Brooks and the mayor took steps to keep their relationship secret. 'Absolutely,' Brooks said. 'I would have him come to my apartment and we would meet out of town.'

"For more than two weeks, prosecutors have been trying to show a pattern of cash spending by the former mayor, who is accused of shaking down contractors." Among other things, he gave her jewelry, vacations and a $16,000 condo down payment.

Can you imagine if this happened in New York?

You might think they're just naked pictures of actresses in the new Vanity Fair, but the LAT explains the cosmic significance of it all.

Are the boomers getting a bum rap? Salon's Gary Kamiya looks at a provocative new book, which says the World War II generation "returned home and made a whole bunch of babies, pampered kids who got stoned in the '60s and '70s, went into mutual funds in the '80s, bought sub-zero refrigerators in the '90s, and are now preparing to irritate not just their children but their grandchildren with their endless boasting about how hip they were. The Greatest Generation vs. the Me Generation. D-Day bodies vs. decaf lattes. No contest.

"Leonard Steinhorn's 'The Greater Generation' sets out to turn this picture on its head. For Steinhorn, the 'Greatest Generation' did its duty honorably in defeating Hitler, but melted under fire when it returned home and faced racism, sexism, homophobia, intolerant moralism, and general Organization Man uptightness. It was the baby boomers who won these wars. And Steinhorn maintains that their achievement is all the greater because unlike World War II, they were not ones they had to fight. 'Greatness can be measured not only by the decisions we must make, but by the decisions we choose to make,' Steinhorn writes.

'Two generations stared at the same shortcomings, inequities and hypocrisies of American life, but it was the Baby Boom generation that chose to tackle them, to hold this country to its grand ideals, to agitate for justice when it would have been easier to remain docile and silent, and we are a better nation because of that. It is why this generation's accomplishments eclipse what came before it, and why the Baby Boom must be recognized as the Greater Generation.'

"According to Steinhorn, a professor of communication at American University and a former political speechwriter, the boomers have failed to get credit in part because of our belief that only epic deeds count. 'One of our prevailing cultural assumptions today, fueled by the media's insatiable need for narrative arcs, is that the only path to greatness is through sacrifice and suffering. . . . But what gets left out of this narrative is the heroism of daily life, of changing institutions and compelling society to live up to its ideals. What gets left out is the idealistic legwork of democracy.' "

Not to mention that whole period of disco, big hair and bell bottoms.

