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THE PRESIDENCY AND POLICY IPORMULATYON:

THE JOHNSON TASK £ORCES

Every nodern Presidént since [franklin D. Hdosovelt hasz nade
important convrlbuvions o the Presidency and Lyndon B. Jolhnson
is no exception. The purposce of this paper i8 to examine & st
of significant chaages which cccured in the process of formulating
presidential legislotive programs in Gomestlc policy areas singied
out by Prasident_Johnson foxr speclial. emphasis and attentlion. Wnile
1ot revolutionaxry, the changes conStitute a substantial‘departure
frou past practices, They involve the extensgive use Qf White House
task forces asg a formal means of policy formulatibn. We will 2nalyze
the nature of these chenges and some of thelr cousequences for
national doxestic policy;making, focusing on the policy areas ol
educatcion and hdﬁsin$° Ve have based ouvr findings on dava obiained
through inverviews with gartiCipants in the policy process in those

1 g =
areas. i

Thne Pre-Jonnson Patiern

Almost every stﬁdent of Awmerican government is familiay
Vwith the pre-Jolmson patiexrn of'presidential policy formulation
and especially wit the development of ﬁhe Presidenitts legisla«
Tive pragramn Thi.s pattern normally involved vhe formuiation of -

the legisglative program almost exclusively on the basis of proposals

developed by bthe deparvuenbs and agencies and submitted to the.

2

.. President through the Burecau of the Budgev. The Bureauv aand the

White House staff then anelyzed these proposals aad {rom their

enalysis the legislative program emerged., The departments and
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agencias caryied mcsp o' the huraen ol QO1¢CJ innovation.
Frasunably the expericnce and expertise which thoy posscuzed
‘id ﬁﬂei“fsbecial aveas along wion a sbcaqy 1anuo 1ron &heir_clientele

[

gioupns would 1nsure en adeqguate flow of oW laeas. &Léhou@h a Tew
senolars hdvef zpresged uneasiness about tae depénden§6 of the rPresie
dent, the White &bﬁse scalf and vhe Bureau of the budg“t on the
- ageacies forlidéas.and infbrmation,q most politvlical scientviste have -
reid litvle a"teht;éﬂ to the operatvionzl couseéquences of chis pRicAVEs
cern, Sone p@rtidipants'in the policy process within the Lxecut;ve
Offige of theiPrésidQﬁt haVe:oontended,'hONever; that this tradi-
tlional pattefn hdé;:egulted’ih'the adulteration'of;new ideas by
intermal bureaucy iC'éonsiderations and clientele pressures ex-

4 F _

erived tarough the agencies; The result théy argue;_has been a

sendency To GCeab orooo'mls until They eventually'a ce adopied

o until une Tapgpnale for tnem has long disappeared;' Thi S they
have conoludedg_has neant a deaxrtiha of imaginétion'iﬂ aéenoy-oriented
PTOPoSals whECh téhd'to be remedial and inorementai rathervthan
broadly nmov'a'-z:ive,' As PHillip S. Hug}ﬂes of the Bureau of the .-
Buugeb summarlzed ChlS reint of View |

béeﬁ Tto ask the departments to Opno;é;“ proposals. Hach

S g 1ldeas through channels, whicih mesns
thiat the icdeas are limited by the imzgination of the

.The =outine wav to develon e lecislative progrem hes
&

o.d-line agencies. They vVend to be repetitive~-the
same propesals year after yvear. When the ideas ol the
"different agencies reasch the dep romental level, all
kindgs of objections aac “LL ed, ezpecially objeciions
tihat new novions nay somehow wnlrlnvc on the rights of

some other ggency in the department. By the time a
jC&_S_@LLV" piropesal Aron & departaent reaches the
President, its a pretty well-compromised productas

P
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A parviel departure Yrom the pactern of dependence om the
bureauneracy rox new legislative proposals occured in the Kennedy
A@m;nn tration. Upom revuraing his,parsy ;5 office after eight
vears of Republicon rule, President Kbnnedy'moved”quidkly to
esvablish a leglaletive prcgram;‘ By the time he wags ineuguratved,
Keanedy had-QdmmiSSionea‘29'task'f0roes'in'variousqareas of forelga
6

and domesvic policy and 24 of them nad reportgd*baCksto.him. The

task force raporté served to collate Tor the new-ﬁdministration
gone of »he aau;on@s best thinking on the. oc&tmcal p*oolemw con~
fPOAﬁlngzlﬁ.. Lde&%ﬁzded The new Pr091aonu n,formulanlng nis
programQﬁVSubsequenu publica ion of the wreports euwabled them To
provide & ready reference for policy proposals'fér-individuals
and groups ihside‘amd'autside of'the'gdﬁernmentifiwhile wost of
Kﬁnnedy@S‘legislativaIproposaIS'were scaled doﬁn*f&dmi#he broad
geopve of.the tas&“fdrce'redommendations;“the“thfgst.and direotionf
of the reports survived; A |
Althdugh;%ﬁe’preeinaugurai'task Torces werefan'important i

novation, they were not to be repeated. Kemmedy &ia:exPQriment

with other varieviocns of the ‘task force, hQW°V9f¢ ine pre-inaugural
" task forcos compooea largely of oaLS¢de experbs gava way to 1ncra»_f

goveﬂjmencal wroups whach Kenneay used to aeal m¢ch xore&gn policy

rlses ﬂnd domesclc prob1ems on en-ad hoo babls.¢.

rhu Jonnson Patitern

Soon afte Prestaent John on assumed offlce, he faced the
necessity of aevelopxng a leglslaulvc program whiech coula be

.1dcntixleu qs‘hla own‘* There PPPB*QHELJ waé a feelirg within

.

o
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1N
tne wWinlitve Mouse and 1n vhe Bureaun off the Budgetf which the Pregi-
dent adopted, that such a progran wasinot likely to be dévelcped
on the basgis of propesals subaivied by the departments and agenclies,
The need to obuailn outslde advice and suggesﬁions was especmally
critical in an Administration where most key-personnél and the
bagic values and goals rewalned unchanged from those of its
pPredecessor.

Early in 196u, a number of President Johnsonts close aé-
visers including Budget Director Kermit Gordon, presidential
assistants Bill Moyers and Richard Goodwin and Chairman Walter
Hellef of the Council of Eoohomic Advisers, all of whom were
familiar with.the pre~inaugural Kennedy tésk forces,' sug—~
gested that the Presid%nt comrission a series of task forces

to study specific policy areas, In order to avoid the pitfalls

'encountered in the Kenheay task force opération, C.%ey, Charges
of overrepresentasion of intellectuals in their mempership and
of a consequent lack of realism in their proposals which forced

. the Administration to defend their feports even before they had
become'the basis for aétions the Johnson task forces operated
under a cloak of secrecy. The members agreed not to reveal
their assignments to the press or tp professional associates

and not to disclose the substance of their deliberations or
reﬁorts. The Administretion promised to reciprocate.7

“The 196M‘experience with task force opérations was deemed

. " .

successful and was refined and developed in the following years.

.
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Undexr the direction of Speclal Assistant Joseph A, Calif&no,
the White House staff esswned the paramount rble in setting
the framework for leglsiative and administrative policy-making.
As we have observed, policy planning prior to the Johnson Ade~
ninistration was primarily a funcﬁion of the departments andv
agencles with review by the White House;staff and the Bureau-of
the Budget. President Johnson brought that function more efe-
_fectively undér his Eontrol through the integration of the,
task force operation with legislative submissions and budget
review and the creation df a small polilcy~planning staff under
“one of his key assistants.g The impact of the departiments and
agencies in the development of the presidential legislative
program may still have been oonsiderable, but i1t tended to
come more through the participation of their policy~level |
personnel in White House meetings where tesk force reports
were evaluated. A high-ranking official in the United States
Office of Edueation (USOE) aclknowledged that in the past few
years ¥“much policy development in education has moved frbm
.here to the White House.Ql Similarly, a career official in
the.Bureau of the Budget opserved_that vat the stage'of de-
veloping the presidential legislative program, the task force
) reports pley a more significant role than any documents or
proposals emanatiné from the agencies.®

. The agencies proposed a substantial amount‘of wechnical

- legislation which corrected defects and filled gaps in'existing
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statuces vut mény of the most invoertant substanbive contributions
came from elsewhere, “The task forces presented us with neaCy
proposliions vo which we could react,® recalled & formey BUdm.
ges Bureau offi@ial,‘"not the nute and holtg stulf which we
usually got {rom the agencies.t The ageacies also wade major
cantributions ©o public poliley in the course of drafting bills
ond implementing programs, but their partileipation in the fore
malacive stage s ua.s gsomewhat reduced during the Johnson Adwm
ministratiom.g',Perhaps the distinetion which Should be made
is that baSk forccs and key presidential adv;sors opeﬂabed ag

a muci ROT8 gene 1 level than all % a few copuranklng agency

personnel, - DepaWumenu and agency pers onnel uOOk whau»wewe ofiten

vague ask 1orce ideas and Tashioned speclfxc 1e3;slat1ve proposals

Trom tnem, As aﬂ HEU of¢vuial explained, "ve had 5o'come vp with

the concé@thn Qf the vdea in 1egxslatlon, uoU tas -o* rhecoric.®
The pf§céSséS §f policy formulation in bhe Execuuive Office

of the Pfesidéﬁt varied widely in the'perioaffromll96&ithrough

1968, but N geae"al pavicern dppears Lo have emergéd iﬁ the cycle

vhe task: force opcrauiom as 1t developed under Califano and hzs

staffpla

Each year in late spring, Califano and his assistants
visived a aumber of magor university ceaters vhroughout the.

country in ozder to glean ideas for new programs;*' % the same
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time, the White Housé canvasscd the Administfation for new idecas.
Various officials who were regarded as.”idea men" were invited
to subnmit proposals on any sﬁbject divectly to the White Housc.
This permitted them to by-~pass normal bureaucratic channels and.
deparitnental and agency nierarchies. TFor example, according to
a whité House starlfl member,_formerlSécretary of Defense licNamara
- submitted over 50 proposels on varlious domestic provlems in one
vear. 2

After receiving then, Célifano“s assistents prepared
written one~page descriptions.of 2ll the ideas. These “write-
“ups" included a "proposal® sccition which briefly explained the
_idea, a descri@tion of the préblem and‘its re;ationship to
on~going progréms and a recommendation for action. Next, tThese
papers were categorized and a high—;evel group within the in-
stitutionalized Presidency reviewed them. This group_also're~
vieﬁed fhe reports of previous task forces, presidential com-
mnissions and 6ther advisory bodies which were filed during
the course of the previous year, In 1967 this group included.
Califano, Budget Direcéor Charles Schultze, his deputy Phillip
S. Hughes, Chairman Gardanexr Ackley‘of the Council of Economié
'Advisers, Special Counsel‘to the President Harry McPherson and
Califenols staff. Following the review, Caiifano and his“'
assistants.compiled a 1oosé leéf book in which thelremaining

-~ " ¥ '

ideas were grouped by substantive policy areas. The screening
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group then reconvened for a second examination after which it
sent the book to the President with a cover letter indicating
the areas which it felt required further study;' The President
andACalifano then reviewed tThe proposals déciding either to
abandon them, study them furthef or mark them for additional
study if time and étaff were available;

Further dévelopment oX tne ideas which were‘not abandoned
occured through réfefral T0 individual consultants or:formal
advisory coanéils, studylw'departments and agencies, oY examin-
atlion by task forces. -Reports of individual cohsultants are not
often made public and their impact is diffioult £o agsess. Ad-
visory council repofts usually ére public documents. Their -
influence appears to vary with the reputations of their members,
the quality of their content, and the current political sig-~ .
nificance of the subject matter. Agency studies also vary.

'rgreatly-in impact, but generally they can be regarded as con-
Tributing to internal bureaucratic thinkiﬁg and poliéy develop~
ment. | |

The assignment of a task fofce o examine an idea or a setl
of related ideas signified that the President and his top ad-
visorS’regardéd the.problem as one of considerable significance.
Although task forces did.nat routinely operate in all of the
Great Society areas, they did function fairly frequehtlys In
1;.1967 a tgtai of 56 separate task forges ﬁere operating in various

/| domestic policy areas. Task force assignments, which varied in

[

!
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scope and purpose, determined whether théir members would be
drawn from people outside or inside the government or from both
groups. S

Outside task forces weré the primary méans of securing'new
b‘ideas for the development of policy. According to participants
on varioug task forces in education and housing, they received
‘broad directives which accorded them maximum freedom to coﬁe
forth with ideas, "The Président," observed a high;réﬁking
presidential staff member," wants their Judgment on substance-=
not political feasibility."
| There was some adjustment in the functions of outside
task forces after 1964. In the words of one participant, the.
1964 task Torces were "happenings." President Johnson ﬁsed thé
1964 task forces as ad.hoc devices to devélop,proppsals which
. almost immediately became part of his 1eg;slative program, .By
1966 the task forces were a2 normal and rather ;Iaborate aspect
of the operations;of'the Presidency. The President began £o use
them to take a long-range view of major policy areas and problems
as well as to develop/?gﬁ:diate legislative proposals. He and
his staff took steps to institutionalize the task_force'opera-"
. tiomn by integfating’it‘witgﬁthe highly structﬁfgééénd formal
budget review process. | | .

As comparéd to outside task forces, inside, or-interagénoy
task forces functioned more to coordinate agency approachés and
to obtain»some measure of intera@ency agreement in areas of‘r
‘dispute. Inside iasklforces also provided agencies With &

A
S
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vehicle 7or & broad / of. the reports of outside task foirces.

While interagency groups nay have genersted some new proposals.

their major purpose was to provide the President with 2. coordinated
overview of functionsl problems that cut across departmental and

agency linesiandfto‘suggest alternative solutionsﬂﬁo them, An

important-aspect of this coordinating funotion;of*thezinteragency

task forces was' to conduct a “"detailed pricing. out of:all proposals.y

Members_of inside 'task forces usuallj included representafives of
the Bureau of thé Budget &nd‘Califano's staff aﬁd agengy heads ozr
deparimental assistant secretaries. |

Task forces did not displace that older and-more familiar -
adtisory me&hanism, the pgblic Study commission,som¢ of:whioh’a:e‘
actually authorized by Congress (eag., the Doﬁgla# Qommission in.
housing). President Johnson employed a number of public con-
missions including the Kaiser”Commit"cee2 the Eginéman Commission
on income_mainteﬁance;.the Crime Comuission, and the Kerner Cth
mission. Public commissiéns Caﬁ,‘as cynics héve suggested
give the i1llusion that something is being done to aﬁtaok a pﬁoblem.
_Establishing & comuission ‘is é séfe respbnse~~it is action yet
at. the same time it disturbs none .of the very real political
. opposition which would emerge if substantive aotioniwere atbempted,
The impact of the report of a pubiic commission is likely %o be
.tﬁrough its educational effect on public ppin;on rather than
ﬁhrough alrect tranéiation into the Administration?s policy pro-
-_ posals. Occasionally when the President has complete confidence
'in_the coummission chairman and stays in clese contact with him,

1l
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the report way have a direct impect on Administretion policy.
This waé the case with the Kaise;.Commifte? {presidentts Commititee
on Urban Housing) in 196?-1968; :

Public commissions can alsc function to develop support
for the Administration; By esvablishing representative groups
and then exppsing their deliberations and theif reports to public
atténtiong it is bossible to develop support.for'the reconnendations.
The consensus~bullding fuactions of pubiic commissions are no doubt

advantageous, but the problem assoclated with their use is that

|, reports and recommendations which are at all innovative tend to

12
be Pcontroversial' and hence an embarrassment to the Whive iouse,

(
A
t
!
J , i ‘ . ' |
The noncommital response of President Johnson to the report of the
Kerner Conmission (President’s Commission on Civil Disorders) in

Viarch, 1968 and the open crivicism of the report by Vice Presi-

" “dent Humphrey and Secietary of Health, Education and Welfare Conen

illustrate the.riéks involved in creéting public commissions~~they
- may file reporfs and. wake recommendations Which.place the Adninise
tration in & less than faﬁorablellight, Noxr are public comnissions
likely to serve as gsources of information or new ideas. vAéqording
to one of our respondents, "thg basic.i@eas ;n,the.Kerﬁér réport'

came to us at lesst two years ago in various task force reports.h

Furthermore, most task force reports are likely to undergo more

. intensive scrutiny than that accorded the reports of public com=

missions,
Once the task forces” had written their reporis, they submitted
them to the President and deposited them with the Bureau of the

Y
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Budget. Usually, ouuside mek forces repoxrted during the fall.
The DBureau of the Budget and the relevant departments and agencics
{(if the latter were consulited as ﬁhey frequently but notv alwayé
ere) Torwardea their commencs directly to‘ chie White House.
Follbwing the'initial evaluation. the white House stail,
mder Califanots direction, tool the lead in winnowing-down
"task force o;.oposalu0 (If, in the case of an outside tagk force
reporc, it appeared that an intéragency‘task force should'be
created, that decision was nmade by_Califano, the‘Budget Director,
the Chaifman.ogathe Counéil of”Economic Advisers and the appro~-

priave departmeat and agency heads)qA In a series of White House
meetings; aepariment and agency neads and theif Top assistgzn’csg
represensatives of the Bureau,of the Budget;s examining divisions
and of the Council of Ecconomic Advisers and menmbers of Califano’s
staff_eﬁamined all task force reports, The purpose orf
these meétings Wag To secure agreemént on:major areas of concern
and proposed courses of.actionn Tae partieipantsAregeived &on~
tinuous d;:ecu¢on 1rom LhO P”CSLQ@HD ag ©o hié.prioritiés;
_After-much 1sou381on qu bargalnvng uhey developed a proposed
VleSLSlauLV; program wnlcn was“nresented to the Presiden?® whoA
- Then mgce_';  *L-'°111na1 decisions on it

The-p occos of acveloplng prev1acnblal le@ Give programs
in dom@SuiO pOLl"y areas es‘,abl1 shed under the Johnson Administraw.
tion occu*ed 4n a more or les ovde~7y emporal sequence@ (See

‘a

Figure 1).° 10 can besu be dGBCL&de ag an 1rregular buv uexlnlte

patuern whxch was fa;rxy Well sys°emabiaea.
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Figuxe 1
Scquence of Events in PTOTJTLHQ the LO&¢S]Q slve Pro;ramx

The Johmson Adwninisceation

Idea Gatherings: Internal  Appoint~ Receipt and White Frepar-
isits to uni- dlilscusge ment of review of Ticuse avion of
versities; con=- sions of ourside Gask Torce pecotings LessaEes
teacts Witn ot ideas - task rePoxrvs . '
side experts gathered forces ' . Pinal Introduc~-
and "idea nenV Amency - rresie. vion of
in government - : SUbRLS dential " bills
: gions decisions

on the

program
April/May/June July August Sept/Oct/Nov December Jan/Feb/lMar

Taglk Force Operations

3,

In ovdex to provide a mowre debailed piqture of the %task force
operation, we.have analyzed some of thoselwhiqh'have operated in
the_areas of education and housing. wélhave been able to exemine
care ;ully cervain aspects of the task féfces including the selec-
tion of members, the methods of operatith staffing and‘the evalu=
ation of'task force reporté; we'studied the majox taslk forcés
and public commissions in housing and‘eduéaﬁion.fxém 19§¢ th:ough_
wid~1968. These included: | - | |

In education; - -

196& Gerdner# Task Force

1966 Eariy Chl]dhood 1ash Force
1967 Friday Task Por

1967 lnteragency Tas P Force

*By popular convention, oﬁtsiae tﬁs forces and public commisn
gsions are usually refered to by che name of’ Lhc chairman.
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And, in hougings:

96k Wocd Yask Force
- 1965 Wood Task Force .
1966 Ylvisaker Task Force
1567 - Interagency Teslk Force
196768 Kaiser Committee

Membershio OCLeOoLOﬂ~

The President and his top policy advisers usually sel ceied
- the members of outside task forces. The selection process
. operated quite informally. The White House stafl, the Buréau
of the Budget, the Council of Economic Advisers in tnhe cape of
nousing. and the OfTice of Sclence and Technology in ine caée of
education, and in some cases the concerned department or agency,
suggested prospective members. The White House staff, principaily
Califano and his assisvaais, took cne 1oad in sereening the initiel
,Zyi mouninations. Then the President approve@-the final choices, somew
#?[@ times adding names and perhaps deleting 5therss In 1965E fof
ﬁ//?/example, President Johnson added the names of Senator Abrehen

”/_‘Vf Ribicoff and Edgar Kalser to the Wood task force. The sccepiance

<

rate for invitations to serve was high, especially among academicS.
~According to one White House starlfd menber, "only three or four out
of some 250 /mcademicg/ have refused to serve, In reality, acas=

demics are aunxious to be able to report privately to the Presi-

| dent their views in critical policy aress and to do so with no
:! -holéds b&yredoﬂ

}; The oriterié employed in'selecting membexrs of outside task
forces temded to vary wigh the mission of the task foréé.A Many

of our res ponden s emphas‘zed uhe 1mporuance of ¢ndenendence of
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viewpoiat. In lancuage resewodllng vhat which Neustadt uvszes in
< L

A <
Pregideniial Po”cv 2 White House ¢

et Yo R san

\

taflf meaver conmented tha’

.,’)

DNen

tghe President has to have advice Fiom someone who knows the
right answers and who has 1o political axe to griud." On tThe
other hand, persons known to hold supposedly "radical®" points
of view were not likely to be included. A parvicipant in the
selection of members for some of thne housing task forces recaliled
that "the nomes were selected on the hasis of & kind of coumon
sense soundness. We would not have'picked 2 Micheel Harxringhon,
for example., We looked for people who had written Wl h PETSPCC=-
tive and reasonable freshness and who haven't been in the Govern-
men» for sevexal years.® |

The nembership of outside task forces was not as carefully

S(See Table 1)
/ However,

balanced as that of public commissions tends to be.
since task forces contributed to policy Tormulation and the Presi~
dent wantved politically séleablé'policieé, their represqntative~
ness became a factor in selecting'membersQ espcialiy when the
objective ﬁas'to survey a policy area and come up.quickly

witn new 1egis}ative proposalsa_ If a vask force réport was
unanimous, a Jujnoxbing coalition representing most of the major
elements in Amerlcsn sov¢euy would alrecdy have been constructed.
Thus, the housing,task forces in 1964 and 1965 were more or 1ess'
representative of interests in that area, AlSo;'some of the tradl-
tional cliéntela groups in the‘edqoation "eStablishmentﬁ, the Council
of Chief Stave School Officers and the American Assooiation of School
Administratdrs;’were répyesented on the'l964'and'l967'task_foroesa
However, that reprasentation Waé move apparent than real since the
task Torce members belonging to vthose groups tended to be quite ine

. -

dependent of the "establishment." . -

':/f_.u oy

e
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Table 1.

Representation on Outside Task Forces
Foucation
State and College Colle@e _Business Foundation Othexr
Local . Adminise Profesw _ Officials
- 0fficials trators  sors

1966 3 3 2 2

2 i
1967 2 6 3 , 0. 1. N
fousing

Svate and College Business Labor' Civil Interest Other

Local Adminis= S Rights Groups-in

Officials trators & : ‘ . Groups . Housing

: - . . Professors -
1964 1 6 0 0 0 1 3
1965 2 2 1 1 1 0 2
1967 2 5 0 1 1 0 1
1967% 1 1 10 3 1 2 0

*Kaiser Comnittee

Not 1afreauenn1y Federal ofricials servea on an outsiae

task force. In 1964 the Commissioner of Edvcauzon, Francxs

Keppel, vas an e¢x officio mewber of

Fhe Gardner vask force and

in 1965 Budgéc D;reCuor Kermlt Gordon and Senato; Rmoxcoff verved

oan The housing task force.

in 1967, Seoretary Gardner, Commissioner

-Howe 2nd a few other HEW officials sat with the Friday task force om -

- a numbexr of cccasionsa

Perhaps whatv is most s“riking about the

outside task force is Lhe’extenb to which acaaemlcally based per-. .

. sous wWere overrepre<

sed in their membersnipsS. -

Thxs is Larulcularlj

.apparent when the_housing'task"forces are compared with the Kaiser

Committee.
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In selecting members of outside task forcesg a2 conscious
attempt was mede O avoid overrepresentatcion of traditional
cliantele groups such as the National Association of Housing and
Redevelopment Officials, the National Educetion Association and
the American Council on Bducation.. These groups had traditionally
“worked with and through the departmenta and agencies in formulating
and developing policy. .Once the ageacy role in initiating policy
began to decline as a consequence of the task force operation,
the access of the clientele groups o the cenbtral policy-makers
‘also began Go fall. These groups responded Lo their loss of ef=
fective access by critilcizing the task forces:

. The task forces vepregent the worst form of
- intellectual and educational elitism. They are
besed on the implicit assumption that the edu~
cation associations are lancapable of any sort
of creavive or innovative thought.

A representative of a higher
educsation associatlione

Tae education task foroes.iﬁcladed;nohwloyalistyrepre~
sentaﬁives of thé sowcalled "eétablishment" such_as e chiel étate-
~school offlcer and a bigwcity school superintendentggggey were
weighted in favor of academiciahéo. Given their fundamental pur-
pose, Lo generate new ideas, this was not surprising. Education
'iéla policy area in‘which there is wide agreément that serious
problens exist, but great wncertainty and disagréement OvVeYry apw
pfopriate solutions to them. .In_houéing;_however, task Tforoces

[}
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tanded to be nore representative of the various interests involved.
Unllke educavion, housing 1ls an areld in‘'whichh the number of
possible solutlons is limited and disagreements are usvally
over mwatters of uechnlque rabhor Lhan fundamcaual differences
of philosophy.

Representative task fo recs and part u’arij the public comw
missions also have the added ocnexiu, fox the Administratioh,
of co-opting reiaulvely powe:ful but easentlally conservative
elements of society for social problemn-solving. As & key presi-
dentisel adviser voluunteered:

We tixy to bring some of these elements in to, in
effect, Co~opL them, We rub Thelr noses in the problen
and bring them along with the solutions. Hell, sonme
of them have never seen slums before. We take Them
te the. ghettos and they are amezed that such things

can exlist. It's surprising how radical some of then
become . . : '

L

Y

Procedures and Stalfing.

The operating precedures of the outside task forces in eduoa-
tion.and houging followed a similer pantern. GenerallysAthe task
forces‘commenced with from oné to three meetingslé ét vhica the
membeis, in the course of reacting to one or two broad position
papgers, ranged over the entiregsubjéct.‘ Dﬁring~the opening sesQ
sions, the task’fbrces idéntified areas for future study and
connissioned aadl jonal p081tlon oapeisw The significande of

the papers is thau they providcd the basis for initial disw
cu551ons at task. ;oroe SGSSlonSa After a few mbre meetings,

either Lhe staff or &, uask Ioro° member, usuallj the chairman,

3.
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prepared tventative drafts of various seelions of the task force-
rveports. Iurther discussions fooﬁsed-on these drafis and the
task forces began to move toward & consensus regarding their
recommendations and reports. | | |

The_task.foroes do not appear to heve used formsl votes to
reach their decisions, but rather the mode of deéision was to
vargain back.ahd forth uatil they reached'agreement° ‘When ﬁem,
bers raised strong objections, efforts were made to saﬁisfy them.
According To one participant, the prevailing dééisional norm
established was 6ne'of_acquiescehce~~"if the resﬁ of you agree,
then I wontt make_a fuss.” In some cases, however, dissident
members'refused to yield as wien Whitney Young of the'Urban
League opposed shifting community action programs from the
Office of Economic Opporﬁunity to HUD in 1965, beoauéé the
Negro.community was suspilcious of HUD; As.this‘examplé
suggests, the members do represent their inétitﬁtioﬁal affiliations
during7633k'fbr¢é or commissioﬁ deliberatvions. Indeed, a staff

mewber of one task force commented, "The members not only ace

“tually do speak in terms of the interesis of that sector of

society from which they are appointed, but in many cases, they

perceive their role on the task force as doing exactly that.h

The secrecy of the task force operation was perhaps one

of its most manifest characteristics. One task force staff

member told us: "
Our ftask force was a C,I.A.Qtype operation., I ...

felt very odd about it. We were not sure about what

should be said and what shouldn®t be said. There.
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was 1o name on our door {or tne task force, The
sk Jovee atal divectvor slimply had his own nene
o the deood. Papers were put, under lock and key
every evening. :
These renarks were not atypical of commentis mede by people who
were invimately ianveolved in the task force operation. In the

eyes of the President and his staff secrecy was the ralson diefre

for the task force operatibn.. Without secrecy, they felt, the
task Forces would mgrely have become a serieé of public coﬁ~
missions and study groups and have 5een supject to the provlens
associated with that form of adviSorj organization.17 Secrecy
aléo meant thet precise representational balanqing of task

- force membership was not required, The Presidént could appoint

{ members to maximize the range of available experts rather than

| i produce é.predetermined result., Secreqy also enabled the President
bbl to ignore those task force reports which did not fall'within

the 1limits of what he considered poSsible to accomplish. Reoom;
mendations could be adopted or rejected without having to ex-

peﬁd energy and political resources defending the choices that
were wade. The ronge of’optiohs was not only maximized, it was
kept open Tor a longer period.of‘time and at very little pollcical
cost. Thus, the secrecy of the.réﬁorté prevented opposition from
.developling to task fofoe'proposals unﬁil e much later stage in the.
. policy process. | |

Perhaps thekpfincipai différenbes between tésk forces in

their operations iie in the:rolesfplayed by‘thsir‘staffs. We

D

.

to balance ianterests. Or, he would 'stack! the membership so as to
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fonnd AlmOST UNANIDOUS agreemnont thivt o competent seafll is
Srscntlal To @ snovdsuul tagk Tordece operation. Generally they

were staffed with personnel from the Executive Office of the
President, from. various agencies, or from.oatside goverﬁmenta
The Bureau of the Budget hed prima:y responéibility foxr staffing
the 1964 houSing and the threec education task forcés. The edu~
cation task forces éléo had staff assistance from'thé.Office of
Sc;ence and Technology, the National Sclence Foundauion, the
Office of Lauoatlon, the Office of Economxc Oppor»uniuy and

the National Inatxbubes of rleultn° doual]y Lhe execubtive
director of the task force dPVOued full time o suaf; work and
otner ¢nd1V1auals were "oorrowed" on a nartftime basis, The
gxecuc;ve dl rectoxrs of Lhe educabion cask fsrces and the first
héusing,task force were Budget Bureau ofxlcialso aThe&:éssumed

: feSpOﬂ81bility for recrultins ocher staflf members who cane xrom
within uhe E\ocutive Office and the asuncles.

Starting in 19465, housing task forces operated with pro=~
fessional snaf;s more res ponsible t to %the White House. The ex~
.clusion of the Budget'Bureau from & major staffing role in this
‘area was éppérently & conseguenCe of thé feeling in the White
-.Housé.ﬁhat financial cgnservdtiSm“on the part ofithe'staff of
.uhe 1904 task force was responsible Tor an overly cautious and
somewhat unimavinaulve reporu; In Qoncras'c° uhe Budget Bureau
officiels’ Who served as staff directérs for education task
forces tended to prod them to be more veﬁtuxes§mé and innova«.
tive than they misht have been onherW1ue.:g 

/ N
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The White House assigned 2 stafll member to act as liaison
te evexry task foree., This lialison man p}ayed'a ma jor role ;f
legislative propgsals were exPeoﬁea_from the task forcéu Thig
occured when Richard Goodwin sat with the 1964 education task |
force and in 1965 when Harry lcPherson was a vigorous participent
in the deliberations of the Wood task force. The funchicrn of
the liaison man with subsequent task forces, however, was mainly
fo represént the task force to the President and'to convey his
wishes to it through Speciel Assistent Califano. Tae Bureau of
the Budget also maintained 1iaiéon with the task forces, prie |
marily to keep them edvised of the existence and nature ofon-
going Pederal progr&ms; When & Budget Bureau official served
as a staff direétor, he automatically provided this liaison.
Moxreover, Budget Bureau(liaison'men agsumed an imporvant role
in the_Operatioﬁs'of outside task forces., This occured in 1967 -
when the taskvféfces were asked to make projections at alterna=
tive budgetary'1e§¢1§9 thus assigning priorities to their
proposaiso, |

The dgpartments and agenciés,'HUD and its predecessor the
' Housing_and Home Finance Agency {(HHFA) ané HEW and USOE played
'lan ambiguous role in the opefations ?§ outside task forces.
Since the manifest intent of outside task forces was o bypass
" the departmehts and_agencies as major insvruments of policy
formulation, their officials ﬁended»to distrust-task.forces‘
and to denigrave theif s{gnif}cance. Thus, & HUﬁ of ficial
disdainfullyhobserved,_“I think the{task forces have done an



editing job that hasn®t been done elscwhere aad livile more,
NRILO A Gh axcounive remarxhed that “the reporis ere kept so
secret that they donft really pollinate anything.ﬁ

In 1964, HHFA through Morton Schussheim wasfactivcly involved
in the work of the outsmde task force, | In spit ce of this liaison,
however, tvhe agency.reaoted negatively to many poftiona of the
task force report. Apparenuly thls was not QppTOOLaqu at the
White House, 101 afbo ward the agency was almosc compxe tely ex~
cluded from % he ac»1vic¢ea of oubside tesk forces. By mid~1966
outside ﬁask*{oxqgs,;n housing operated within the fromework of
thé Execﬁtiv§ price,'but beyond the scope of dlrec bureaucr““lc
influence. ‘Ih intéra3ency vask forces, noaever° thc depa"“ment
was likely to aomlnaue the procecdlngsu One nar Lcipant in the
work of the 1967 housing 1nneragency task fovce remarked Ninter=
agency task fo rces often refle*"“he lead agencyﬂs.legislative
progredm. Last rall BUD did all the staff work end [Secrevary/
Weaver ohalred._ The report would have been abouc uhe same had it
 . simply come. out of HUD witvhout the paruacipablon of Ooher agencies,®
| In_eduoation, the situation was sowswhatb d¢ ferento FTQRCLS
Keppel narticinaﬁed QCLIVGly in the Gerdmer task force which largely
approved h;s 1deas and he supported its ~ecommén&a£ibn§. - Since he
was the head of the agency, no one dowa the llne in the U.S. 0ffice
of Eaucat%on could oxflcially react negablvely to Lhe report,.. There
were soine USOB OiflClalS, however, who 1nxormally opposed the
'Elemenbarj and Secondary Y3‘clucf.£u,j.ofz Act ‘and uhe maln recomuenda~
tions of che task force. '”hLS appa*enuly 1s what caused a former
| Budget Bureau o;ficlal to remark that "the 01d~11ne OE bureaucraos
trged torsaootage-the Gardner Task Force'meport;"" HEW and USQE

officials conuinued, howevo: to s;u with subsequen» task forces and.
19687 inter agency
Comm1831oaer Howe wWas the key figure in nhe Worx of “he/uasx TOrce,.

S B .
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Evaluniion_of Reports. -0 =2K=

“hae ovaluntion of the raporis of outside tozk Lowcos vios d
flexibie and mewewhat wnstructured procoss, After beilng sent ©o
e Toceddent and devosited with the Dudget Bureduts Office of
Legislative Reference, the reports went to the Rureauts examlning
divisions, other unilts in the Executive Office and the agencies
Tor comwment. The role of the agencies in evaluation was minor,
howeveré when cowpared with © at'Qf.the Bureau of tThe Budget
ana the White House staff; Significantly, the same wnersonnel
from the Buresu and the Whitec House who served on task force

staffs and sat with them as liaison nen were usually involved

in evaluating the reports. One Budget Bureau official recalled .

that while "I leaned overbackward to be fair, I did feel like

‘Hou

I was mesting myself coning btack.Y
This dual role of the Bureau of the Budget end the White

o

0}
0

taff produced a measure of governmental, but NON=2ZENCY )
input to the-task forces., It meant that their reports had an
Executive Office‘bias which was not openly acknowledged. One
departmentval oificial charged that “there is an incestuous Ye=

lationshlp between the task forces on the one hand and the

o3

ud.getv Buireau and the White House on the other.® (Presumably
the reports.are the offspring of the incestuous unionst) The
Bureau vias avare of the duality of its role and the problems
innerent in it. AS one of its officials said, “we are involved

&t The Bureau with task forces as participants and as critics.

VWe have {o be a force for sifting out the most workable pio-

posals.m” But the dual role was perplexing and frustrating for

rd

those outside the decisional process in the Executive Office
who wWewre affected by its actions.
The exvent of the evaluation accorded the reporis depended,

et least im part, on the closeness with which the White House

/
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and the Burcau of the Budget follovied the proccedinms of tho
vask (orce end the conlidence which the Prosldent had in 13
memberso' Tne report of the 1965 Wood taak force, for ezample,
RHLETWEnt rolatively little review, Inlmost cases, however,
there was extensive review of the reports followed by & geries
of Whité‘House neetings. |

whengéh ouvside task force report was found to be of little -
imredlate value, the White House sometimes commissioned an ine
teragency task force to develop legislativo propeosals. This
apparently happened in 1967 whea the Friday and Ylvisaker re~
poxts were followed by the'éfeation,of interégency{task forces
in education and houéings both of which hagd a major/impact on

the developament of 1968 legisletion in Those areas.,

\

Agency Reactioins.

We have already observed that the reaction of many: debarumental

and agency officials to the role of outside vask zo;ces in
policy formulation was subscancially negatlveu,,The principal
obgeculon was co the sec%eoy which au°rounded the work of the
task forces and the substance of thelr reportsgg_While mosf
officials-recognized the rationale {oir secrecy, they:felt that

£ had{¢onséQuenqes'which were adverse to their interests. One
frequent‘complaint was,th&t'ﬁhe roports tendeda to become standards:
for pr951denu1al evaluatlon of prog*am performance, bu that
program aamlnlstrabors 1acked accegs o chem. According o &

’ _ T ‘

USOE progranm ofucxaln
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whe task fovee repowts are Leutnal oxegoses o
wsed Y thogse Who hove occess to vhem. L L0 oosouncd
othe nigher echelons thabv the ook force position 18
corwest, Tae problem for us iz that our p“ClOT@ ee
in ewpluated in Germa of the objectives setv in the re-
s, bub we do not have adeguate acceess to thens

There is 1little question that the iandependent expert advice

~end suggestlons obtained from the 1 as& forces provea highly

valuable_to the.Johnson Adninistration iﬂ oharb¢nv ¢Ls general
policy ocourses, But whe AdmanStT&ulQn also recognized, apparent ly,
that there are limits'té the degree to which the Presidénp can and
should insulate himself from agency influence in policy formula=~

tion. The expanded uvse after 1964 of interagency task forces as

vehicles for legislative program development represented an effort

to involve bthe agencies more effectively in Execubive Office policy

development, ©o ease agency resentuents voward the use of outside

task forces, and Lo promote interagency cooperation in complex

- polioy arces like housing and education. This lform o; participation

enabled the Administration ©to secure agency support and commicuent
to its proposals without having tox;yiéld to agency domination of
their substance.

Impaet on POLicY.

it is, or gourse; i.pos°1ole to measure dixgéﬁly the impact
wnich task fdrce;reports nave haQ'on public-poliéy, _Ourlresearch
suggests, howeVers.thét in man& cases Ehe bésiq;QQnCéPtS of President
Johnson's iegiélative pfograﬂiwere in large part shaped by tésk
force recommendations. It does nobt appear Lo be me“e coznc¢dencc
thet a'sizeablé numberfofﬂmaskiforce DIODOS als ululmauelv becane
a part of the Aaanls“"ation@s rogran and were enﬂcted, W¢Lh

hY
amendments, by Congress, Specifica_lys che_renc supplemenu
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