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MEMO TO RN /

From Buchanan

July 28, 1968

A) Could you give Jeff Bell's excellent memo a reading
before our meeting at four,

B) I confess to a gdod degree of apprehension over this Vietnam
thing. Some headlines are invariably going to say "Nixon Sof tens
Vi Position" or Nixon Shifts Vietnam Position, or something akin
to that., For instance, De-Americanization is a code word for a
mpre doveish position than we now have---and it would be legitimate
for a writer to say our new position is more doveish, My concern
is this. The conservatives, led by Cliff White, might well raise
hell on this Vietnam thing, saying RN is making a new "apertura a
sinistra" that we are seeing the old Nixon swing to the left, onee
the right mives him the nomination---and I wonder what the reaction
of Thurmond et al in the South ﬁill be, In short, I am wondering
if our carving out a more doveish position---right now=---might not
anger some oOf our hawk delegates in the South---and generate enough
erosion to Jjeopardize the nominatim, I thought I should pass this

along to you before getting together this afternoon,

Buchanan



July 25, 1968

NATANFATD ARNTTNTINLL D d TT
MEMORANDUX FROM BELL

Re: Vietnam

-

"IS8 IT WORTH IT?

My own feeling is that the Vietnam intervention--assuring
e B
it s regsonably successfully concluded--will come to be
rezarded as one of the most important and influentieal enter-
ises tnis country heas ever undertaken., For the moment, I
_

(ing a Jjudgment on the conduct of the war -- only on

1 effects the 'war has had on the Asian continenwt
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he extent to which non-communist Asia has been stavilized
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kable. Jeapan, South Korea, Taiwan, Malaysia, Singzpore,
and Theiland have boom economies. The two island empires --
—ncéonesie and the Philippines -- have special administrative
&and economic problems, but iIn both nations promising leader-
ship has emerged. Further south, Australia and New Zealand
neve repudiated theilr tacitly anti-Asian isolationism of the
past and for the first time are taking a positive role in non-
corrunist Asia,

The United States intervened on & large scale in Vietnanm
in 1S€5. Every one of the ten nations I have mentioned heas
endorsed that intervention as in its own national interest.A

urtrnermore -- end this is the striking fact -- not & sinzle

o=

ons ¢ these countries has had a change of government since

19658, Thet is a statement that can be made about no other

rexzion of the non-communist world.



(2)

Closer to the rim of communist Asia, the situation is more
mixed~-~ but the political trends have been the same. Laos is
under direct attack from Hanoi, and has lost considerable terri-
tory. But the originally neutralist government in Vientiane has
broadened its political base, acquitted itself well against the
indigenous Pathet Lao before Hanoi intervened in force, and has

turned to the west in foreign policy. Burma, the only non-com-

munist Asian nation with a rigidly socialist economy, is stagnant

internally. On the other hand,its~once idyllic relations with

Peking have been suspended, and the military government is now
taking a hard line against communist-backed ethnic guerrillas.

The little-noticed 1966 eiéctions in Cambodia returned a firmly

anti-communist, pro-western majority-- so much so that Prince

Sihanouk had to dismiss his new premier within a week. Since

that election, Sihanouk has taken a noticeably harder line toward
the communist-backed Khmer guerrillas, has issued a surprising num-
ber of attacks on Chinese expansionismm, and has been considerably
more muted in his criticism of U.S. intervention in Vietnam--
despite the substantial North Vietnamese and VC presence within
his own borders. Economically, the t?end in these beleaguered na=-
tions has been not toward Chinese ties and aid, but toward associ-
ation with the promising new economic alllancaes, such as ASEAN,
that have recently sprung up in non-communist Asia. Japan, not
China, is emerging as the pan-Asian economic power-- the rich
uncle and patron of emerging»économies. This development was, tb
say the least, not widely predicted as recently as five years

ago.



Slve yeers ogo, indeed, 1t was China that seeired ¢ have
the monentun.  Newly divorced fro.. Jussia and on the verge
oL its ocwm avemic erea, Chine had already launchned & bold and

effective ilavasion of castern Indiej; its brend of communism

wie widely believed tb be in the ascendant in the partiec cf

The non-cormrunist world; and its inrogds into Africa and
ncn—commuﬁist Asle, particularly Indonesia, seemed considerable.

AT horme, the threeat of & nationalist return had receded

nt and the government seemed well entrenched

Todey, the situation is radically changed. As a clique

of uvltra-Meoicets hes progressively tightened its hold on
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hina's Toreign relations, government aflter government has

J

Chinese diplomets and advicers packing. Todey, less

then a dozen netions heve normal diplomatic relations with

iaz. A series of Peking-backed attempted coups have
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ed riserably in both Africa and Asia. The most noteble
irstcence was Indonesie, where ean anti-cornmunist counter-
coup eventually ousted President Sukarno and decimated

that nation’s huge Communist Party, possibly beyond repair.

Pro-Peking political perties have lost ground and leverege

in democratic couniries such as Japan and Ceylon. Most

their ccntinent, &lthough China retains influence in

Tenzania end Congo-Brazzaville. Today, in Africa, Teiwan

outstirips Peking both in influence and in UN votes for




At home, 1t is now clear that China is experiencing a
Tuli-Tlecdged civil war., This 1s not the place to speculate
its meaning, or on the nature of the government that
will eveniually emerge--if one ever dces., I do want to make

wo relevent points. First, the three-million-man Chinese

sr:iy is spread thin througnout the country trying to keep

gemblence of order. Second, the Peking Government--which

five years ago scened the wave of the future--has been

totally discredited in the eyes of the entire world, in-

o

cluding in all probability its own citlzens. Irresponsitle

and vnecivilized in its foreign policy, it has forfeited

at noxe the only virtue o totalitarianism--the abllity to

It is easy to argue that this development has nothing
to do with the American presence in Vietnam, or the suc-
cessful conteinment of China throughout the world--just

it has been argued that the Indonesian countercoup of

(&)
n

1965 had nothing to do with the large U.S. buildup in
Vietnem earliier the same year, I realize that one event's

following enother does not establish a cause-and-effect

But there is such & thing as "tide in the affairs of
wen"--and nations. Netions in trouble at home often find
tnemselves in trouble abroad—;and vice-versa, IU seens
L0 re & reasonable conlecture that i1if North Vietnam had

won the wer in 1965, as it would have without the U.S.

intervention, Peking would have gained enormous prestige,
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ot bone and abroad, vis-a-vis not only the United States
sut the Seviet Union. In an ares where "face" is still zan
limportant factor in any political ecuation, the Maoists
slzoht well have looxed potent if not irresistible to thneir

1

nbors &end--more ilmportant--the Chinese populetion, and
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tended to disarm internal opponents. The other point of
view--that the strife in Chine would heave oécurred regard-
what happened in Vietnam--is tenable; but it
Zs & nlstoricel fact that rapidly expanding nations rarely
collapce overnight into widespread civil strife.

There is one other positive aspect of the war which is
rerely mentioned by‘anyone, least of all our own governrent:

clie counterinsurgency technigues learned by the U.S. Arrmy

Iin Vietnam have proved extremely helpful in cother perts

Take Bolivie. Che Guevare started cut, initielly,
with & wmore favorable revolutionary situation than ne and
Castro had had in Cuba ten years before. The country wes
pcorer, 1t nad a pro-corrunist working class, its army was
much smaller than Batista's., And yet a single battelion

of the Bolivian Army--trained and advised by Vietnam-

exper’snced U.S. Rangers--crushed the insurrection before

it could zet off the ground.
AaCnittedly, other Tactors were at play in Bolivia

which hurt the guerrillas--ec.g., land reform had taken place

in an earlier non-communist revolution, and in Cuba Castro




end CGucvara hed successfully camouflaged the communist

dominatlion of their movement untll they had won power,

\ But on balance, Guevara's revolt posed a significant
and well-plenned threat to tnhe government, It is reason-

to telieve that without the successful transfer and

zpplication of counterinsurzency techniques learned by our

Arry in Vietnam, Bolivia's government might‘have fallen.
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vears &ago, Castrolte guerrilla werfare seened

the weve of the future in Latin America. Today, most

)

such movements have elther been crushed, as in V nezuelsa
end Bolivie, or successfully contained as in Guatemala
and Colombia. The Latin governments have learned, with
U.3. help, how to defeet "wars of national liberation"
n their carly steges, and fears of "new Castros" have
lerzely receded. Some of the credit for this must go to
our involvement in Vietnan.

in ny view, then, there are three central reasons
why the Intervention has been beneficial both to the

Jnited Stetes and the world: the stabilization of non-

communist Asia, the successful containment of Peking and

e partially resultant collapse of that government's

tthority at home and abroad, and the widely successful

ion of Vietnanm's Mistakes Made and Lessons Learned

orld. No doubt some of these benefits would remain

the United States were to accept a less than honorable
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ettlement now. It is Herman Kahn's view, for example,

“het iF the United States withdrew "the dominoes would

probably stop at Thailand'--something which he says was

robably not true in 1965. However, other benefits woul
e TN

»
quickly evaporate--including, possibly, the present moral

—

7

T
Ve

¢
o]

xness of Peking, and without question the belief of many.

>
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world leaders that the United States is a nation which

honors its commitments even when the going gets rough.

’—\%__.—_._—«—__——————‘—_'—:
The last consideration alone is enough for some hawks--

e

the ones who say "We shoulén't have gone in, but ncw that

" That view, in my opinion, is wrong and

we're there...
iznorant. If the commitment is morally untenable, or
hae served no significant national interest, then it ought

5
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oned. The truth is that the Vietnam intervention,

.. )

d
however badly handled, has served the national interest, is

continuing to serve it, and cannot be abandoned without

serious negative consequences not only in Asia but around

the world.
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WHAT I& THE SITUATION IN SOUTH VIETNAM?

1
i

The history of American's involvenent in Scuth Vietnam
is feilrly familiar in 1ts broad outlines: our support of

Nzo Dinh Diem in his overthrow of the French-backed Emperor

tJ

ai, Diem's suppression of the religious and localist
sects and parties, the rapid economic expansion of the
middle and late firftles, the beginiings of cormunist guer-
rille activities in 1959-50, the Kennedy builldup of adviser

end logistic support, Diem's conflict with the radicel

Suddhists, his resultant overthrow by the army with tecit

S. backing, pol

ticization of the arny, the military

e

o N

eterioration and threat of total defeat in 1964-€5,
Precident Johnson's decision to try to save the situation
v meeans of bombing and direct troop deployments, the steedy
increese of both the North Vietnamese and American presence
n the South, the seeming U.S. gzins of 1966-67, the reason-
1y successful elections of 1667, the Tet offensive and
the resultent loss of morale both in Vietnaﬁ and (more

) the United States, the withdrewal of Johnson
end the Peris peace talks. Running througn all of the
stazes since 1965, of course, heve been the avowed and

probavly sincere optimism of the administration and its

T )

militery commanders, the fallure of the administration to




compronmise settlement short of victory.

The turning point--both for administration optimism
and home-front moralé--was the Tet offensive, In fairnesg,
no one in the edministration or the militery had been mein-
hat enemy strength was declining, or that enemy
equipment and logistics had ceased to improve. On the con--
trary, 1t was widely realized that Henoi's continually
accelerating infiltration had more than made up for enenmy
1osses in the south--and thatithe Soviet Union and China
were providing arms and eqpipment of a quality &nd quantity
previously unmatched, and outstripping our own weapons
support of the South Vietnamese Army. In the yeear before
Tetv, arms caches of unprecedented size were being found as
far south as the Delta.

What did shock our planners was that the VC were
capeble of moving on such a scale into the cities of South

Vietnarm--which had, except for isolated terrorist incidents,

[

zone lerzely untouched by the war. Also shocking was the

loss of life the enemy was apparently willing to accept to

achieve what turned out to be & series of temporary occupa-

ticns. In the United States, the Tet offensive was convincingly

selzed on by war critics as proof that the huge American

investment in money and humen life had failed to make a signi-
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ent in VC strencth.

In the year before Tet, I participated in about two

dozen Arerican-supported South Vietnamese Army (ARVN)
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crerations, eight of them &t battalion level or below. In
the vast majority of these operations, the enemy went to
great pains to avoid direct contact. If a VC unit was de-
tected, it would leave a squad behind to pin down the govern-
ment scoldiers while the main body got away. More often,

the enemy would successfully disperse without a shot being
fired,

Nor were the VC notably more éffense-minded against
government outposts and strdnglpoints. The number of VC-
initiated incidents 1iIn our seven-province area declined markedly
in the year before Tet. TFor a periqd of eight months, the
enerwy did not launch a single significant attack against
an encamped ARVN bvattalion. This was in & fertile area
with a population greater than that of Israel.

Some of this decline, particularly in the latter months,
was undoubtedly attributeble to the VC's desire to conserve
their manpower in preparation for the coning urban offensive.
But when a downward itrend continues for much longer than a
vear, in en area without large American combat units, it 1is
government planners to assume that progress ™

In the same area in 1964, several government |\
.= the same area 1ln ~J0%, SEVer:

heen massacred and outposts fell like ripe

Wes all of this progress i1llusory? Not entirely. The
Sth ARVYN Division, to which I was attached, was now capable
with American air support of vanquishing the eneny in any
vettle in wihich the two sides had comparable numbers of men.

That ccntinued to be the case throughout the entire country
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‘cven during Tet. Not 2 single governrent battalion was wiped

o]

~a ~ A e b -
cut, and not a single sgua

158 known to have gone over to the
enery. This had not been true in 1964,

Eutl the progress wes illusory in this sense: even while
the military equation was improving, ncthing was being done tc
ensure that the VO could not mess in force at will., Lerge
tracis of territory were conceded to the enémy except during
search-andé-destroy operations, and other elements of authority--
varticularly roads--were abandoned at night. The 59-man
Aevolutionery Development teeams concentrated on building pig-
pens end town councll build;ngs——often at the expense cf
hemlet security. And the enenry could, and did, mass for what

t be czlled "little Tets'--the overpowering of a hamlet

cr village, and the killing of pro-government civilians, by
concentration of brute force in a given area. When the

enenmy successfully occupied a government hamlet--usuvally for
no more than part of & nighit--all new buildings and self-help

nrojectes~--the symbols of government concern and eid--viere

o
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rstematicelly destroyed. Even in many villages that

<.

remained governrent-occupied and reaSonably secure, there
wes no clear-cut police program for separating the hard-core
VC fror the rest of the residents.

Indeed, it was the lack of eny concept of police action--
treating the VC as the criminals and plunderers they are--
that strﬁck me repeatedly during my year in Vietnam. A
division operation would sweep an area, and bring in a

nunared VC suspects. They would be guestioned and, in S9

¥
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caces out of 100--released. Tor the shocking fact is that
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there are virtually no jails in South Vietnam. In my area,
there was little photographing and no fingerprinting of sus-

pects.

And yet, contrary to the accepted American myth that

"you can't tell your enemies from you friends,' there is

N ———— e e~

little difficulty in learning through informants who the

VC in a given area are, when a reasonable effort is made. On

a visit to a remote province capital, I saw an American
intelligence specialist leafing through a box of file cards.
I asked him what he was doing. The ansWer: he was sorting
out a list of every VC cadreman in every hamlet in the province.
I asked him if this'huge file was ever used. The answer: as
far as he knew, no.

As Herman Kahn has pointed out, any rural society any-

e L ——
where on earth is gossip-prone. Contrary to the situation

—

in cities, in a village everyone knows who everyone else

is and what he does. The more sparsely populated an area,
the more detailed is the inhabitants' knowledge. And, also
contrary to American mythology, most rural Vietnamese are

quite open and talkative about who is VC and who isn't,

unless it involves the safety of an immediate family member.
Even in instances where the necessary information was
readily available, no effort was being made to sort out the
VC from the non-communist population and permanently sep-
arate the two groups. Even if someone had wanted to make
the effort, confirmed VC would have to be»shot en masse--

which is both morally unacceptable and so. repugnant that



1T could probably not be carried out without dehumanizing

ne's own soldiers--or sent a hundred miles north to Saigon--
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ocation of the nearest large Jall.

The lesson of the Tet offensive, then, was that a purely

81
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1itary improvenent can keep you from losing, but that you

cen nelther win the war, nor significantly reterd enemy morale,
nor have & policy that is explicable fo the American tex-
peyers who must support the war, uﬁless you move systematicelly

ezalnst the VC infrastructure and expand the territory con-

trolled--dey eand night--by the Gevernment. President Johnson

&nd General Westmoreland deserve credit for saving the militery
situation in 1965, thus meking possible the significant extra-
S

Vietinen gains I outlined in Part I. But both men have

nsistently failed to see that '"body counts" and a hoped-

(g}
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r breek in enemy morale are no substitute for a Jjoint
military-police program that produces & reasonable, check-
atle expension in government authority, and which system-

atically separstes the VC from the people. As the Hudson

netitute plenners have pointed out, the best wey to break

eneny morazle 1s to proclaimw eand pursue a plen which can

contain, isolste, and remove the enemy whether or not his

corazle breeks., Such a plan exists: Frank Armbruster's

constantly czpanding Ambush Belt, coupled with rear-echelon

_—
censtebulary forces., CSuch & plan can be carried out, along

e nurber of concoiltent reforms which are elso avalil-

eble and cpelled out in deteail, without esczlation and

without siznificantly more ARVIN end allied soldiers than
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once you have a plan you cen nake necessary adjustments to
.0 ndividual clircunstances or unforeseen developienis.,
This ney scund like some sort of magic plen. ZEut--
taged on Yy own expericace In Vietnam--i1tU 1is reelly nothing
wore than coxnmoen sense. Nearly every successiul counter-

“

verrilla plan--including our own in other countries at

e D

thls monent--hes been in large part a police plan. Thne

—_—
———

vpclice 1s both more sensible and more econorical,

by oeny meesure. In Vietnem, General Westnoraland hes
fz2led to implement "lessons learued uhat ArMJ advisors

ers successfully Iwmvplementing in ovher countries. ﬁ}w/%;:ﬁj&-"

The greatest American nytn sbout Vietnam is that

evervthing hes been tried. The truth 1s that almost nothing

O
nes been tried.(President Johnson and General WestmorelanF
\
heve consistently ignored evidence that the "attrition- »

'd

ressure-ouch" theory of warfare is ineffective} Neither

nas acted decisively to restore the South Vietnamese police

s

to the high level 0¢ p*annln* tneJ enJoyed bexore the mili-

tary couy of 1962, when South Vietnam's generals abandoned

Diem's extrere but potentielly effective Strategic Hamlets

prozrarn.
instead, the Army has operated on a '"business-as-

besis, Eettlefield promotions are rare--time in



.8 still the overwhelming criterion for officer and

!

NCO promotion. An officer who does an outstanding job gets
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romotion nor any incentive to stay on the job for
more than a year. Too often, he 1s rotated before he has
more then a few days to break in his replacement--or, in
some cases, before his replacement arrives. - This "business- -
as-usual’ attitude--predicated, of course, on the assumption
that victory or successful negotiat&on is right around the
cormer--is unlike any that has ever prevailed in the U.S.
Army in time of war, and inexcusable in the fourth largest

war we heave ever Tought.

k)

And yet, in spite of the military and police failures

I have mentioned above (and the list could continue, of
course, for many more pages), the situation in South
Vietnem is by no means bleak. A war has two sides,. and
altougnh the United States has procrastinated and bungled,
the insurgents have had thelr fiascos as well. Most

interesting has been the VC!s consistent fallure to expand

e

their base of popular support to anything approaching a

rejority of the pcpulation. These are the words of Takashi

™~

Cke, who is & critic both of Saigon and of the U.S. inter-

vention, writing in the March 23 New Republic: "Even at

this late date, neither city folk nor the rural peasantry
actively prefer Communist to non-Communist rule. I am
certain that if the Communists todey really commanded the

[

loyel eacdherence of thne majority of South Vietnamese, we
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would have seen long aso the kind of phenomena that herzlded
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ys of the Chiang Kai-Chek regime on the mainland
of Chinea: whole armies deserting to the Communists, well-known
ctuals, politicians, and professional leaders flocxidg

Communist ceuse., No amount of American trocps would

e, 1in such a case, to turn the tide...The Communists

won so far because they demonstrably lack the

of the majority of the population.”

Moreover, the Tet offensive itself, shocking as it was
to the prevailing administretion theorists and to the nation
had¢ half believed them, was by no means an unmmixed
militery success. VC advence intelligence was decidely

spotlty; many unit

n

were marooned in untenable positions.
Adveance objectives were chosen for their symbolic signifi-

cence, rather then their military-political importance.

In te erea of the national palace, the VC assaulted the

one spot that was heavily fortified instead of circling

L

eround to win more sirategic objectives.

I

n all, the cormmunists lost 12,000 weapons and an

M
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timated 35,000 men. Who were they? In large‘part,

v were men who could blend easily into the feétive
nopuleation without attracting too much attention: native
southerners., How much of the eventual loss came from village

end herlet infrastructures, and to what extent the local

from certain. If the infrastructure was badly damaged,

however, the VC short-term strategy may tend to undermine
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According to Beverly Deepe of
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e Christian Ccience Monitor, for the first time more thean
naelf of the cormunist troops in the south are northerners

who cannot be integrated into the infrastructure, and althoug!
the rate of infiltration continued nAigh until recently, the
guelity of the reblacements' training has declined. The loss
cT meny of the most dedicated native VC--inevitable, given
the Tet strategy--could well close off some of Hanoi's

, one of the chief critics of the Tet offensive

1

hae been none other than General Vo Nguyen Glap--the man
knowingly cover-storied by Time as the architect of the
operation. <Several weeks aiter the offensive--before the

found psychological impact on the United States was

clear--Giep gave a press conference in Prague to a number of

cormunist Jjournalists in which he attacked the whole con-

ceot of the operation and described as unacceptable the -

T

nysical losses Hanol had sustained. Admittedly, Vietnamese

are a notoriously factional people, and Giap's pop-off
could have been a human reaction to the fact that he is

no longer at the center of war planning (most evidence

Indicetes that he has been out since l964vor 1965, when

the late General Nguyen Chi Thanh won control of Hanoi's

southern comrmand). But it is interesting that not all of

the North Vietnamese leaders are clear on the ultimate
militery meaning, and may help to account for Hanoi's

B

co Zo to Peris.

I
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But perhaps the most surprising eand encouraging post-
Tet development hac been the performance of the Thieu govern-
ment. At long lest, a national mobilization law has been

gned wnich will raise South Vietnam's armed forces close

s

=

to or past the million mark. The five-year term of service

has been suspended for the duration. The draft now starts

2t 18, and no one under 33 is discharged. Corrupt or

e, PRSI Y

)2

Inefficient district and province chiefs are being dismissed

2t en amazing and unprecedented rate. The Revolutionary

Development progrem has swipched its emphasis from showy
ccnstruction to hamlet security. The army, buoyed by 1ts
impressive verformance cduring Tet and by our promise to
cgrede ARVN ecuipment, has shown more indlination to pursue
the enery znd the generals are keeping out of politics for
the first time since 1963, although the election also had
something to do with this.

It's gotten to the point where the New York Times--

which does not usually let 1ts news stories go against the
grain of its editoriels--today carried the front-page

neadline, "Saigon Is Building More Vital Regime."

President Thieu could not have done all this without
relp. And the help, surprisingly, is coming from South
Vietnam's rmuch-maligned but surprisingly large and well-
trzined middle class. Tet brought death and destruction
into the nreviously plecid and repidly expanding cities for

CIlrse
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ime on & lerge scale., The reaction has not,

however, been despalir or cowardice, but a new and wide-



cpricd delerwinatvion to get dovn to the bucinzss of winning
toc war, The VC and NVA invesion of the cities made comnunict

vicoory at thie came noment sore conceivable and less desirable.
Waeltever else 1t was or was not, the Tet offensive was not

sned Lo win the popular wajority the VC have never hed,

In surmmary, thea, both sides have made serious errors
and miscalculetions. Neither side‘has ever nhead a teneble
viciory vlan, the United Stateé putting its hope in & VC
oresk In morale' and Hanoi counting on a 1954-like collapse
in U.S. national determination. In my opinion, neilther has-
vet occurred, although the Tet offensive may have brought

cither, or boih, measurably closer. %}ven the improvement

in Saigonts effectiveness, and assuming

=

the U.S.'s continued

commitment, there 1s no way the allies can lose unless

2 )

Chine or Russia intervenes in force, If the U.S. withdraws,

and Hanol does not, feigzon will put up & much better fight

then it did in 1964, As Herman Xehn has pointed out, South

Vietnam hes the second best army in Southeast Asia. Unfort-

tvnately, however, Hanol still has the best, and given cont-
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sian eid Hanol and the VC could probably defeat

Salgon and unite the country, if faigon stood alone. If

Hdenol withdrews and the VC continue to fight, my guess 1is
thet Seigon would win in a very brutel rnop-up operation,
with thousands of civilians dying unnecesserily. It is

to exezzereate the heate non-communist and communist Vietnamese

(&)



Teel Tor each other. The Vietnamese are a more 1ldeological
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> people than either the United States or

If, however, the participants remaln the same and
: -
neliher side escalates, the United States can win this war

viie ground in Soutn Vietnam and leave behind a viable,

)

thriving government on the model of South Korea. Indeed,

—

both the Hudson Institute and the Lilienthal study group

S

(§)]

e Soutnh Vietnar as notentlally a very rich industriel

nation, with growth rates even higher than Seoul's,

0

and faigon can combine to win or

The United State
force an acceptable settlement by converting the "war
.of ettriticn' intc a war for territory and population.

- This can be done by sevting up a constantly expanding and

—

interweaving network of ambush belts, and upgrading police

operations to the coordinate status (equal, that is, with

rmilitary) that they deserve. With such a strategy,

1

a President or his Defense Secrevary would not have to set
Cezdlines for the beginning of American withdrawal. The
visitle and checxable progress that would come would

convince even nostile reporters that the momentum is with

N
Q

Jashington-Seigon alliance, and eventually.win either

¢

zn honorable settlement or a military/police victory in a

wer that has been vital to this country's interests from

- ) N . Lo
o - ~ ' oGl vt
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III. WHAT SHOULD RN DO?

RN should support, as he always has, President Johnson's
decision to intervene in force. However, he should spell out in
more detail--as I have done in Part I of this paper--exactly
why and how the war has served our national interest. This LBJ
has never done and Hubert is not morally or mentally equipped
to do. RN should explicitly endorse the concept of containment,
and go into detail as to why, as in the case of Vietnam and China,
containing an imperialist power tends to put great strains on
that power's interﬁal structure. RN should question why Hubert

h

has repudiated containment at the precise time when it is show-
il

ing dramatic effects, in Europe no less than Asia. RN should §>

further emphasize, in the ringing tones of the New Candor, that
a great nation must honor its difficult and costly commitments

as well as the relatively painless ones. Finally=--and this is

where the Gut vote lives=--he should say he is not one of those

— [~

who believes 25,000 Amerian soldiers have died in vain. {

T Omrtire—other—hand, the Johnson-Westmoreland leadership should
not get off lightly. RN should criticize the administration for

failing to perceive the dimensions of the problem, and for f£ailure

to get down to the common-sense problem of systematically sep-

arating the VC from the non-communist majdiity of the population.

o
Is this too subtle a point for voters to get? Somehow I don't

think so. The Gut voter knoWs that when you have a criminal

e

problem the police are supposed to handle it, and that the idea
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. . A
is to put the crooks in jail. Why, when we are putting out e

$30 billion a year, RN can ask, did the Johnson-Humphrey admin=- |

—

istration fail to build a single jail?

"Gradualism--fuel of wars' should continue to get its

knocks, though perhaps not quite so frequently. RN should con-

tinue to oppose a coalition government, while keeping silence

on what the administration should offer in Paris. Most impor=-.

tant--and here again the New Candor comes into play--RN should

hit the hard truth that you can't have a viable peace plan

unless you also have a viable war plan. Hanoi will not give

us reasonable terms until and unless we show them we are pre=-

pared to carry through to victory if they do not. Both Reagan

and Wallace have received tremendous response whenever they have

hit this theme, though it is true they are talking about es-

calation rather than a systematic plan to police the country

mile by mile.

How much of the plan to reveal is a matter of national
security as well as good politics, and I would agree with Whalen
that we don't want to réveal too much of our hand, either to the
Democrats or Hanoi. However, a reasoﬁable outline will be
sufficient to convince most voters that we know what we are
doing, and that we really do have in mind a new approach which
can win the war or force meaningful concessions.

This, then, is a viable position for the rest of the
campaign. By followihg this'éourse, RN does not contradict
anything he has said in the past, appeals to the patriotism of
most Americans, hits the Johnson-Humphrey administration for °
its shortsighted handling of the problem, and--most important--

by outlining a viable war plan, avoids the specter of "more of
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the same' that we were having trouble avoiding before the Johnson
dropout. This is an approach which can not only end the war, but

help us end the present administration as well.



RN

.-""’-,

In talking with Elmer Bobst to ask him to dive ug,the. list™ ..
potert

swered

of the ten best Chief Executive Officers he knows in tﬂ‘g

the age bracket of 60--65, he said he would be glad to give some thought
and come up with a list.

However, he did say that sometime he would like to have just
a few minutes with you. Says he has not seen you to talk with you at all
since the campaign began - - that he has been glad to talk with Stans, Tom
Evans, Bob Finch and rmw but that he would like to just see you for a few
minutes. |

(FYT he has sent along some helpful suggestions on HEW/ Federal

Trade Commission, etc. which have gone on to John Mitchell and Bob Finch).

It occurs to me that when you come back from California you might
possibly have the time to see him late some afternoon or sonething for a

few minutes. (He just wants to be able to say he has talked wit:%u).

P

RmWoods leg (QL(’ 7
12/2 /68
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MEMORANDUM

H. R, HFaldeman's Office

Jamaary 8, 1969

Attached memo for Mr, Wixon dated November b, 1568

Subi: Staffing the White House

The attached memorandum for your evaluation per Rn's note.

encl.



MEMORANDUM FOR November 4, 1968

W = /‘/:-I‘A/:M o .

MR. NIXON / /1 o ATREPAEE
e

v ! / 'v o N ,—-
STAFFING THE WHITE HOUSE \ \\Q/JN o ‘Ji“, }

A \\\ L, l lv,fz‘ .'. AL y _."’F |

Nt G A A

1. Introduction: your office. The White House Office is your personal office and o

i

L
N

j\

must be staffed and organized to meet your felt needs and work habits. Accordingly, \)
you must appropriately discount advice from outsiders—such as the authors of this
paper—who are unfamiliar with your tastes in staff work. For the same reason, we
have not tried to frame a prospective organiiation table for your White House. Rather
we emphasize the tasks to be performed and recurrent dilemmas in meeting those

needs. We discuss the following topics: - e

I. General issues o g
2. Hierarchy v. equal access // /

/
3. Staff qualities u‘ﬂ/o ?\/j
)
Minimize specialized and exclusive jurisdictio & L)/M}

-

4.
5. Permanent v, occasional staff
6.

Staff v. Executive Office

| j S
II. Staffing needs : : /W/O’/‘/
) ., Task, not positions ~
, | 8. Appointments '
9. Press relations .

10, Congressional liaison

~

L
11. Personnel advice
' 12, Staff secretary
13. Scientific advice
14.’ Man for minorities
15. National security staff

16. Policy and program assistance; troubleshooting and speechwriting



II. Staff Role Relative to That of Other Agencies

117,
18.
19,
20,
21.

Major issues won’t stay in the departments
Overloading the staff

Equipping your staff for comprehensive policy formulation
Alternatives to staff ‘
Staff-departmental relations generally

IV. Addendum

22,
23.

Forging a new team

Healing national divisions

Appendixes .



I.

General Issues

2. Hierarchy v. equal access. The Eisenhower staff was, as you know, headed by

Governor Adams (and later by General Persons). Adams was “Chief of Staff” who
“directed” other staff members and who “controlled” access to the President. In
alleged contrast, members of the Kennedy staff enjoyed “equal status” and equal access
to the President. In practical operation, the Eisenhower system permitted substantial
‘uncontrolled access by senior staffers. Adams’ responsibilities did not extend very
far into the national security area. In this area, by contrast, Kennedy’s Special As-
sistant, McGeorge Bundy, headed a significant staff and served as the primary channel

to the President not only for the staff but also for the departments. And on the ciomes-

tic side of the Kennedy White House, senior advisers doubtless enjoyed direct access
on some matters, but Sorensen was clea'rly chief adviser on program and policy. Thus, .
both the Kennedy and Eisenhower systems mixed elements of hierarchy and diffused

access. There remains, to be sure, a question of emphasis,

We advise against any formal chief of staff system, especially at the outset, for
four reasons. First, unless that man knows you exceedingly well, his judgments rather
than yours may settle too many matters. Second, he could become a troublesome
bottleneck in the conduct of important public business. Third, if you keep arrangements
fluid, you can impose some informal hierarchical order after observing your staff in--
stalled and operating in the White House; it would not be equally easy to demote a man
you had appointed chief of staff. Fourth, a staff member can be more effective in deal-
ing with the departments and the public when they suppose themselves to be only once

removed from talking directly to the President. *

N

’

*The chief of staff approach also enjoys a less attractive public image. Contem-
porary mythology seems to favor the “do-it-all” President ready to grapple with every
problem personally, |



3, Staff Qualities. (a) Generally. We do not presume to specify all the qﬁalities

useful for various staff functions.* We do not elaborate the need for analytic ability,
skepticism in the face of assured experts, enough concern and moral indignation to do
what can be done, enough detachment to accept what cannot be done, independence of
outlook and courage to disagree with you or with prevailing opinion but with enough
team spirit to work harmoniously, the sense to know when to decide and when “to keep
options open,” understanding of government, and, of course, sound and balanced judg-
ment. We comment specifically on several qualities and raise a few‘recurring

questions.

(b) Generalists v. specialists., To cope with the diverse subject matters confront-

ing the White House, you need generalists capable of operating efficiently across sev-
eral fields with a presidential rather than a specialist’s perspective. But you cannot
tolerate amateurism or superficiality in your staff. A White House assistant must
have sufficient expertness to understand fully the issues being debated within and
among the departments. He must know enough of tﬁe substance and politics of an issue
to perceive and react to the nuances of departmental drafts (statements, letters, legis-
lation, press conference “answers,” etc.) submitted fox; White House clearance or use,
His understanding must bé detailed enough to forestall those White House statements
or instructions .ivhich éreater knowledge might show to be unwise but which the depart-

ments implement as issued and without questioriing. ** He must quickly perceive the

*Nor do we belabor the characteristic staff tasks of (1) advising you, (2) briefing
you on current intelligence, on other information, and names, (3) suggesting points or
questions you may wish to raise with department heads or others, (4) briefing you on
impending problems which have not yet reached the crisis stage, (5) serving as a gen-
eral point of contact between the White House and the operating departments without
usurping your power of decision but able to reflect your views and needs, and (6) listen-
ing to those you don’t wish to hear. Other staff functions are discussed later in this

_paper. ' '

* *It might seem paradoxical that many Presidential decisions on matters of gen-
eral policy will not be immediately, fully, or effectively implemented in the departments.
The text refers, howevef, to such specific matters as draft legislation, particular ad-
ministrative decisions, or the content of particular statements, Cabinet members (and
their assistants) will often implement such decisions without challenging them because
they do not wish to “use up their capital” by disagreeing with “the White House” in
“minor” matters.



substantive and political implications of any statement or course of action.* And if
you are not to be overwhelmed by departmental expertness, your staff must know

| enough of the specialities to be able to advise you. And it also helps, of course, if
staff members haive a reliable feel for congressional temperaments dealing with the

. specialities of greatest relevance to you,

The acquisition of such detailed command of substance obviously requires consid-
erable time and energy. And, of course, a man’s experience in a field is cumulative:
the longer he operates on a subject matter, the greater will be his command. But no

assistant should become so specialized that he loses your perspective. * *

(c) Mastery of government process. Your staff must develop an absolute mastery

of governmental process. You ought not to have to think about how a decision is to be
carried out or about the timing of its execution. You should be able to trust your staff
to know and tell you whether something can’t be done or whether it requires a different

timing.

(d) Follow-through v. letting-go. The staff should understand its role in following-

up your decisions. On the one hand, your assistant should satisfy himself that your
decisions are being carried out. He should know if snarls develop and take steps fo
unsnarl the matter. But if he forgets that operating responsibilities lie in the depart-
ments, he will both overburden himself and impair departmental morale. Perhaps,
follow-up should be the province of junior staff members who would have the time and
who would not have sufficient status to appear to be running the departments from the

White House.

*Without belaboring the point, the staff assistant must appreciate, understand, know,
or know where to learn about a prospective action’s implications for various interest
groups, meaning to overall program, probable costs, agencies involved, likely objec-
tions, probable public or world reaction, chances for congressional approval, and
alternative routes to the same goal,

** And to emphasizé a point made later: no speciality should become so wide as
to give an assistant the illusion of exclusive personal jurisdiction. See 74.

[ A . . . b -
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(e) Acute ‘c‘onsciousness of staff role. Your assistants will and should have per-

sonal policy views, but an assistant cannot serve you well if you or your cabinet have
any doubt about the accuracy in detail and emphasis of his reports to you or from you,
Because his inquiries will often constitute your only basis for decision, carelessness
or inaccuracy will cost you dearly, Because he will often be the conduit to or from
your department heads, carelessness or inaccuracy can mislead you or your subordi-
nates. And if your departmental officials lose confidence in his fidelity, they will seek
to bypass him and either communicate directly with you or minimize White House com-
munication altogether. You and they must have absolute confidence that a communica-
tion through &our assistant is an almost perfect substitute for direct communication,
This also implies that your assistants must clearly distinguish when they (1) speak for
you, (2) predict your probable decisions, or (3) state their own views. In the past, many
presidential assistants have been quite willing—consciously or not—to let the depart-
ments believe they were speaking for thé President when they were in fact speaking for
themselves. Obviously, the White House assistant should not be conducting his own

policy on any issue.

(f) Anonymity. Your staff will be much in demand as speech makers and as sources
for the press. Most members of the Eisenhower staff maintained relative anonymity.
Although a few gave speeches, most did not. And their press contacts were mainly
“not for attribution.” By contrast, some members of the Kennedy staff gave themselves
considerable prominence during their White House service. Public statements by staff
members can give the public a satisfying glimpse of your establishment. Discussions
with staff and quotations by name (including descriptions of intra-White House activities)

make the press both happy and sympathetic.

We believe, however, that staff anonymity is the wiser course. There have been
cases where a publicized staff member has exaggerated his role. And to demonstrate -
that he was a knowledgeable insider, he revealed more than was appropriate, Even
worse, he may have begyn to think—in his outside or inside statements—of his position
and appearance rather than the President’s, This possibility compromised his internal

role, both with the President and with the departments. Cabinet officers did not trust




the White House man who got in the papers and therefore attempted more frequently to
deal directly with the President. Lastly, the newsworthy staffer caused resentment

among his quieter colleagues or imitation by those who were insecure,

\/ Several steps are available to reduce staff publicity, If you wish to make your
staff available to the press, you can make clear your objection to personal publicity
for staffers. As for outside speeches, your staff will have enough work without them,
although speeches usually do little harm (exc»ept that partisan speeches may reduc‘e a
staff member’s usefulness for certain purposes). Unless you tell them otherwise, they
may feel a reluctant “duty” to show the White House flag at political and other gather-
ings, Our main point is this: if you object to publicity for your staff, you should es-

tablish early ground rules.

(g) Devil’s advocacy. We cannot emphasize too strongly the need for effective

devil’s advocacy within your staff, Although you do not want your staff to oppose your
will, every leader needs advisers williné and able to perceive and to marshal lucidly
the considerations opposed to a favored course of action. Similarly the departments,
close advisers, and staff itself will at times be clear and even unanimous in a recom-
mendation to you. Again, you want to know the best case to the contrary.* We are not
suggesting an all-purpose advocate or a formal devil’s advocate procedure on every
issue. Rather, we urge the importance of having advisers accustomed to perceiving

and worrying about “the other side” of any problem they consider.

4, Minimize exclusive jurisdictions. (a) The problem: We suggested above that

you need advisers who are expert in various areas. Some specialization within your
staff is therefore inevitable. But the adviser with an exclusive subject matter juris-
diction presents three serious problems: First, his outloo};( may become parochial

with the result that you will have to coordinate his views with other sources. He will

*Many Presidents have suffered because their advisers gave them only one side of
a problem or—which is the same thing—stated the opposing considerations in a weak
or conclusionary way. This fault is not always conscious, More often, the recommend-
ing official has either failed to perceive the opposite factors or has not had the time or
occasion to think about the “other side” except in cliches. '



thus fail to give you what you need; advice based on the full range of factors that you
must consider. You need advisers with an outlook as broad as your own: foreign and
domestic, ideals and reality, merits and politics, international and congressional, The
spécialized adviser will not be forced to have that outlook. Second, he mdy come to
resent intrusions into his domain from other staff members who may thus be discour- .
aged from contributing or questioning in his area. Third, there may be no other staff
members sufficiently knowledgeable to exchange views with him or to challenge his

views or his advice to you.

Can you minimize these concerns without undue sacrifice of efficiency and con-
.venience? We note several ways to expand staff perspective beyond particular special-
ties, to deprive any specialist of the illusion.that he owns a|whole policy area, and to

broaden and deepen staff competence in important areas.

(b) Duplicating assignments, Many writers have praisfed the duplicated assign-

ments they saw in the Roosevelt staff. It is said that FDR often gave the same assign-
ment to different persons working competitively. This procedure does not seem a
wise way to get the multiple sources of information, analysis, and recommendation

that would protect you from undue dependence upon a single adviser. *

(c) Shared, overlapping, or shifting “jurisdictions”—but with clear action respon-

sibilities—can protect you from the worse dangers of broad and exclusive jurisdictions,
For example, you might have several senior advisers working in the national security
area.** One could carry international economic affairs in his portfolio. Another

might have total responsibility for Vietnam matters (so long as that remains an

*The President who would digest the independent output of duplicating advisers
could gain greater mastery of the problem and greater awareness of the alternatives.
But duplicating assignments can be inefficient in a triple sense. First, it requires
more of the President’s time, and energy used in one way is not available for other
matters. Second, first-rate talent for any job is always scarce, as is the time of those
your men consult. You may not have talented men to spare. Third, the analyst who
knows his work is being ‘duplicated elsewhere may be tempted to bypass the hard ques-
tions, to ignore the counter-considerations, and otherwise to do less well than he does
when he has primary responsibility.

**QOur separate memorandum on National Security Organization discusses this
matter in more detail.



overwhelming issue). A third might oversee the remainder of Asia and other areas.
Their respective responsibilities would be relatively clear and not duplicative. Each
would be broadly current, They could profitably talk to one another. And, on difficult
matters, you could have the benefit of different perspectives. Of course, there is the
danger that dividing their responsibilities would reduce the likelihood that either would
share your own government-wide pérspective. Alternatively, you might shift assign-
ments within your staff from time to time. You would thus equip each of your senior

staff in diverse areas and thus put them in a position to advise you on difficult subjects,

By dividing or shifting responsibilities, you could get diverse analyses and diverse
advié.e within your own staff. And the staff would be better able to meet the demands
upon it, The workload in each area will vary greatly from time to time. Staffers of
broad competence and experience could give part of their time to their regular duties -
and simultaneously move from one task to another as domestic or international crises
" demand. Loads within the staff can be balanced more readily if each staff member

were competent in several areas.

There is, of course, some question of efficiency. Subdividing the national security

or the domestic welfare areas will necessitate additional coordination of work. To

shift assignments thrusts an adviser into the time-consuming task of learning anew
about an area already mastered by one adviser. Obviously, however, any staff arrange-
ment that could have saved Kennedy from the Bay of Pigs or Johnson from unsuccessful
escalation in Vietnam would have been far more efficient for the President and the
nation notwithstanding an “efficiency expert’s” conventional notions. Still, you may
prefer to have a relatively small number of senior advisers, each with a relatively
broad jurisdiction. There is no guarantee that subdividing and overlapping jursidictions

would help at all or help any more than simpler remedies.

(d) Broadening your advisers’ outlook. Subdividing one job into two (or more)

relatively clear piecesAfor two advisers permits each to carry some different respon-
sibility as well, Adviser’s shifted around among jobs will bring more diversified ex-

perience to each. Specialists can be given occasional “educational” assignments in



other spheres. A domestic man, for example, might coordinate a foreign policy speech;
a national security expert might clear an appointment to a regulatory agency. Such
devices could help give each adviser a greater awareness of your total responsibilities.
Ideally, your advisers’ outlook should be as catholic as your own, A foreign relations
advisor, for example, should bring congressional or domestic political factors into his
thinking and recommendations before he comes to you. You want assurance that all
your responsibilities are reflected in the advice that comes to you. This is more likely
to occur the more diverse is each specialized adviser’s exposure to your many diverse
responsibilities, Hopefully, such exposure would be deep enough to save each more or
less specialized adviser from the dangers of amateurism in the field he understands

less well. *

(e) Effective intra-staff communication can achieve many of the virtues discussed

above and with far less complexity: Issues realized to be tough or important should

not be discussed exclusively between you and your main adviser on that issue, but should
be discussed among the staff, Such intra-staff discussion can coordinate the work of
each, bring the full range of staff interests (that is, your interests) to bear, and subject
major proposals to the questions and challenges of fresh perspective or merely different

perspectives, The virtue is cléar, but implementation is not easy.

The most obvious forum for facilitating such an interchange is the frequent staff

meeting over which you preside.** A brief statement by each adviser on his immediate

*There is always the danger that an adviser admonished to ground his advice in
all the relevant factors will incorrectly appraise or give undue weight to that which he
understands less well., We know some academics, for example, who, in their zeal to
make their substantive recommendations realistic, give far more weight to supposed
political considerations than the professional politician would.

* *Peripheral or junior staff members may be too numerous for inclusion; if not,
they could often contribute in a valuable way, either directly at the meeting or indirectly
to their seniors after the meeting.



key concerns‘* would be useful for many purposes including internal coordination, But,
of course, time will be insufficient for full statements, and much less for full discus-
sion. And a staff member without full data or previous analysis may hesitate to chal-
lenge or even to question another in your presence. Nevertheless, the meeting at least
exposes all to current issues and thus creates the opportunity for later intra-staff dis-
cussion. Even so, your more senior advisers, overworked as they be, will not relish
challenges from their colleagues nor have the time necessary to inform them. They
will do so only if you make it happen. In staff meetings or otherwise, for example, you
might ask other staff members for their views on the “expert’s” statement or problem.
This would induce staff members to discuss their important problems with their

colleagues outside the meeting. **

Staff meetings can serve anotherpurpose, if you wish it, By participating in the
' discussion, you can permit your staff to gain a better insight into what’s on your mind
and what moves or troubles you. The bétter they understand you, the better they can

assist you.

| (f) Titles, We suggest that you give your staff unspecific titles, There is no
reason not to use the traditional titles—Special Counsel, Appointments Secretary, and
Press Secretary—but we would call an adviser simply “Special Assistant” and assign
him, say, to national security affairs rather than designating him “Special Assistant
for National Security Affairs.” Specific titles have the disadvantage of tending to
freeze assignments and to confer exclusive jurisdictions., General rather than specific

titles lessen this problem. If you want to rank your staff, you can do so without regard

*We include national security matters, notwithstanding concern for the proper
protection of classified information. If you want their advice, your staff would have
the requisite “need to know.” Usually, discussions within your staff should not be
restricted by undue concernfor security. Persons not deserving your trust should not
be on your staff,

* * Another vehicle for assuring careful and thoughtful participation by your staff
“in each other’s jurisdigtion” is the informal lunch or end-of-day conversation in which
you seek from the staff a probing exchange either on immediate action issues or on
evolving policy in important areas,

I PR



to titles which do not, in any event, communicate very much. But if you award the
Special Assistant title sparingly, there would be need for some secondary title—such
as Administrative Assistant or Deputy Special Assistant; Aslsociate or Assistant Special
Counsel, for example, have frequently been used. In any evebt, distinctly junior

members of the staff can be given a lesser title,

9. Permanent or.occasional staff. Your staff need not Re so large as to include

every competence required for White House work. You can get temporary staff assis-
tance by borrowing departmental personnel* or by enlisting outside experts, organizers,
or doers. In addition to consultants or task forces, you should consider using men out-
side your regular staff for “White House” jobs for which your regular staff lacks the -
time or expertness—perhaps preparing a message for Congress, handling a delicate’
organizational or personnel problem for you, sifting through complex and varied pro-
posals in some area, or advising you on some interdepartmental controversy not

readily solvable in the usual ways,

We recognize that such temporary assistants will not be used very often. You will
feel less comfortable with them than with your familiar advisers. The temporary as-
sistant not widely known to enjoy your confidence cannot easily do jobs requiring such
recognition. Nor can you always afford the time for orienting him to your advisers and
to the rest of the Government, Nevertheless, the utility and availability of temporary

assistants is worth remembering,

6. Staff v. Executive Office. Instead of attempting to build great depth and breadth

in your immediate staff, you can provide your White House with back-up resources in
the Budget Bureau and in the Council of Economic Advisers. These agencies have
competent professional staffs, Presidential rather than departmental outlook and loy-"
alty, and flexible procedures ‘that permit your staff to use their personnel without

channeling everything through the Director or Chairman, We do not pause on the many

*Officials borrowed from the departments W-ill acquire and carry back to their
agencies a better understanding of and identification with presidential perspectives,
And they will be especially useful departmental contacts for your regular staff, -

10



variations. We do urge you to open your White House with a small staff. You could
then draw upon the Executive Office for back-up work and upon temporéry assistance
elsewhere when required. If these steps prove inadequate, you can expand your

immediate staff later.*

In particular, the Budget Bureau’s top staff is exceptionally well-informed on the
size, location, and activities of our intelligence agencies. And beyond the usual ac-
counting functions, it cén translate program changes into budget changes and otherwise
identify the long-run financial and program implications of immediate proposals, It
has long served to coordinate agency views on enacted legislation awaiting presidential
signature, It has long cleared and coordinated agency legislative proposals or agency
responses to congressional queries on pending bills. Beyond this, the Bureau is ca- |
pable of serving you as a general adviser on government programs, It has the outlook
and resources to identify and help appraise alternatives to proposed programs, to
harmonize new proposals with each other and with existing programs, to identify é.nd
help trim the unessential or weaker elements of a proposal and to appraise the financial
and organizational implications of new programs. And Budget may be the place to de-
velop some central capacity for program evaluation., The Executive Branch does not
now do enough to evaluate the effectiveness of its many programs. And the limited
evaluations that are undertaken are usually conducted by the operating agency with
certain vested interests in the program. We can sum this up with the conclusion that
effective use of the Bureau will improve your decision-making resources and enable

your staff to function more efficiently,

In addition, the Bureau may be your best source of information and advice on
governmental organization. The Bureau’s capacities in this area, which have atrophied
in recent years, should be revived. Budget’s abilities are primarily analytical: it can
isolate bottlenecks, overlapping programs, and waste; it can identify the best bureau-

cratic methods and agencies for handling various types of actions, But we understand

*We add as an appendix Richard Neustadt’s unpublished paper on Roosevelt’s
White House and Budget Bureau. Although we would not paint the Roosevelt White
House in such appealing terms, the concise discussion is valuable for its suggestive
insights. ‘

1




that its creative talents are less impressive; it is proably not now the best source for
extensive reorganization schemes to correct the difficulties it sees. Because the need
for careful thinking about reorganization is so clear, it seems prudent for you to press

Budget to improve its capacity here or to find the needed talents elsewhere.
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Staffing Needs

7. Tasks, not positions, We have not tried to write job descriptions for hypothet-

ical appointees because, as we have already argued, the best staff is one characterized
by fluidity, flexibility, and multi-competence rather than permanence, exclusive assign-
ments, or undue specialization, The point is worth reiterating here because there are
several forces promoting rigidity and inhibiting your ability to use your staff as you
might wish. The departments may automatically call upon your staff in the mode of
the Johnson Administration and thus effectively assign work to your staff without your
conscious choice. That fourteen White House positions are statutorily defined and as-
signed varying salaries might imply assignxﬁents, hierarchies, or relationships not

" necessarily consistent with your needs. Furthermore, members of your campaign

and transition staffs carried over into y'our White House m?y automatically carry for-
ward their prior roles and relationships notwithstanding yolhr vastly different require-

ments, You must anticipate and adjust for these institutionil factors if your staff

operation is to be determined by our needs not by custom or bureaucratic inertia.

We cannot teil you your needs. Much will depend on how you organize the rest of
the Government. And, of course, much depends on the particular men you appoint,
The tasks can be divided in various ways; each does not necessarily require one full-
time man, Some may require more., Others may be full-time for one man but dividéd
among several men. In general, each task listed is one that has to be performed, but

how it is to be performed is a question only you can answer.

We list the major tasks that have to be performed in your White House, with
minimum comment unless there are problems. We proceed not in the order of

importance but according to ease of definition.

8. Appointments. Keeping your calendar is the task. He should also have time

for other tasks. The title of “Secretary” is traditional.

9. Press relations. Your Press Secretfary is your spokesman to and liaison with

the press. He will also be one of your advisers on public relations,
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10. Congressional liaison. Eisenhower and Kennedy had a substantial congres-

sional relations staff to lobby for adminiétration measures, to help formulate adminis-
tration strategy for winning its desires from Congress, and to advise in administration
policy-making on what Congress is or is not likely to do. Secondly, this staff serves
legislators—both leaders and others—as a conduit to the President and thereby acquires
congressional intelligence while maintaining goodwill without unduly burdening the Pres-
ident personally. Related to the goodwill operation, both Eisenhower and Kennedy had
one or two men whose primary role was to accommodate legislators of both parties in

non-policy matters (e.g., arranging the “special” White House tour for constituents). *

11. Personnel advice. (a) In the personnel area, you have three distinct needs:

(1) recruitment of and advice on presidential appointments to significant policy posi-
tions, including those in the judiciary and regulatory commissions; (2) processing of
other presidential appointments to such positions as postmasters, sinecures, or honor-
ific posts without content or pay; and (3) advice on government personnel policy affectihg
the career services. Although the second and thii‘d functions must not be combined in
one man, many other combinations are possible, We turn now to the problem as it will
appear after the initial appointments of November 1968 through about April 1969, How

can you approach these matters over the remainder of your term ?

*There are at least two disadvantages to having a congressional liaison staff in
the White House, First, legislators will try to obtain special services from your staff
and to use it to put pressure on you. The very existence of the staff will generate in
the White House a substantial volume of time-consuming correspondence that, absent
the staff, would be handled in the departments. Secondly, the departments will see the
staff as a crutch relieving them of the responsibility or need to do their own lobbying
(etc.). These disadvantages are real but they can be lessened, though not overcome,
if your staff resolves at the outset to use the departmental machinery as much as
possible and to avoid servicing legislators except insofar as necessary for your
objectives.
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(b) Although the best approach to making significant appointments is not entirely
clear to us, we note five points bearing on the solution. First, it is never wise to depend
exclusively on one source—regardless of his quality-—for personnel recommendations.
Second, personnel recommendations should be exposed to the criticism, comments, or
counter-suggestions of your principal staff. Affirmative encouragement from you is
needed to overcome your advisers’ natural hesitation to “intrude” on the “jurisdiction”
of other advisers. Third, however diverse the advice, you could give one man respon-
sibility for receiving names, sifting out the best by preliminary screening, and simply
“remembering” promising names otherwise lost. Fourth, to be useful, this “remem-
bering” must be highly selective. The job must therefore be done by (or under the
supervision of) a man willing to evaluate and reject and whose judgments are valued
by you and your other close advisers. The potential appointee files maintained by
Mr. Macy for President Johnson may be too mechanical, massive, and unselective for
this purpose. The process must be attuhed to you and to your desires, Fifth, we ques-
tion whether a person of the highest quality would >take this as a full-time job, We sug-
gest that a trusted senior adviser with other responsibilities undertake this task with
the aid of a junior staff member who would not only gather information and help in the
sifting process but who would also be readily available to consult with departmental

officials.

Routine Presidential appointments must also be handled at the White House for two
reasons. There is no other satisfactory location. And the political tfoubles of choosing
one name rather than another might as well be made by your staff with your interests
and outlook. The task requires charm, finesse, and infinite attention to the details of
political debit-credit balancing, clearances and checks. Although your man must be of
sufficient standing to absorb the political heat from the national committee and else-

where, the usual. work need not be done by a senior adviser.* Nor should it bé handled

* This job could compromise an adviser’s other responsibilities. Kennedy’s first
assignment for O’Brien included both patronage and congressional relations. Later
abandoned, this combination would have interfered with the liaison job which is full -t1me
and which cannot afford the ill-will of rejecting legislators’ nominees.
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by the same junior staff member discussed in (b). One man with both jobs might be
tempted to shade his judgments of quality in order to relieve the pressure of the many

politicians “on his back.,”

(c) Advice on the general issues of personnel management within the Executive
Branch is not so urgent as to require personal White House Staff. It could be sought
from the Civil Service Commission or from the Budget Bureau., At least as a pro-
visional measure, we suggest that you charge the Budget Bureau with responsibility to
advise you—through your general program and policy staff—on personnel management.

“We do not envisage the Budget Bureau as a competitor of the Civil Service Commission
but as the home of a larger task. It would oversee personnel policy for the civil,
military, and foreign services (and any other. personnel systems). Admittedly, Budget
does not now have the capacity to undertake this assignment. But since the task is
important and Budget its most obvious lgcus, it seems wise to charge Budget with this

responsibility and to expand its capacity to carry it out.

/ 12. “Staff Secretary?” (a) As visualized by the original Hoover Commission and as

7 ' performed by General Goodpaster (as one of his jobs) for President Eisenhower, the

Staff Secretary was an important focal point for much White House staff work. On the
President’s behalf he kept track of documents requiring action, of assignments re-
quiring execution, of decisions reached in Cabinet meetings, legislative leaders’ meet-
ings, and elsewhere. He facilitated the work of everybody else. He was not a competi-
tor but a watcher of others’ doings—keeping lines straight, untangling snarls, watching
deadlines, checking on performance. As such, the Staff Secretary associated very
closely with the White House Executive Clerk, Bill Hopkins, and acted for the President
as a supervisor of the Clerk and of Whife House logistical and administrative services
generally. With the assistance of Hopkins and another, Goodpaster was not overly

burdened by the paper-processions and administrative service aspects of this job.*

* This paragraph is taken almost verbatim from Richard Neustadt’s unpublished
memorandum of December 23, 1960.
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(b) The exact character and time demands of this job cannot be defined precisely.
Although General Goodpaster was not burdened with cabinet secretariat duties, he gave
most of his time to national security matters. The point is that this cluster of functions
might be a full-time job for one man or, with appropriate assistance, a part-time

responsibility for a staff member with other functions.

. (¢) The Cabinet Secretary was a separate position in both the Eisenhower and
Kennedy White House. The title is a nice one with some prestige and might be useful
for that purpose.* But we note emphatically these two points: First, no matter how
you plan to use your “Cabinet” as a collective body, you will not need a full time Cabinet
Secretary. You need a cabinet secretariat even less. Second, the position once created
tends to generate needless work unless you clearly load any Cabinet Secretary with

other demanding duties.

13. Scientific advice. (a) For advice in scientific and technical matters, you can

draw upon the President’s Science Adviso_ry Committee and your Special Assistant for
Science and Technology. The former is composed of seventeen non-governmental
members-—many of whom devote considerable time to committee work. Although posi-
tions on the Committee are filled by Presidential appointment, we recommend that

you continue the practice of treating this body as a regular, professional, and continuing
organization whose membership does not automatically change with the Administration,
At any rate, the terms of about one -third of the members expire in the coming January -

February; you can thus alter the Committee’s composition or outlook as you think best.

(b) You should continue the practice of appointing a distinguished scientist to your
staff. To decide the kind of adviser you want, consider Eisenhower’s Kistiakowsky and
Kennedy’s Wiesner. Kistiakowsky tried to be an objective consultant who did not take
sides in controversies and who limited himself to enumerating for Eisenhower the argu-
ments for and against all sides. Wiesner was an advocate who argued vigorously for the
programs and policies he favored, While this distinction is not peculiar to advice in the
scientific realm, a Chief Executive might well need a more neutral adviser in these

unfamiliar technical areas,

* Our memorandum on national security apparatus suggests one use for this title.
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Whichever model you follow, we note the reasons for appointing a Science Adviser,
for they bear on the kind of man you need: the Eisenhower-Kennedy -experiences sug-

gest that such a man can help you in several ways.

(c) First, he can help you and your other advisers analyze and uhderstand complex
technical questions in the weapons, space, disarmaiici., Grug, Miflag, wiliCui. .,
and other fields.* At the very least, he is an independent source of expertiiess .t is
not confined by special departmental interests. This fact together with your conlidence
can permit him, when you wish it, to “arbitraie” technical departmental disputes. Ior
example, the 1959 controversy between Agriculiure and HEW over tolerable safe leveils
... ang cexta.a insecticides could only be settied satisfactorily—Dboth on the merits

wis Of public confidence about safe.; —widh the aid of distinguished outside
.=t assembled by the Science Adviser. This iiiusiration makes the further point
wulat a respected Science Adviser gives you efficient access to many other scientists.
Thus, you get not only the special knowiedge of your appointee but also a means for

tapping the vest of the American scientific community.

second, an adv ser like Kistiakowsky or Wiesner is not only a distinguished

scie . .st; he is also a w.stinguished thinker whose insights, perceptions, reactions, and
it aents can illuminate non-scientific issues when you and your senior advisers

.0se to consult wita ...m. This is not to say that you must accept his advice; nor that
,ou should formaliy o-ve him a geneial charter. We o, however, suggest that if you
treat him as a general member of your senior stafi, your principal program-policy
adivsers are likely to discuss a broad range of matters with him to the extent that it
proves use«u: in fact. (Regardless of his political or partisan orthodoxy, a first-rate

appo..inee will nave trustworthy discretion.)

(e) Third, in recruiting other scientific talent for the Government, the right Adviser

can assist you in two ways. He should be a valuable so..:rce of names and appraisals.

* An Adviser drawn from the academic community, as prior appointees have been,
would also have experiness on some aspects of higher education. On occasion, this
expertness can also be valuable to your White House.
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In addition, he can help attract others into your Administration. Even when he does not,
personally seek to persuade another to serve, his very presence in the White House
assures the “scientific community” of your respect for them and helps gain their re-

spect for your Administration, |

(f) Fourth, your Adviser would, of course, qualify as a /genuine “intellectual.”
In addition, however, your two predecessors had resident academics in the White House,
presumably in the hope of generating a sympathetic chronicle and a bridge to “intellec-
tuals” at large. The first function is unsure (compare Schlesinger with Goldman), and
the second silly. You reach “intellectuals” not by having a special communicator for
that purpose, but by the actions and statements of your Administration. Of course,
academics should not be neglected in your operating and staff appointments throughout
the government. They frequently make good “communicators” in addition to doing a
concrete government job., And their use in task forces (etc.) is both an effective and

easy way to impress “intellectuals” and useful on the merits,

14. “A man for minorities”? These words embrace two interrelated ideas.

(a) Past Presidents have sometimes had a contact point for organized “minority”
groups of, say, Negroes, Lithuanians, or women. He or she received communications
and thus took the heat from such groups, advised policy -makers on the probable group
reactions to Administration measures, composed and dispatched Presidential greeting
on appropriate occasions, and frequently served as Administration spokesman to such
groups. We are not persuaded that you need this service, but we are not competent to

advise on this question, -

(b) Some past Administrations have felt the need to include on the White House

staff a Negro or a woman in order to negate any appearance of discrimination, to
symbolize the opposite, and also to serve the “contact man” functions. But mere
symbolism may not work. No likely appointment will please militants. And there may
be no credit at all for a transparent symbol. Even worse, the appointee without a
genuine task of substance is a potential source of dissatisfaction that could later hurt
you. A Negro, a woman, or hyphenated American could obviously fill any staff need

real enough to be filled by a “WASP.”
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15. National security apparatus. The extent and depth of your personal national

security staff depends upon the effectiveness of the departments and, in particular, upon
whether you can improve State’s responsiveness to your needs. At the least, however,
you will need one or more special assistants to advise you on these matters and to

serve as your staff channel from and to State, Defense, CIA, and related agencies.*

16. Policy and program assistance; troubleshooting; speechwriting. (a) This final

catch-all category is at the core of your White House, especially on the domestic side.
Although we can list some of the components separately, the blanket category reflects
five facts. First, several men are required for these jobs. Second, each man will do
some of each task. As we shall shortly show, no strict separation of function or sub-
ject matter is possible. Third, the efforts :of these men must somehow be coordinated.
Fourth, the ways of allocating tasks are infinite. Your allocation must take account of
the particular talents of the people yo{x ‘want in your White House as well as your own
preferences in staff organization. Fifth and as usual, what you need in the White House

depends upon what you’ve got in the departments and the Budget Bureau.

(b) This core operation can be defined by subject matter and by function. The
subjects of White House concern are easily described: everything. You can be con-
fronted with every matter that is or might be within government competence and, in your
role of moral leadership, with many non-gox;ernmental matters, The range of major
domestic issues likely to confront you in 1969—from “black power”, air pollution, tax
policy, welfare systems, to criminal procedure, to name a few—hints at the varied

competences your staff will need.

* Staffing needs in this area are discussed in detail in our memorandum on national
security apparatus.
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(c) Cuttihg across subject matter lines are your functions which require staff as-

sistance. Outside of the national security area, you need assistance to deal with at least

the following matters:

-Signing or vetoing legislation

-Preparing the federal budget, Economic
Report, State of the Union message, other
Congressional messages, speeches (to in-
form, placate, or inspire), and correspondence

-Formulating a legislative program, getting
it enacted; resisting undesirable legislation

-Formally approving or disapproving certain
formal recommendations from independent
agencies or executive departments. For
this and other tasks, you need legal advice.

-Answering diverse questions on public

- (press conferences) or private (visits and

letters) occasions

-Responding appropriately to congressional
investigations or requests or to congres-
sional or private criticisms or complaints

-Leading and managing the Executive Branch
by

/ --Inspiring them, instructing them,

\//

and otherwise overcoming the
inertia of particular agencies or
people

--Settling the questions that need
to be settled if the government
is to move forward

--Unsnarling action-stopping tangles

--Resolving interdepartmental
controversies

-Appointing, organizing and directing task
forces and handling their reports*

-Forestalling or correcting scandals, faux
pas, etc.
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(d) This combination of tasks and subject matters has been handled in several ways.
For President Eisenhower, Adams was Chief of Staff and thus the coordinator of all
these operations (and some other operations already mentioned). Kennedy had no an-
nounced staff chief, but Sorenson was de facto chief on the domestic side for program,
policy, government operation, and speech-message writing, Under Eisenhower, this
mass of functions occupied about six men full -time and had the part time efforts of
three or four congressional liaison specialists and several others whose main duties were
those of paragraphs 8-14, Under Johnson, several senior staff men have developed
personal staffs of younger general-purpose men without access to the President and
who do not seem to participate even indirectly in the general run of Presidential

business.

(e) These tasks are manageable if you can keep your staff exceedingly small and
fully coordinated internally. Whether you can do this depends upon your approach to

the general issues discussed at the outset and in the next part.

* This cannot be done in the departments when the subject matter cuts across agency
lines, when departmental inertia or resistance must be overcome, or when effective
recruitment requires White House prestige.
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III
Staff Role Relative to that

of Other Agencies

17, Major issﬁes won’t stay in the departments. Most past .Presidents hoped that
agency heads would implement and create on their owri and thus relieve the White House
of all issues except questions of major policy. But many problems simply won’t stay
at the departmental level. Many details of policy have become White House concerns

and will continue to do so for seven reasons.

(a) First, even excellent agency hea'ds—;and not all of them will turn out well—will
not do what you would want if you had the opportunity to consider the matter. They will
sometimes suffer from inertia, More often, there will be a failure of imagination
‘within the agency. Even more frequently, the agency’s judgment will be infected by the
parochial outlook of its constituency (including, of course, its appropriations and sub-
stantive congressional committees and its “clients” and other special interest groups

concerned with it).

(b) Second, many of the hardest domestic welfare-urban-lébor-education problems
require new thinking and planning that cuts across existing departmental lines. The
departments often tend to define problems according to their capacity to deal with
them—education grants by HEW, transportation to jobs by DOT, housing by HUD,
etc.—and not according to vthe broader presidential pei‘spective. In addition, the re-
sources for imaginative thinking are few indeed. The resulting dispersal of respon-
sibility and resources means that many important jobs simply won’t be done at the

departmental level.

(c) Third, overlapping responsibilities inevitably generate interagency conflicts—

both in planning policy and in implementing it—which the relevant secretaries are
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unable or unwilling to resolve.* Resolution will often depend upon White House

mediation, arbitration, or command.

(d) Fourth, the several agencies are always competing for limited budget re-
sources. With the aid of staff and Budget, you must make the allocation. And to
decide upon the priority you wish to give a department’s proposal, you must appraise
that proposal and its constituent parts in the light of its objectives, probable success,

and alternative approaches. There is no other way.**

(e) Fifth, even apart from budgetary decisions, your speeches, your messages,
your letters, and your press conferences will inevitably require you to address your-
self in some depth to various matters of policy. Furthermore, the Administration’s
legislative program and major messages carry your name and determine your reputa-
tion both now and later. Even if you were prepared to endorse a Secretary’s proposal
out of confidence in him, you cannot escape careful consideration of each major proposal.
You cannot afford to overlook the institutional biases that will affect every agency’s
proposals. You must not only resolve interagency policy differences, but you will also
- want assurance that your Administration’s proposals and arguments are reasonably
consistent in logic and outlook, More than that, you also face a question of priorities.
Public support cannot always be generated for many differqnt proposals simultaneously.
Serious legislative activity cannot be expected simultaneouély on every proposal. And,
of course, you must take care not to alienate unduly with orTe proposal someone who‘se'

aid you need at the very same time for another proposal. Again, therefore, you cannot

* Each Secretary may never learn of the conflict which his subordinates are un-_
willing to settle. Even if he does learn of it, he may be persuaded by his staff in the
light of his agency’s institutional interests. And even if he is not fully persuaded, he
may hesitate to “surrender” and thus lose the needed respect of his subordinates.
Finally, the secretary may feel an obligation to “protect” the office and to pass it
“undiminished” to his successor. (Presidents usually feel that impulse—with, of course,
greater justification by reference to the Constitutional allocation of powers.) “

** We reject without argument the possibility of deferring the allocation to Congress
in the first instance. We similarly reject historical formulas, arbitrary percentages,
or interagency log-rolling as a means for allocating resources within the Executive
Branch. :
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leave the agencies to formulate your legislative program without close involvement

at the top.

(f) Sixth, “leaving the details and minor issues to the departments” is both man-
datory and customary. But such formulae leave much to the White House because the
general formulations of grand policy-—the kind that are easily enunciated—are séldom
helpful. Before concrete application, many general formulations simply lack intelligible
content. Indeed, general policy is less the father of decision than the result of concrete
steps. In short, the major questions that cannot be resolved elsewhere are enough to

require a substantial White House apparatus.

(g) Seventh and unhappily, you will be pressed to resolve or react to “flaps” that
are intrinsically trivial or that could be handled just as well (that is, with no greater
risk of failure) by a Cabinet member. A legislator will write you and expect a White
House reply. The media will seek a reaction. The press conference seems to demand
it. We believe that you could refer many.such matters to the departments with the
sympathetic understanding of the public and even of the immediately affected groups
if you insist that the department head sees that such questions and complaints are

handled with finesse and concern and not in the usual bureaucratic way.

(h) The moral: your staff will, inevitably and at the minimum, bear heavy burdens
and serious responsibilities. You thus require men of great talents efficiently organized.
Later we amplify our comments about organization. Next, however, we note that cur-
rent staff systems may not be capable of bearing the additional loads being placed upon

them.

18. Overloading the staff. We understand that Président Johnson’s staff has been

subject to enormous strains. Although some can be attributed to personality factors,
many stem from operational necessities and organizational shortcomings. We note

some of these strains and ask whether your staff is likely to bear similar loads.

(a) The volume of federal domestic programs has increased over the last decade.
White House business in the area has increased accordingly. This is not a transient

phenomenon.
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(b) International affairs have consumed a very large share of President J ohnson’s
time. Consequently, domestic aides worked with ill-defined parameters but could not
settle anything in a way that would foreclose the President’s options. You will probably
not be equally preoccupied for so sustained a period with a single international issue.
But theré will continue to be a succession of complex international and national security

problems clamoring for White House attention.

(c) The staff is peculiarly subject to assignments from the President who naturally
gives problems, questions and various tasks to the men he sees constantly, trusts, and
feels comfortable with. This always happens, but you can be sensitive to your staff’s .
load and time for completion. You can encourage them to use the departments and out-

siders for tasks that need not be done immediately in the White House.

(d) The staff has played a key and comprehensive role in policy -program formu-

~ lation, almost to the exclusion of the departments. The White House appointed and
supervised numerous task forces and received and processed the resulting product,

| even in areas where departmental jurisdiction was clear. We are left with the impres-
sion that the White House has been unresponsive to departmental initiatives and has
attempted to run the government single-handedly. You need not do the same—at least

not on the same scale. But the underlying problem is not transient.

(e) Your staff will have to take the lead in planning policy and supervising its
implementation wherever the departmental mechanism fails to do so adequately. And
the unfortunate fact is that departmental mechanisms often are inadequate. The ability
of the federal gover}nment to respond to urban-welfare-employment-environment
problems is compromised by inherent complexity, overwhelming magnitude, elusive
answers, and the diffusion of federal responsibility and power among many departments
and agenci_es.* This means that you must either (1) get such problems approached

more effectively outside the White House or (2) organize your staff to handle them.

* Even if some federal responsibilities could be transferred to the states, the
techniques of transfer need close attention and much will remain of federal interést
in any event,
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19, Equipping your staff for comprehensive policy formulation. As one answer

to deficiencies elsewhere in the executive establishment, you could create high-level
program staffs in the White House or elsewhere in the Executive Office. Let us make
cle.ar that we are not organizational experts, We do no more thanto suggest that you ask

your experts to consider the idea of a creative central staff for program planning to

focus not on all areas simultaneously but on selected areas of greatest substantive dif -

R

ficulty or departmental deficiency, There are several general approaches.

(a) You could supplement your general purpose staff with program advisers who
would be your in-house experts in various substantive fields. They could be senior
staff members with the usual combination of substantive and troubleshooting respon-
sibilities. (They might in turn need junior staff to assist them, but such additions need
not themselves be part of the White Houée Office.) In effect, this would add several
senior advisers with special substantive responsibilities in particular fields. A few
such men could be helpful without altering the basic character of the staff, And this
could help to relieve the impossible weight of progi'am planning from your Adams-
Sorenson-Califano, But this would not be enough to organize, plah, and oversee the new

era of welfare-urban-etc, work,

(b) A broader and deeper White House staff is conceivable with personal staff much
like the present, section chiefs who may be major advisers to you and your top staff,

and many high-caliber planners, thinkers, and overseers of operations,

(c) The last approach adds depth and creativity at the center of the Executive
Branch, It would be central enough to be free of the departments’ fortuitous and often
irrelevant jurisdictional lines, small enough to be manageable, free -wheeling enough to
be unencumbered by bureaucratic inertia and departmental special interests, and elite
enough to attract exceptional talent, It would operate at a level where new ideas are
welcomed and where official blessing counts, Of course, such scarce creative talents
should be located not at the center but in the operating departments., But present de-
partmental organization offers no adequate home for such activity. And until effective
reorganization is achieved, the work must be done somewhere, | Better that it be 'done

at the center than not at all.
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(d) Such a central staff would, of course, transform the White House into a lgrger
and more cumbersome apparatus without the flexibility, spirit, and vintimacy of more
traditional arrangements. Furthermore, if the new staff were successful, it should have
a more permanent institutional character than that traditionally enjoyed by White House
personnel. And the fact is that White House location is unnecessary. The Executive
Office of the President is the perfect home for institutional staffs peculiarly designed
to serve the President such as the Budget Bureau, Council of Economic Advisers,
National Security Council Staff, and special Cabinet groups. Like the other Executive
Office components, it would be institutional, professional, and President-oriented. Like
| the NSC staff, it would be in close communion with the departments, coordinating their
planning efforts, not “above” the departments though capable of advising those who are,
and free to draw aid from the departments a:nd to be drawn upon. To make it a division
within the Budget Bureau might submerge it beneath a Director who is already too busy,
might unduly routinize it, and might dax;rpen the freely creative advisory quality that

makes the concept appealing,

20. Alternatives to staff. Outside the scope of this memorandum, but necessary

to round out the above discussion is brief mention of two other approaches to the defi-

ciencies of organization and planning in the domestic welfare area.

, (a) You could reorganize all the relevant agencies into a super-department. The
kinds of program planning staff ‘just dispussed would serve the super-Secretary. He
would, of course, .be very powerful. But like the Secretary of Defense, he would remain
subject to your control and would not relieve you of responsibility., The general 'concept
is appealing, but we do not venture into the detail that would give it meaning: which
departments (or parts of departments) belong in the super-department; how should it

be organized internally; is it politically feasible ?

(b) Until you could plan it and persuade Congress to create a super-department,
you could create a Czar or Special Assistant who would be a de facto super-Secretary
but without statutory authority or a department. His position would depend entirely upon
your confidence in him and your insistence that the relevant Secretaries report to you

only through him (as is true of the Secretaries of military departments). He would need
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the kind of prdgram staff already discussed. With such a stL.(f, it could be done if you
made your intention clear at the time you appointed the relevant Secretaries and if you
could find the right man of brilliance, imagination, analytic Fepth, discretion, judgment,

and personal finesse.

21, Staff-departmental relations generally. An additional and distinct aspect of

staff -departmental relations deserves mention: Some Secretaries will feel entitled tq
unqualified access to you without prior staff work by your office. They resent the |
“competitive” advice you receive from your own staff, and blame your staff whenevér
you react unenthusiastically to their proposals. They see themselves suffering at the
hands of Congress ahd pressure groups on your behalf while your comfortable, behind '
the scenes, unpressured staff coollynit-picks departmental proposals and performances.' |
They see themselves as operating at your level but obstructed by naive and youngish

men who are “inferior” and “mere stafft’ without the Secretary’s prominence, prestige,

prequisites, and public exposure.

Not all cabinet members will feel this way. Department heads and especially sub-
cabinet officials will see the presidential assistant as both a critic and as a helpful ally
in the governmental process. In doing his job for the President, the assistant makes
sure that no agency’s interests and arguments are overlooked. He points out flaws in
agency proposals before submission to the President and thus gives the agency the
opportunity for revision if it wishes. The assistant can present»a.n agency matter to the
President with a dispatch that the Secretary could not always achieve personally. By
faithfully reporting presidential reactions, he can permit the Secretary to estimate
whether a direct approach is likely to change the President’s reaction. In many cir-
cumstances, a Secretary can feel that calling an assistant is an almost perfect sub-
stitute for calling the President—perhaps bettef because the asgsistant will have more

time to listen and to explore.

Nevertheless, in many important respects, roles are antagonistic. The staffer’s
job is to find the)flaws in a department’s proposal or performance; to find the opposing
or qualifying considerations neglected or insufficiently weighted in the department;

to make sure that other executive agencies have the opportunity to cpnsider, appraise,
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and perhaps oppose; to press the departments to do better; and otherwise to serve you
and not the narrower and sometimes different interests of the departments. Some
Secretaries will not cooperate fully with your staff and will find ways of urging you to
say that your staff doesn’t speak for you, that you look to the department heads and

not staff for major advice, etc. We do not pause on illustrations and variations, but
simply make two points: First, of course you should restrain staff members who are
unduly insistent, demanding, arrogant, or disrespectful of your departmental appointees.
Second, you must be wary lest you impair your staff’s willingness or ability to probe

and contest the departments.
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v
Addendum

22. Forging the new team. Your staff and departmental appointees cannot over-

night come to know and understand each other and to work together as a functioning
team. In fact, once the Administration takes ofﬁce, everyone will be so preoccupied
with his own duties as to have little time for getting to know others. Your appointees
should begin to get acquainted before January 20th. At the very least, they should begin
meeting together, both on a departmental and an inter-departmental basis. You might
want to encourage the top officials of the domestic welfare agencies to meet together
with each other and with relevant men from your staff. A similar gathering on the
international side would be helpful. If time permits, you and some of your chief appoin-
‘tees might spend a few days together, “_rith all of you getting to know one another, as did
President Eisenhower and those who accompanied him on the Helena in 1952, The
object: to begin creating a team before your Admihistration is actually confronted with

operating responsibilities.

23. Healing national divisions. At the risk of seeming presumptuous, we offer a

final comment on the transition generally: a visit with the defeated candidate, appoint-
ment of a prominent Democrat with whom you could work, and similar actions ai'e ob-
viously desirable (if otherwise consistent with your plans). The first overtures towards
congressional leaders ‘must also be made, especially if either house remains under
Democratic control. More generally, there will be great demand for “news” from the
President-elect. He will be overcovered. He can use this fact to make every action or
appointment the occasion for a statement that will placate those who might have been
disappointed by his election. This is the time to try to disarm one’s critics, at least |

to the point where there they might be willing to “give the man a chance.” It is possible—
we are not sure—that such a response will be generated not by general statements of
goodwill and general appeals for unity, but by specific statements of concern about urban
problems and the Negro, compassion for those who are forced to rely on the welfare

system, etc. This is, in short, a time to heal the past as you prepare for the future.
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APPENDIX I

ROOSEVELT’S APPROACH TO STAFFING
THE WHITE HOUSE

Reorganization Plan I of 1939, which created a “White House Office” and distin-
guished it from the rest of the “Executive Office of the President,” marks the start of
modern presidential staffing, What Roosevelt did, in practice, with the institutions then
established shows him at his most relevant for the contemporary Presidency. Rela-
tively speaking, in terms of presidential organization, the immediate pre-war years
have more kinship with 1961 than do the crisis years of the depression (6r the years

after Pearl Harbor, for that matter),

Roosevelt did not theorize about “operating principles,” but he evidently had some,
for his practice was remarkably consistent in essentials. His “principles” can be de-.

* duced from what he did and from the memories of men around him, as follows;

1. White House staff as personal staff: The White House was his house, his home

as well as office. No one was to work there who was not essential for the conduct of

his own work, day by day. “This is the White House calling” was to mean him, or some-
body acting intimately and immediately for him. The things he personally did not do
from week to week, the troubleshooting and intelligence he did not need first-hand,
were to be staffed outside the White House., The aides he did not have to see from day
to day were to be housed in other offices than his. This is the origin of the distinction
which developed in his time between “personal” and “institutional” staff, The Executive
Office was conceived to be the place for “institutional” staff; the place, in other words,

for everybody else.

2. Fixed Assignments to Activities not Program Areas: Roosevelt had a strong

‘sense of a cardinal fact in government: That Presidents don’t act on policies, programs,
or personnel in the abstract; théy act in the concrete as they meet deadlines set by due
dates—or the urgency—of documents awaiting signature, vacant posts awaiting appointees,

officials seeking interviews, newsmen seeking answers, audiences waiting for a speech,
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intelligence reports requiring a response, etc., etc. He also had a strong sense of an-
other fact in government: That persons close to Presidents are under constant pressure—
and temptation—to go into business for themselves, the more so as the word gets out

that they deal regularly with some portion of his business.
Accordingly, he gave a minimum of fixed assignments to the members of his per-
sonal staff. Those he did give out were usually in terms of helping him to handle some

specific and recurrent stream of action-fdrcing deadlines lﬁe himself could not escape,

Thus, before the war, he had one aide regularly assigned to help him with his per-
sonal press relations and with those deadline-makes, his pxless conferences: The Press
Secretary. Another aide was regularly assigned to schedulL his appointments and to
guard his door: The Appointments Secretary. Early in the war he drew together several
scattered tasks and put them regularly in the hands of Samuel Rosenman as “Special
Counsel.” (The title was invented for thej man; Rosenman, a lawyer and a judge, had -
held a similar title and done comparable work for FDR in Albany.): pulling togefher
drafts of presidential messages, speeches, and policy statements, reviewing proposed
Executive Orders, Administration bill drafts, and action on enrolled bills—in short,

assisting with the preparation of all public documents through which Roosevelt defined

and pressed his program.,

These fixed assignments, and others like them in the Roosevelt staff, were activity
assignments, not programmatic ones. They were organized around recurrent presiden-
tial obligations, not functional subject-matters, They were differentiated by particular

sorts of actions, not by particular program areas. This had three consequences:

a. The men on such assignments were compelled to be generalists, jacks-of-all-
trades, with a perspective almost as unspecialized as the President’s own, cutting across
~ every program area, every government agency, and every facef of his work, peréona.l,

political, legislative, administrative, ceremonial.

b. Each assignment was distinct from others but bore a close relationship to others,
since the assignéd activities, themselves, were interlinked at many points. Naturally,

the work of the Press Secretary and the Special Counsel overlapped, while both had
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reason for concern and for involvement, often enough, with the work of the Appointments
Secretary—and so forth. These men knew what their jobs were but they could not do

them without watching, 'checking, jostling one another. Roosevelt like it so.

c. Since each man was a “generalist” in program terms, he could be used for ad
hoc special checks and inquiries depending on the President’s needs of the moment. So
far as their regular work allowed, the fixed-assignment men were also general-utility

troubleshooters, No one was supposed to be too specialized for that.

3. Deliberate gaps in activity assignments. There were some spheres of recur- -

rent action, of activities incumbent on the President, where Roosevelt evidently thought
it wise to have no staff with fixed, identified assignments, One was the sphere of his
continuing relations with the leaders and Members of Congress. Another was the sphere
of his own choices for the chief appointive offices in his Administration. A third was
the sphere of his direct relations with Department Heads, both individually and as a
Cabinet, Every Roosevelt aide on fixed assignment was involved to some degree in all
three spheres. These and other aides were always liable to be used, ad hoc, on concrete
problems in these spheres. But no one save the President I&as licensed to concern him-
self exclusively, or continuously, with FDR’s Congressional relations, political appoint-

| ments, or Cabinet-level contacts.

4. General-Purpose Aides on Irregular Assignments, After 1939 and on into the

war years, FDR had several “Administrative Assistants” on his personal staff, all of
them conceived as “generalists,” whom he could use, ad hoc, as chore-boys, trouble-
shooters, checker-uppers, intelligence operatives, ahd as magnets for ideas, gripes,
gossip in the Administration, on the Hill, and with groups outside government. These
men were also used, as need arose, to backstop and assist the aides who did have fixed |

assignments,

FDR intended his Administrative Assistants to be eyes and ears and manpower
for him, with no fixed contacts, clients, or involvements of their own to interfere when
he had need to redeploy them, Naturally, these general-purpose aides gained know-how

in particular subject-matter areas, and the longer they worked on given ad hoc jobs the
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more they tended to become functional “specialists.” One of them, David Niles, got
so involved in dealings with minority groups that Truman kept him on with this as his
fixed specialty. Roosevelt’s usual response to such a situation would have been to shake

it up before the specialization grew into a fixed assignment.

Roosevelt never wanted in his House more general-purpose men for ﬂ hoc mis-
sions than he personally could supervise, direct, assign and reassign. During the war,
however, as his needs and interests changed, his White House staff inevitably tended to
become a two-level operation, with some aides quite remote from his immediate con-
cerns or daily supervision. How he might have met this tendency, after the war, we

have no means of knowing.

5. Ad hoc staff work by outsiders. It never seems to have occurred to FDR that

his only sources of such ad hoc personal assistance were the aides in his own office.
He also used Executive Office aides, personal friends, idea-men or technicians down
in the bureaucracy, old Navy hands, old New York hands, experts from private life,
Cabinet Officers, Little Cabinet Officers, diplomats, relatives—especially his wife—
'as supplementary eyes and ears and manpower, He often used these “outsiders” to
check or duplicate the work of White House staff, or to probe into spheres where White
House aides should not be seen, or to look into things he guessed his staff would be

against.

He disliked to be tied to any single source of information or advice on anything,
Even if the source should be a trusted aide, he preferred, when and where he could, to

have alternative sources.

6. FDR as “chief of staff.” In Roosevelt’s White House there was no place for a

Sherman Adams, Roosevelt made and shifted the assignments; he was the recipient of
staff-work; he presided at the morning staff meetings; he audited the service he was
getting; he coordinated A’s report with B’s (or if he did not, they went uncoordinated
and he sometimes paid a price for that). Before the war, reportedly, he planned to keep
one of his Administrative Assistants on tap “in the office,” to “mind the shop” and be

a sort of checker-upper on the the others. But he never seems to have put this intention
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into practice. From time to time he did lean on one aide above all others in a given

area., In wartime, for example, Harry Hopkins was distinctly primus inter pares on a

range of vital matters for a period of time. But\ Hopkins’ range was never as wide as
the President’s. And Hopkins’ primacy was not fixed, codified, or enduring. It depended
wholly on their personal relationship and Roosevelt’s will. In certain periods their in-

timacy waxed; it also waned.

7. Wartime Innovations, From 1941 to 1943 Roosevelt brought new staff into the

White House, Superficially, the new men and their new assignments made the place look
~different, But as he dealt with wartime staff, he operated very much as he had done be-

fore. He let his prewar pattern bend; despite appearances, he did not let it break.

The principal new arrivals were Rosenman, Hopkins, Leahy, a “Maproom,” and
Byrnes. Rosenman, as Counsel, has already been mentioned, Hopkins evolved into a
sort of super administrative assistant, working on assignments without fixed boundaries
in the conduct of the wartime Grand Alliance, and collaborating with Rosenman on major
speeches, Leahy, as Chief of Staff to the Commander-in-Chief, became an active chan-
nel to and from the services, and kept an eye upon the White House Maproom. This was
a reporting and communications center, staffed by military personnel, in direct touch
with the services, with war fronts, with intelligence sources, and with allied governments.
As for Byrnes, he left the Supreme Court to be a “deputy” for Roosevelt in resolving
quarrels among the agencies concerned with war production and the war economy.
Byrnes’ assignment was relatively fixed, but limited, temporary, and entirely at the .
pleasure of the President, dependent on their personal relationship. In 1944, when
Congress turned his job into a separate, statutory office (OWMR), Byrnes hastened to

resign,

The thing to note about these wartime aides is that none of them had irreversible
assignments, or exclusive jurisdictions, or control over each other, or command over
rerriaining members of the peacetime staff, Regarding all of them, and as he dealt with
each of them, Roosevelt remained his own “chief of staff.” And he continued to employ
outsiders for a)ssista.nce. Winston Churchill, among others, now became an alternative

source,
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8. Reliance on others than staff for ideas. Wartime changes gave the White House

staff much more involvement in, and more facilities for, program development than had
been the case in 1939, But Roosevelt never seems to have conceived his personal staff—
not even when enlarged by Rosenman, Hopkins, Byrnes—as the sole or even the main-
source of policy innovators and idea men. Ideas and innovations were supposed to flow
from inside the Departments, from the Hill, and from outside of government. His staff
was meant to save them from suppression, éive them air and check them out, not think
them up. White House aides were certainly encc;uraged to have “happy thoughts,” but
they were not relied upon to be the chief producers. The same thing, incidenta]ly, can

be said of Budget aides.

9. Operations to the operators. FDR was always loath to let into his House routine
activities, except where he chose otherWisé for the time being, This seems to be one
of the reasons (not the only one) why he never had “legislative liaison” assistants con-
tinuously working at the White House. .Reportedly, he foresaw what has come to be the
case in Eisenhower’s time, that if the White House were routinely in the liaisoning busi-
ness, Congressmen and agencies alike would turn to his assistants for all sorts of rou-
tine services and help. “It is all your trouble, not mine,” he once informed his Cabine‘t
officers, with reference to the bills that they were sponsoring. This was his attitude
toward departmental operations generally, always excepting those things that he wanted

- for his own, or felt he had to grab because of personalities and circumstances.

10. Avoidance of coordination by committee, After experimenting elaborately in

| his first term, Roosevelt lost taste for interagency committees, Thereafter, he never
seems to have regarded any of them—from the Cabinet down—as a vehicle for doing
anything that could be done by operating agencies or by é staff, This left small scope
for such committees at his level. He used the Cabinet as a sounding board, sometimes,
and sometimes as a means to put his thinking, or his “magic” on display., Otherwise,
his emphasis was on staffs and on operating agencies, taken one by one or in an ad hoc

group.

11. The Budget Bureau as a back-up staff, For routine, or preliminary, or depth

staff-work that his White House aides could not take on, Roosevelt usually looked to the
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Budget Burea‘u‘ (or, alternatively, to a man or group he trusted in the operating agencies).
In many ways, the modern Bureau was his personal creation; in most ways it has never

been as near to full effectiveness as in his time,
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APPENDIX I

ROOSEVELT’S APPROACH TO
THE BUDGET BUREAU

In Roosevelt’s time, the Executive Office of the President was little else except
the Bureau of the Budget. This agency had been in existence since 1921, housed in
Tfeasury but reporting to the President as his source of staff assistance in preparing
the Executive budget. Under the Republicans, budgeting had been regarded very largely
as a negative endeavor to squeeze departmental estimates. The Bureau had been staffed
accordingly, Its career staff was small, dull, conscientious, unimaginative, But by
1936, FDR’s experience had made him sympathetic to the point of view expressed by
his Committee on Administrative Management: That the budget process—as a stream
of actions with deadlines attached—gave him unequalled opportunities to get his hands
on key decisions about operating leveis and forward plans in every part of the Executive

Branch,

Accordingly, he set to work to revamp and restaff the pudget Bureau, In 1937 he
made it the custodian of another action-forcing process: r(‘)utine coordination in his
name of agency draft bills, reports on pending bills, recommendations on enrolled bills,
and proposed Executive Orders. This is the so-called “legislative clearance function,”
involving both the substance and financing of proposals, which the Bureau has continued
ever since and which, since Rosenman’s time, has been linked closely to the White House

Special Counsel,

In 1939 Roosevelt moved the Bureau from Treasury into his Executive Office, At
the same time, he appointed a new Budget Director, Harold Smith, and backed a ten-
fold increase in the Bureau’s career staff. In the five years after 1937, the staff was
built from 40 to 400, roughly its present size. Smith’s emphasis in staffing was three-
fold, First, he enlarged the number, raised the caliber and cut the paper-work of bud-
get analysts, the men who did detailed reviews of departmental budgets. Second, he

brought in a separate group of organization and procedures men to look at departmental
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work in terms of managerial effectiveness, not sheer economy. Third, he began rather
covertly to build another staff group with a still different perspective: program-oriented
men, economists for the most part, to review departmental work in terms of policy

effectiveness and to provide him special studies on short notice,

From Smith and from the staff that Smith was building, FDR sought service of three
sorts: First, he wanted cool, detached appraisals of the financial, managerial, and pro-
gram rationality in departmental budget plans and legislative programs, Second, he
wanted comparable appraisals of the bright ideas originating in his own mind, or the

| minds of his political and personal associates. Third, he wanted the White House back-
stopped by preliminary and sub_sidiary staff-work of the sort his own aides could not
undertake withouf forfeiting their availability and flexibility as a small group of general-

ists on his immediate business.

All sorts of things now thought to call for special staffs or secretariats, or inter-
agency committees, were once sought ffom the Budget staff or from an ad hoc working
group drawn out of the departments by some specialist inside that staff, The oldest
“secretariat” now operating in the Presidency is the Bureau’s Office of Legislative
Reference which handles the clearance function. The precursors of Eisenhower’s pub-

lic works inventories, aviation surveys, foreign aid reviews, and the like, were staff

studies undertaken by the Bureau in the 1940’s.

With such things sought from him, Smith saw himself as the prospective “chief” of
a general-utility “institutional” staff, mainly a career group, quite distinct from per- A
sonal aides, but tackling in depth, at another level, a range of concerns as wide as theirs.
He tried to build and operate his Bureau accordingly, not as a “budget” staff but as a
presidential staff which was organized a-round the budget process for the sake botﬁ of

convenience and of opportunity.

Ll Smith’s first years, he frequently came close to giving Roosevelt what the latter
wanted, The coming of the war, however, interrupted Bureau staffing, drained away
much of its new-found strength and eclipsed budgeting (along with legislation) as sources

of key presidential actions. The course of battle, and of war production, and of prices
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now became the crucial sources and the Bureau proved a far from ideal place for general-

purpose staff work oriented toward those action-forcing processes,

As the war drew toward a close, Smith seems to have been planning a new effort to
refurbish and expand his Bureau’s peacetime capabilities, He hoped to make its pro-
gram orientation more than match its budgetary focus by having Roosevelt call on him
for necessary staff work under the Full Employment Bill, But Roosevelt died, and the
Employment Act as subsequently passed created a new presidential agency, the Council
of Economic Advisers. The thing Smith needed most to realize his aims and meet
Roosevelt’s wants was a first-rate, well-established group of program aides, oriented
toward the substance of policy, rather than its organization or its cost. But the group
he had begun to build by 1945 gradually disp_erse& in the years after CEA’s creation,

Its successor has yet to be built.
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