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TEE PRESIDENCY AND POLICY FOHMULATION:
THE JOHNSON TASK FORCES

Every moderin Presidént since PFranklin D. Rdosovelt has nade
impoxtanc convribuvions o the Presidency and Lyndon B. Johnson
is no excepiion. The purpose of this paper is Lo examine & set
of significant changes which ccecured in the process of formulating
presidenciel legisletive programs in domestic policy areas singled’
out by President Jolmson for special. emphasis and evtention. While
not revolutionaxy, the changes constlitute a substantial dep&rture'
ffom nasy practices, They ianvolve the exiensive use Qf White House
tagk forces as a formal means of policy formulation. We will anaiyze
the nature of these chauges and some of their counsequences for
national doxestic policy~making, focusing on the policy areas of
‘education and hdﬁsiné. Ve have based owr findings on dafa obiained
through iaterviews with Sarticipants in the policy process 1nlthose

1 .
areas. .

The Pre-Jonnson Paitieril

simost every stﬁdent of American government is familiayp
‘w;th the pre-Johnson pattern of'presidential policy Tormulation
and especially with the development of the Presidenits legisla-
tive program. Tnls patitern normally involved the formulation of.
the legislative program almost exclusiﬁely on the basis of proposals
developed by the departments*and ééeneies_and submitted to the .

2

-President through the Bureau of the Budget. The Bureau and the

Waite Eouse staff then anelyzed these pxroposals and {rom their

analysis the ;egislative'5rogram emerged. The departments and
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aegenciay caxyied nme c off the huraen of policy in nOVﬁu~oa.3

2

2.y the expcrience and expertlise which they posscased

in thei“ispecial areas along vith & steady_input.from:bheir,clientele
groups wqﬁld'insureﬂan sdequate flow of oW ideas. Aithough a fev
scholarsfhave_e pvcssod uneasiness aboult the dependencs of the Pregie
dent, Ghe White House spaff and the Bureaun of vhe Eudget on the

. ageacies forlidéas and infbxmation,u mosﬁ politvical seientists have -
23d livtie '01cién to‘the'operational-consequence of tnL, PO -

tern, Some participants in the policy process within the Exscubtive

Office of the President have contended, however, that this tradi-
tional pa has‘uesulted'in'the aquliteration of new ideas by

- internal bureaucranic‘6onsiderations and Plientele-pressures,ex—
eried vhrougin the agén@ies.' The wesult they argﬁé;vhas been a
endency o 3:c:peab pronosaﬂs until they eventu JJ are adopied
or uabtil the rav nale for them has long dxaapucarcd. ‘This they
have concluded, has neant & deaxrtn of i glnazlon Jn avency-orienbed
yroposals which uend to be remedial and 1ncremunoal racher than
. broadly innovative. As Phillip S. Eughes of uhe Bureaa of the .-

buaget summarlzed chls point of view:

c...The routine way o develon e legislative program has
eey ¢o ask Lae deparimenis to generate proposals. Each
agency sends its ldeas through chennels, whilch mesns
that the ideas are limited by the meglnmtion of the
Jd-line agencics. They Pend to be repetitive-«the
SEILe Propos als year after year. When the ideas of the
different agencies resch the departmental level, all
kinds of objections are raised, especially objeciions
that new notvions nay somchow infringe on the rights of
some ovher sgency in the deparvment. By the tine a
legiclative propesel “fron & departazent reaches the
P ~esident, its a pretty well-compromised product.5
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A parviel departure from vhe pattern of dependence on the

bureaucracy rox new,legislative Proposals occured in the Kennedy
Admincsbr"“ione Upon returaing his.parby ;b office afcc eight
years of. Republican rule, President Kennedy‘moved:quickly to
establish a legisletive program. By the time hie was inaugurated;

Keanedy had oommlssioned 29 tark Cforeces in various.areas of foreigm
6

and domestic pplicy and. 24'0? them nad reported‘babkftolhim. - The -
'taskiforce raports served Lo collate for the new-ﬂdminiStration'
some of the ﬂauLOH’S best Uhiunking on the. OﬂLBIL&l proolemp COn~
froau;ng 1L.A'”he§%g;ded tne new Pres;qenu 1n formulaulng nis
PIrOSraie Subsequena publication of the reports.enaoled then Lo
provide & ready reference for policy prOposals for-in&ividuals

and groups ihside and outside of‘the”gdvernmentaffuhile wost of
KennedyﬁS'legislaﬁive'proposals'were SGaied‘doﬁn”ffdmithe broad
scope of - the task'force'recommendations;”the thfgqt.and direction:
of the :eports surv:vea. v

Advhough the pre«xnaugural task forces were: an 1upor»aau ige

novation,_theyAWereTnot'to be repeated. Kbnnedy &id'eXperiment
witn o her varietioas of the task force, howavef. Tne pre-inaugural
“task zorses composed largely of outs;de experbs gave way ©o 1nL
gove:1mencal groups whieh Kennedy used o aeal wlth fore;gn policy

m

crlses and domesolc probWems on en-ad hoc basis.;.

The Jonnson Pattern

Soon after PIGQLQSHL Johnson agsumed office, he faced the
necessity of d 'velopxng a leg;slauive program which coula be

identified a ,s)hzslpwn. There.apparently vas a feeling within
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TS Walts louse and 11 the Bureau of vhe Budgeiy which the Presi-
den¢ adopied, vhat such a programn was not likely to be devcloped
on the basis of proposals subnitved by the departmentcs and egencies,
The need vo obuain ouitslde advice and sugges~¢oas W opccmallj
critical. in an Administration where most key personnel and the
basic values and gosls remained unchanged from vhose of its

predecessor.

Early in 196b, a number of President Johnsonts close a&-
visers inclvding Budgeu Director Kermit Gordon, presidential
assistants Bill Moyers and Richard Goodwin and Chairman walter-i
Hellef of the Council of Ecohomie Advisers, all of whom were
familiar with the pre-inaugural Kernedy tesk forces,' sug-

gested that the President commission a series of task forces
J .

to'study specific policy areas. 1In order to avoid the pitfalls

encountered in the Kenneﬁy task force operation, .., charges
of overrepresentation of intellectuals in their membership and
of a consequent lack of realism in their proposals whicnh forced
. the Administration to defend their feports even before they had
become the basls for aotion, the Johnson task forces operated
under a cloak of secrecy. The members agreed not to reveal

. their assignments to the press or tp professional associates
and not to disclose the substance of their deliberations or
reoorts. The Adniinistration promised to reciprocate.?

The 1964 experience with task force operations was deemed

o
successful and was refined and developed in the following years.

‘



o 5

Under the direction of Specilal Assistant Joseph A, Califano,
the White House staff assumed the pareamount réle in setting
the framework for legislative and administrative policy-making.
As we have observed, policy planning prior to the Johnson Ade

ministration was primarily a function of the departments and

agencies with review by the White House stafi and the Bureau-of

the Budget. President Johnson brought that function more efe
fectively under his ;ontrol through the integration of the'
task force operation with legislative submissions and budget
review and the creation of a‘small policy~planning staff under
one of his key assistants.8 The impact of the departiments and
agencies in the development of the presidential legislative
program may still have been conéiderable, but it tended to

come more through the participation of their policy«level

personnel in White House meetings vhere tesk force repores.
were evaluated. A high-ranking official in the United States
Office of Education (USOE) aclknowledged that in the past few
years “"much policy development in education has moved frﬁm
here to the White House.Q. Similarly, a career official in
the}Bureau of the Budget observed that “at the stage of de-
veloping the presidential lesislative program, the task force
 ? reports play a more significant role than any documents or
proposzals emanating from the agencies."

- The agencies proposed & substantial amount_of technical

legislation which corrected defeots and filled gaps in existing

¥
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svatutves vut maay of the most inportant substanbive contributions
came Irom elsewhere, "The task forces presented us Hith meaéy
proposliions to which we could react," recalled & formey Buduv
get Buresu officiel, “aot the nuts and bolis stuff which we
usually gov {rom the ageucies.t The agencies alsc made major
coanftribuvtions %o public policy in the course of drafting bills
end implementing programg, but thelir particiﬁation in the Tore
malative stages”was:somewhat reduced during the Johnson Adw
minisiration.?  Perhaps the distinction which should be made
is that cask forecs and key presidential advzsers ope:aoed as
a muci more general level than all but a Tew uopuranklng agency.
personnel.' Deparbmenn and agency personnel took'what-weve often
vague ask 1orce ideas and fashioned sPeoiflc lesislatlve proposals
from them. As an HEU offlcial explained, “we’ had ao come up with
the coaceptlon of the 1dea in leglslatlon, not t«sk *oroe rhetoric.®

The.prqcasses of policy formulation 1n'the Execquive Office

of the President varied widely in the period from 196! through

- 1968, but'a'general_pattern dppearg Lo have ehnerged iﬁ the cyele

of the task force operation as it developed under Califano and his

i¢

gcafif, Each year in late spring. Califance and his assisvanis

visited a number of major university ceaters thiroughout the.

country in order‘to”glean ideas for new progrems’ At the same



tine, the White House canvasscd the Administiation for new ideas,
Various officials who were regarded as "idea men!" were invitedv
to submit proposals on any sﬁbject directly to “he White Housc.
This permitted them to by-pass normal bureaucratic channels and
deparimental and agency hierarchies. FFor example, according to‘
a White Housg staff menber . former'Secretary of Defense MeNamaxra
submitted over 50 proposals on varlious domestic prodblems in one
year., 2

After receiving them, Czlifanots assistents prepared ' . .ﬂ
written ohe—page descriptions. of all the ideas. These “"write-
ups® included a "proposal’ scction which briefly explained the
i&ea, a descri?tion of the préblem and its re;ationship o
on~going progréms and a recommendation for action. Next, these
papers were categorized and a high~level group within the in-
stitutionalized Presidency reviewed them. This group_also.re-
viewed the reports of previous task forces, presidential com~
missions and other advisory bodies which Wwere filed during
the course of the previous year{ In 1967 this group included
Califano, Budget Direcior'Charles Schultze, his deputy Phillip
S. Hughes, Chairman Gardnexr Ackley_of the Council of Economic
Advisers, Special Counsel to the President Harry.McPherson and
Califenol's starff. Foliow;ng the review, Califano and his .
'_ ass%stants complled a loose leafl boqk in which the.remaining

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

Further dévelopment of the ideés which were'not abvandoned
occured through refefral to individual consultants or:formal

- advisory counéils, study1w'departments and agencies, or examin-
ation by task forces, -Reports of individual cohsultants are not
often made public and their impact is diffioult to assess. Ad-
visory council repofts usually are public documehts. Their
influence appears to vary with the reputations of their members,
the quality of their bontent, and the current political sig- '

- nificance of the subject matier., Agency studies also vary
greatly 'in impact, but generally they cen be regarded &s con-
tributing to internal bureaucratic thinkiﬁg and poliéy develop~
ment. ‘ |
| The assignment of a task fofce to examine an idea or a set
of related ideas siénified that the President and his top ad-
visorS'regardéd the'problem as one of considerable significance.
Although task forces did not routinely operate in all of the
Great Society areeas, they did function falrly frequenbly. in

{ 1967 a total of 50 separate task forces were operating in various

domestic policy areas. Task force assignments. Whlch varled 1n
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scope and purpose, determined whether théir members would be
drawn from people outside or inside the EOVernmenc or from both
groups.

Outside task forces were the primary méans of securing new
.ideas for the dévelopment of policy. According to parxrticipants
on various task forces in education and housing, they received
- broad directives which accorded them maxinum freedon to come
forth with ideas., "The Président,h observed & high-réﬁking
presidential staff member," wants their judgment.on substance=~
not po;itical feasibility." |

There was some adjustment in the functions of outside
task forces after 1964, In the words of one participant, the
1964 task forces were "happehings," President Johnson ﬁsed the
1964 task forces as a@ihoc devices to devélop,proposals which
almost immediately’became part of his leg;slative program, By
1966 the task forces were a normel end rather ;Iaborate aspect
of the operatidns of'the Presidency. The President began to use
them to take a long-range view of major policy -areas and problems
as well as to develbp/?gﬁzdiate legislative proposals. He and
nis staff took steps to instltutzonallze the tasx force opera-'.

- .tion by 1nuegrat1ng it witn the hlghly structured and formal

budget review processo - | |

As compared to outside task forces, inside, or interagency
task forces functioned more to coordinate agency approachég and

: : r

to obtain some measure of interagency agreement in areas of

dispute. Inside task forces also provided agencies With a

"
.
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vehicle for a broad /of. the reports of outside task forces
While interagency groups may have generated some new proposals,
their major puruose was”to provide the Pre31dent with a.coordinated
overview of 1uncu¢on91 nroblems Lh“b cuo across deparcmenual and

agency l;nes and £0 suggest alternative soluclons To thcm. An

1mporuqnu aspect of this coordlnaulng funcclon o;- he 1ncefageacy

task foroes was' to conduct & tdetcailed priq;ng,oqt,ofigll proposals.”

Memcers of iaside 'task forces usually included representqfives of
the Bureau of thé Budget and‘Califano's scaff ahd agency heads or
departmentcal assistant secretaries. | . '
Task forceu d¢d not displace bha olderx and-more familiar -

advisory mechanism, the pgblic study oommission,som§ ofrwhich a;e‘
actually authorized by Congress (e.g.. the Doﬁglgé gommission in
housing). President Johnson employed a number of public con-
missions including the Kaiser“COmmittee, the gginéman Comnission

- on income maintenance, the Crime Commission, and the Kerner Com-

mission. Public commissions can, as cynics have suggested,

give the illusion that something is being done to attack a problem.'

Establishing & commission is a safe response~~it is action yet

at. the same tlme it dlsturbs none .of “he very real pollclcal
opposition which would emerge if substantive action were attempted.
The impact of the report of a public commission is likely to be
.tﬁrough its educational effect on public Qpin;on rather than
fhrough direct transiation into the Administration!s policy pro-
 posals. Occasionally when the President has complete confidence

'in’the commission chairman and stays in close contact with him,

)

11
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the report xay have a direct impact on Administration policye.
This wos the case with the Kaise;'Commiéteg (Presidentt®s Committee
on Urban Housing) in 1967-1968; )

Public commissions can 2l.50 functlon to develop support
for the Administration; By esvablishing represcentative groups
and then expcsing their deliberations and theif reports To public
attention, it is ﬁossiﬁle to develop supportvfor the reconuendaions .
Thne consensus~building functions of pubiic commissions ére”no'&oubt
advanvageous, but the problem aésdciated withlﬁheir use is thet
reports and recommendétions which are at all innovative tend to
be "controversialﬁ and hehee an embarrassment to the White House.,
The noncommital response‘of President Johnson to the report oflthe‘
Kernexr Commission (President?s Commission on Civil Disorders) in

Viarch, 1968 and the open criticism of the réport by Vice Presi-

" "dent Humphrey and Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare Cohen

i

illustrate the:riéks involved in creating public commissions-=they
may file reporﬁs and. wake recommendations which'place thé AdminisQ
tration in & less than fa'vorable"light° Nor are public comnrissions
likely to serve as souvces of information or new ideas.,-AcQordiné
to one of our respondents, "the basic'idgas ;n_the‘Kerﬁér réport'
came to us at least two  years ago in various task foréé reports.”
,Fﬁrthermore,jmost'task.fofce repbf%g are 1ikely to unéergo more.
.intensive.scrutiny.than that accorded the reporps.oflpublic con-
missionse. |
Once the task forces” had written their4reports. they'submi%ted
them %o ;he'Preaident and déposited'them.with the'Bﬁreau of the'
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Budget. Usually., ouiside task forces reported. Guring the fall. ~

The Bureau of the Budget and the relevant depsrimenis ana agenclies
(1f vhe latter were consulted as ihey freqqently but not always
" were) forwarded their comments direct (A Rg to'tne White House.
Following the initlal evaluation. the White House staif,
wder Califanots direction. took the lead in winnowing dova
"task force proposals. (If, in the case of an outside task force
reporv, it appeared that an intexagency task force should be
created, that decision was made by Califano, the Budget Director,
the Chaifman‘o{“the Counoil of Economic Advisers and the appro-
priate department end agency heads). In a- scries of Wnite House
meetings; depariaent and. agency heads and their top assistants,
representatives of the Bureau of the Budget;s examining divisions
and of the Council of Econoumic Adv1se~s end members of Califanoc’s
staf r examined all' task force reporis, ~ The purpose of
these meétings was %o secure agreemont on:major areas of concerm
and proposed courges of‘action. The participants received ¢cone
ﬁinuous’directioﬁ fromlth@}?resident as ¢o his priorities.
After<much'discussion and Bargainingq they developed a proposed
1eg1slat¢vo program whzcn mas presented to the Pr931dcnu who

then made '-”‘f; ' 11nal dcc;s;ons on ‘ita

ine p:ocess of aeveloplng prealdcnblal 1eg¢s4atlve Prograns

. dn domes ic pollny areas eSuabllshed under the Johmson Administra- .

tion oceus ed 1n a mo*e or less. orderly 'emporal sequence. (See
Figure 1).° Ic can best be desc;;bed as an irresular but definite

pattern Which was fairly well sySuemablaed.



*13~

Figure 1

Sequeiice of Events in Prepariﬁg the Leglslative Prograu

i

The Johnson Admninlistiration

Idea Gathering: Intexnal ~Appoint~ Recelipt and White Prevar-
"Visits to uni=- aiscug- nent of revilew of. House etion of
versities; con=~  sions of outside ©ask force meotings nez3ages
tacts with cvl~ ideas - task TePOYrLs .
side experts gathered forces ‘ S Final latreduc~—
and "idea men® . Agency . Presi-. tion of
in government ‘ , subnls~ dential " bills
: sions decisions

o1 the

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

Taslk Force Operations

In ovder to provide & more detailed picture of the task force
operation, wWe have anélyzed'some of thbse‘whiqh'have operated in
the a~ca~ of education and housing.l-wé'have been able to éxamﬁne
carefully cerualn aspects of the task 10rce° including the selec-
tion of members, the methods of operation, staffing and the evalu=~
ation of task force‘reports; We'studied the major task forcés
and public commissions in housing and education.fxbm 19§# th:ough’
mid;1968. These ineludéd: | . - |

In educatioz; - L

196% Gerdner® Task Force

1966 Early Childhood Task Force
1967 Friday Task Force

1967 Interagency Task Force

“By popu]ar convention, oﬁuszae task forces and public commis~
sions are usually refered to by the hame of the chairman.
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And, in housing;

194k Woed Task Force
- 1965 Wood Task Force .
1966 Ylvisaker Taesk Force
15307  Interagency Tesk Foice
1967~68 Kaiser Commigtee

lembenshin Selectlon.

ey pmethy

The President and his top policy advisers usually selecied
‘the members of outside task forces. The selection process
. operated quite inforgally. The White House staff, tihe Buréau
of the'Buaget, the Council of Economic Advisers in the case of
nousing, and the Office of Sclence and Technology in tThe case of
education, and in éome cases the concerned department or agency,
suggested prospective mewmbers. The White House staff, princlpally
Califano and hislassistants;_took thg iegd in screening the initiel
Vz;ﬁjﬁgominétions. Then the President approved -the final choices, some{
EZ;&; tiaes adding names end perhaps deleting 6thers. In 1965g for
ﬂ//7/example, President Johnson added the names of Senator Abrahen
/ <A Ribicoff‘énd Edgar'xaiser_to the~wbod,task force, The scceptance
ff::;//rate for invitations to serve wWas high, especially among academicsg
J . According to one White House starlf membér, "only three or four out -
7/'of some 250 Z§bedemic§7 have refused Go serve. In reality, acae
fﬁ demics are aniious to be able vo report privately to;the'Presi-
E; dent their views in critica;‘poiid& areas and to do so with no
| .holds berrred o
The criteria employed in'selecting members of outgide task
forces iendéd to vary with the misbioﬁ'of the'task force.t Many
of our respondenté emphasized the iﬁportance 6f independenée of

:
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viewpoint. I language resecnviing vhat which Neustadt uzes ia

ik e

Presidential Powex, & White House sta memnber commented that

c

nghe President has to have advice {rom someone Who knows the
right answers and who has no political axe to grind." On the
othey hand, persons Iknown to hold supposedly "radical®" poiats
of view were not likely to be included. A4 parcicipant in the
selection of members foxr some of tue lousing task forces recalled
that fthe names were selected on the basis of a kind of coumon
sense soundness. We would not have'picked a Micheel Haxxriangton,
for example, We looked for people who had written with PETSPCC=
tive and reasonable freshness and who haven' been in the Govern=-
ment for sevexal years."

The membership of outside ask forces was not as careifully

5(See Table 1)}
/ However,

balanced as that of public comnissions tends to be.
since task forces contribuved to policy formulation and the Presi- R
dent wanted politically saleablé‘policieé, their representatives -
ness became a factor in selecting memnbeis, espcialiy When the
objective ﬁas’to survey a policy erea and come up. quickly .
with new 1egis}ative proposals. If a task force réport was
© uananimous, a supporting coalition representing most of the major
elements in Americah societly wquld'already have been constructed,
Thus, the housing task forces in 196k and 1965 were more or less
repreosentative of interests in that area, Also,‘some of the tradle
tional cliéntele groups in the education "establishment®, the Council
of Chief State School Officers and the American ASSociaticn of Schooi
Administrators;.were répyesented on ‘the 1964 and 1967-task.forces.
However, that Tepresentation was more apparent than real since the
task Torce members belonging ©o those groups tended to be quite ine

L]

dependent of Lhe #establishnent."

i

/ . ¢ .
. . . ¢ .
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Table 1.
Representvation on Outside Task Forces
State and . College College Business Foundation Other

Local - . Adminise Profesw. Officials
Officials trators sors ' .

1964 3 3 2 2 . 2 1
1967 2 6 3 0. R
Bousing
State and ' College Business .Labor. Civil Interest® Othexr
Local Adminis- , o Rights Groups-in
Officials trators & ~ Groups .Housing
E -~ -~ Professors
196k - 1 6 o o 0 . 1
1965 2 2 .1 11 - 0 2
1967 2 5 o .1 1 C o 1

1967% 1 | 1 10 3 1 2 0

© #Kaiser Committee
Not® infrequgntly Federal ofiicials serxvea bn an outsiae

task force. In 1964 the Commissioner of Education, Fréncis
3eppe1, was an ¢x officio member of the Gardner tvesk force and
in 1965 Budgét Directof Kernit Gordonland Senatorvﬁibicoff served
on the hpusing task force. In 1967, Seoretary Gardner, Commissioner
‘Howe 2ad a few other HEW officials sat with the Friday task force dm
a numbexr of occasions. Perhaps wiat is.mosé striking about the
outside task force is.thefextent'to}ﬁhich academically based per-

. sons were ovefrepreéented'in their memberships;- This is_particularl&
apparent when ihe;housing'task"forces are compared with the Kaiser

' Commiﬁtee.. | | | o

/

’
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In'selecting members of outside task forces a conscious
atfempt was mede o avoid,overfepreSentation of tiaditional
clisntele groups such és the Navional Association of Hoﬁsing and
'Bedevelopment Officialé,'the Nationai Educatioﬁ Association and
-the American Council on'Education.. These gréups had traditionally
worked‘with and thirough the departments and agencies in foramulating
and developing policy. Once the agency role in inlitiating policy
began to decline as & consequence of the task force operation,
_tﬁe access‘of the clientele groups to the ceatral policy»ﬁakerS'
also began to fall. These groups responded to their loss of ef=

, fective access by criticizing the task forces:

..—,:-—9.‘»-—”._ —

.. - The task forces repregent the worst form of
" .. intellectual and ecducational elitism. They are
based on the implicit assunption that Tthe edue
cation associations are lacapable of any sort
of creative or innovative thought.

A representative of a higher
education association.

Tae education task forces.included non-loyalist .repre-
sentaﬁives of the so=called "eétablishment" such.as a chiel étate
~school officer and a big-cilty school superintendent,?gﬁey were
weighted in favor of academiciané.. Given their fundamentval pur-
. - pose, Lo generate new ideas, this was not surprising. Education
'ié'a policy area iniwhich there is wide agreémant that serious
problems exist, but great uncertainty and disagreement over ap-
propriate soiutions to them. In_hbusing. however, task forces

e e
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tendec o be unore representative of the various interests involved.
Unllke education, housing is an ared in‘'which the number of
possible solutlons is limited and disagreements are usvally
over matters of technique rather then fundamental differences
of philosophy.

Representative task forces and particularly the public comw
missions also have the added venefit, for the Admninistration,
of co-opting .relatively powerful bubt essentlially conservative
elements of society for social problem-solving. As & key presi=
dentisal adviser volunteered:

We vty to bring sounme of these elements in to, in

effecty co~opt them. We rub thelr noses in the problem .

ané briag them aloag with the soluticns. Hell, sone

of them have never seen slums before. We take thenm

to the. ghettos and they are amazed that such things:

can exist. It's surprising how radical some of them
become. . ' ' : .

Procedures and Staifing.

The operating precedures of the outside task forces in'educaf
tion.and housing followed a similar pattern. éenerally,.the task
forces commenced with from oné to three meetingslé ét which the
membeis, in the course of'reacéing‘ﬁo one or twq broad position
papers, ranged over the entire subjéct. Dﬁring~the opening ses-‘
sions, the task forces idéntified areas for future sﬁudy and
commissioned additionsl position papers. The significande of
the papers 1s that they provided the basis for initial dism
cussions at task fogée seééibns; After a few‘mbre meetings,
either the staff or é,task'forcs‘memﬁer..uéually ﬁhe.ghairman.
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prepared tentative drafts of various sections of the task force
reports. TIMuriher discussions focﬁsed-on these drafts and the
task forces began to move toward a consensus regarding their
recommendafions and reports. “ |

The task forces do not appear to have used formsl votes to
reach their decisions, but rather the mode of dedision was to
bargain backnand forth uatil they reached‘agreement. ‘When ﬁem-
bers raised strong objections, eflorts wexre made to satisfy them.
According to one participant, the prevailing deéisional norn
established was 6ne of acquiescence«-"if the resﬁ of you agree,’
then I won't make a fuss.” In some cases, however, dissident.
members refused to yield es when Whitney Young of the Urban
League opposed shifting community action programs ffom the
Office of Economic Opportunity to HUD in 1965, becauéé the
Negro.community was susplcious of HUD. As‘this‘examplé
suggests, the members do represent their inétitﬁtioﬁal affiliations
during3task'f0rée or commissioﬁ deliberations. Indeed, a staff |
mémber of one-task force'commented, "The menbers noé only ace
tually do speak in terms of the interests of that sector of

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

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

The secrecy of the task force operation was perhaps one .

of its most manifest characteristics. One task force staff

member'told us; - J

Our faSk force was a C.I.A.;type operation. 'pr:,
feltv very odd about it. WUWe were not sure avout what
should be said and what shouldn*t be said. There .

"\
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WaS Mo nawe on our door ilor thc task Lforce. The
ek force gwalt dlrector simply had his own neue
o the doow.  Papers were put, under lock and key
every evening. .

These renarks were not atypical of commencs mede by people wWho
were intimately ianvolved in the task force operation. In the

eyes of the President and hig staff secrecy was the raison dfetre

for the task force operation. Without secrecy, they felt, the
task forces would merely have become a series of public com~
missions and study groups and have been subject to the problens

17

associated with that form of ad#iSori organization. Seoreéy
aléo meant that precise representaticnal balanqing of task
force membership was not required, The Presidént could appoint
{.members to maximize the renge of available experis rather than
5.to balance interests. Or, he would "stack" the membership so as to
produce é'predetermined result, Seéreoy also enabled'the'President
to ignore those task force reports whiéh did not fall'wiﬁhin
the limits Bf what he considered possible to accomplish. Reoome
mendations could be adopted or rejected without having to ex-~
vpend energy and political resources defending the chcices that
were nade. The renge of’optiohs was not only maximized, it was
"kept open Tor a longer periecd of time and at very litcle political
cost. Thus, the secrecy of theAréborté prevented opposition from
.developing to task force‘proposals until a much later stage in the-
policy process. |
Perhaps the\pfincipal differenéas between~tésk forces in
their operations lie in the roles played by thgir‘staffs. We
. v . » \ o

0
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Tonnd alnost wunanimous agraement thut a competent stalf is

2osontial Lo 8 awgocsusful task fodce operaulon. Generally they

. were starfed with pe""onncl from the Executive Office of the

President, from. various agencies, or fron outside governnent.
The Bureau of the Budget had primary reaponSLbill y for staffiang

the 1964 hous:ng and tne three education taslk forccs. The edu~

. cation task foxrces al°o had otaf‘f.assistance ffom the Office of

801ence qnd Technolog*, the National Science Founda ion, che
Ooffice of Lqucatlon, the Office of Economlc Opportuniby and

the National InSLLLULeS of ﬂealta. daually Lhe executive
director of the task force dev0ued full time to svaf; work and
otner 4nd1V1auals were nborrowed" on & partubime baSlS. The
etecutlve dlrecuors of the educabion uask forces aﬁd the first

hou31ng,cask force were Budget Bureau of:iczals. They assumed

- responsibility for recruiting other stalf members who came from

within the Executive Office and the agencies.
Starting in 1965.'housing task forces operated with pro~

Tessional stalis more responsiblg to the White House. The ex-

clusion of the Budgethureau from & major staffing‘role in this

area was'apparently & consequence oi the feeling in the White

- House that Tinencial conservatiswm on the part of the staff of

the 19864 task force was responsible for an overly cautious and

somewhat unimaglnaulve repor . Iﬁ contrusn, Lhe Budget Bureau
officiels’ who served as staff dlrectors for educauion task

forces tended to prod them to be more. Yentu;esqme and imnmova-

tive than‘they'ﬁisht have beén otherwise.
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The White House assigned a stafl member to act as liaison
to every task forece.,  This lislson man played a majox role it ‘_
legislative pro@osals were expecééﬁ from the task forcén This
occured when Richard Goodwin sat wich the 1964 education task |
force and in 1965 when Harry McPherson was a vigorous participent
in the deliberations of the Wood task force. The funchicn of
- The liaison man witn subsequent task forces, however, was painly
to represént the task force to the President and.to convey his
wishes to it through Speciel Assistent Caiifanoo The Burcau of
the Budget also maintained liaison with the task forces, pri=
marily to keep them advised of the existence and nature ofon-
going Federal programs; when 8 Budget Bureau official served
as a staff dire&tor. he automatically provided this lizison.
Moreover, Budget Bureaurliaison’men assumed an fmpoxrtant role
in the_Operatioﬁs'of outside task forces. This occured in 1967 :
4when the task'fcrces were asked fo wmake projections at alterna;
tive budgetary<le§e1§, thus assigning priorities'to their
proposaisa, |

The dgpartments and agenciés,'HUD and its predecessor the
‘Housing and Home Finance Agency (HHUFA) and HEW and USOE played
an ambiguous role in the Opeﬁatio?s ef outgide task fbrces.
Since the manifest intent of outside task fdrces was o bypass
* the departmehts and agencies as major inatruments pf policy
formulation, their offlcials tended.to distrust»task.forces;t
and to denigrate theif s{gnif}cance. Thus, & HUﬂ official

‘

disdainfullyHObserved,,"I think the task-fo:ces_have done an
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aditing job that hasn't been done elscwhere aand lititle nore,t.

RNILe an MK exeoutive remarxked that vihe reporis ere kept so
'_secret that they dbn@t really pollinate anyth;ng.ﬂ

In 1964, ﬁHF? hrough Morton Schussheim wag ac»ively involved
in the work of the outside task force, | In spit ce of this liaison,
however, the aguncy reacted negatvively to wmany poruxons of the |
task force reporo. Apparenoly this was not prr001aoed at the
Bhite House, 1or af»erﬂa:d the agency wasg almosc completely CX~
cluded from Lhe activiv;es of ocutside task forceo.‘ By mid~1966
outside task rorces in housling operated within the fremework of
the Execut;ve Office but beyend the scope of d;recu.bureaucratic
influsnce. In-Lnueragency task forces, howevef,ifhe department
was likely to uominaoe the proceedingss One par Aclpant in the
Work ol the 1967 housing 1nteragency task force remarked tinter-
agency task LO“CeS often reflect the lead agencyﬂs 1egislab;ve
program. Last fall HUD did all the staff work and. [Becretary/
Weaver ohalred., Tae report would have been_about the same had it
simply come,ouu'of HUD without the.partioipationMSfiother agencies.®

In education5 the situation was somswhat di?fefenﬁ. Francis
Keppel participaégd:agtively in the Gardner task}fﬁrce.which.largely
approved h1s ideas end he ‘supported its recommendaﬁibnso "~ Since he
was the hea&ﬂof:the agency, no one down the 1ine.in the U.S, Office
of Education'eould‘bfficially react negatively.td‘the report.: There
were some USdE 6fficials, however, Who'informallj?bpposed‘the
'Elementary éﬁ&'éecondary Education Act-and'the méin reconmenda~
tions of. che task force. This apparently 1s what caused a former
Budget Bureau of ficlal to remark that "the on~11ne OE bureaucraus

treged to saoo age the Gardner Task Force repor“ » HEW and USOE

offlcials concinued, however, to sit with subsequent task forces and
1987 interagency
Commiss;oner Howe was the key figure ;a the Work of he/»ask foxrce.
// | : .
, N
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Whe ovalunilon of the reporis of outside toslk lorces vion o
flexibie and cowewhat wnstruotvred process. After being sent to
L and depouibaed with the DBudget Bureauts Office of
Legislative Reference, the reporits went to the Rureauts exanining

divisions, other units in the Execubive Office and the agencies

~Tor coument. The role of the agencies in evaluation was minor,

hovever, when cowpared with that of the Bureau of the Budget

and the White House staff. Significantly, the same personnel
from the Buresu and the White House who served on task. force

cerlTs and sat with them as liaison nen were usually involved .

%]

in evaluating the reports. One Budget Bureau officiel recalled .

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

I was meeving nyself coning vack.?

This dual role of the Bureau of the Budget end the White
House staff produced & measure of governmental, bub NON=2ZENCY,
input to the-task forces., It meant that their reports had an
Bxecutive Officelbias which was not openly acknowledged. One
deparitmental official charged thet "there is an incestuous rew
lationship between the task forces on the one hand and the
Budget Bureau an& the White EHouse on thé-other.“ (Presumably

the reports ave the offspring of the incestuous unionst) The

‘Bureau was avare of the dualily of its role and the problems

jnherent in it. AS one of its officials said, “we are involved

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

We have to be a force for sifting out the most workable pro-

posals.! But the dual role was perplexing and frustrating for

p
those outside the decisional process in the Executive Office
who were alfecled by i1ts actions. | |

The exteat of the'evaluation accorded ‘the reports depended,
at least in part, on the closeness with which the White House

/

I .~
% - [N
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and the 2urczu of the Budgét follovicd the proccodinms of tho
vask force end the conlidence whlch the DPropldent hid ia 108
members.. The report of tho 1965 Qood taak forcae, for cxample,
RIS TWant relativaly little review. In.most cases, however,
there was extenslive review of the reports followed by a sgeries
of Whité‘ﬁouse neetings. |

When'an outside task force report was found to be of little
impediate value,; the White House sometimes commissioned an in=
teragency vask force to develop 1eg;slaoive proposals. Thls
apparently happened in 1967 when the Friday snd Ylvisaker re-~
ports were followed by the‘éreation of interagency task forces
in education and houéing, both of which had a major/impact on

the developament of 1968 legislatvion in those areas.

AY

Agency Reactions,

We have alilready observed thet the reaction of‘many*depar;mental
and agency officials to the role of outside bvask forcés_in N
policy formulation was substantially negativeu .The principal
objection was to the secrecy which surrounded che work of the
task forces and the subsiance of their reports.? While most
officials recognized the rationale for secrecy, they,felt that
is had5¢onséquences which were adverse to their interésts. One

IroquenL comnla'n was thet the reporits tended to become standards

. for presmdentlal evaluation of program performance. bu that

progran adminlstrauors laoked access to them. According to &
’ o ’
USOE progran Of&lclalt o : S :
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“he task Torec roports are LoXLnal oiegesss '
nsed. Ry those who heve cceess o them. It 1o sooumcd
ay the nigher echelons that the tnok force pouitlon ia
correct. Tae problem for us iz that ouw yPPLOPm nce
I8 evaluated in terma of the objectives set in the re-
Corts, bubt Ne do not have adequoate access to Tthens

[}

There 1s litvtle question that the independent expaect advice

~and suggestions obtained from the 1 asx forces 3roved highly

valuable_ co the Jonnson Administration ia ohar»;ng ¢Ls geaexal
policy ocourses. But the Administration also recognized, apparently,
that there are 1imits'té the degree to which the Presidénﬁ can and
should insulate himself from agency influénce in policy formula~
vion. The expanded use éfter 196h of interagency task forces as
vehicles for 1eglslutxve program dcvelopment representcd an ef;ort
to lavolve the agencics nore ef;eot1vely in Executive Ofllce policy
déveloment, to-ease'agenoy resentmentsltowérd the use of outside

task forces, and to promote interagency cooperation in complex

- polioy areas like housing and education. This form OL participation

enabled the Administration to secufe ageney support and commituent
to i%s proposals”withbnt having to'.yield to aéancy domination of

their substance.

it is, of course, impéssible to measufe direétly the inpact
wnich task force repovbu have had on public Policye Our~research
suggesis, however, chéu in many cases the ba31qfconcépts of President
Johnson's iegislative prograniwere in lairge part shaped by tésk
force‘recommenﬁations. it does not appear Lo ﬁe mér§,ooincidence
that a <~7eab13 rumb“v oxrmosL Torce broposals'ultimétely becane

a part of'the Administrat’on@s-nrou~am and were enacoed, wluh

amendments, by Congress, Spec;;lcaﬁly, the.rent supplement
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program authorized by Congress in 1965 was the major recommendation
of the 1964 VWood sask force; aé&, the model cities program enacted

in 1966 was the major proposal of tke,l965 Wood task force. One
.of the major innovative programs authorized in the Elementary and
Seodndary Education Act of 1965, Title III, clearly originaied

with the 1964 Gardrer fask force§18 and, most of the recommenda-
tions of the 1966 Early Childhood task'force were adopied, although
at lower funding levels than those the task force recommended.

Not all task force reports, however, automatically became part '
of the President?s legislative pfogram. For exaﬁple, only a few
recommendations of the 1967 Friday task force, priacipally the
Networks for Knowledge and the Partnership for Learning and Earning
proposals, appeared in President Johmsonss 1968 education message or

the Administrationts 1968 education bills, The muted impact of the

Friday %esk force report can be explained in pert by its focus
on leng-range rather than immediate problems and by the con-
straints whioh the Vietnam war imposed on the political and
budgetary situatlons. The 1966'Elvisaker task force also had
‘1ittle direct impact on policy because its recommendations
were "too radical* and because its predecessors had been quite
vproductive in terms of 1egisiativemaccompiishments. As one
White Hcuse stafil member renarked: |
The Yivisaker report hed little policy impact,:
p2rily because it wag the third in a row and the
firgt two had set policy. Actually it served as a

bvaslis for vhe Kerner Commission weport in that it
chenged the framework from urbanism to racism. Butv,

]
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I aduiv, that observation is mostly hindsizht. We
didn¥¢ see the report as terribly important when it
Camb in o,

Task force reports cen also have & major impact thiouzh
adninistrative aciions as well as through incorporation in the
Presidentts legislative program. For example, Lhe 1966 Early
Childhood task force recommended changes in Federsl welfaro regue-
‘lations which were subseduently adoplted by the agencies tnvolved.,
In addition, the péssibility of task force recommendations be-
conming Administration policy 1ls enhanced if 2 key task'force
participant becones 2 member'of'the Adminié’cration.ﬁa This, .-of

course, occured in the cases of John Gardner who became'Secre-
. tary of HEW and Robert Wood, who served as Undersecretary of HUD.

As one agency official observed:

Because they wrote the reports they are more
iikely to take up the cudgels foxr the task
force proposals than someone else would be,
What they cantt get tnrovgh legislation, they
aire likely to push for through administrative
changes. '

Appraisel and Prospechs . .

Through the employment of secret White House task forces,
the Johnson Adm1ai~“rablon developed a subSuancially aliered

patitern of nol¢cy formulation end 1cglulat1ve progran developn

©

ment. Tne extensive, though seleco;ve. use of groups of outsgide
experts vo identifly probWems and issues and generabe new ideas
and approaches coupled Ul vhh the ;requonb use of 1nter-
.agency cask'forces.to,teéper vhe recommendations of’the out-
siders with prqamat¢c considerations were bhe basmc changes. anough'
thgm the Administration sought to éxpand the process of,policy

4

: Q
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Soranlation beyond vtradlitional reliance on the bureaucracy to

develop most new policy proposals. The changes may constitute
anothexr phase in the institutioﬁalization of'the Presidenqy,l9 but
they"were not so highly routinized. that they became permanent White
House routines, Given the still highly persbnalized navure of the |
Presidency, it i by no means certain that processes within the
framework of presidential activity that involve policy formulae

tion can‘be‘quickly and indelibly ianstitutionalized, ﬁather,
institutionalization is a continuous and graduval prodess;

While manifesgsting disvinctly identifiable patterns, the opera~
tions of the task forces were highly flexible'and adaptable to préﬁi-
dential *cqulremenbs. There are signs, however, that the

flex 11Ly and adaptability of The task fo ces9 at least in

+  houvsing ax d -education, had oegun %0 decl&ne as theil operaw

Tions became increasingly aySuemac¢ zed and that they were
Lendlng to bocome elaborate instrauenus of incremental adjuste

ment rather than catalytic aéenuu of change. The problem is

that & leadership technique~-~and that is what the task foxce

operatvion is~édesigned to produce policy imnovation woxrked go
well ;nitially that overuse may have rendered it,counterpr6—
ductive, After éll, the écope for ocreative policy 1eadership ;s
linited by circumstantial factors and even the most effective
techniques can work.successfully‘only.part of the tine.

It also eppears to us that alt hough the task forces were

an imporiant procedural innovation, the subsvantive innovationszo

in policy for which they;havé been responsible ére‘considerébly
leses than their advocates in The Johnson Admxnls rration
heve claimed. As a Budget Burean officiel acknowledged,

neask forces fail as_innovators...All they do is
2

7’
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pull vogether cxisting things instead of comiag up With new
ideas . A stall wenber of a bouning ingle force egreed: "We
GAidn' i ronlly come up with any innevatlions, nor were we pariicu-
dexrly creative."-.It does seem that the task forces which had

the greatest lmmedlate impact on legislation recomuended proglans

_appropriately political rather than
which could more / be cheracterized as/intellectual breakthroughs.

'For ezample, the rent supplement ldea had been circulating for
several years, the HHFA was experimenting with méjor elenents
of tne model cities approach before the task force proposed it,

at least :

.and/ three of the five substantive titles of <tThe Elementary and -
Secondary Education Act, including the all~important Title I
providing'for massive aid to disadvantaged children, were prie

‘marily the products of other forces in the education policy
systen. ‘

Furthermore, to the extent that task forces vere made rep-
resentative through their membership, tendencies toward innovaw
tion n2y have been mitvigated. This appears likely since cons
sensus was the fundamental‘decision»making-rule and final'agreen
ment tended to repiresent éompromise rathexy than creative thinkiné;
As one higheranking official in thé Executive Office admitted;.
"it is true that with so many interesis involved the result is,
in some sense, the lowest common denominagor,!

However, because task forces mey not have been quite as inw
.novative (in the sense that no one had thought of their
recommendations before) af thelixr propouents claimed does not
mean that essentially the same courses of action would have

)
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been followed had they not been used. Tha ideas which they
promoted may not have been entirely new, but they were not yet
enbodied in presidential -polliciés nor, in most cases were they

supporitcd by the bureauvcracy. Without outside task forces it

~is not likely that the supplementary educational centers and

regional education laboratories or the rent'supplemehts &nd
model cities programs would have been pushed by the'Administrao
tion and authorized by Congress at the time and form that they
were, But mofe imporﬁant than The immediate legislative cane~
sequences are the long-range effects of the task forde DLOCeSS.
They provide a.meang of maintaining & steady input of ideas
new to the thought processes of high~level ﬁolicynmakers.
UnTfortunately the consequences of this phenomencn cannot be

measured, butv ivts significance is manifest,

Oon bélancegv} we believe that the Task force operation Was a
significant contribution to presidential policy leadership. Many
Johnson Administrative officials.whb served in the Executive Office
of the President view the task force operatidn'as 2 major ine
stituvional coni::éibui;ion° Whether it will survive 1ls an open
Questionv Much depends on future'Presidents: their personalities,
their attitudes toward the necessity Toxr policy innovation and
the extent to which they employ secrecy and surprise as elements
of Their leadership styles. The task force operation was peculiarly
suiced to the 1eadership stylé of Lyndon B. thnsqna It Titted
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nicely with his often repeated enmphasis on the need for a pariner-
ship between the public and private sector S, his life~long instinct

for declsion~-malking on the basis of consensus, and his preoccupa-

. 21 o . .
. tion wWith secrecy. Viewed in another way, it was a good example
oif what Theodore Lowi hag oclled "interest group liberalism," a

phenomenon which Lowi feels has come increasingly to characterize

22

American politics in the 1960:s Interest group liberalism is a

philosophy which specifies that leading societal interests should
all be representved in the Interior processes of policy formulatione..

FPuture Presidents are likely to utilize those features of the
task force operation which they find compatible with their own

styles and are appropriate to their policy objectives. [/ nova¥“~‘

‘tion~minded President would find secTet-outside—tasik—foTcees to be.
most useful for purposes of broad policy planning. In this con-l
text, he céuld\employ them to identify problems, pinpoint issues
and suggest altéfnapive golutions to them. It is likel& that these
task forces Would-dev;iop some new ideas independentl&, but more
1mporuant y they would Lun;Elon to collate and bring to the atten~
ulon of the President and other op\pol;cy*mahers innovative and
creatlve chink;ng done elsewhe:e. 0;\\he\g:\ér hand, such & Presi-

dent could not expect them regularly to develop the specifics of

proposed legislation. He could more appropriately gign thav
function to int seragency task forces working in conjuncti

policy planners in the departumentis and agenciles, The Presid

4
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public comE} sions Yor renohing out and acquiring freash ideas

they do not vend to be as concerned with the

valancing of societal interests ag, commissions, by thelr very
nature, must be. Correspondingly, however, commissions are more

appropriave for developing a\gonsensus behind & set of policy

' —"Eécbmmendqtiohs;}' ‘
In'determinihg'whethef to employ outside;tgsk“fdrces in the
processes of policy Tormulation, the President ﬁho‘ié intent on
innovatipn must asses tho costs ond gains assoclated with their
nse. In,addition,to.being a most_promising neans of'generating
new ideas, cutside task forces will‘affonih1m a maximum range of
optilons wﬁich can be kept open over a long periq&'of tine with a

- minimum of energy required to defend his choices, Thé‘pfincipal'

— e .

ccosts are The resentments which the task foxces engender in the

—— —

bureaucracy and among ?owerful’clientele.grohps. These ¢08STs can
be reduced somewhat by balancing interests in selecting task force:
members; thus’renﬁerin$ them somewhat more like publio.commissions.
and by reliance on ihteragency.task forceS-to,revieW'éutside task
force recommendations snd to take the lead in developing specitic
legislative proposals. ‘To the extent that the Presidentv takes
these counﬁer~measures. however, he risks 1osing‘somé-of the pow
vential gains to be derived from thé usa of oubside btask forces.
Unforvunately, our information is not sufficlient and measuring
instruments lack the precision to permit'a'mora‘definitive assegs-
ment of éuchjcqsts and gains,  Whatever the goals of future Presiw

‘dents, it is certainly expected.that they will examine carefully
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Cfhe asesd Of preaildaniial task rorces dwring the Johnson Presidency
énd vhat some elements of the task force operation Will become

permanently iustitutionalized,

SR A




Footnoies

e obtained our data in the course ol conducting more Compiree
hensive stuvdics of vhe Federal policy-making processes in the areas
of housing and education. UWe selected those areas bhecause, as najor
sectors of Presidentts Johnsonts Great Society, svbstantial redige-
tributive policies have been enacted withia thom since 1965. (The
distinction betweon regulaitory, distributive and redisiributive
policies is Theodore J. Lowils. See "American Business, Public
Policy, Case-Stuvdies and Political Theory," Horld politics, 16
(1964), Redistributive pOlJbLeo have broad impact, produce con-
siderable conflict and tension a&nd cen result in altered relatvion-
shiips belween the Presideney, the bureaucracy and clientele groups,

A comparisgon of our inigial rindings susgested further exanm-
ination of the proocess of formulating the President?s legislative
progrem and of President Johnsonts use of task forces,.

Qur respondents, foxr this pnase:of the study, included {ive
membeirs of the White House stafy, seven Bureau of thie Budget ofw
ficials, and 32 department ana agency offioials and task foroe
participancs.

2The best description of this process and its developuent to
the point of almost total dependence on agency subnission of proposals
. by the early years of the Eisenhower Administration is Richard E,
Neustadt, "The Presidency and Legilislation: Plaming the President’s
Program, American Political Science Review, 49 (1955) pp. 980~1018.
See also Neuscaacis “#The PrcSiaencv ana Legislathﬂ: The Growth of -
Central Clearance," id., %48 {1954) pp. 641-670.

The classlc studies of the Presidency have not examined ia any
detail the process of presidential policy formuletion. See, for
example, Edward S. Corwin, The Pregident: Office and Powers, U4th
ed., {New York: New York Uaniversivy Press, 1957) Chapter VIiI;
and., E, Pendeiton Herring, Presidencial Leadership (New York:

Farrar and Rinehart, Inc., 1940}, However, wmore receal institue
" tional anslyses have begun to do so. See Joseph B4 Kallenbach,
The American Chief Executive (New York: Harper and Row, 1966)
PP. S4lw344; and, Louis W. Koenig, The Chief EyeouUlve (New York:
Harcourt, Bfaif and World, 196%) pp. 166~L83. 8
&“ e b

3See Jo iap ex Freeman, "The Bu:eaucracy 1n Pfesoure Politics
The Annals of the American Academz of ?oli»ical and 80c¢91 Sczence,
VOlo 319 Lng) ppo 11*19. v

Arthur W. Maag, %In Accord with the Progron of the AIOSLQGHU,
in Carl J. Priedrich, ed., Public Policy, Vol. &4 (1953) pp. 79~
' 93. iaas stated that the President neceded staff in addition ©to -
the Bureaun of the Budget "to meet the *need for positive origina-
tion ai the center of broad . . . objectives?! and policies so
that adequate ?*leadersnip and direction? are given to the develop-
ment of /higs/ program."

SQuoted in Willism E. Leuchtenberg, "The Genesis of the Girsat
Society," The Reporter, April 21, 1966, pp. 36-39.
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6Sae Avthunr M. Schlesinger, Jr., A Thousand Davs: Jolna e
Kemmnedy in the White House (New York: Iawcets wWorlid befafj,
19677 ppa 140—154, ~Te¥ts of the reports appear in New
Froatiexrs of the 5enncdz»Adm¢n&°craulon (wasthgtou' Publjo
AlTTairs Press, 1961).

7

Fox an account of the egtablishment of the task forczs in
1964 and thelir role in developing the legislative programn of the
Great Society, see W, LK. Leucntenberg, on. Cli.

"
A sherp differentiation of the Tunctions of policy-planning

arnd legisloative liaison has occured on the White House scafid

with the policy~planners enjoying greater influence and status.

See Thowas E. Cronin, "The Presidency and Education,® Phi Delta

Kavpan. Pebruary. 1968, pp. 295-299.

9Louis Koenig?s prediotion, made in 1964 ai the outset of the
Johnson Presidency., cthat the White Houvse staff would play a ree
duced and the cld-line departmenis a greater role la policy~
rormulation has not proved correct., The reverse has occured.
Gn. cit., PP. 182~183. : ' '

4 L0qpsg debcrvpuion is based on our interviews., See also the
description of the preparation of the 1968 State of the Union
nessage in “YFornulating Pre31dent1a1 Program is Long Process,h
Conzressiona 1 Quarterly Weekly Report, January 26, 1968,

ppv .‘.3 l""llq 3

13S~e Elizabeth Brenner Drew, "On Giving Onseself a Hotfoot:
GOVGIKdCﬂu by Commission." Ablontic, Vol., 221, May, 1968, pp. 45~ g
k9. In new barbed thougn higanly perceptive ariicle, she lists :
}sevcgul uses of publlc conmissions including: “o postpone action
.yet be justified in 1ﬂSl°Llﬂ& that you are at work on the probvblen; 1
Lo ect as a 1ighcn¢ﬁ3 rod, drawing political heat away'from the j
White House; and to investipgate, lay to rest, rumors and convince '
the public of the validivty of & parciculer set of lfacts.

A highly placed official on the Wnite House svaff commented 5
that “there's a hell of a lot of truth to some of the things in ‘
Drewis article. IHowever, in some cases we do expect new and -
‘important things to come out of public commissions.®

Kl
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12 . ) )
€. Deniel.Bell, ®“Goverimment by Commisglon.® The Public
Inberast. - No. 3 (L936) pp. 3-9.
.‘{r.\

e Soy o asualldy becnuse the encire process of policy Torrula~-
iz Tlexidle and gomewhat unseructured. What happens in any
c°°c oy be and often is dependent on ldeosyncratic personal
ntelonal variables. Taere is a great tempiation for the
1,icaL analiysec Lo Ampocge & more rational ordey on the patierans
tiie governnental process than nay b2 emplrically justified.
Janes M. 3urms, Presidentlial Governine ng {Boston: Houraton
Mif{lin Co.; 19606) p. ]L;. Barns cices che Nignliy relevant ccil-
ments of Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., based on hig exmeriences in.
the HWhite House during the Kennedy Administraticn: wiothing
my recent experience has been nowxe chastening thaw the a“"empt (o)
penetrate lnto the 3?000 38 of decision. I hudder a Jlittle wnen
I thlak how con;;aonuly I heve anklyzed decisions in the zges of
Jackson and Roosevelt. traced influences, assigned moiives, evaluvated
roles, allocated responsiblilitvies and. in shoxi, Ctronseorncd a dis
dichevelled and murky evolution into & tidy and ordered trans :
action.,. The sad fTact 1s that, in weny caseg, the basic evidence
for the historiant's reconstruction of the really hard cases does
not exist-w-and the evidence that it does is oftern incomplete,
mislending cor evroneous." Fyrom "Thne Historian and History,"
Fereign &7fairs, Vol. 41 (April. 1963) pp. %91-497,
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1“.» F. Neustadt, Presidential Power (New York: John Wiley & )
Sons, 1960, passin. |

: 153 ~ewW criticizes the hkalancing of interests on public con~ P
miscions on the ground that it tends vo immobilize them. 0Op. ¢it., L
ve. 47. Bell is wmore sympathetic toward the represenba cional |
aspecis of commlssions, OP. Cit.. Pe 7. : !

1°Tnese meetings, which usuelly lasted for one or two days,
were held on & monLhTJ or blmonuhly ba.sis.

L7

he

Sce Drew, Qp. oipo

‘ ls”hpwp was a considereble difference of opinion among our
respondents regerding the impact of the Gardner task force on

the [Elementary and Secondary Eduecation Act. Those individwels

who commentced from the pexspective of the bureaucracy--USOE~HEWe

asgerted vhat aside from Title IXX. the tesk force functioned

only Lo crystalize ideas that had been circulating for some time

. and to legitimize policy plenning done elsewnere in the educa-
tional policy-making system. On the other hand, observers in-

the Executive 0Office of the Presideant claimed that Title IV, and

“o 2 considerebie extent Title I, owed their ezistence to the

tasix force,. VWhile it is- not possible to measure the amount of

ariance in polvcy for which the taslk Torce accounted, it secens
cleaxr that it was & varisble of considerable significance. Secs

Stepnen K. Ba.ney and Edith K. Mosher, ESFA: The Office of Hducow
tlion Administers a Law (Syrecuse: Syracuse Universivy Press, 1968)

PP S9-02, ' : -

On the difficulty of tracing the origlins of new policles, see
Adan Yarmolinsky, "“Ideas into Programs," The Public Taterest No. 2

(1966) pp- 70-77. = | /. | : .
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10
¢, Lester G. Seligman, "Prc sidential Leadership: The
Dmer Circle end Institutionalization,! Journal of Polliitics,

Vol. 18 (1958), pp. 410-L26. X

'OThe probvlen of defining innovation is a familiar one which
does not lend itsell to any easy solution. As we view 1T, policy
inmaovation includes the concepiion’ of ideas ag well as giving sube
stance and form vo Them. CF. Victor 8, Thompson, “Bureaucracy
and Ianoxﬂtlon, é&QﬁEi“lekiyc Science Quarierly, Vol. 3.0,

(dune, 1965) pp. 1-20. Thompson defines innovaition as "the genw-
eratgion, ﬂcc0pbﬂ1ce and implementation of new ideas, products or

ser \71ceu .

21See Rowlanrd Evens and Roberit Novak, Lyndon B. Johuson:
The lrercise of Power (New Yorl: New American Library, 1966).

229, J. Lowi, “The Public Philosophy: ' Interesi~Group
Liberalism,® Americqn Political Science Rev1ew, Vol. 61
(1967) pp. 5~&
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