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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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I
Staff Role Relative to that

of Other Agencies

17. Major issues won’t stay in the departments. Most past Presidents hoped that

agency heads would implement and create on their own 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 heads—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-labor-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 the broader presidential perspective. 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 different proposals simultaneously.
Serious legislative activity cannot be expected simultaneously on every proposal. And,
of course, you must take care not to alienate unduly with one proposal someone whose

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 seldom
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 “laps” 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 President 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 Johnson’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 there 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 government 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 agencies.* 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 interest
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
clear that we are not organizational experts. We do no more thanto suggest that you ask

your experts to ggngi_delj the idea of a cregtiye central staff for program planning to

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

ficulty or departmental deficiency. There are several general approaches.

(2) 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 House 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 program planning from your Adams-
Sorenson-Califano. But this would not be enough to organize, plan, 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 larger
and more cumbersome apparatus without the flexibility, spirit, and intimacy 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 and 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 dampen 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 discussed 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 program staff already discussed. With such a staff, 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 depth, 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 to
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 whenever
you react unenthusiastically to their proposals. They see themselves suffering at the
hands of Congress and 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 staff” 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 an 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 better because the assistant 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 consider, 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, with 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 Administration 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 are 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 (or 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; they 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-forcing deadlines he 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 press conferences: The Press
Secretary. Another aide was regularly assigned to schedule 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 the man; Rosenman, a lawyer and a judge, had
held a similar title and done comparable work for FDR in Albany,): pulling together
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 facet of his work, personal,

political, legislative, administrative, ceremonial.

b. Each assignment was distinct from others but bore a close relationship to others,
since the assigned 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 was 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, and 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 ad 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
remaining 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 assistance. 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, give them air and check them out, not think

, them up. White House aides were certainly encouraged to have “happy thoughts,” but

they were not relied upon to be the chief producers. The same thing, incidentally, 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 otherwise 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 Cabinet
officers, with reference to the bills that they were sponsoring. This was his attitude
toward departmental operations genérally, 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 a 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 Bureau (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
Treasury 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 levels and forward plans in every part of the Executive

Branch,

Accordingly, he set to work to revamp and restaff the Budget Bureau. In 1937 he
made it the custodian of another action-forcing process: routine 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-

Fstopped by preliminary and subsidiary staff-work of the sort his own aides could not
j;underta.ke without 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 from 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-
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 around the budget process for the sake both of

convenience and of opportunity.

In 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 dispersed in the years after CEA’s creation.

Its successor has yet to be built.
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