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STAFFING THE WHITE HOUSE

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

‘must be stafied and organizéd to meet your felt needs and work habits. Accordingly,
you must aporopriately discount advice from outsiders—such as the authors of this
paper—who are unfamiliar with your tastes in staff work. For the sanﬁe reason, we
have not tried to fr_ame a prospective organization table for your White House. Rather.,-
we emphasize the tasks to be performed and recurrent dilemmas in meeting those

needs. We discuss the following topics:
I. General issues
2. Hierarchy v. equal access
Staff qualities

3
4, Minimize specialized and exclusive jurisdictions
) Pefmanent v. occasional staff |

6

Staff v. Executive Office

I0: .Stafﬁng needs

7. Task, not positions
8. Appointmenté
9. Press relations

- 10. Congressional liaison
11. Personnel advice

' 12, Staff secretary
13. Scientific advice
14, Man for minorities

15. National security staff

16. Policy and program assistance; troubleshooting and speechwriting



20. Alternatives to staff

21. Stafi-departmental relations generally

IV.: Addendum
22. Forging a new team

|23. Healing national divisions

Appendixes '



“directed” other staff members and who “controlled” access to t.Ae- Presideﬁt. In
alleged contrast, members of the Kennedy staff enjoyed “equz-tl. status” and equal acc.ess
to the President. In practical operation, the Eisenhowezj system per'mitted substantial
uncontrolled dccess by senior staffers, Adamsfrespdnsibilities did not extend very
far into the national security area. In this area, by contrast, Kennedy"s Special As-
sistant, McGeorge Bundy, headed a significant staff and served as the primary channel
to the Presicdent not only for the staff but also for the departments. And on the domes-
tic sidé of the Kennedy White House, senior advisers doubtless enjoyed direct access '
on some matters, but Sorensen was clearly chief adviser o.n prdgram and pdlicy. Thus,

both the Kennedy and Eisenhower systems mixed elements of hierarchy and diffused

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

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

removed from talking directly to the 'President.*

*The chief of staff approach also enjoys a less atiractive public imsge, Contem-
porary mythology seems to favor the “do-it-all” President ready to grapple with every
problem personally, o
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team spirit to work harmoniously, the sense to know when to decide and when “to k‘eep
options open,” understanding of government, and, of course, sound and bwanced judg-
ment, We comment specifically on several qualltles and ra1se a few recurring

questions.

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

ing the White House, you need generalists capable of operating efficiently across sev-
~eral fields with a presidential rather than a specialist’s per spective. But you cannot
tolerate a“nateuA ism or superficialily in your staff. A White House assistant must
have suificient expertness to understand fully the issues being debated within and
among the departmenis. He must know enough of the substance and politics of an issue
to perceive and react to the nuances of departmental drafts (statements, letters, legis-
lation, press conference “answers,” etc.) submitted for White Eouse clearance or use.
. His underst& ng mLst be detailed encugh to forestall those White House statements
or instructions Wthﬂ greater knowledge might show to be unwise but which the depart-

ments implement as issued and without questioning. ¥ * He must quickly nérceive the

*Nor do we belabor the characteristic staff tasks of (1) advising you, (2) briefing
you on currernt intelligence, on other information, and names, (3) suggesting points or
questions you may wish to raise with department heads or others, (4) briefing you on
impending problems which have not yet reached the crisis stage, (5) serving as a gen-

- eral point of contact between the White House and the operating departments without
usurping your power of decision but able to reflect your views and needs, and (6) listen-
ing to those you don’t wish to hear. Cther staff functions are discussed later in this
paper. ' _

* %7t might seem paradoxical that many Presidential decisions on matters of ger. -

eral policy will not be immediately, fully, or effectively implemented in the departments.

The text refers, however, to such specific matiers as drait 1égislation, particular ad-

minisirative cecisions, or the content of particular statements. Cabinet members (and

their assistants) will oiten implement such decisions without challénging them because

they do not wish to “use up their capital” by d1 sagreeing with “the White House”
“minor’ ma’c

e -



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

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

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

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

timing,

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

up your decisions. Cn the one hand, your assistant should satisfy himself that your
decisions are being carried out. e should know if snarls develop and take steps to
unsnarl the maiter. But if he forgets that '_operating responsibil_ities lie in the depart-
ments, he will both overburd n himself and impair departmental morale, Perhaps,
follow-up should be the province of junior staff members who would have the time and
‘who would not have sufficient status to appear to be running the departments from the

White House.

*Without belaboring the point, the stail assistant must appreciate, understand, know,
or know where to learn about a prospective action’s implications for various 1nterest
groups, meaning to overall program, probable costs, agencies involved, likely objec-
tions, probable public or world reaction, chances foi1 congressional. approval and -
alternative routes to the same goal.

** And to emphasize a point made later: no soeciality should become so Wide as
to give an assistant the illusion of exclusive personal jurisdiction. See 4.
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your department heads, carelessness or inaccuracy can mislead you' or your subordi-
nates. And if your departmental officials lose confidence in his fidelity, they will seek

to bypass him and either con11nunicate_ directly with you or minimize White House com-
munication altogether. You and they must have absolute confidence that a communica-
tion through your assistant is an almost perfect substitute for direct communication,
This also imglies that your assistanis must clearly distinguish when they (1) speak for
you, (2) predict your probable decisions, or (3) state their own views. In the past, many
presidential assistants have been quite willing—consciously or not—to let the depart-
ments believe they were speaking for the President when they were in fact speaking for
themselves. Obviousiy, the White House assistant should not be conducting his own

policy on any issue.

(f) Anonymity., Your staff will be much in demand as speech makers and as sources
for the press. Most members of the Eisenhower staff maintained relative anonymity.
Although a few gave speeches, most did not. And their press contacts were mainly

b4

“not for attribution.” By contrast, some members of the .Kenne.dy staff ga\}e themselves
considerable zrominence during_their White House service. Public statements by staff
members can give the public a satigfying glimpse of your establishment. Discussions
with staff and quotations by name (including descriptions of intra-White House activities)

make the press both happy and sympathetic.

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

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



staff available to the press, you can make clear your objection to ;éersonal publicity
for staffers. As for outside speeches, your staff will have enough work without them,‘
although speeches usually do little harm (except that part;san sp_eecheAs may reduce a
staff member’s usefulness for certain purposes). Unless you tell them otherwise, they
may feel a reluctant “duty” to show the White House flag at political and other gather-
ings. Our main point is this: if you object to publicity for your staff, you should es-

tablish early ground rules.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



thus fail to gi,vé you what you .neéd: advice based on the full range of fa_cto‘rs that you
mﬁst consider. You need advisers with an outlook as broad as your own: foreign and
domestic, ideals and reality, merits and politics, international and congressional. The
specialized adviser will not be forced to have that outlook. Second, he may come to |
resent intrusions into kis domain from other staff members who may thus be discour-
aged from contributing or questioning in his area. Third, there may be no other staff
menibers sufficiently knowledgeable to exchange views with hirh or to challenge his

views or his advice to you.

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

broaden and deepen staif competence in important areas.

(b) Duglicating assignments. Many writers have praised the duplicated assign-

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

that would protect you irom undue dependence vpon a single adviser,*

(c) Shared, overlanping, or shifting “jurisdictions”—but with clear action respon-
sibilities—can protect you from {he worse dangers of broad and exclusive juriscictions.
For example, you might have several senior advisers working in the national Security
area.** One could carry international economic affairs in his portfolio. Another

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

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

*%Cur separate memorandum on National Security Crganization discusses this
matter in more detail, | ‘



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

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

By dividing or shiiting responsibilities, you could get diverse analyses and diverse
advige within your own staff, And the staff would be better able té meet the demands
upon it. The workload in each area will vary greatly from time 'to time. Staifers of>
broad competence and experience could give part of their time to their regular dﬁ’iies
and simultaneously move from one task to another as domestic or internafional crises

demand. Loads within the staff can be balanced more readily if each staff member

were competent in several areas.

There is, of course, some question of eificiency. Subdividing the national security
or the domestic welfars areas will necessitate additional coordination of work. To
shift assignments thrusts an adviser into the time-consuming task of learning anew
_abbut an area already mastered by one adviser. Cbviously, however, any staif arrange-
ment that could have saved Kennedy'from the Bay of Pigs or Johnson from unsuccessful
escalation in Vietnam would have been far more efficient for the President and the
nation notwithstanding an “efficiency expert’s” conventional notions. Still, yéu- may

- : L4
prefer to have a relatively small number of senior advisers, each with a relatively
broad jurisdiction. There is no guarantee that subdividing and 6verlépping jursidictions

would help at 21l or help any more than simpler remedies.

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

relatively clear pieces for two advisers permits each to carry some different respon-
sibility as well, Advisers shifted around among jobs will bring more diversified ex-

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



-other spheres. A domestic man, for example, might coordinate a foreign policy épeech;
a national security expert might clear an appointment t@ a reguldtory agency. Such
deviceé could heip g‘ivéf each adviser a greater awareness of your total responsibilities.
Ideally, your advisers”loutlook should be as catholic as your own. A foreigh relations
advisor, for example, should bring congressional or domestic political factors into his
thinking and recommencdations before he comes to you. You want assurance that all
your ;espons*b lities e[re reflected in the advice that comes to you. This is more likely
to occur the more chve"r:e is each specialized adv1ser S exposure to your many diverse
re_sponsmlhtles. Hopefully, such exposure would be deep enough to save each more or

less specialized adviser from the dangers of amateurism in the field he understands

less well, ¥

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

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

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

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

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

i
)

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

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

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



key concerns* would be useful for many purposes including internal coordination., But,
of course, time will be insuffiéient for full statements, and much less for full discus-
sion. And a staff menllber without full data .or previous analysis may hesitate to chal-
lenge or e\‘fen to question another in your presence. Nevertheless, the meeting at least
exposes all to current issues and thus creates the opportunity for later intra-staff dis-
cussion. Even so, your more senior advisers, overworked as they be, will not relish
challenges from their cclleagues nor have the time necessary to inform them. They

“will do so only if you make it happen. In staif meetings or otherwise, for example, you
might ask other staff members for their views on the “expert’s” statement or problem.
This would induce staff members to discuss their important pfoblefns with their

colleagues outside the meeting, ¥*

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

assist you.

(f) Titles. We suggzest that you give your staff unsi::eciﬁc titles. There is no
reason not to use the traditional titles—Special Counsel, Appointments Secretary, and
Press Secretary—but we would call an adviser simply “Special AAssisltant” and assign
}-ﬁm, say, to national security aifairs rather than designating him “Special Assistant
for National Security Aifairs.” Specific titles have the disadvantage of tending to

freezeé assignments and to confer exclusive jurisdictions. Ge: eral rather than specific

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

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

* % Another vehicle for assuring careful and thoughtiul participation by your stai
“in each other’s jurisdiction” is the informal lunch or end-of-day conversation in which
you seek from the staff 2 probing exchange either on immediate action issues or on
evolving policy in important areas, -



5 titles which do not, in any event, c-ommunicate very much, But if you award the
pecial Assistant title sparingly, there would be need for. some secondary title—such

.S Adz.ninistrative Assistant or Depu_ty Svecial Aésis;cant;. Associate or Assistant Special
Jounsel, for e‘_\'ample, have freguently been used. In any event, distinctly junior

nembers of the staff can be given a lesser title.

5. Permaanent or occasional staif. Your staff need not be so large as to include

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

readily solvable in the usual ways.

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

assistants is worth remembering,

6. Staff v, Executive Oiffice. Instead of attempting {o build g;'reat depth and breadth
in your immediate staff, you can provide your White House with back-up resources in
the Budget Bureau and in the Council of Economic Advisers. These agencies have
compétent professional staffs, Presidential rather than departmental outlook and loy-
‘alty, and flexible procedures that permit your staif to use their personnel without

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

*Officials borrowed from the departments will acquire and carry back to their
= | 4

agencies a better understanding of and identification with presidential perspectives.
And they will be especially useful departmental contacts for your regular staff.

18



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

immediate staff later.*

In particular, the Budget Bureau’s top staff is exceptionally well-informed on the
size, location, and activities of our intelligence agencies. And beyond the usual ac-
counting functions, it can translate ?rogram changes into budget changes ar*d ctherwise
identify the long-run firancial and program implications of immediate proposals. It
has lohg served to coordinate agency views on enacted legfslat,ion awaiting presidential
signature. It has long cleared and coordinated agency legislative proposals or agency
responses to congressicnal queries on pending bills. Beyond this‘, the Bureau is ca--
pable of serving you as 2 general adviser on government programs, It has the outlook‘
and resources to identily and help appraise alternatives to proposcd programs, to

J e s

harmonize new proposals with each other and with existing programs, to identify and
help trim the unessentizl or weaker. elements of a proposal and to appraise the finéncial
and organizational implications of new programs. And Budget may be the place to de-
velop some ceniral capzcity for program evaluation., The Exécutive Branch does not
now do enough to evalucte the eifectiveness of its niany programs, And the limited
evaluations that are undertaken are usually conducted by the operating‘ é.gencvy with
certain vested interests in the program. We can sum this up with the conclusion that

\]

effective use of the Bureau will improve your decision-making resources and enable

your staff to function more efficiently,
+

In addition, the Bureau may be your best source of information and advice on
governmental orgvaniza‘-';ion. The Bureau’s capacities in this area, which have atrophied
in recent years, should be revived. Bud et’s ab11‘~‘1es are Drlmarlly analy"‘lcal it can
isolate bott}eneéks, overlapping programs, and waste; it can identify the best bureau-

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

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

insights. ' .

—
—
.



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

Budget to improve its capacity here or to find the needed talents elsewhere,



II.
Staffing Needs

7. Tasks, not positions. We have not tried to write job descriptions for hypothet-
’ |
2 = : Lo e : f =
ical appointees because, as we have already argued, the best staff is one characterized

by fluidity, flexibility, and multi-competence rather than permanence, exclusive assign-
ments, or undue spec'iaiization. The point is worth reiterating here because there are
{

several forces promoting rigidity and inhibiting your ability to use your staff as you
might wish, The departments may automatically call upon your staff in the mode of

the Johnson Administrztion and thus effectively assign work to your staff without your

conscious choice, That fourteen White House positions are statutorily defined and as-
signed varying salaries might imply assignments, hierarchies, or relationships not
necessarily consistent with your needs, TFurthermore, members of your campaign

and transition staffs carried over into your White House may automatically carry for-

ward their prior roles and relationships notwithstanding your vastly different require-

ments. You must anticinate and adjust for these institutional factors if your staff

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

We cannot tell you your needs. Much will depend on how you organize the rest of
the Government., And, cf course, much depends cn the particular men you appoint.
The tasks can be divided in various ways; each does not necessarily require one fuil-

time man., Some may reguire more. Cthers may be full-time for one man but divided
among several men. In general, each task listed is one that has to be performed, but

i B - 5 % » +
how it is to be performed is a question only you can answer,

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

importance but according to ease of definition,

o

8. Appointments. Xeeping your calendar is the task. He should 21so have time

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

8. Press relations. Your Press Secretary is your spokesman to and liaison with

the press. He will also be one of your advisers on public relations,

13



10. Congressional liaison. Eisenhower and Xennedy had a substantial congres—
sional relations Staif to lobby for administration measwés, to help formulate adminis-
tration strategy for winning its desires from Congress, and to advise in ’administration.
policy‘—making; on what Congress is or is not likely to do. Secondly, this staff serves
legislators—both leaders and o‘thers—as a conduit to the President and thereby acguires
congressional intelligence Whilé maintaining goodwill without unduly burdening the Pres-
ident personally. Related to the goodwill operation, both Eisenhower and Kennedy had
one or two men whose primary role was to accommodate legislatoz_;s of both parties in
ndn-policy matters (e.g., arranging the “special” White House tour for constituents). *

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

(1) recruitment of and acvice on presidential appointments to significant policy posi-
tions, including those in the judiciary and regulatory éommissions; (2) processing of
ther presidential appoinémenis to such pbsitions as postmasters, si_necurés, or honor-
ific posts without content or pay; and (3) advice on government personnel policy-2ffecting
the career services. Although the second and third functions must not be combined in
one man, many other corzbinations are possible. We turn now to the problem as it will
appear after the initial anpointments of November 1968 through about April 1969. How

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

*There are at least two disadvantages to having a congressional liaison staff in
the White House, First, legislators will try fo cbtain special services from your staff
and to use it to put pressure on you. The very existence of the staff will generate in
the White House a substantial volume of time-consuming correspondence that, absent
the staff, would be handled in the departments. Secondly, the deparimients will see the
staff as a crutch relieving them of the resjonsivility or need to do their own lobbying

ete.). These disadvantages are real but they can be lessened, though not overcome,
if your staff resclves at the outset to use the departmental machinery as much as
nossikble and to avoid servicing legislators excent insofar as necessary o your
objectives. ' ‘

-t
e



(b) AlthOugh:.the best approach to making significant appointments is not entirely
clear to us, we note five points'bearing on the solution. First, it is never wise to depend
exclusively on one sourco—«reb“rdless of his quality—for personnel recommendations.
Second, personnel recommendations should be exposed to the criticism, comments, or
counter -suggestions of your principal stefi, Afiirmative encouragement from you is
needed to overcome your advisers’ natural hesitation to “intrude” on the “jurisdiction”
of other advisers. Third, however diverse the advice, you could give one man respcn-
'sibility for recelving names, sifting out the best by preliminary screening, and simply
“rememberiﬁg” promising names ot lerwise lost. Fou rth, to be useiul, this “remer-
bering” must be highly selective. The job must therefore be done oy (or under the
supervision of) 2 man willing to evaluate and reject and whose judgments are valued
by you and your other close advisers. The potential appointee files maintained by

ir, Macy for President Johnson .may be too mechanical, massive, and unseiective for
this purpose. The process must be attuned to you and to your desires. Fifth, we ques-
tion whether 2 person of the highest quality would take this as a full-time job. We sug-
gest that a trusted senicr adviser with other responsibilities underteke this task with
the aid of a junior staff member who _Woulc‘_i'not only gather information and help in the
sifting process but who would also be readily available to consult with departmental

C

oificials.

Routine Presidential anoo-nmlenis must 2lso be handled at the White House for two
reasons. There is no other satisfactory location. And the political troublies of chesosin
one name rather than arother might as well be made by your staif with your interests

4
and outlook. The task requires charm, finesse, and infinite zattention to the details of
political debit-credit baiancing, clearances and checks. Altho_agh your man must be of
sufficient standing to atsorb the political heat from the national committee and else-

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

. ¥ This job could ccmpromise an adviser’s other resnongibilities. Kennedy’s first
assignment ?0“ “’Brlc n ncl ded both patronage and congressional relations. Later
abandoned, this corbinaiion would have interfered with t e 1laison ]o b which is full-time

and which cm-..ov afford the 111 7ill of rejecting legisiators’ nominee



by the same junior staff member discussed in (b). One man with both jobs might be
tempted to shade his judgments of quality in order to relieve the pressure of the many

politicians “on his back.”

(c) Advice on the ¢ general issues of personnel management within the Executive
Branch is not so urgent as to require personal White House Staff. It could be sought
from the Civil Service Commission or from the Budget Bureau. At‘leést as a pro-
visional measure, we suggest that you charge the Budget Bureau with responsibility to
advise you—through your general program and policy staff—on versonnel management,
We do not envisage the Budget Bureau as a compeu«,or of the Clv11 Service Commlssmn
but as the home of a larger task., It would oversee personnel policy for the c1v11, \
military, and foreign services (and any other personnel systems). Admittedly, Budget
does not now have the capacity to underta,xe this assignment. But since the task is-

important ana Budget its most obvious locus, it seems wise to charge Budget with this

responsibility and to exoand its capacity to carry it out.

12, “Staff Secretary?” (2) As visualized by the original Hoover Commission and as

performed by General Goodoaster (as one of his jobs) for President Eisenhower, the
Staff Secretary was an important focal point for much White House staff work. On the
President’s behalf he kept track of documents requiring ac‘tlon of assignments re-
guiring execution, of decisions reached in Cabinet meoungs legislative leaders’ meet-
ings, and elsewhere. Ee facilitated the work of everybody else. He was not a competi- ’
tor but a watcher of others’ doings—keeping lines straight, untanglin snarls watching '
deadlmes checking on ge forn'aqce. As such, the Staff Secretary associated very
closely with the White Fouse Executive Clerk, Bill Hopkins, and acted for the President
as a supe&“visor of the Cierk and of White House logistical and administrative services
gerierally. With the assistance of Hopkins and another, Goodpaster was not éverly

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

¥

* This paragraph is teken almost verbatim from Richard Neustadl’s
memorandum of December 23, 19860,

’s unpublished
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(b) The exact character and time demands of this job cénnot be delined precisely.
Although General Goodpaster was not burdened with cabinet secretariat _dufies, he gave
most of his time to national security matters. The point is that this cluster of functions
migﬁt be afull-time job for one man or, with appropriate assistance, a part-time

responsibility for a staif member with other functions.

(¢) The Cabinet Secretary was a separate position in both the Eisenhower and
Kennedy White House. The title is 2 nice one with some prestige and might be useful
for that purpose.* But we note emphatically these two points: First, no matter how
you plan to use your “Cabinet” as a collective body, you will not need a full time Ceibine’t
Secretary. You need a cabinet secretariat even less. Second, the position once created
tends to generate needless work unless you clearly load any Cabinet Secretary with

other demanding duties.

13. Scientific advize. (2) For advice in scientific and technical matters, you can

draw upon the President’s Science Advisory Committee and your Special Assistant for
Science and Technology. The forzﬁer is composed of seventeen non—governmehtal
memberé—many of whom devote considerable time to committee work, Although posi-
tions on the Committes are filled by Presidential appointment, we recomrend that

you continue the practice of treating this body as a regular, professional, and continﬁing
organization whose membership does not automatically change with the Administration.
At any rate, the terras of about one-third of the members expire in the coming Jaﬁuary-
February; you can thus alter the Committee’s composition or outlook as you think best.

5. &

(b) You should corntinue the practice of é.ppoin‘e‘ng a ,distinguished'scientis't to your .
staff. To decide the kind of adviser you want, consider Eisenho_wer’s Kistiakowsky and
Kennedy’s Wiesner. Kistiakowsky tried to be an objective consultant who did not tzke
sides in controversies and who limited himself to enumeréting for Eisenhow_ef the argu-
ments for and against 21l sides. Wiesner was an advocate who argued vigorously for the
programs and policies he favored. While this distinction is not peculiar to advice in the
scientific reé;m, a Chisi Executive might well need a more neutral adviser in these

unfamiliar technical arezas.

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

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

(c) Fir'st., he can help ybu and your other advisers analyze and understand complex
technical questions in the weapons, space, disarmament, drug, mining, égricultural,
and other fields.* At the very least, he is an independent source of expertness that is
not confined by special departmental interests. This fact together with your confidence
can permit him, when ycu wish -i"c, to “arbitrate” technical departmental disputes. For‘
example, the 1959 controversy between Agriculture and HEW over tolerable safe levels
in using certfain insecticides could only be settled satisfactorily—both on the merits
and in terms of public confidence about safety—with the aid of distinguished outside

experts assembled by the Science Adviser. This illustration makes the further point
that a respected Science Adviser gives you efficient access to many other scientists
Thus, you get not only the special knowledge of your'appointee bu{ also a rheans for

tapping the best of the American scientific community.

(d) Second, an adviser like Kistiakowsky or Wiesner is not only a distinguished
scientist; he is also a distinguished thinker whose insights, perceptions, reactions, and
judgments can illuminate non-scientific issues when ycu and your senior advisers
choose to consult with him. This is not to say that you must accept his advice; nor that
you should forrally give him a general charter. We do, however, suggest that if you
treat him as a generzl member of your senior stafi, your principal program-policy -
adivsers are likely to discuss a broad range of matiers with him to the extent that it
proves useful in fact. (Regardiess of his political or part'isan orthodox'y, a first-rate

appointee will have trustworthy discretion.)

k3

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

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

- % An Adviser drawn from the academic communily, as prior appointees have been,
would 21so have expertness on some aspects of higher education: On occasion, this
expertness can also be valuable to your White House.
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In addition, he can help attract others into your Administration. - Even when he does not
personally seek to persuade another to serve, his very presence in the White House
assures the “scientific community” of your respect for them and helps gain their re-

spect for your Administration.

L

(f) Fourth, your Adviser would, of course, qualify as a genuine “intellectual.”
In addition, however, your two predecessors had resident academics in the White Hecuse,
presumably in the hope of generating a sympathetic chronicle and a bridge to “inteliec;
tuals” at large. The iirst funciion is unsure (compare Schlesinger with Goldman), and
the second silly. You reach “intellectuals” not by having a special communicator for
that purpose, but by the actions and statémen‘:s of your Administration. Of coﬁrse,
academics should not be neglected in your operating and stafi appointments throughcut
the goVernment. They fre@quently make good “communicators” in éddition to doing & |
concrete government job. And their use in fask forces (ete.) is both an effective and

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

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

(2) Past Presidents have sometimes had a contact point for organized “minority”

groups cf, say, Negroes, Lithuanians, or women. He cor she received communicaticas

O

and thus took the heat from stch groups, advised policy-makers on the probable greup

' reactions to Administration measures, composed and dispaiched Presidential greeting

o

4

groups. We are not persuadec that you need this service, but we are not.competent to

&

on appropriate occasions, and frequently served as Administration spokesman to such
an

advise on this question.
4

(b) :S/ome past Administrations have felt the need to include on the White House
staﬁ a Negro or a womaz in order to negate any appearance of dis_crimin&tidn, to
symbolize the opp’oéite, and also to serve the “conta,c't.man”: fuﬁcti'ons. But mere
symbolism may ﬁo‘z work. No likely appointment will please.militants.. And there may
be no credit at all for a {ransparent symbol. Even worse, the appointee without a
cenuine task of substance is a potential source of dissatisfaction that could later hurt

you. ‘A Negro, 2 woman, or hyphenated American could chviously {ill any staif.need

real enough to be filled by & “WASP.”



15. National security apparatus. The extent and depth of your personal national

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

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

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

catch-all category is at the core of your White House, especially on the domestic si&e.
Ithough we can list some of the components separately, the blanket category reflects
five facts. First, severzl men are required for these jobs. Second, each man will do
some of each task. As we shall shortly show, no strict separation of fu.nction or sub-
ject matter is possible. Third, the efiorts of these men must somehow be coordinated.
Fourth, the ways of allccating tasks are infinite. Youf allocation must take account of
the partiéular talents of the people you want in your W"nite House ag well 28 your own
'preferen'ces in staff orgznization. Fifth and as usual, what you need in the White I—_onise

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

(b) This core operation can be defined by subject matter and by function. The
subjects of White House concern are easily described: everything. You can be con-
fronted with every matter that is or might be within government competence and, in your

role of moral leadership, with many non-governmental matters. The range of major

domestic issues likely to coniront you in 1989—irom “black power”, air pollution, tax
policy, welfare systems, to criminal procedure, to name a few—hints a# the varied

competences your staff will need.

5

needs in this area are discussed in deatail in our memorandum on national

2
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(¢} Curting acrcss subject meaifer lines are yvour i

isinnza, Tatdgida A8 Tha amtional 3se@ile W, Tl Bt WEELIAIn

ne iolicwing matrers:

unctions which reaudre stadf ag-
Loz, Wik & psiest
-Signing or vetoing legislation
-Preparing the de(‘al pudget, Economic

Report, State of the Union message, other
Congr esszonaJ messages, speeches (to in-
form, placate, or inspire), and correspcadence

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

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

‘?o ns on public
vate (visits and

-Answering diverse q uest
(press conferences) o
letters) occasions

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

-Leading and ma ng the Executive Branch
by

--Inspiring them, instructi them,
and otherwise overcoming the
inertia of particular agenm.es or
people , . '

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

--Unsnarling action-stopning tangles
. b o o

--Resolving interdeparimental
controversies

1 F

-Appointing, orgenizing and directing task

@
. forces and handling their reports™

-Forestalling or correcting scandzals
pas, ete.




(d) This combination of tasks and subject matlters has been handled in several ways.

an

u

=

"or President Eisenhower, Adams was Chief of Staf thus the coordinator of all
hese operatlons (and some other operations alreacdy mentioned). Kennedy had no an-

ounced staff chief, but Screnson was de facto chief on the domestic side for program,

1)

olicy, government operation, and spe‘ech—message writing., Under Eisenhower, this

aass of functions occupied about six men full-time and had the part time eiforts of

hree or four congressional liaison specialists and several others whose main duties were
hose of paragravhs 8§-14, Under Johnson, severzl senior staff men have developed
ersonal stafis of younger gener@i—'px.rpose men without access to the President and

'ho do not seem to particinate even mdwrecLly in the general run of Presme*xtlal

usiness.

(e) These tasks are manageable if you can keep your staff exceedingly small and
1lly coordinated internally. Whether you can do this degends upon your 2 pproach to

1e generzal issues discussed at the outset and in the next part.

&

*This cannot be done in the departments when the subject matter cuts across agency
aes, when deoammmn?u inertia or resistance must be overcome, or when effective
:crultment requires White House pr esti ge.

72
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I
Staff Role Relative to that

of Other Agencies

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

agency heads would implement and create on their own atd tnus relieve the White House
of all issues except questions of major policy. B u many proplems six p y won’t stey
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 we 11——m11
not do what you would want if you had the opportunity to consider the matter. They will
sometimes suffer from inertia. More often, there W‘,Ll be a zaud?‘o of imagination

ithin the agency. Even more frequently, the agency’s judgment will be infected by the
parochial outlook of its censtituency (including, of course, its appropriations and sub-

stantive congressional commitiees and its “clients” and other special interest groups

Py

concerned with it),

(b) Second, many of the hardest domestic welfare-urba"n—_labor_—educatioh problems
require new thinking and planning that cuts across existing departmental lines. The

E)

jepartments often tend to cefine problems according to their capacity to déal with
fhem——edﬁcation grants by HEW, transportation to jobs by DOT, housing by HUD,
stc.—and not according to the broader presidential perspevctive. fn addition, the re-
sources for imagina’dve thinking are few indeed, The m,sultmo dlbU@TSal of respon-

sibility and resources means that many 1moortanx 3oos simp Iy won’t be done at the

leparimental level.

(¢) Third, overlapping responsibilities inevitably genérate interagency conflicts—

>oth in planning policy and in implementing it-——which the relevant sec:etaries are

23
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unable or wiwillingg to resolve, Y Hesolutton will ofien depend upon While Houne

mediation, arbitration, or command.

(d) Fourth, the several agencies are always competing for limited budget re-
sources. With the aid of stafi and Budget, you must make the allocation. And to

decide upon the priority you wish to give 2 department’s progcsal, you must appraise

—t

that proposzl and its constituent parts in th

W

ight of its objectives, probable success,

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

(e) Fifth, even apart irom 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 'ycur name and determine your reputa-’
tion both now and later. Zven if you were prepared to endorse a Secretary’s proposzal
out of confidence in him, you cannot escape careful consideration of each major prososal.
You cannot afford to overiook the instituti.onal biases that will affect everyl agency’s
proposals. You must not only resolve interagency policy difierences, but you will also
want assurance that your Administration’s proposals and arguments are _reasonably
consistent in logic and ou:lock., More than that, you also face 2 question of priorities.
Public supgort cannot always be gensrated for many different proposais simultaneously.

L )

Serious legislative activily cannot be expected simultancously on every proposal. And
= it Iy = )
of Course, you must teke care not to alienate unduly with one proposzl someone whosa

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

+

* Each Secretary may never learn of the conflict which his subordinates are un-
willing to settle. Zven if he does lezrn of if, he may be persnaded by his staff in the
light of his agency’s instifutional interests. And even if he is not fully persuzded, he
may hesitate to “surrender” and thus lose the needed respect of his subordinates.
T'inally, the secretary mey 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 allocaticn of powers.)

** We reject without argument the possibility of deferring the allocation to Congress
in the first instance, We similarly rejsct historical formulasg, arbitrary percentages,
or interagency log-roilinz as a means for allocating resources within the Executive
Branch. '




leave the.agencies to formulate your legislative program without close involvement

at the top.

(f) S'ixth, “leaving the details and minor issues to the departments” is both rﬁan—
datory and customary. 3ut such formulae leave much to the White House because the
general formulations of grand policy—the kind that are easily enunc-iated-—are seldocm
helpful. Before concrete application, many general formulations simply lack intellizible
content. Indeed, generzi policy is less the father of decision than the result of concrete
steps. 'In short, the major questions that cannot be resclved elsewhere are enough to

require a substantial White House apparatus.

'

]

(g) Seventh and unhappily, you will be pressed to resolve or react to “flaps” that
are intrinsically trivial or that could be handled just as well (that is, with no greater
- risk of failure) by a Cabinet member. A legislator will write you and expsct a White
House reply. The media will seek a reaction. The press conference seems to demand
it. We believe that you could refer meany such matters to the depariments with the
sympathetic understand‘ing of the nublic and even of the immediately afiected 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 h‘eairy burdens
and serious responsidililies. You thus reguire men of gréat talents efficiently organized.
Later we amplify our commen s about organization. Next, however, we note that cur-
rent staif systems may niot be capable of bearing the additional loads being placed vnon

’

them.

Ll

18. Overloading the staff. We understand that President Johnson’s staff has bsen

L

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

some of these strains a2ad ask whether your staff is likely to bear similar loads.

(@]

(a) The volume of federal domestic programs has increased over the last decade.

Py

White Heuse business in the area has increased accordingly. This is not a transient

3

. pheromenon.




(b) Imemahonal affairs have consumed a vefy large share of President J.ohnscn’s
time. Conseque tly, domestic aidss worked with 111 defined parameters but could not
settle anything in a way that would foreclose the President’s options. You will probably
not bé equally preoccupied for so sustained a period with 2 single internationzal issue.

But there will continue to be a succession of complex international and national security

problems clamoring for White House attenticn.

(c) The staff is peculiarly subject to assignments from the President who naturally
gives problems, questions and varicus 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 c’.epartme its and cut-
siders'for tasks that necd not be done immediately in the White Eouse.

(d) The staif has plzyed a key and comprehensive role in policy-program formu-
lation, aimost to the exclusion of-the d_epartments. The White House appointed ar_xd
- supervised numerous tasgk forces and received and processed the resulting product,
even in areas where departmental jurisdiction was clear. We are leit with the impres-
sion that the White Housz 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. Zut 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

4

the unfortunate fact is thzt departmental mechanisms often are ‘nadequate. Lhe ability
of the federal governmert to respond to uroan—welfare—employment—em;ironment
problems is compromised by inherent complexity, overwhelming magnitude, elusive

' answers and the diffusica of federal responsibility and power arnong m l-y departments
and agencies.* This means that you must either (1) get such problems approached

more eifectively outside the White Houge or (2) organize your staff to handle them.

* Even if some federzl responsipilities could be transferred to the states, the
techniques of transier nead close attention and much will remain of federal interest
in any event.
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15, Equipping vour staff {or comprehensive

£}
uia

fion. As one answer

ko]

olicy formu

to deficiencies elsewhere in the executive establishment, you could crezte high-level

,._ &

program stafis in the White House or elsswhere in the Executive Offlf'e. Let us make

clear that we are not oﬂganizatioz_al xperis. We do nc more thanto suggest that you ask
t

he i ‘ea of a creative ceniral staff for program planning to

focus nct on all areas six ul,a*-\,oz.sly but on selected areas of greatest substantive dif-
ficulty or departmental deficiency. There are several general approaches.

\ - . :
(a) You could suppiement your general purpose staff with program- advisers who

would be your in-house experts in various substantve fislds. They could be senior

staff members with the ucgual combination of substantive and trouo;eshoo’c ng respon-
sibilities. (They might in turn need junior sya_kf to assist them, but such additions need

not themse;\ws be part c¢f the White House Cifice.) In effect, this would add several

senior advisers with spscizl substantive responsipilities in particular fields. - A few
such men could be helpfcl without altering the basic character of the staff. And this
could help to relieve the impossible weight of program pla anning from your Adams-

Sorenson-Califano., But this would not be enough to organize, pian, and oversee the new

era of welfare-urban-eic, WOrkK.

(b) A broader and Ceeper White House stafl is concelvable with personeal stafi much
. , . v .
- like tne. present, section chiefs who pay be major advisers to you and your top staif,

and many high-calizer planners, thinkers, and overseers of operations._'

(c) The last approzch adds depth and creativity at the center of the Executive

5

Branch, It would be ceniral enough to be free of the departments’ fortuitous and often

)

irrelevant jurisdictional lines, small encugh to be manageable, free-wheeling encugh to

{ o=

be tnencumbsered by bureaucratic inertia and cepzrtmental special interests, and elite

encugh to attract xcemlonax talent. It would operzte at 2 level where new ideas are
welcomed and whare official blessing counts., Of course, such scarce creative talents

should be 1o cated not at the center but in the operating depariments, But present de-

iy

pvartmental organization cifers no adzquate home for such actwﬁy And until effect ive

J '!

aorganizeticn is achieved, t

z

he work must be done somewhere, Better that it be don

2

at the cemer then pot &t all,
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(d) Such a central steff {vould, of coﬁrse, transform the White HousAe into a larger
and more Cumbersorne apparatus without the flexibility, spirit, and intimacy of more
traditional arra noemeutb. Furthermore, if the new staff were successful, it should have
a more psrmanent institutional character than that traditionally enj joyed by White House

rsonnel. And the fact is that White House location is unnecessary. The Executive

2

Office of the President is the perfect home for institutional staifs peculiarly designed
to serve the President such as the Budget Bureau, Council of Economic Advisers,
National Security Council Staff, and special Cabinet grdups. Like the other .Executive
Office components, it weuld be institutional,. orofessional, and President-or'iented. Like
the NSC stafi, it would be in close comrunion with the depariments, coordiﬁating their
planning efforts, not “above” the departments though capakle of advising those who zare,
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 .tC.)O busy,

1

might unduly routinize if, and might dampen the freely creative advisory quality that

makes the concept appezlin

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

to round out the above discussion is brief mention of two other aporoaches to the defi-
ciencies of organization and planning in the domestic welfare area.
(a) You could reorzanize all the relevant agencies irto a s”pﬁ“—de;oartment. The

kinds of program planning staff just discussed would serve the super - Secreta y. Hz

would, of course, be very powerful. But like the Secretary of Deiense, he would remain

subject to your control and would not relieve ycu of responsibility. The general concept -

VY §
is appealing, but we do not venture into the detail that would give it meaning: which

departments (or parts ¢ departments) belong in the super-department; how should it

be organized internally; is it politically feasible ?

o
ntil you could glan it and persuade Congress t gat r partment
b Uclyo ould glan it and persuad Copcs ocreeasp*depa"* ent,
a € i pe al U Qe i L Sl'=-0EeCIleis
you could create a Czar or Special Assistant who would be a de facto super-Secretary
ut without statutor ch y Oz eparvment.  Hi ition woul ena entirely upor
but without statutory authority or a department. His position would devend entirely upon
your confidence in him and your insistence that the relevant Secretaries report to you

only through him (as is f{rue of the Secretaries of military departments). He would need

N
.

.._..\_,“..,,.A-.m,
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tne kind of pregram stedf already discussed. With such a s;:_f‘ it could be dene if yeu

&

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. Staffi-deparimental relations generally., An additicnzl and distinet aspect of

staff -deparimental relations deserves mention: Some Secretaries will feel entitled %o
Linquali_fied acc'ess to you without prior staif work by your office. They resent the

_ \ :
“competitive” advice y"ou receive from your own staff, and blamve your staif whenever
you 1 react unenthusiastically to their proposals. They see themselves suff ering at the

hands of Congress and prassure grouns on your behalf while your com.owaol , behind

the scenes, unpressured staff ccollynit-picks departmentzal proposals and performarnces.

men who-are “inferior” 3nd “mere staff

reguisites, and public exposure.
P s i

Not all cabinet members will feel this way. Depariment
cabinet officials will see the presidential assistant as both 2 critic and asa helpf ful ally
in the governmental process. In doing his job for the President, the assistant makes

L ¥ by

ire that no ageney’s inlerests and arguments are overiooked. He points out flaws in

ves the agency the

,_n.

agency pr opobwls beiocre submission to the President and thus g

‘
?

yicts

b

e

-
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H

oouortun..y for revigion if 1 The assistant can present an & gency matter to the
President with a dispaich that the Secretary could not always achieve parsonally. By
fai nfully reporting presidential reacticns, he can permit the Secretary to estimate

a
whether a direct arznroach is likely to change the Precident’s reaction., In many cir-

x

cumstances, a Secretary can feel that caliing an assistant is an almost per

o)

fect sub-

stitute for calling the President—perhans better because the assistant will have more
time to. listen and to exslore.

Nevertheless, in many important respects, roles are antagonistic. The staffer’s
job is to find the flaws in a depzrtment’s propesal or performance; to find the oppc

o
(3]

neads and especially sub-
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.and perhaps oppose; to sress the departments to do better; and otherwise to serve you
and not the narrower and sometimes different inferests of the departments. Some
Secretaries will not cocperate fully with your staff and will find wa;]S of urging you to
say that your staff doesn’t speak for ybu, that you lock to the department heads and
not stafi for major advice, etc. We do rot pause on illustrations and variations, but

simply meake two points: First, of course you sheould restrain staff members who are

unduly insistent, demanding, arrogant, or disrespectiul of your departmental appointees.

1

and conptest the depariments.
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Addendum

22. Forging the new team. Your staif and deparimental appoiniees cannot over-

night come to know and undersiand ezch other and to work together as a functioning
t

team. In fact,' once the Administration takes oifice, everyone will be so preoccupied
with his own duties asg to have little time for getting to krnow others.  Your appointees

should begin to get actrainted before January 20th. At the very leas t, they sho_uld segin

-

meeting together, both ¢cn a departmental and an inter-deparimenial basis. Yeou might
want to encourage the top officials of the domestic welfare agencies to meet together
with each other and with relevant men from your stafi, A similar g inermcr on the

international side would be helpiul. E time permits, you and some of your chief apnoin-

k]

tees mig ht spend a few days together, with 21l of you getting to know one another, s 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

operauncr resoovxsvblhv gs.

23. Healing nztionzal 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 swmdf\r actions are ob-

viously desirable (if ctherwise consistent with your plans). The first overtures towards
; :

congressicnal leaders miust 2also be made, especially.if either house remains under

£
Democratic control. Mcore generally, there will be great demand for “news”'from the
President-clect. He will be overcovered. He can use this fact to maké every acticn or
appo‘in"cmen’c the occasicn for a statement that will placate those who might have been
disappointed by his eleciion. This is the time to try fo disarm one’s criti ics, at least

to the point whera.there they might be willing to “givel the man 2 chance.” It is possible—

v

we are not sure—that such a2 response wnl be generated not by general statements of
goodwill and general apneals for unity, but by specific statements of concern about urban
problerns and the Negreo compéssion for those who are forced to rely on the welfars
system, etc. This is, iz short

b,

a tirne fo heal the past as you prepare for the future.
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APPENDIX

RCC)S

'S APPROACH TO STAFFING

. |
Reorganization Plan I of 1839, which created a “White House Office” and distin-
t
guished it from the rest of the “Executive Cifice of the President,” marks the start of

'

modern presidential st:

‘1ing. What Roosevelt did

established shows him "a": his most relevant for the contemporary Presidency. Rela-

tively speaking, in terms of presidential organization, the immediate pre-war years
have more kinship with 1981 than do the crisis years of the depression (or the years

after Pearl Harbor, {or that matter).

Roosovah c¢id not theorize about “operating principles,” but he evidently had some,
for his practice was remarkably consistent in essentials., His principles” can be ce-

duced from what he did and {rom the memories of men around him, as follows:

£}

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

as well as o--Lce No ore was tc 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
frora week to week, the troubleshooﬁng and intelligence he did not need first-handg,
were to be staifed ouLs:ce the Whi’cefHouse, The aides he did :riot have to see from day
to day were to be housed in other offices than his. This is the origin of the _distinction

) L

wnﬁch developed in his time between “personal” and “institutional” :.D.ff The Executive
Cifice was conceived to be the place for “institutional” staif; the piace, in other words,

for everybody else,

2. Fixed Assignments to Activities not Program Areas: Roosevelt had 2 strong
sense of a cardinal fact in government: That Presidents don’t éc’c on nolicies, programs,
Oor personne 1 he gbstract; they act in the concrete as they meet d‘eé.dlines set by due
da’ces~—or the vrgency—of documen A

swe itine Qignal:
S @WarLing S1gnay

officials seeking interviews, newsmen seeking answers, audiences waiting for a spzech,




intelligence reports requiring a response, etc,, etc. He also had a strong sense of an-
other fact in government: That persons close to Presidenis are under constant pressure—
and temptation—to go ianto 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

1

specific and recurrent stream of action-forcing deadlines he himself could not escape.

Thus, beicre the war, he had one aide regularly assigned to help him with his per-
sonal i:ress relations and with those deadline-makes, his p ess conferences: The Press
Secretary. Ancther aide was 1e<“1_ arly assigned to schedule hlS appointments and to
guard his door: The Anpointments Secretary. Early in the war he drew together ceveral
scattered tasks and put them regularly in the hands of Samuel Rosenman as “Special
Counsel,” (The title wzs invented for the man; Rosenman, a lawyer and a judge, had
held a similar title and done comparable work for FDR in Albany.): pulling togethar

drafts of presidential messages, speeches, and policy statements

5 , reviewing propcsed
Executive Orders, Adr:inistration bill drafis, and action on enrolled bills—in shoxrt,
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 progzamrmatic ones., They were organized around recurrent presiden-

L

tial cbligations, not function:™ subject-matiers, 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-oi-all-

trades, with a perspeciive almost as unspecialized as the President’s own, cutt g across

every program area, every government agency, and every L&C@I-Of his w JOflx, pe; scnal,

. political, legislative, administrative, ceremonizl,

b. Each assignment was distinct from others but bore a close relationship to others,

since the assigned activities, t: se‘ves were interlirked at many points. Naturally,

N

Counsel ov e:latop d, while toth had

53
bt

the work of the Press Secretary and the Specia
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reason for cencern 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 &

them without watching, checking, jostling one another. Roosevelt like it so.
o9 o9 o

¢. 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 wozx allowed, the fixed-assignment men were also general-utility

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

3. Deliberate gazs 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. Cne was the sphere of his

continuing relations wita the leaders and Members of Congress., Ancther
of his own cheices for tie chie
the sphere of his direct relations with Department Heads, both individuall
Cabinet, Every Rooseveit zide on fixed assignment wes involved to some degree in all

three spheres, These end other aides were always liable to be used, ad hoc, on concrete

L

problems in these soherss. But no cne 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

4

war years, FDR had several “Administrative

>

ssistants” on his personal staff, all of

them conceived as “genszralists,” whom he could use, ad hoe, as chore-boys, trouble-
§ ) — ¢

shooters, checker-uppers, intelligence cperatives, and as magnets for ideas, gripes

gossip in the Administrztlion, on the Hill, and with groups outside government. These

men were &1s0 used, as need arose, to backstop and agsist the aides who did have fixed

assignments.

FDR intended his Administretive Assistants to be eyes and ears and manpower

for him, with no fixed ccatacts, clients, or involvements of their own to interfére when
bl 3 J

13

he had need to redeploy them. Naturally, these general-purpose aides gained know-how

in particular subject-meiter areas, and the lenger they worked on given ad hoc jobs the

e A

e




more they tended to beccme functional “specialists,” One of them, David Niles, got
so involved in dealings with minority groups that Truman leept him on vwi’sh this as his
fixed specialty ty. 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 arnd reassign. During t}

however, as his needs ard interesis 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,

0. Ad hoc staff work by outsiders, It never secems to have occurred to FDR tha

his only sources of such ad hoc personal assistance were the aides in his own officg.
He also used Executive Cifice aides, versonal friends, idea-men or technicians down

in the bureaucracy, oid 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 manvower., Ie olten used these “ouvisiders” to

House aides should not te seen, or to look into things he guessed his staif would be

against,

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

have zlternative sourcec, ' ‘

:6. FDR as “chief ¢f staff,” In Roosevelt’s White House there WaS no place for a

Sherman Adams, Roosevelt made

o

nd shifted the assignments; he was the recipient of

staff-work; he presided at the morning staff meetings; he audited the service he was

1e coordinated &’s report with B’s (or if he did not, they went uncoordina ted

vy

getting; ?
and he sometimes p2id a price for that). Before the war, reportedly, he planned to keep
J

one of his Administrative Assistants on tap “in the office,” to “mind the shon” and te

a sort of checker-upper on the the others. But he never seems to have nut 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 cn 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 perscnat relationship and Roosevelt’s will. In certain periods their in-

timacy waxed; it also waned,

7. Wartime Innovaticns. From 1941 to 1843 Roosevelt brought new siaff into the

White House, Superficially, the new men and their new asmgnrmni made the place look
different. But as he dezalt with wartime staff, cperated 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,” an nd
Byrnes, Roseaman, as Counsel, has already been mentioned. Hopkins evolveu into a
sort of super administrative assistant, working on assignments without fixed boundzries
in the conduct of the wartime Grand ,Alliance, and collaboratiﬁg with Rosenman on major
speeches. Leahy, as Ci.ief 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 repdrtin and commurications center, stafied by military personnel, in direct touch
with the services, with war ironts, with intelligence sources, and Wwith ailied governments,
As for Byrnes, he left the Supreme Court to be a “deputy” for Roosevelt ;n_résdv;:g
quarrels among the agencies concerned with war production and the war economy.

Byrnes’ assignment was relat vely fizxed, but limited, tem oowary, and entir ely at th

'-n

- pleasure of the Presidext, dependent on their personal r

elaticnship, In, 1844, when

Congress'turned his job into a separate, statutory office (OWNMR), Byrnes hastened to

resign.
-The thing to note about these wartime aides is that none o*“ them had ereveru_bh
assignments, or exclusive jurisdictions, or control over each other, or command over

remairing members of the peacetime staff, Regarding all of them; and as he dealt with
each of them, Rcosevel: remained his own “chief of staff,” And he continued to emnloy
cutsiders for assistance. Winston Churchill, among others, now became an alternztive

source.

36
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s Reliance on others than staff for ideas., Wartime chan oy, pave h White House

staff much more involvement in, and more facilities for, PTOgluin development than had
been the case in 1839, But Qoosevol never scems to have conceivod his personal staff—
not even when enlarged by Rosenman, Hopkins, Byrnes—as the 1olg or even the raaia

source of policy innovators and idea men, Ideas and innovalion: wore supnosed to flow

-
vl

from inside the Departments, Irom the Hill, and from outside oy tovernment. His staff

s

was meant to save them Irom suppression, give them air and chocl then 1
’ B lk them cut, not think

them up. White House aides were certainly encouraged to havo “happy thoughts.” but
iy

they were not relied upon to be the chief producers. The samo thing, incidén’:ally, can

be said of Budget aides,

9. OCperations to the operators. FDR was always loath to )i into his BEouse routine

activities, except where he chose otherwise for the time being, Hus seems to be ona

of the reasons (not the only one) why he never had “legislative ]l;xx;;on” assistants con-

tinuously working at the White Hiouse. Reportedly, he foresaw wli\f has come to be the

HE )

case in Eisenhower’s timne, that if the White House were routineiy in the lia oniz;g Busi-

M

ness, Congressmen and agencies alike would turn to his assistanly; for all sorts of rou- -

tine services and help. “It is all your trouble, not mine,” he onc. jnformed his Cabinet

officers, with reference to the bills that they were sponsoring, '"iis was his attitude’
toward depar ntal operations generally, always excepting thouo things that he wanted

O"

for his own,. or felt he had to grab vecause of personalities and g rcumstances.

o g

10. Avoidance of coordination by commities, After expovimunting elaborately in
; =45 = -

his first term, Roosevelt lost taste for interagency commitiec: . 'Thereafter, Y& nevar
N = oo 3 Y A% g
seems to have regarded any of them—irom the Cabinet down— . 4 vehicle for doire
1 f irg

anything that COu.l\A be done by operating agencies or by a stall, '|'hig 1est sma 11 scone

for such committees at his level, He used the Cabme~ asa cnm,\{mo board, sometimes,

and Sometimes 2s 2 means to put his thinking, or his “macvc “on display, Ctherwize,

his emphasis was on stafis and on operaling agencies, taken ouo Ly one or in 2

n ad hoc

group,

11. The Budget Bureau s a back-up staff, For routine; o yjpreliminary, or depth

) o

staff-work that his White Eouse aides COLU not fake on, ROOSov 1t ysually looked to the




(o3l

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
¥ s UAE ’ :

een as near to full effectiveness as in his time,




APPENDIX [T

ROSSEVELT’S APPRCACHE TO.
THE BUDGET BUREAU

In Roosevelt’s time, the Executive Cifice of the President was little else excapt

]
=
()
m
1§}
e
o]
<
23
=
o+
L]
D
o]
(@]
ry
i
i
(]
g
o
(@]
-
o
w
g
I~
()
6]
oo
I
i
Pars
)

s his source oi staff assistance in preparing

accordingly, Its carcer staff was smz2ll, dull, conscientious, ;_1ma0‘ native, But by

1936, FDR’s experience had made him sympatl etlc to the point of view expressed by

his Commitiee on Administrative Management: That the budget prceess—as a st rearm
of actions with deadlines sttached—gave him uneouaD ed opportunities to get his hards

<

n key decisions about cerating 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

in his

mvo‘v‘rg both the substance and financing ci proposals, which the BU"CQJ has continued

ever since and wn_ch since Rosenman’s time, has been linked closely to the White House

In 1636 Rcosevelt mmoved the Burezau from Trea w“y into his Executive Cifice, At

the same time, ke appoizted a2 new Budget Director, Zarcld Smith, and backed a ten-

bl

fcld increase in the Bureau’s career staif, iIn the five years after 1937

-

built from 40 to 480, roughly its present size, Smith
iold, First, he en arge:l the number, raised the caliber and cut the paper-worx of cud-

fre men wio did detailed reviews of departmental pudgets, Second, hie

£
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.

work in terms of managerial effectiveness, not shear economy. Third, he began rather
covertly to build ancther staff group with a still cmeredt erspective: program-oriented
men, econom« ts for the most part, to r review depart mental work in terms of policy

effectiveness and to provide him special studies on short nctice,

From Smith and frem the staif that Smith was building, FDR sought service of three

sorts: First, he wanted cool, destached apprai £ inancial, managerial, and pro-
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grarm rationality in departmental bucget plans and legislative programs._ Second, he
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wanted comparabtle appraisals of the
minds of his poli*’;ical and personal associates. Third, he wanted the White House back-

stopped by preliminary and subsidiary staff-work of the sort his cwn aides could no

undertake without forfeiling their availability and flexibility as a small group of gereral-

ists on his immediate business.
All sorts of things now thought to call for special staffs or secretariats, or inter-

agency COITI’T’ILLGQS were once

from an ad hoc working

L

nts by some specialist inside that staff i. The oldest

group drawn out of the cCepartmen
“secretariat” now operziing in the Presidency is the Bureau’s Office of Legislative
Reference which handles the clezrance function., The precurscrs-cof Eisenhower’s pub-
lic works inventories, aviation surveys, ioreign aic rev‘ews and the like, were staif

L3

udies undertaken by thie Bureau in the 1840°s.

K

With such things sought from him, Sinit
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h saw himself as the prospective-

a general-utility “instifutionai” staff, mainly & career group, quite distinct {rom per-

£

sonal aides but tackling in depth, at another level, a range of concernd as wide as theirs,

}.e i 1ed to build and orerate his Bureau accordingly, not as a “budgetl” staff but as a
presmem i2] staff which was organized around the budget pro"esu for the sake both of

convenience and Of oppcriunity.

In Smith’s first years, he freguently came close to giving Roosevelt what the lziter

£

wanted. The coming of the war, however, -.Lerfusted reau staifing, drained awzay

much of its new-found strength and eclipsed tudgeting (along with legislation) as scurces
of key presidential acticns, The course of battle, and of war preduction, and of prices

oy g
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now became the crucial scurces and the Bureau proved 2 far from ideal place for geaeral-

1

purpose staff work orientzd toward those action-forcing processes,

L

As the war drew toward a close , Smith seems to have been planning a new effort to

v .

refurbish xpand 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

A

for necessary staff work under the Full Employment Bill, But Roosevelt died, and the
w

Employment Act as subsequencly passed created a new presidential agency, the Courncil
of Economic Advisers. The thing Smith needed most to re salize his aims and meet
Roosevelt’s wants was a first-rate, well-established group of pregram aides,; orientzd
toward the substance of taL:cy rather than its organization or'i.ts cost, But the groun
he had begun to build by 2545 gradually dispersed in the years after CEA’s creation,

Its successor has yet to be built,
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