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THE PRESIDENCY AND POLICY FORMULATION:
THE JOENSON ¥ASK FORCES

Every modern Presideat since Franklin D. Rdosevelt has nade
impoxtant contrlbutlone o the Presidency and'Lyndon Be Johnson
is no exceptvion. The purpose of this paper is to examine & set
of significant chaages which cccured in the process of formulating
presidential legislative programs in domestic policy areas singied
out by President_Johnson for special. emphasis and attention. While
not revolutionary, the changes constitute a substantial depariture
from past practices, They involve the extensive use Qf White House
tagk forces as a formal means of policy formulation. uHe will analyze

he nature of these changes and some of their counsequences for

national domestic policy-making, focusing on the policy areas of
educavion and hdﬁsins. Ve have based our findings on datve obtained
through ianterviews with éarticipants in the policy process in those

areag,

The Pre-Jdonnson Pathern

Almost every student of Americen government is familiar
with the pre~Jjohuson pattern of'presidential policy formulation
and especially with the development of the Presidentts legislae
tive program. This pattern normally involved the formuiation of.
the legiglative program almosth exclusivély on the basis of proposals
developed by the departments and ééeneies and submitted to the
President through the Bureau of the Budget.z The Bureauv and the
White House staff then anelyzed these proposals and f{rom their

analysis the legislative'brogram emerged, The departments and
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agencies carvied mest of the burden of policy rnnOV“'ioa.B
Prasumadldy the experience and experitise which They posscssed
in their pmc;al areas aloung with a steady Anput lTOﬂ their clientele
groups wovld insure an adegquate flow of new ideas. &1though a few
scholars have_ex ressed uneasiness aboult the dep ence of the Pregi~
dent, the White House staff and the Bureau of the Budget on the

: s : b 4 e g4 AP S e
ageacies for 1deas and information, most political scientists have
P2id little atcemuion ©o The operational consequences of this pat-
tern, Some partiCipants in ‘the policy process Within the Exscutive
oY ige of uhe Presidenu have contended, however, that this Lradie-
tional paucern has,resulued in the adulteration'of new ideas by
internal bureaucrauzc consideracions and cllentele pressures ex~-
exrted vhrough the agencles. The result théy argue; has been a
tendency BO»repeat pronosals until they eventual?y are’ a&op sed
or until the famionale for them has long dlsapnearcd. This they
have ooncludea, has neant a deartha of imaginetion 1n agency~or1enbed
vroposals which tend to be remedial and incremenval rather then
- broadly innovative., As Phillip S. Hughes of the Bureau of the
Budget sumwarized this point of view:

<+ .. The routine way to develop & legislative program hes

been to ask Lae deparbmeuus to generate proposals. KEach

agency sends its ldeas through channels, which means

that the ideas are limited by the imagination of the

old-line agencies. They tend to be repetitive-«the

sare proposals year after year. When the ideas of the

different agencies reach the departmental level, all

kinds of objections are raised, especially objections

that new notions may somchow infringe on the rights of

some other agency in the department. By the time a

egislative p“opc:al'u¢oa & departaoent recaches the
“es;d°nt. its a pre Tty well-compromised product°5

2 pe

>
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A partiel departure from the pattern of debenacnoe on the
bureaucracy for new legislative proposals occured in the Kennedy
Adﬁinistration. Upon returaing his parLy :§ office afcc eight
years of. Republican rule, President Kennedy'moved'Quickly £o
establish a legislative program. By the time he was inaugurated;
Kennedy had-odmmisSioned 29'task’fdrces‘in-Varioué:areas of foreign
and domestic policy and 24 of them hed reporived back To. h;m.6. The ==
task_force reporus served Yo collate Tor the new»Admlnlsuration
some of the nation's best Cthinking on the ccxtxcal problems COon
fronu;ng_zu.‘ ”hegxﬁgded the new President. 1n formulabxng hise
program. 'Subsequent publication of the reports emsbled them %o
provide & ready reference for policy prOposals for 1ndiv:duals
and groups inside and outside of the governmenta.“uhale noesv of
Kenneay@S'leg;slative proposals were scaled down"ffdm:the broad
gcope of the task‘force'recommendations;‘the'thrust.and direction:
of the reportsvsurvived.

Although-%he pre~inaungural task forces were'an'important 1w
movation, they were not to be repeated. Kemnedy did experiment
Wwith ocher varievions of the task force, homevef. The pre-~inaugural
task forces composed largely of outside ‘eXPervs gave way to 1nu~a~

governmencal aroups ‘which Kennedy used to deal-: Wich fore;gn policy

criges and domesclc prob’ems on en-ad hoe ba°is.;

The Johnson Pattern

Soon after;Rresident Johnson assumed office,‘heAfaced the
nece ity of aevelop;ng a legislative program which could be

1dentixleu as'hig ownJ' There epparently was a feelipg within

.

o
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thae Wnite House and in the Bureau of the Budget which the Presi-
dent adopted, that such a program was not likely to be developed
on the bagis of proposals subnitted by the departments and agencies,
The need to obtain outslde advice and suggestions was especially
critical in an Administration where most key personnel and the
basic values and'goals'regained unchanged rrom those of its

predecessor.

Early in 1964, a number of President Johnsont!s close ad-
visers incluvding Budget Director Kermithordon, presidential
assistants Bill Moyers and Richard Goodwin and Chairman Walter
Hellef of the Council of Economic Advisers, all of whom were
familiar with the pre-inaugural Kennedy task forces,. sug=
gested that the Presidgnt commission a series of task forces

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

encounfered in the Kennedy task force opération, €.8., Charges
of overrepresentation of intellectuals in Their membership and
of a consequent lack of realism in their proposals which forced
- the Administration to defend their reports even before they had
become the basis for aétion, the Johnson task forces operated
under a cloak of secrecy. The members agreed not to reveal
- their assignments to the press or tp professional associates
and not to disclose the substance of their deliberations or
reﬁorts. The Administration promised to reciprocate.7

The 1964 experience with task force operations was deemed

'
successful and was refined and developed in the following years.
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Under the direction of Special Assistant Joseph A, Califano,
the White House staff assumed the paramount rble in setting
the framework for legislative and administrative policy-making.
As we have observed, policy plenning prior to the Johnson Ade
ministration was primarily a funcéion of the departments and}
agencies with review by tThe White House staff and the Bureau-of
the Budget. President Johnson brought that function more efe
fectively under his Eontrol through the integration of the
task force operation with legislative submissions and budget
review and the creation of a small policy-planning staff under
one of his key assj.stan‘cs.8 The impact of the departments and
agencies in the development of the presidential legislative
program may still have been considerable, but it tended t©o
come more through the participation of their policy-level
personnel in White House meetings where tesk force repores
were evaluaited. A high-ranking officiel in the United States
office of Education (USOE) aclmowledged that in the past few
years "much policy development in education has moved from
here to the White House.ﬁ Similarly, a career official in
the Bureau of the Budget observed that "at the stage of de-
veloping the presidential legislative program, the task force
reports play a more significant role than any documents or
proposals emanating from the agencies."

The agencies proposed & substantial amountlof technical

legislation which corrected defects and filled gaps in existing
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statutes but meny of the most imporitant subsitantive contributions
caﬁe from elsewhere, "The task forces presented us Hith neaty
proposiicions to which we could react," recalled & former Bud~
get Buresu officliel, '"mot the nuts and bolis stuff which we
usually got from the ageuncies." The agencies also made major
contrivuvions Yo public poliey in the course of drafting bills
end implementing programs, but their participation in the fore
nulative stages_was,somewhat reduced during the Johnson Adw
ministration.? _ Perhaps the distinction which should be made
is that task forees and key presidential advzsers operaued ag
& mucih more general level than all but a few top-ranklng agency
personnel, Departmenc and agency personnel uOOk what were often
vague ask xorce ideas and fashioned sPeoific legislatzve proposals
from them. As an HEW official explained, "we had ao come up with /yj/
the conceptlon of the zdea in legislation, uot tasz fqroe rhetoric."

The.prqcasses of policy formulation 1nlthe Exécutive Office

of the President varied widely in the pericd Ffrom 1964 through

. 1968, but a general pavcern appears to have emerged ;n the cycle

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

staff,lo

Each year in late spring, Califano and his assistants
visited a number of major university ceaters thiroughout the.

country in order to glean ideas for new programs. A%t the same

”
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tine, the White House canvassed the Adminisﬁfation for new ideas.
Various officials who were regarded as “"idea men" were invited
to submit proposals on any sﬁbject directly to the White House.
This permitted them to by~-pass normal bureaucratic channels and
departmental and agency hierarchies. For example, sccording to
a White Honse staff member. former.Secretary of Defense McNamara
submnitted over 50 proposals on various domestic problems in one
vear, L

After receiving them, Califano’s assistents prepared
written one~page descriptions. of all the ideas. Thgse "write-
ups" included a "proposal® section which briefly explained the
i&ea, a describtion of the prdblem and its relationship to
on~going progréms and a recommendation for action. Next, these
papers were categorized and a high~level group within the in-
stitutionalized Presidency reviewed them. This group alsoc re-
viewed the reports of previous task forces, presidential com=-
missions and other advisory bedies which were filed during
the course of the previous yeer. In 1967 this group included
Califano, Budget Direcfor Charles Schultze, his deputy Phillip
S. Hughes, Chairman Gardnexr Ackley_of the Council of Econcmic
Advisers, Special Counsel to the President Harry McPherson and
Califeno's staff. Following the review, Califanc and his
asszstants complled a loose leaf‘book in which the'remaining

ideas were grouped by substantive policy areas. The'screening

¥
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group then reconvened for a second examination after which it
sent the book to the President with a cover letter indicating
the areas which it felt required further study; The President
and Califano then reviewed the proposals déciding either to
abandon them, study them furthef or mark them for additional
study if time and étaff were available;

Further dévelopment of the ideas which WereAnot abandoned
occured through refefral to individual consultants or formal
advisory councils, study y departments and agencies, or examin-
ation by task forces. -Reports of individual consultants are not
often made public and their impact is diffioult to assess. Ad-
visory council reports usually are public documehts. Their
influence appears to vary with the reputations of their members,
The quality of their content, and the current political sig- :
nificance of the subject matter. Agency studies also vary
greatly ‘in impact, but generally they can be regarded as con=-
fributing to internal bureaucratic thinking and poliéy develop=-
ment. . .

The.assighment of a task fotce to examine an idea or a set
of related ideas signified that the President and his top ad-
visors regarded the problem as one of considerable significance.
Although task forces did not routinely operate in all of the
Great Society areas, they did function fairly frequeﬂtly. in
1967 a totai of 56 separate task forces ﬁere opérating in various

domestic policy areas. Task force assignments, which varied in

i

L4
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scope and purpose, determined whether théir members would be
drawn from people outside or inside the goVernﬁgnp or from both
groups.

Outside task forces were the primary méans of securing new
ideas for the development of policy. According to participants
on various task forces in education and housing, they received
broad directives which accorded them maximum f;eedom to come
forth with ideas., "The Pfesident," observed a high;réﬁking
presidential staff member," wants their Judgment on substance--
not po;itical feasibility." '

There was some adjustment in the functions of outside
task forces after 1964, 1In the words of one participant, the
1964 task forces were "happehings." President Johnson used the
1964 task forces as a@lhoc devices to develop_proposals which
almost immediately became part of his 1eg;slative program, .By
1966 the task forces were a normel and rather ;Iaborate aspect
of the operationé of the Presidency. The President began to use
them to take a long-range view of major policy areas and problems
as well as to develop/?gﬁzdiate legislative proposals. He and
his staff took stéps to institutionalize the task force‘opera-
tion by integfating it Witpithe highly structufedaénd formal
budget review process. 2r :

As compared to outside task forces, inside, or interagency
task forces functioned more to 6oordinate agency approaches and

to obtain some measure of interagency agreement in areas of

dispute. Inside task forces also provided agencies with a
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review _

vehicle for a broad /of. the reports of outside ‘task forces.
While interagency'grqups may have generated’some“new proposals,
their major puroose was to provide the Piesident with a coordinated
overview of 1uncc;onal mroblems Lh“t cuu across deparcmenual and
agency lines. and to suggest alternative SOlUClOﬁSgﬁO them. An
important~asp§ct of this coordinating function;ofV#heainteragency
task fofdeé'ﬁaé”té‘conduct a "detailed priqing;qggjéf¥§ll proposals.®
Members of inside 'task forces usually inCIudéd repféséﬁtqtives qf
the Bureau of thé Budget and'Califano’s staff ahd agency heads or
departmental assistant secretaries. ‘ : ' |

© Task forces did not displace bhau older and 'more famlllar
advisory mechanism, the public study commission, some of whlch are
actually authorized by Congress (e.g.. the Douglas Qommiss1on in
housing). President Johnson employed é number of public conm-
missions including the Kaiser'Committee, the gginéman Commission
on income_maintenance;,the Crime Commission, and the Kerner Com-
mission. Public commissiéns can, as cynics have suggested,
give the illusion that something is being done to attack a pfoblem.'
Establishing a commission is é séfe response~~it is action yet
at the same time it disturbs none .of thé very real political ;
opposition which would emerge if substantive action were attempted.ll
The impact of the report of a pubiic commission is likely to be
tﬁrough its educational effect on public opin;on rather than
éhrough direct transletion into the Administration?s policy pro=-
posals. Occasionally when the President has complete confidence

in the comnission chairman and stays in close contact with him,
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the report may have a direct impact on Administration policy.
This was the case with the Kaise;.Commiftee (President’s Committee
on Urban Housing) in 1967-1968;

Public commissions can alsc function to develop support
for the Administration. By establishing representative groups
and then exposing their deliberations and their reports to public
attention, it is ﬁossible to develop support for the recommendaiions.
The consensus~building functions of public commissions are no &oubt
advantageous, but the problem associated with ﬁheir ﬁse is that
reports and rec0mmendétions which are at all innovative tend to
be "controversial" and hence an embarrassment to the White House.

The noncommltal response of President Johnson to uhe report of the

- Kerner Commission (President’s Commission on Civil Disorders) in

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

‘dent Humphrey and Secfetary of Health, Education and Welfare Cohen

illustrate the risks involved in creating public commissionse~-they
may file reporﬁs and. make recomumendations which'place the Adminise
tration in a less'than fa#orablellight. Noxr are public commissions
likely to serve as souvces of information or new ideas. -According
to one of our respondents, "the basic ideas in,the.Kerﬁer réport
came to us at leasgt two  years ago in various task fordé reports.t

Fur thermore, most task force reporbs are likelv co undergo more

.intensive scrutiny than that accorded the reports of public con-

missions.
Once the task forces’ had written their reports, they'submi%ted

Them to the President and deposited them with the Bureau of the
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Budget. Usually, outside task forces reported.dueing the fall.
The Bureau cof the Budget and the relevant aepa*“ments and agencies
(if the latter were consulied as they freqqently but not always
were) forwarded their comments directly to the White House,

Following the initial evaluation, the White House staff,
under Califanot!s direction, took the lead in winnowing down
‘tesk force proposals. (If, in the case of an outside task force
reporv, it appeared that an interagency task force should be
created, that decision was made by Califano, the Budget Director,
the Chaifman.oiﬂthe Council of Economic Advisers and the appro~-
priate department and agency heads).  In a series of White House
meetings; department and agency heads and their top assistants,
representatives of the Bureau of the Budget;s examininé divisions
and of the Council of Economic Advisers and members of Califanols
staff,examineﬁ all task force reportis, The purpose of
these meétings was o secure agreemént on:major arecas of concexrn
and proposed courses of'action. The partioipants received ¢on~
tinuous'directioﬁ from1thefPresident as ©o his prioritiés.
After: much discussion and bargaln .ng,. they developed a proposed
1eg;slat;vv program Whlch was prosented to the President who
then made '.“ ‘1 ’ fznal dcc1s10ns on ita

Tne prooess of developlng presndennlal 1eg:s¢aulve pPrograms
in domeSulc pollcy areas SSuabllohed under the Johnson Administra- .
tion occured 1n a more or less. orderly i emporal sequence. (See
Figure 1).° Ic can best be dGSOLLb€d as an irregulaxr but aexinlte

pattern which was fairly well systematized.,
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Figure 1
Sequence of Events in Preparing the Legislative Program:

The Johnson Administration

Idea Gathexring: Internal Appoint~ Receipt and White Prepar-
Visits to uni~ discus- nent of review of Hecuse ation of
versities; conw= sions of cutside tGask force reotings nessages
tacts with outw ideas task repoxris .
side experts gathered forces ' : Final Introduc—-
and "idea men® Agency . Presie vion of
in government » Submlse= dential bills
: sions decisions

on the

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

Taglk Force Operations

In ovder to provide & more detailed piQture of the task force
operation, we have analyzed some of thése.whigh'have operated in
the areas of education and housing.‘ wé.have been able to éxamine
carefully.certain aspects of the fask fofces including the selec~
tion of members, the methods of operatioh, staffing and'the evalu~
ation of task forcelreports; We studied the major task forces
and public commissions in housing and education from 1964 through
mid~1968. These includéd: ' ’

In education; A sk

1964 Gerdner® Task Force

1966 Early Childhood Task Force
1967 Friday Task Force

1967 Interagency Task Force

*By populaf convention, oUtside task forces and public commisSe
slons are usvally refered to by the name of the chairman.
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And, in housings;

1964 Woeod Task Force

. 1965 Wood Task Force

1966 Ylvisaker Tesk PForce
1667 - Interagency Task Force

1967~68 Kaiser Committee

Membhershio Selection.

The President and his top policy edvisers usually selected
the members of outside task forces., The selection process
. operated quite informallf. The White House staff, the Bureau
of the'Bu&get, the Council of Economic Advisers in the case of
nousing, and the 0Office of Science and Technology in the case of
education, and in éome cases the councerned department or agency,
suggested prospective nembers. The White House staff, principally
Califano and his assistaats, took the iegd in screening the initial
m;nablons. " Then the President approved the final choices, some;'
%2:%/&} times adding names and perhaps deleting o»hers. In 1965, fo:
//7Vexamnle, President Johnson added the names of Senator Abrehen
AN Ribicoff and Edgar Kailser to the Wood %task force. The scceptance
ypfﬂ" rate fox invitations to serve was high, especially among academicSe
W/ﬁ7 : According to one White H§use staff membér, “only three or four out
// of some 250 /Bcademics/ have refused to serve, In reality, aca=
( f; demics are anxious to be able to report privately to the Presi-
| dent their views in critical poliey areas and to dé so with no
1 holds barred.®
The criteria employed in selecting members of outside task
forces iendéd to vary with the mission of the task force. Many

of our respondents emphasized the importance of independence of
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viewpoint. In language resembling that which Neustadt uses in

; RE R | :
Presgidential Powexr, 2 White House staff member commented that

nghe President has to have advice Trom someone wWho knows the
right answers and who has no'political axe to grind." On the
other hand, persons known to hold supposedly “"radical!" points
of view were not likely to be included. A participant in the
selection of members for some of tne housing task forces recalled
that nthe nemes were selected on the basis of a kind of coumen
sense soundness. We would not have picked & Michael Haxringiton,
for example., We looked for people who had written with perspecs=
tive and reasomable freshness and who haven't been in the Govcern-
ment for sevexral years," ‘ |

The membership of outside task forces was not as carefully

15(See Table 1)
/ However,

balanced as that of public commissions tends to be.
since task forces contributed to policy formulation and the Presi-
dent wanted politically saleable policieé° their represgntative-
ness became a facﬁor in selecting membeirs, espcially when the
objective was to survey a policy area and come up.quickly

with new lesis;ative proposals. If a task force réport was
unanimous, a supporting coalition representing most of The major
elements in American society wquld‘already have been constructed.
Thus, the housiug tesk forces in 1964 and 1965 were more or less
representative of interests in that area, Also, some of the tradie
tional cliéntele groups in the education “"establishment", the Council
of Chief State School Officers and the American ASsociaticn of Schooi
Adnministrators, were répyesented on the 1964 and 1967.task.forces.
However, that representation was more apparent thén real since the
task force members belonging to those groups tended to be ‘quite ine-

dependent of the *"establishment."
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Table 1.

Representation on Outside Task Forces

Education
State and College Collége Business Foundation Other
Local Adminis- Profes- Officials
Officials trators sors
1964 3 3 e 2 S 1
1967 2 gt 3 0 | ;! i
Housing
State and College Business .Labor Civil Interest Other
Local Adminis~ Rights Groups-in
Officials trators & Groups . Housing
; -Professors
1964 3 6 ' 0 0 0 : 3
1965 2 HESE | s } 2} % | a0 2
1967 2 : 5 0 =y s ! S 1
1967% 1 v 10 3 X 2 | 0

*Kaiser Committee
Not infrequgntly Federal ofticiais served on an outside
task force. In 1964 the Commissioner of Education, Ffancis
Keppel, was an ex officioc mewber of the Gardner task force and
in 1965 Budgét Directof Kermit Gordon and Senator Ribicoff served
on the housing task force. In 196?, Secretary Gardner, Commissioner.
Howe and a few other HEW officials sat with the Friday task force on
a number of occasions. Perhaps what is mosﬁ striking about the
outside task force is‘the(extent'to which academically based per-
~ sons were oveirepresented in their memberships. This is particularl&
apparent when the housing task forces are compared with the Kaiser

Committee.
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In'selecting members of oulside task forces 2 conscious
atfempt was mede to avoid overfepresentation of tiaditional
clisntele groups such és the National Associaftion of Hoﬁsing and
'Bedevelopment Officialé,'the Nationai Educatioﬁ Association and

. the American Council on.Education.. These groups had traditionally
worked‘with and through the departments and agencies in formulating
‘and developing policy. Once the agency role in 1n1t¢ating policy
began to decllne as a consequence of the task force operation,
the access of the clientele groups to the ceatral polmcy»makers
also tegan to fall. These groups respondea to thezr loss of efw=
fective access by crthQLZLng the task forces-
The task forces represent the worst form of
.intellectual and educational elitism. They are
based on the implicit assumption that the edue
cation assoc;abions are incapabdble of any sort

of. creaozve or iannovative thought.

A representative of a higher
education association,

Tne education task forces.included:nohwloyalist.repre~
senuaulves of the so=called “establishment® such as a chief Su”“
-school offilcer and a bigwcity school superintendent,?ggey were
weighted in favor of academicians. Given their fundamental pure
- pose, to generate new 1ideas, this was not surprising. Education
iéla policy area invwhich there is wide agreement that serious

problems exist, but great uncertainty and disagreement over apw

propriate solutions te them. In‘housing; hovever, task forees

. A
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tended to be more iepresentative of the various interests involved.,
Unlike education, housing is an‘area in‘whichi the number of
possible solutlons is limited and disagreements are usvally
over matters of technique rathexr then fundamental differences
of philosophy.

Representative task forces and particularly the public comw
missions also have the added benefit, for the Administration,
of co-opting;relatively powerful but éséentially conservative
elements of society for social problem-solving. As a key presi=
dential adviser volunteered:

We try to bring some of these elements in to, in
effecty, co~opt them. We rudb their noses in the problem
and bring them along with the solutions., Hell, sone
of them have never seen slums before. We take Them
to the ghettos and they are amazed that such things

can exist. It's surprising how radical some of then
become., '

Procedures and Staffing.

The operating precedures of the outside task forces in.educa—
tion.and housing followed 2 similar pattern. Generally,,the task
forces commenced with from oné to three meetinssls ét which the
membeis, in the cburse of reacting %o one or two broad position
papers, renged over the entire subject. Dﬁring.the opening sesw
s8ions, the task.forces idéntified areas for future study and
commissioned additional position papers. The significande of
the pepers is that they provided the basis for initisl dise |
cussions at task force segsibns; After a few mbre meetings,

either the staff'or é_task'force.member, usually the chairman,
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prepared tentative drafts of various sections of tﬁe task force
reports. PFurther discussions focﬁsed on these drafts and the
task forces began to move toward a consensus regarding their
recommendations and reports. ' :

The task forces do not appear to have used formal votes to
reach their decisions, but rather the mode of decision was to
bargain back and forth uantil they reached'agreement. When men-
bers raised strong objections, efforts were made to satisfy them.
According to one participrant, the prevailing deéisional norn
established was 6ne of acquiescence~-"if the resf of you agree,
then I won't make a fuss.” In some cases, however, dissident
members refused to yield as when Whitney Young of the Urban
League opposed shifting community action programs from the
Office of Economic Opportunity to HUD in 1965, becausé the
Negro‘community was suspicious of HUD. As this‘examplé
suggests, the members do represent their institﬁtioﬁal affiliations
during task force or commission'deliberations. Indeed, a staff
mémber of one.task force commented, '"The members not only ace
tually @o speak in terms of the interests of that sector of
society froh which they are appointed, but in mgny.cases, they
perceive their role on the taék‘foéce as doing éxactly that.?

The sécrecy of the task force operation was perhaps one .
of its most manifest characteristics. One task force staff
ﬁember told us: 4 4

Our task force was a C.I.A.~type operation, I,p:
felt very odd about it. We were not sure about what
should be said and what shouldn®t be said. There.

o

Reproduced at the Richard Nixon Presidential Library and MUseum




v

was no name on our door f{or the task force. The

tagk force starll director simply had his own name

on the doox. Papers were put under lock and key

every evening.
These remarks were notl atypical of comments msde by people who
were intimately involved in the task force operation. In the

eyes of the President and his staff secrecy was the raison dSetre

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

17

associated with that form of advisory organization. Secrecy
aléo meant that precise representatiocnal balanqing of task

force membership was not required. The President could appoint

{ members to maximize the range of available experts rather than

to balance interesis. Or, he would "stack" the membership so as fo
produce é'predetermined result. Seérecy also enabled'the'rresident
to ignore those task force reports whiéh did not fall.wiﬁhin
the limits 6f what he considered possible to accomplish. Recom~
mendations could be adopted or rejected without having to ex-
pend energy and political resources defending the cheocices that
were made. The renge of options was not only maximized, it was
kept open Tor a longer period of time and at very little political
cost. Thus, the secrecy of the réﬁorts prevented opposition from
developing to task force.proposals until & much later stage in the
policy process. '

' Perhaps the\pfincipéi differences between task forces in

their operations lie in the roles played by their staffs. We
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found almost unanimous agreenent that a competent scafi is
essentlal to sueodssful task force operation. Generally they
were staffed with personnel from the Executive Office of the
President, from,varicus_agencies, or from outside goverﬁmen’bo
The Bureau of the Budget hed primary :esponeibility for staffing
the 1964 houSing and the three education task forces. The edu~
cation task forces eléo had staff assistance ffom'the Office of
Science and Technology, the National Sclence Foundation, the
Office of hducation, the Office of Economic Opporbuni»y and
the National Instltutes of Healtn. Jsually Lhe execuuive
director of the task force devoted full time %o s»af; work and
other individuale were "borrowed" on & partebime ba31sq The
executive directors of.the education tesk fcrces and the first
hcusing,task force were Budget édreau officials. 2They:éssumed
responeibility fcr recruiting other staff members who came from
within uhe Executive Office and the agencies. .

Starting in 1965, housing task forces cperaued with pro~
fessional staffs more responsible_to the White House. The ex-
‘clusion of the Budget'Bureau from & major staffingdrcle in Chis
area was epparently e conseduende of the feeling in the White
- House that finsncial conservatism on the part of the staff of
the 1964 task force was responsible for an overly cautious and
somewhat unimaginaulve reporv in ccntrasc° uhe Budget Bureau
officiels who served as staff direct tors for education task
forces tended to prod them to be morc‘ ventuxescme and dnnova-

tive %than they'might have beén otherwise.
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The White Hduse assigned a staff member to act &8s liaison
to every task force., This lislson man p;ayed a major role if
legislative proﬁosals were expecﬁed from the task forcé. This
occured when Richard Goodwin sat with the 1964 education task
force and in 1965 when Harry McPherson was a vigorous particlipant
in the deliberations of the Wood task force. The function of
the liaison man with subsequent task forces, however, was mainly
to represént the task force to the President and to convey his
wishes to it through Speciel Assistant Califsno. The Bureau of
the Budget also maintained liaison with the task forces, pri-
marily to keep them advised of the existence and nature ofon-
going Federal prograns. when & Budget Bureau official served
as a staff direétor. he automatically provided this liaison.
Moreover, Budget Bureau’liaison men assumed an important role
in thé_operatioﬁs'of outside task forces. This occured in 1967
when the task forces were asked to make projections at alterna=-
tive budgetary-leielé. thus assigning priorities to their
proposaléo.

The departments and agencies, HUD and its predecessor the
'Housing and Home Finance Agency (HHFA) and HEW and USOE played
an ambiguous role in the opeiations ?f outgide task forces.
Since the manifest intent of outside task forces was to bypass
the departmehts and agencies as major instruments of policy
formulation, their officials tended to distrust task forces
and to denigratve theif s{gnif;cance. Thus, & HUﬁ official

disdainfully.observed, "I think the task forces have done an

Reproduced at the RichardNixon Presidential Library and Museum



S2%

editing job that hasn®t been done elecwhere and litile more,"

‘secret that they dontt really peollinate anything."
in 1964¢ BPEA through Morton Schusshein was acuively involved
in the work of the outside task force, i In spite of this liaison,
however, the agendy.reaoted negatively to many portibns of the
tagk force report. Apparently this was not apprediated.at the
White Houseijﬁor aftefwérd the agency was almoét'gompletely X~
cluded from thé ac£1vities of outside task forcesQ. By mid~1966
outside task rorces in housing operated within the framework of
che Executzve Office, but beyond the scope of dlrecu bureaucratic
influence. In-;nteragency task forces, nowever, the depar'ment
was likely to dominate the proceedings. One partzcxpant in the
Wwork of the 1967 housing 1nteragency task force remarked, tinter-
agency task forces,often reflect Lhe lead agencyts legislavive
program. Last fall HUD did all the staff work and [Secretary/
Weaver ohalredt. The report would have been about the same had iv
simply come out of HUD without the.participation'Sf'other agencies.”
in educatlong_the situation was somewhat differehﬁ. Francis
Keppel partioipaﬁgd actively in the Gardaer task’f&rce'which largely
approved'hisnideas énd he supported its recommenﬁaﬁions, Since he
was the head of the agency, no one down the 11ne 1n the U.S, O0ffice
of Educatﬁon could officially react negatively to the report.- There
were some USOE dfficials, however, who informallyfopposed the
Elementary and'éecondary Education Act and the main recommendas
tions of. the task force. This apparently is Whatlgausgd a former
Budget Bureau of ficlal to remark that "the_old~liné OE bureaucrats
trged to sabotage'the Gardner Task Férde repor*‘"” HEW and USOE

offlcials continued, however, to sit with subsequent task forces and
1967 interagency
Commissxoner Howe was the key figure in the Work of »he/nask fovce.

/
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-

“he evaluntion of the reporis of outside tozk lorces was a

.

ible and scwewhat unstructured process. After being sent to
the Drosident ond deposnited with the Budget Bureau!s Office of
Legislative Reference, the reports went to the Ruresu's examrining
divisions, other units in the Executive Office and the agencies
for coument. The role of the agencies in evaluation was minor,
hovever, when compared with that of the Bureau of the Budget

and the White House staff. Significantly, the same personnel
from the Bureau and the White House who served on task force
staffs and sat with them as liaison men were usually involved

in evaluating the reports. One Budget Bureau official recalled
that while "I leaned overbackward to be fair, I did feel like

I was meeting myself coming back.”

This dual role of the Bureau of the Budget end the White
House staff produced & measure of governmental, but non-agency,
input to tﬁe iask forces. It meant that their reports had an
Execuﬁive Office.bias which was not openly acknowledged. One
departmental official charged that "there is an incestuous re=
lationship between the task forces on the one hand and the
Budget Bureau and the White House on the other." (Presumably
the repoirts are the offspring of the incestuous unionst) The
Bureau was aware of the duvality of ivs role and the problems
inherent in it. As one of its offioiéls said, "we are involved
&t the Bureau with task forces as participants and as critics.
We have To be a force for sifting out the most workable pro—-
posals." But the dual role was perplexing and frustraﬁing for

”
those outside the decisional process in the Executive Office
who were alfected by its actions.

The exteat of the evaluation accorded the reports depended,
at least in part, on the closeness with which the White House
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and the Burcau of the Budgét followed the procecedings of the
task force end the confidence which the President had in ics
members. The report of the 1965 Wood tagk force, for example,
nrEerTant relatively little review, In.most cases; however,
there was extenslve review of the reports followed by a_series
of Whité_House neetings. .

When"an outside task force report was found to be of little
immediate value, the White House sometimes commissioned an ine
teragency task force to develop 1egislative propeosals. This
apparently happened in 1967 when the Friday and Ylvisaker re~
poxrts were followed by the‘éreation of interagency task forces
in education and houéing, both of which had a2 major impact on

the development of 1968 legislation in those areas.

Agency Reactions.

‘We have already observed that the reaction of'mény"departmental
and agency officials to the role of ocutside task forcés_in 5
policy formulation was substantially negativeu _The principal
objection was to the secrecy which surrounded-the.wo;k of the
task forces and the substance of their reﬁorts.a While most
officials recognized the rationale for secrecy, they,felt that
it had bonséquences which were adverse to their ini:erests° One
frequent complaint wes that the reporits tended to become standards
for presidential evaluation of program perfbrmance, bﬁt that

program administrators lacked access to them. According to a
. 1 2 ’ .

USOE progran officials

)

J/

e
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The taslk force reports are textnal exegeses

used by those who have occess to them. It 13 sssumed

n the higher echelons that the task force position is

correct., The problem for us iz that our periormence

i8 evaluated in bterms of the objectives set in the re-

Torts, but we do not have adequate access to them.

There is litile question that the independent expert advice
and suggestlions obtained from the task forces proved highly
valuable to the Jonnson Administration in charting its general
policy courses, But the Administration also recognized, epparently,

i /
that there are limits to the degree to which the President can and
should insulate himself from agency influence in policy formulae
tion. The expanded use after 1964 of interagency task forces as
vehicles for legislative program development represented an effort
to ilnvolve tThe agencigs more effectively in Executive Office policy
development, to ease agency resentments toward the use of outside
task forces, and to promote interagency cooperation in complex
polioy-areas like housing and education. This form of participation
enabled the Administration to secure agency support end commitument

to its proposals withbut having to;;yield to agency domination of

their substance.

dmpact on Policy.

{t is, of course, impessible to measure direétly the inpact
wnich task fdrce;reports have had-én public policy. _Our'research
suggests, however,vthét in meny cases the bas;q.goncépts of President
Johnson's iegislativeiprograniwere in large part shaped by tésk
force recommendations. It does not appear to be mére_coincidence
that a sizeablé number.of?task\force proposals‘ultipétely became
& pert of the Administration’s progrem and were enacted, with

amendments, by Congress. Specificelly, the rent supplement
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program authorized by Congress in 1965 was the major recomnendation
of the 1964 Wood Gask force; aﬁd, the model cities progrem enacted

in 1966 was the major proposal of the 1965 Wood task force. One
.of the major innovative programs authorized in the Elementery and
Secondary Education Act of 1965, Title III, clearly originatved

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

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

the Administrationts 1968 education bills, The muted impact of the

Friday tesk force réport can be explained in pert by its focus
on leng-range rather than immediate problems and by the con-
straints which the Vietnam war imposed on the political and
budgetary situations. The 1966 Ylvissker task force also had
1ittle direct impact on policy because its recommendations
were "too radical® and because its predecessors had been quite
productive in terms of legislative”accompiishments. As one
White House stafl member remarked:
The Tivisaker report hed 1little policy impact,
partly because it was the third in a row and the
first two had set policy. Actually it served as a

basis for the Kerner Commission report in that it
chenged tThe framework from urbanism to racism. But,

)
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T admit, that observation is mostly hindsight. We

didn*? see the report as terribly important when it

came in.,

Task force reports can also have & major impact through
edninistrative actions as well as through incorporation in the
President®s legislative program. For exemple, the 1966 Early
Childhood task force recommended changes in Federal welfare regu=~
lations which were subseduently adopted by the agencies involved.
In additiono the péssibility of task force recommendations be~
coming Administration policy is enhanced if 2 key task'force
participant becomes a membeerf the Administratlon.lia This, -of

course, occured in the cases of John Gardner whb became'Secrem
. tary of HEW and Robert Woed, who served as Undersecretary of HUD.

As one agencyfofficial observed:

Because they wrote the reports they are more
iikely to take up the cudgels for tTthe task
force proposals than someone else would be.,
HYhat they cant't get through legislation, they
are likely to push for through administrative
changese.

Appraisal and Prospects

Through the employment of secret White House task forces,
the Johnson Administration developed a substaﬁtially altered
pattern of poliéy formuvlation and 1egiélative program develop=
nent. The extensive, though ée;ective. use of groups of outsgide
experts to identifly probiems and issues and generate new ideas
and approaches coupled with the frequent use of inters
_agenc} task-forces.to teéper the recommendations of the oute
siders with pragﬁatic considerations Wére-the basic changes. Through

them the Administration sought to expand the process of policy
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foraulation dbeyond traditional reliance on the bureaucracy to
develop most new policy proposalsg. The changes may constitute
another phase in the institutioﬁalization of'the Presidenqy,19 but
they'were not so highly routinized that they becane permanent White
House routines, Given The still highly personalized nature of the
Presidency, it is by no means certain that processes within the
framework of presidential activity that involve policy formula-
tion cen be quickly and indelibly institutionalized. Rather,
institutionalization is a continuous and gradual process.

While manifegting distinctly identifiable patterns, the operaw

2 :
JPJ/Jtions of the task forces were highly flexible and adaptable to presi-

dential requirements. There are signs, however, that the

f flexibility and adaptebility of the task forces, at least in

housing and education, had begun %o decline as their operaw
tions became increasingly systematized and that they were
tending to become elaborate instruments of incremental adjuste-

ment rather than catalytic agents of change. The problem is

. That a leadership technique~~and that is what the task foxrce

operation is~~designed to produce policy inmnovation worked so
well initially that overuse may have rendered‘it_counterpr6~
ductive., After all, the écope for oreative policy 1eadership ;s
linmited by circumstantial factors and even the most® éffective
techniques can work successfully only part of the tinme.

It also appears to us that although the task forces were

an important procedural innovation, the substantive innovationszo

in policy for which they- have been responsible ére'considerably
less than their advocates in the Johnson Adﬁinistration
heve claimed. As a Budget Bureau officiel acknowledged,

"task forces fail as innovators...All they do is
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pull together existing things instead of coming up with new
ideas."® A stalf member of za housing tnsk force egreed: "We
didn?t really come up with any innovations, nor were we particu-
lexly creative;" AIt does seem that the task forces which had
the greatest immediate impact on legislation recommended programns

. appropriately political rather than
which could more / be characterized as/intellectual breakthroughs.
" For example, the rent supplement idea had been circulating for
several years, The HHFA was experimenting with méjor elemnents
of the model cities approach before the task force proposed it,
at least

and/three of the five substantive titles of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act, including the all~important Title I
providing‘for massive aid to disadvantaged children, were prie
Amérily the products of other forces in the education policy
systen. :

Furthermore, to the extent that task forces vere made Iep=-
resentative through their membership, tendencies toward innovaw
tion may have been mitigated., This appears likely since conw
sensus was the fundamental decision-making rule and final‘agreea
ment tended to represent comproﬁise rather than creative thinking}
As one higheranking official in the Executive Office admitted;h
"it is true tThat with so many interests involved the result is,
in some sense, the lowest common denominator.®

However, because task forces may not have been quite as ine
novative (in the sense that no one had thought of their
recommendations before) af their proponents claimed does not

mean that essentially the same courses of action would have

)
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been followed had they not been used. The idees which they
promoted may not have been emntirely new, but they were not yet
embodied in presidential -policiés nor, in most cases were they
supported by the bureaucracy. Without outside task fovces it
~is not likely that Uhe supplementary educational centers and
regional education laboratories or the reat supplements and
model cities programs would have been pushed by thelAdministra-
tion and authorized by Congress at the time and form that they
were., DBut more important than the immediate legislative cone
sequences are the longwrange effects of the task force process.
They provide a'means of maintaining a steady input of ideas
new.to the thought processes of high~leve1 bolicyemakers.
Unfortunately the consequences of this phenomenon cannot be

measured, but its significance is manifest,

On bélance;*, we believe That the task Torce operation was a
significant contribution to presidential policy leadership.’ Many
Johnson Administrative officlials who served in the Executive Office
of the President view the task force operatidn‘as a major ine
stitutional contribution. Whether it will survive is an open
question. Much depends on future Presgidents; their personalities,
their attitudes toward the necessity Tor policy innovation and
the extent to which they euploy secrecy and surprise as elements
of tTheir 1eadership styles. The task force operation was peculiarly

suited to the leadership style of Lyndon B. Johnson. It fitted
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nicely with his often repeated emphasis on the need for a partner-

e

ship between the public and private sector Sy his life-long instinct

R
-~

for decision~making on the basis of consensus, and his preoccupa-

tion with sc-:crecy.z:L Viewed in another way, it was a good example
of what Theodore Lowi has celled "interest group liberalism," a

phenomenon which Lowi feels has come increasingly to characterize

22

American politics in the 1960%s, Interest group 1iberali§g_is a

philosophy which specifies that leading societal interests should
all be represented in the interior processes of poliey formulation..
Future Presidents are likely to utilize those features of the

task force operation which they find compatible with their own

styles and are appropriate to their policy obézi::::f;cg%nrinnovad“~~
tion~minded President would find—secret—outsid Fees to be.

most useful for purposes of broad policy planning. In this con-
text, he cbuld_employ fhem to identify problems, pinpoint issues
and suggest altéfhapive golutions to them. It is likely that these
task forces Would~dev;I0p\fS?e new ideas independently, but more
importantly they would function to collate and bring to the atten~
tlon of the President and other top\pol;cy—makers inmnovative and
creative chinklng done elsewhere. 0;\\he\83\:r hand, such a Presi-

dent could not expect them regularly to devel the specifics of

proposed legislation. He could more appropriately agsign thatv

function to interagency task forces working in conjunctivy with
policy planners in the departments and agencies. The Presid

would also find that outside tésk~forces are more suitable tThan
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public comE} gions Yor reaching out and acquiring fresh ideas

They do not tend to be as coneerned with the

dalancing of societal interests as commissions, by their wvery

nature, must;be. Correspondingly., however.'commissioné are more

appropriave for developing a\consensus behind a set of policy

_“Evbmmendatxons,}—~ﬁ :

In determining whether to employ outside task forces in the
processes of deiCy formulation, the President ﬁho.ié intent on
innovation must asses the costs and gains associated with their
use. In.addition.to«being a most promising means of'generating
new ideas, cutside task forces will affonihim a zaximun range of
cptions which can be kept open over a long perlod of time with a

. minimum of energy required to defend his choices., The pr;ncipal

e e e s e

-—

bureaucracy anq amgng powerful clientele groups. These costs can
be reduced somewhat by balancing interests in selecting task force:
members, thus rendering them somewhat more like public commissions,
and by reliance on interagency task forces to wreview outside task
force recommendations and to take the lead in developing specific
legislative proposals. To the extent that the President takes
These counter-measures, however, he risks losing some  of the pow
tential gaing to be derived from thé use of outside task forces.
Unfortunately, our information is not sufficient and measuring
instruments lack the precision to permit a more_derinitive assess-
ment of éuch‘costs and ga}na.' Whatever the goals of future Presi-

dents, it is certainly expected. that they will examine carefully
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the uses of preaidential task forces during the Johnson Presidency
and taat some elements of the task force operation will become

permanently lunstitutionalized,

5

”
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Footnotes
AT RO S AN\ & T & T, ey

liue obtained our data in the course of conducting more compires
hensive studies of the Federal policy-making processes in the areas
of housing and education. We selected those areas because, as major
sectors of Presidentts Johnsonts Great Society, substanitial redige
tributive poliicies have been enacted withia them since 1965, (The
distinction between regulatory, distributive and redistributive
policies is Theodore J. Lowi's. See "American Business, Public
Policy, Case~-Studies and Political Theory," World Politics, 16
(196%). Redistributive policies have broad impact, produce con-
siderable conflict and tension &and can result in altered relaition-
ships between the Presidency, the bureaucracy and clientele groups.

A comparigon of our initial findings suggested Turther exam—
ination of the proocess of formulating the President’s legislative
program and of President Johnsonts use of task forces.

OQur respondents, for this phase:of the study, included five
members of the White House staff, seven Bureau of the Budget ofw
ficials, and 32 department and agency officials and task force
participants, ‘

2Tne best description of this process and its developuent to
vhe point of almost total dependence on agency submission of proposals
- by the early years of the Eisenhower Administration is Richard E.
Neustadt, "The Presidency and Legislation: Plaming the Presidentis
Progrem, American Political Science Review, 49 (1955) pp. 980-1018.
See also Neustadtis "The Presidency and Legisiation: The Growth of
Central Clearance," Ibid., 48 {1954) pp. 641-670."

The classilc studies of the Presidency have not examined ia any
detail the process of presidential policy formuletion, See, for
example, Edward S. Corwin, The President: Office and Powers, 4th
ed., {New York: New York University Press, 1957) Chapcer VII;
and, E. Pendelton Herring, Presidentcial Leadership (New York:

Farrar and Rinehart, Inc., 1940). HOWever, more recent instituw

' tional analyses have begun to do so. See Joseph E. Kallenbach,
The American Chief Executive {(New York; Harper and Row, 1966)

PD. 3Uiw3il; and, Louis W. Koenig, The Chief Execuviive (New York;
Harcourt, Brace and World, 1964) pp. 166~183. . -

o IR Leefer e ngn e LUl 4
See J, &ipéer Freeman, "The Bureaucracy -in Pressure Politics,"
The Amnals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science,

Vol, 319 (1958) pp. 1iwl9.

qArthur W. Maas, "In Accord with the Progrzm of the President "
in Carl J, Friedrich, ed., Public Policy. Vol. & (1953) ppo 79~
' 93. HMaas stated that the President needed staff in addition %o
The Bureau of the Budget "to meet the ‘need for rositive origina-
tion at the center of broad . . . objectives! and policies so
that adequate ?*leadersphip and direction? are given to the develop~
ment of /his/ program."

: 5Quoted in William E. Leuchtenberg, "The Genesis of the Great
Society," The Reporter, April 21, 1966, PP. 36-39,
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6Sae Avthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., A Thousand Davs: Johm P,
Kenmedy in the White House (New York: ~[awcett WOrld Librarys
1967) pp. 148~-154, Texts of the reports appear in New

Frontiers of the Kemned: Adminivtraulon (Wash1ngton~ Public
ATTairs Press, 1961). _

7For an account of the establishment of the task forcz2s in
1964 and their role in developing the legislative program of the
Great Society, see W, E. Leucntenberg. op. clt.

°A sharp differentiation of the functions of policy-planning
and legislative liaison has occured on the White House staff
with the policy~planners enjoying greater influence and status.
See Thomas E. Cronin, "The Presidency and Education," Phi Delta
Kannen, February. 1968, pp. 295-299,

9uov‘s Koenigts prediction, made in 1964 at the outset of the
Johnmson Presidency, that the White Houvse staff would play a re-
duced and the old~line departments a greater role in policy~
formulation has not proved correct. The reverse has occured.
On. cit., pp. 182~183, : ' '

; 103h; g description is based on our interviews. See also the
description of the preparation of the 1968 State of the Union
nessage in “Formulating Presidential Program is Long Process,”
Conzressional Quarterly Weekly Report, January 26, 1968,

PP. LIl~lll:,

llSae Elizabeth Brenner Drew, "On Gﬁving Onseself a Hotfoot:
Government by Commission." Atlentic, Vol., 221, May, 1968, pp. 45«
49. In her berbed though highly percepitive arclcle. she lists
several usés of public commissions including: +to postpone action

.yet be justified in insisting that you are at work on the problem;

to act as a ngatniﬂg rod, drawing political heat away from the
White House; and to inves tigate, lay to resuarumors and convince
the public o? the validity of a particular set of facts.

A highly placed official on the White House staff commented
that “"there's a hell of a lot of truth to some of the things in
Drew?s article. However, in some cases we do expect new and
important things to come out of public commissions."

7
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12
Ci'. Daniel.Bell, ""Goveinmentc by Commisslon." The Public
Tnhe‘”ﬁsb, No. 3 (1966) ]Pp. 3"'9.

—e e mEE Sy

AN
*oe sey usvally becouse the entire process of policy Formulaw-
vion is ”Wa\“ble and somewhat unstructured. What happens in eny
given case mway be and often is dependent on ideosyncratic personal
and situatiocnal variables. There is a great temptation for the
political analystc To impose a more rational orxdexr on the patteras

of the governuental procesgs than may be empirically justified.

See James M. Burns, Presidential Government (Beoston: Houghton
Mifflin Co., 1966) p. 143. Burns cites the highly relevanit cci-
ments of Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., based on his experiences in

the White House during the Kenmnedy Administration: "Nothing in

my recent experience has been more chastening than the attempt ©To
peauhrate into the process of decision. I shudder a little when

I think how confidently I have analyzed decisions in the ages of
Jackson and Roosevelt. traced influences, assigned motives, evaluated
roles, allocated responsibilities and. in shorit, transormed a dise
dishevelled and murky evolubion into & tidy and ordered trans-
action. The sad fact is that, in wany cases, the basic evidence

for the historiants reconstruction of the really hard cases does

not exist-w~and the evidence that it does is often incomplete,
misleading cr erronecous.! From "The Historian and History,"

Fereisn Affairs. Vol. 41 (April. 1963) pp. 491497,

N

1’*}2o E. Neustadt, Presidential Power (New York: John Wiley &
Sons, 1960, passin.

15Drew criticizes the balancing of interests on public conm~
missions on the ground that it tends to immobilize them. 0, ¢it.,
D. 47. Bell is more sympathetic toward the represenua tional

aspects of commissions, 0p. Cit.. P 7.

1°These meetings, which usuelly lasted for one or TwWo days,
were held on a monthly or bimont hly besis.

1/See Drew, QOp. cit,

. lSThere was & consideveble difference of opinion among our
respondents regerding the impact of the Gardner task force on
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Those individuals
who commented from the perspective of tThe bureaucracy=~USOE-HEW=~
asserted that aside from Title III, the task force functioned
only to crystalize ideas that had been circulating for some time
and to legitimize policy plenning done elsewhere in the educa-
tional policy-making system. On the other hand, observers in -
the Executive Office of the President claimed that Title IV, and
to 2 considerable éxtent Title I, owed their exzistence to the
task force. VWhile it is- not possible to measure the amount of
variance in policy for which the task force accounted, it seens
clear that it was & variable of considerable significance., Ses
Stephen K. Bailey and Edith K. Mosher, ESEA: The 0ffice of Hducaw
tion Administers a Law (Syracuse: Syracuse Universitly Press, 1968)
PDe 39=H2,
On the difficulty of tracing the origins of new policies, see
Adam Yarmolinsky, "Ideas into Programs," The Public Interest No. 2

(1966) pp. 70=77.
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Q
1’Cfa Lester G. Seligman, “"Presidential Leadership: The
Tmner Circle snd Institutionalization,® Jouznel of Politics,
VOlo 18 (1956)9 pp. u10~426.

onhe provlen of defining innovatlion is a familiar one which
does not lend itself to any easy solution. As we view it, policy
innovation includes the concepilion: of ideas as well as giving sube~
stance and form to them. Cf. Victor A, Thompson, "Bureaucracy
and Inmnovation, Administrative Science Quarterly., Vol. 10,
(June, 1.965) pp. 1-20. Thompson defines innovatlion as "the gen~
eration,acceptance, and implementation of new ideas, products or
services.™

21See Rowlend Evens and Robert Novak, Lyndon B. Johnson:
The Brxercige of Power (New York: New American Library, 1966).

‘2T. Je. Lowi, "The Public Philosophy: ' Interest~Group
Liberalism,” American Political Science Review, Vol. 61
(1967) pp. 5~24. g O S

g

Reproduced at the Richard Nixon Presidential Library and MUseum



	img001
	img002
	img003
	img004
	img005
	img006
	img007
	img008
	img009
	img010
	img011
	img012
	img013
	img014
	img015
	img016
	img017
	img018
	img019
	img020
	img021
	img022
	img023
	img024
	img025
	img026
	img027
	img028
	img029
	img030
	img031
	img032
	img033
	img034
	img035
	img036
	img037
	img038
	img039



