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progranm authorized by Congress in 1965 was the major recommehdation'
of the 1964 Wood Gask force; aﬁd, the model cities progrem enacied
in 1966 was the major proposal of fhe 1965 Wood task force. One
of the majbr innovative prdgrams,authorized in the Eiementary aqnd -
Seodndary Fducation Act of 1965, Title IIX, clearly originacved
with the 196k Gardrer task force; 8 and, mest of the recommenda-
tions of the 1966 Early Childhood task force were adopied, although
~at lower funding levels than those the task force recoumended,

Not all task force reports, however, automatically became part
of the President?s legislative program. For example, only a few
recommendations of the 1967 Friday task force, priacipally the
Networks fof Knowledge and the Partnership for Learning and Earning
proposals, &ppeared in President Johnson®s 1968 education nessage or

the Administrationts 1968 education bills, The muted impact of the

Friday tesk force réport cen be explained in pert by its focus
on longarange ratherthén immediate problems and by the con-.
straints which the Vietnam war impqsed on the political and
budgetary situatlons. The 1966'21visaker task force also had
1ittle direct impact on policy because its recommendations

vere "too mradical® and because its predecessors had been quite
vprbductive in terms of 1egislgtivemaccompiishments. As one
White House stafll member reﬁarked:

The Zivisaker report had 1little policy impact,
partly becauvuse iv was the third in a row and the
firgt two had set policy., Actually it sexved as a
basis for The Kerner Commission report in that it
chenged the framework from urbanism to raclisme. Buv,
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I sdmit, that observation ig mostly hindsight. We

didn®t see the report as Lcrribly important when it

CO.mn, 11,

Task force reports con also have & major impact throuzh
edmninisvrative actions as well as fLhrough incorporation in the
Presideant®s legislative program. For exomple, the 1966 Early
Childhood tvask force recomménded chenges in PFedersl welfare recgu-
-lations which were sﬁbseduently adopted by the agenciés tavolved .
In addi’cion0 the péssibility of task foirce recomuendalbions be-~
coning Administration policy is enhanced if 2 key t&sk'foroe
- participant becomes & newber of the Adminis"crationf3 ihis, -of
course, occured in the cases of John Gsidner who became'Sedren
. tary of LEU and Robert Wood, who served as Undersecretary of HUD.

AsS one agency official observed::

Because LheJ wrote the reports they are nore
ELIOLJ to take up the cudgels for che task
force nroposals than scmeone else would be.
that they cantt get tarough legislation, they
are likely to push for uhrovan administrat iVb
changesa

Apnraisal and PfOopOC“@ . B

Throﬁgh the employment of secret White House task forces,
the Johnzon Administration developed a substaﬁt;ally altered
pattern of policy formulation and_legiélative-program develop=
menv. The extensive, though éelective, use of groups of outside
experts to identifly prbbiems and issues and generate new ideas
end approaches coupled<witn the frequeﬁt use'bf interf‘
_ageno&_taskiforces.to_teéper the recommendetions of:the oug=
siders with pragﬁatic considerations wére-thé basio changes. Through'
them the Administfation sought‘to éxpand the progess‘of.policy

14 . N
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fcvﬂnlnti$n beyond Uradltlonal rellance on the bpureauvcracy to
develop most new policy proposals. The changes may constituvite
anothexr phase in the institutioﬁalization of'tho Presidenqy,l9 but
they'were not 80 hignly routinized: that they becamne permanent White
House routines, - Given the still highly persbnalized navure of the
Presidency, it is by no means certain that processes withia the
framework of presidential activity that involve policy formula—
tion can.be'quickly and indelibly institutionalized, Rather,
instvitutionalization is a continuous and gradval prodess.“

While ménifesting distinetly idéntifiable patterns, the opera~
tions of the.task forces were highly flexible and adaptable to_preéi—

dential requirementvs. There are signs, however, that the

flezibility and adaptability pf‘the taék forces, at least in
housging aﬁd:education, had bvegun o depline‘aé their'oPera;
‘tions became incressingly systematized énd that they wexe
\ tending ©to become elaboratve instruments of lncremental adjuste
mént rather thag catalytic égenté'of change. The problem is
. that a léadership techniquew~-and that is what the task force
operation is--designed to produce policy imovation worked so
well initially that overuse wmay have reﬁdered.it_counterpréw
duCtive; After all, the scope for oreative policy 1eadership ;s
limited by circumstantial factors and even the most éffective
techniques can work successfully ouly part of the time.
It also appears tb'us that althoggh the task'forces-were

A . 3 . . - . " . - 20
an important procedural innovation, the substantive innovatiions

. in policy for which theys have been responsible are considerably
less than their advocates in the Johnson Administration
heve claimed. As a Budget Bureaun official acknowledged,

- nask forces fail as innovators...All they do is

4
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pull Together ciisting things instead of coming Lp WLth new

ideas A 3talsd wenber of s bousing tagle force agreed: "We

,‘
P
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o
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aally Come up with any innovatlons, nor were we particu-~

al

lerly creative." It does seem that the task forces which had

the greatest imnedlave Lmpact on legislation recomuended proglrains
. appropriately political rather than

“whieh could more / be cheracterized as/intellectual breakihrougis.

For ezmample, the rent supolement ildea had been circulating for

several years, the HHFA wag experimenting with major elements .

of tne 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 tThe all~important Title I

providing for massive aid to disadvantaged children, were prie

-marily the products of other forces in the education policy

system.

Furthermere, to the extent that task forces viere nade repQ-
resentative through their membership, tendencles toward innovaw
tion may have been mitigeated., This appears likely since con~
sensus was the fundamental decision-making rule and final agreew
ment tended to repryesent compiomise rather than creative thinkinég
As one higheranking official in thé Executvive Office admittedgh
it is true that with so many inberesis involved the result is,
in some sense, the lowest common denominator.!

However, because task forces mey not have been quite as inw
hoVative (in the sense that no one had thoughtv of their
recommenﬁatibna before) as thelr propounents claimed does not

Id . .,
mean that essentially the same courses of actvion would have

Yo
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been followea hed they not been used. The ideas which they
promoted may not have been entireliy new, but they were noc yet
enbedied in presidential -policiés nor, in wost éases were they

supporited by the bureaucracy. Without outside task fovces it

~is not likely tThat the supplementary educational centers and

regional education laboratories or the rent‘supplemehts and
model éities programs would have been pushed_by the.Administra»
tion and eauthorized by Congraess at the time and form that they
were., Bubt more imporﬁant tihan the immediate legislative con—.
sequences are the iongwrange effects of the task forée process.

They provide a means of m&intainling a steady input of ideas

new to the thought processes of highw~level policyw-makers,

T~ag

Unfortunately the conseguences of this pheaomenon cannot be

measured, but its significance is manifest,

on bélanceg?f we pelieve tThat the task force operation Was &
significant contributlion to presidential policy leadership. Many
Johnson Administrative officials who served in the Executive foice
of the President wiew the task force operatidn'as a major ine
seitutional oonffibutiono Whether it will survive ls aan open
Question° Much depends on fﬁture”Presidents; thelr personalicics,
their attitudes toward the necessity for policy innovation and
the extent to-which they employ secrecy and surprise as alements
of their leadership stylés. The task force operation was péculiarly
svited to tThe 1eadership sﬁylé of Lyndon B. thnsqn§ It fitted

(Y
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nicely with his often repeated emphasis oa the need for a paritner-

B

I4

his life-long instinct

7
—

—

ship between the public and private sectors

v

for decision-making on the basls of consensus, snd his preoccupa~
tion with secreoy.21 Viewed in another_way; it was a good exzample’
of what Theodore Lowi has called "inmterest group liberalism," a
phenomenon wnich Lowl feels has come increasingly to characterize

22

American politics in the 1960%s. Interest group liberalism is a

pnllosophy which specifies that leading societal interests should
all be represenved in the interior processes of policy'formulation.‘

Future Presidents are likely to utilize those Teatures of the
task force opefation which they find compatible with their own

styles and are appropriate to their policy objectives. [ﬂ nova¥"-

——— —

tion-minded President would Tind secret—outside—tasi—foTcees to be.
wost useful for purposes of bread policy plamning. In this con-
text, he cbuld\employ them to identify problems, pinpoint issues
and suggest altéfnapiye golutions tTo them. It is likely that these
task foxces would-devéiop some new idees independently, but more
importantly.they would function to collate and bring to the atten~
tion of the Presidént and other top\pplicyémakers innovatiﬁe and
creative thinking done elsewhere. On ﬁhe\giiérvhand, such & Presi=-
dent could not expect them regularly to develop\gﬁfaépeoifios of

proposed legislation. He could more appropriavely sign thav

°

policy planners in the departments and agencies. The Presid

‘would also find that outside task forces are more suivable tvhan

~
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public coma} sions Tor ranshing out and acquiring f{reah ideas

hey do not tend to be as conecerned with the

. .
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valancing of societval interests as commissions, by their very

masure, mustjbe“ Correspondingly, however,'cgmmissioné are wore

appropriatve lor developing a\gonsensus behind & set of policy

. —‘FéCbmmendqtiohs;}'
In'determinihg“whethef to employ oatside'tgskffdrces in the

'processes'of’péiicy formulation, the Presidenﬁ ﬁhé.ié intent on
vinnovatibh_mugt,asses the costs end gains associated wiﬁh their
‘use. In addition to boing a'most_promising neans of gemerating

new ideas; dﬁﬁé1de task forces Will'affonih1m a_méximum range of

- options ﬁﬁich can be kept open over a long periQ& of time with a

mininum of engrgy,raqtired to deYend his ohoices,{'Thévpfincipal'

O -

costs are the resentuments which the task forceg engender in the

——

bureaycracy and among powerful clientele‘groups°  These cests can
be reduced somewhat by balencing interests in seleciing task force:
memberso thus réndering them somewhat'more-like publio_commissions,
and by reliance'on'ihteragency.task forces to,revieﬁ 6utside task
force recommen&atidns and to take the lead in deﬁelopiug specitic
legiglative proposals. To therextent that the President takes
Thage counter*ﬁeasures, however, he risks losing some of the pow-
tential gaing to be derived fromvthé use of oubside task forces.
Unforsunately, oux information is not sufficient and measuring
instruments lack the precision ©o permit'a'moreAdefinitivé assessg-
meat of éuch‘c¢sts and gains,’ Whatever the goals of future Presi-

dents, it is certainly expected. that they will examine carefully
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thae aaseg o prco::mm\i::i.-\:l. task fovees during the Johnson Pregidency
eénd that sowme elements of the task force operation wWill become

permanently lastitutionalized,

.
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Footnokes

liie obtained our data in the course of conducting NOre Compirce
hensive stvdiecs of tvhe Federal policy-making processes in the areas
of housing and education. We selected those areas because, as major
sectors of Presidentts Johnsonis Great Society, substantial redig-
tributive policies have been enacted withia thom since 1965, (The
~dlstinction between regulaitory, Alstribuvive and redistributive
pollcies is Theodorxe J. LoWwils. See Y“American Business. Public
Policy, Case-Stuvdies and Politvical Theory," Horld Poliivics, 16
(L96%), Redistributive policies have broad impact, produce con-
siderable cenflict and tension &nd cen result in alvered relavion-
ships belween the Presidency, the burecauvcracy and clientele groupsSe.

A comparigon oFf our inilvial findings suggesitecd Turther exan-
inatioa of the prooess of formulatliag the President?s legislative
progrem and of Pxesident Johnsonts use of task forces..

Qur vrespondents, fox this pnase:of the study, included five
members of the White House stafly, sevea Bureau of thie Budget ofw
ficials, end 32 department and agenoy officials and task force
participancs, -

ZThe best aebcrlptlon of this process and its developmonc o
the point of almost total dependence on agency submission of proposals
. by the early years of the Eisenhower Aduinistration 18 Richard E.
Neustadt, "The Presidoncy end Leglslation: Plamiing thne Presidentis
PToOgTram, Americanwgollbxcal Scicnce Review. 49 {(1955) pp. 980-1018.
See also Neuscadol g "lpe Presidency and LeglslgtLOH. The Groweth of -
Central Clearance," Inid., %8 {1954) pp. 6U41~670. "

The classlc studies of the Presidency have not examined ia any
detail the process of presidentisl policy formuletion. See, for
example, Edward S. Corwin, The Pregident; Office and PoVers, Lth
ed., {New York: New York Universicy PresSS. 1957) Chanuer ViI;
and, E. Pendelton Herring, Presideniial Leadership (Ncw York:

Farrar and Rinehart, Inc., 7910), However, more ryecent Instituw
tional anslyses have begun to do so. See Joseph Ba Kallenbach,

The Americen Chief Execupive {Now York: Harper and Row, 1966)

PDe S4lwsils end, Louils W, Koenig, The Chief EFGODoIVC (New York:;
Harcourt, Brace and Woxrld, 1964) pp. 166~l83. :

» - : .
3°ec Je -leé/' Freeman, "The Bu:eauc“acy in PfeS°ure Politics,®
The Aﬂnaﬂs of the American Aoaoomz_pf Doli»ica]“and SOGJPl Science,

VOJ.Q 319 \1958) Ppn . l"’-Lgu

Arthur W, Maas, "In Accord with the Program of -the FPresident,!
in Carl J. Friedrich, ed., Public Policy. Vol. & (1953) pp. 79~
93, laas stated that the D“L°ld0nu needed staff in addibion to
- the Bureau of the Budget "to meet the ‘need for positive origina-
tion ai the center of broad . . . objectives?! and policies so
thet adequate ‘leadersiip and direction? are given to the develop-
ment of éh&a/ program.”

5@uoued in William E. Leuchtenberg, "The Genvsis of the Greab
Society," The Reporter, April 21, 1966, pp. 36~39.
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Kennedy in the White House (Wew York: ~Fawcets World oncafj,
1087 Y PP, 148 T8, eRts Tor LhC reporits appear in New
Froutiexrs of the Kennedy Admlnﬁ travion (wash;ngtou. “Public

AFTRiTsSTess, 1961) .

Foxr an account of the oscabtl hman of the task forcza 1n
Y oand thelr wole in developing wvhe legislative progran of the
Socliety, see W, E. Leucntenberg. opR. cltT.

I

Yp ¢ narp differentiation of the functions of policy-rnlanning

nd 19;131 veive liaison has ocecured on the White House scaflil

Wluh the policy~planners enjoying greater influence and status.
See Thowas B, Cronin, "The Presidency and haucatlon," Phi Delta
Kavpan. Pebruary. 1968, pp. 295-299.

9Lov*q Kocnists prediction, wade in 1964 at the outsew of the
Johnson Presidency. that the White Houvse staff would play a re-
duced end the o]a»llne departments a greater role ia policy-~
formulation has not proved correct. The reverse has occured.
O0. Cifes DD 182*1839 : '

L0ghig dCbC?lPth) is based on our interviews. See also the
escription of the preparation of the 1968 State of the Unlon
12ssage in “TFormulating Presidentiel Program is Loang Process,
“g@g?ev"* al Quarterly Weekly Report, Januvary 26, 1968,
rp. L1 llk»

11Soe Elizabetvh Brenneir Drew, "On Giving Onscself a Hotfoost:
GOVG“WMOf by Commission." Ablsntic, Vol., 221, MHay, 1968, op. 45«
49, In her barbed thouva highly perceptive arcicle, she lists
several-uses of public commissions including: to postpone action

oy it o

!

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

To ect as a lightning rod, draewing political heat awaj'from the
White House; and to investigate, lay ©o rest, rumors and convince
the public of the Va1101LJ of & pax ciculer set of facts,

A highly placed official on the Wnite House staff commented
that vthere’s a hell of a lot of truth o some of the things in
Drewis article. IHowever, in some cases we do expect new and
“lmportant things to come out of public commissions."

of ' '


http:Govel'l".~!l~l:f.lt
http:t:Fol"8L1.1a
http:influ~n.ce

~-57 -

(R . - b ;
CI. Deniel. Bell, ”Covc cowent by Commisslon," The Public

B L U T TR ey

Inkercsi. No. 3 (1946) pp. 3-9.

TR

e oy asually bec2use the entire process of policy Tormula-
Lo g flaxidle and somewhat uhow-aOuu"“d Wihat hoppens in eny
riven oas osyncratic personal

WS oy be and often iz dependent on ide
tunational variables. Fhere -is & great temptation for the
al enalyse Vo lmpose & nore rational ordexr on the patterns
or the &o wernnvﬁtcl process than MQJ b“ cmplirically Jjustified,
1es M. Durns, Presidenii opent (Boston: {ou“auon
Mif{lin Co., 1966) p. 1&3. the highly relevani ccii-
menvs of Avtnu- M, bcnlcu“nuow JYa, based on hig experiences in
he White House during bno Kenuedy Administroaticn: “Nothing in
ny recent experience las veen wnore chastening thaun The attempt To
pe aewrate lnto the px oc‘ss of deo: 3ionte I shudder a littie when
I vhink how confidently I heve annlyzed decisions in the GQOS of
Jackson aud Roosevelt. traced :nflnenccs, asgssigned motives, vcluated
rolen, allocoated responsibllities end. in shoxrt. L“onenxxvd o Qise
iehewelled and murky evolulion into & tidy and ordered LransSe
&bTLOuo Tne sad Tact 18 that, in weny cases, tThe basic evidence
fTor the hisvoriants reconstructlon of the really hard cases does
notv existv-~and vhe esvidence that it does is often incomplete,
misleading o7 erroncons.t From "The Historlan and History,!.
Foreien Affairs, Vol. 41 {(April. 1963) pp. %91-497.

14Eu F. Neustadi, Presidential Power (New York: Jola Wiley &

L

Sons, 19 60, £agsin.

: 153 ~e eriticizes the kalancing of interests on public con~
nissions on 'he srovnd that i¥ tends to immobilize them. 0p. Cit.,
V. 47, Bell is woxre sympathetic towesrd the represenuau;onal

~aspects of commlssicns, Qp. Cils: Do 7o :

y
10nese meetings, which usuelly lasted for one or two days,
were held on & monthly or bimenthly bvesis. :
L7 5% '
Sce Drew, 9p. Cit.
‘ 18”h@wp was & congidervaple difference of op¢n10ﬂ apong our
" respondents regarding the impact of the Gardner task force on
the Dlceuentvary and Secondary BEducatlion fAct. Those individuels
who commented Trom bthe perspective of the bureaucracy-~US0L~HEW--
asserved that aside Trom Title III, the task force funetioned
only Lo crysvalize ideas that hed been cirvculatving for some time

Cand to legitimize policy plemning done elsewhere in the educa=

blOﬁul policy-making systeum. OCn the other hand, observers in-
vhe Executive Office of the President claimed that Title IV, and

TO & consider eo'e extent Title I, owed tvheir ezistence to the
tasik forece. While it is-not possible To measure the amount of
vazlaace in poLwcy for which the taslk force accounted, it secens

cleexr that it was a variable of considerable significance. Ses
Steohen K. Bailey and BEdith K. Mosher, ESEA: The Qffice of Hducow
Llion Administers a Law (Syvacuse: Smfacuae Uﬂ&VGLSLbJ Press, 196u)
PP 39-L2, ' -
On the dilfficvlcy of tracing the origins of new policiles, see
Adain Yarmolinsgky, “Ideas into Programs," The Public Interest No. 2
(L966) pp. 70-77. = = J '
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r G, Seligman, Y"Presidential Leadership: The
d Inetitutionalization,m Journal of Pollilcs,
e PP u’J.O-' 26, .

ZCTxe provlen of defining innovation is a Xamiliar one which
does anol lepnd itsell to any easy solution. As we view 1T, policy
inaovation includes the coacepition” of ideas ag well as giving sube
stance and form to thems CF. Vicvor A, Thompson, "Luroauoraoy
and Imnovhtlon, é&m&x;“xfzk;23m§9'eﬂ°0 Quarierly, Vol. 10,

(June, 1.965) pp. 1-20. Thonpson defines innovablion as "the gen-
“fﬁboOﬂ,ooco\Jance, and implementatvion of new ideag, products ozr

services.!t

)

“1Qee Rovwlend Evens and Robert Novak, Lyndon B. Johnson:
greise of Power (New Yorlk: New American Librarys, L1966).

The o
2T~ J. Lowi, “"The Public Philosophy: ' InteresteGroup
Liberalism," American Polnoical Science Review, Vol. 61
{1967) pp. 5-2.L&
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MEMORANDUM

December 4, 1968

TO: BRYCE HARLOW
FROM: BOB HALDEMAN
RE: TASK FORCE REPORTS

Based on the general discussion at this morning's meeting, I
would streongly suggest that we go ahead with plans for each task
force, or group of task forces, to be prepared to have its progress
report meeting here at the Pierre Hotel. We should start with

the first one as soon as possible after December 10th,

In each individual case I would suggest that the task force submit

its report in writing to.your review committee, or to the President,
via your review committee, and that the entire group plan to meet
here at the Pierre approximately four days after the written report

is in hand., The first part of the meeting would be with the full

review committee and concerned cabinet officers as well as concerned
members of Congress, This would be a private, closed meeting, but
the fact that it was being held would be announced. The chairman of
the task force would then come upstairs, meet briefly with the Presi~
dent, and then escort the President down to the group meeting where
he, RN, would have an opportunity briefly to thank the members of
the group for their fine work and possibly to discuss a particular point
or two of the report with them,

The press would be permitted to come in at this time, for pictures only.
Following this session, the chairman of the task force should be made
available to the press to answer questions regarding the general content
of the report.

It would be understood, of course, that the task force continue with iss
work, perhaps with some modification of membership, and that it would
be used as Dr, Burns suggested, to review questions as they arise in the
particular field,

Hopefully, these sessions would be scheduled at fedrly frequent intervals,
even two or three a day, from December |0th through December 20th.

It would be helpful if as many of the reports as possible would be in
prior to Christmas. With regard to RN's schedule, it should be noted
that from the 21st on, he will be involved in the wedding and Christmas
vacation,



Bryce Harlow 2=

Then, shortly after the first of the year, the balance of the reports
could be handled in the same fashion. Perhaps around January 10th,
with the hope that all the work would be in by that time, the dinner
for all task forces and the cabinet officers could be held at the Plaza

as was suggested.

It is going to be difficult to get this process in motion and keep it going
unless we get started quickly, and I think that if the plan outlined above
is not one you want to follow, we should get an alternative plan developed
right away, and get something started.



