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‘ The following observations and recommenda**ono are one man's

opinions for a more effective functioning of ‘certain major elements of

.é the Executive Branch of the Government I readily acknowledge that B

u -~

\ 3
But

\
there are more uaYS\lESf\iif to look at or solve most proble'1 .
i there is substantial agreement'

as to the present one being addressed
' by even more notable experts that the-p*oblems are as defined nerein-
'and thaf the general directlon of solutlon is the rignt one.' In fact
'emany such thoughte of others nave been examinedrand_a numberj |

eynthesized into this proposal..“
' BACKGROUND AND THE PROBLEM .. . 7 W

-/'.'

The iunction of government has 51gn1ficangly changed over *he

'.,",ast 35 years. In \'ays we need not enwwrate, it has beco-ne hig}ﬂj

- Mactivist.'" 'In domes tic ma**ers particu1arly, it'is ex pected not only

'-to_pass laws'to maintain a tranquil environment but to “get thinaa

~

-~ done." The env1ronment in which the governncnt 1s ex pected to iunction .

welE o

pace, scale and comp1ex1ty of the p*esent is not reverSible.

v,

‘_Yet governmental 1nstitutions, generally, are woofully behind in
"adapting to the times. ”Getting things done'!' is not just p0331ng laws
g T e ™ e e st ,ﬂ~.-..__~.___._._____~__ o i

.or a approprlating money. It is nanaging°
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Get?ing things done in today'“ env1ronment requ1res management of
the highest order and excellence - management abTe to multlply its

”e_effectivenes thousands of fold by working throug% prop°r1y conetrucLed

‘nd rontrolled organizau.ona] syt-tems which allor acco-nplwshnent fully

eyond the time capac1 cy of the 1ndiv1dval 1eade* evenh while coniorning

to and fulfilling his values and goals, .

iﬁ;i{v_w".f ’ . S i & - 7“.:1 .;-': i j . /¢¢&/;“q-&’;

has alco dranatically changed largely during the 1ast«25 yeare. VThe i>'51
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Anulogous to a symphony orchestra,.it is not possible merely to
bring togeth?r in government many inaividgol soloist ''stars', leave
.them alone, and expect a good performance, The conductor must apply
his special skills, techniques, capabilities, even style of "management''
to truly realize the potenfial of the aggregated stars. In governmertal
foreign affairs, fhe conductor (President) can assure coherenc%'ohd
unification by his personal involvement and also can perform the dual
role of personally playing some of the pa;soges himself, because they
can be properly played solo -- tet-a-tete with pergonal foreign
counterparts., Iﬁ domestic affairs, this is virtually impossible, Tﬁe
millions of citizens to be affected by Présidentiol policy can only be
reached fhrough subordinate o%gqnizations and the effecti&e and unified
leadership of them. Furthermore, the many departments invochd, and the
multi-faceted programs to achieve domestic goals, preclude the same .
.ers-onal role of the President in domestic affairs as he plays in forcigﬁ
ones. The President cannot and should not also be,the "domestic desk

officer.,"

Management in.fhe modern sense is ﬁot‘complétcly new in govern-
ment, It has been introduced info the Defense Depdrtment. Putting
aside any controversy over individual issue questions, DOD clearly has
developed techniques for establishing unified and cohesive goals,
objectives and programs -- gearing to them the means fo% carrying then
out, Before that, the means (A;my, Navy or Air Force), or more CXplicitly
the medium (land, sea or air) substonfiolly influenc?d the determination
of programs and even objectives and goals., It is only partly exagqerated

" to observe that the ''model' of the next war for which each Service was

"tcpqring was built from the point of view of the means employed by that
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Service, more thaq\a broader view of the complete threat.

8 N .
‘ Cohesiveness of concept and goal orientation does not effectively

exist with regard to our domestic programs. Just as the separate (and

L

regretably sometimes competing) services of the Army, Navy, and Air,

Force, precluded the development ofAcﬁ-integrated Defense posture until
the Department of befense was established, so the multiplicit§.of .
independent (conflicting and overlapping) agencieé to deal with our
social problems proﬁideé iﬁeffectuol, ;ét unduly costly, reéults.

Many domestic goals aré Broader'than the résources and authorities

R N T
of one department. Yet, if responsibility for their conception or im-

piemcntation were left to each fragmented department, the charters of
;soﬁe of which are historicﬁlly fqrfﬁ;toﬁs,.thefmeahé>ond écope éf
i ) authofity of'that-depqrtment would limit both the cdpobility and desire
‘ of 'thc.1t départment to think with a bfqéder national view. It is more
J»likély tﬁe‘propoéals proéénfcd will be solgtioqs‘looking for prcblems
‘than visa versa. Departménts hesifaté-to proﬁose programs too‘broadly
for fear thgy may lose éuthon&ty ovefithc.pr;gramé'originufed. Further -
nmore, the pressures by speciai clientele tend to bios.the program
'j recommehdatioﬁé of the morevnafrbwly'dcfined depcrtmcnfs?- Similariy;
1outsidc’input and.innovation are iﬁhibited ds bpteoucratic momen tum
tends to perbétuate the'gtatus quo;
.The Presiacﬁt's domestic program cannot be mercly the additive

sum of department proposals, nor can it be derived by even reacting to

—

 and modifying department programs., Programs as broad as most domestic

ones neced to be conceived with first reference to the President's overall
wv- >
‘value system, not to the narrower value systems of subordinates. (Could

r

we have expected the Army to develop total tactical warfare systems. that
included also significant Navy and Air Force participation? . Lven if they

- .
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of one department. Yet, if responsibility for their conception or im-
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piemcntation were left to each fragmented department, the charters of
:soﬁe of which are historicﬁlly fqrfﬁétoﬁs,.theimcahs>ond>§cope éf
outhofity of fhot'department would limit both the cdpobility and desire
_likély tﬁe.propoﬁals preéenfcd will be solutions looking for problems
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moré, the pressures by speciai clientele tend to bios.the program
recommehdatiohé of the more'ﬁafrbwly'dcfined deportmenfs?- Simi]ariy;
:outside’input and.innovation are iﬁhibited as bpreoucratic momentum
tends to perbétuate the'ﬁtatus quo;
.The Presidcﬁt's domestic program cannot be mercly the additive

sum of department proposals, nor can it be derived by even reacting to

—p

and modifying department programs, Programs as broad as most domestic

ones necd to be conceived with first reference to the President's overall
L - >

r

.value system, not to the narrower value systems of subordinates. (Could

we have expected the Army to develop total tactical warfare systems. that
included also significant Navy and Aixr Force participation? . Lven if they

-



"had,, would the other services have fully participated in their implementa-

-

. tion? The President's office must. lead in thinking and innovation,
= , g

not just‘be responsive,

Then, also, if there is to be a unifying effort for domestic

]

programs, there needs to be a better means for determining whether
————— .

irable at all or what prlorlty will be assigned each

o

programs are des

-

We can't continue with an lappropriations!' mentality where it is pre-

sumed the more money spent the automatically more beneficial the result.,

Some work is now being done to develop cost/benefit thinking for

domestic programs. Such techniques must be further developed ~- subject

to thelr many llmltctlons -= SO that our finite resources available will

be QppllEd to the programs Wth most llkely grcoter beneflts.

_As a result of the proliferation of narrowly conceived programs

subject to no unifying force, overlap, duplication, confusion and

‘conflict is inevitable, I fully realize Congress nust bear a substantial

part of the responsibilities for this condition, but that does not

excuse the Executive Branch from doing everything it can to improve the

matters it controls. In fact, there is current Congressional activity
o e s = o

o

~directed toward reassessment of domestic programs in light of their

cost/benefit effectiveness, and priorities, as well as matters of
S __,.——«'-mu- (/;_ -

"Eyecutive Branch functioning and organization.

o

Along with the proliferution, the outgoing Administration, has,

ny its promises largely incorporated inte legislation, already extracted

muzh of the publlc relations and political value out of the domestic

,rogrom pofentlal It has left bohlnd the requirement to dolLver against

those prom:sps, or to retract them. It also has not constructed
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mechanisms for effective delivery if such is now to be made,

An equally ineffective area of Exccutive Branch res pOnULb ility
b e = — B R BRI A, e 0 e B
is that for program 1mp1emcntatlon.
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If the ‘programs are conceived

narrowly, they are implemented equally narrowly and with little, usually

The proliferation of overlapping and

no, coordination in the field,

Another report

-

conflicting programs and their consequences is notorious.

deals more particularly with this problém area,

It has been said 'why doesn't the Bureau of the Budget resolve

these matters?’ Interestingly, its historical legislative powers cover

a number of these problem areas, Yet, after 40 years of performing its

work a particular way (far short of 1ts leglslatlvc mandate), it has

left a legacy for today's incumbent by whlch his acceptance would be

limited if he suddenly assnmed a new and broader pos ture in Government

affairs. The efforts of the Bu”eau hQVp la gely been conoentrated on

e e e N e aee
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annual budget matters, on reacti ing to departmental submis siona, not on
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program plonning, and it has little cuthority concernwng actlon

vRAcumerey S A I e s I TR U | e g I A e A i I A RIS SR IAA, rart> aT

Also the Bureau's Qaluo rstem 1tsclf has not becen as
’ 5ys .

N s A AT

coordination.
i RS

much one . of perce1v1ng and artlcu atwng national goals and ObjCLilVCS
as onc of budget economizing =~ of making the proposed expenditures’
fit the funds available., - By now, the connotationa that-go with the
name ”Bureau'of the Budget! subsfantially iimit its broadet effective-

ness.

-

with

Then, finally, a main issue is that of viewing the problens
a clear distinction between effectivenoss and efficiency. I'm sure with
reas onable e1fort Governmental e’ pcndluu :es could be reduced by some

nominal percentage by doing government taskslwith greater expertise and

rkexr application, and with special attention to economizing. - Yet,

even larger gains can be achieved by concentration on progran

r
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7 effectiveness -- which program;.shoﬁld be adopted in the first place,
cna how should they be constructed gnd_imp;emented so that the maximun
beneficial results Eon be achieved, Again; the framework to view the
matter is one of result.orientafion, not appropriations or expenditure

.
.

orientation. And to achieve results, organizational effectiveness.is

— e
e e V. — e

even more important than dollar availaebility -- that is, the rational

Nt T R s N i T e Sy, T A P IO N e et S T T
-

system by which authority and responsibility is assigned, coordination

e

is effected, and results are evaluated for continual program and

implementation improvement,

X



.. OBJECTIVES

To overcome the problems enunerated, two basic objectives for

*

-our efforts seem desirable,

1. 1. To establish the means whereby the President can e
O S e s A e S T s e TR A SR LS

e

- e

his own values and goals into a unified and, hopefully, optimizecg,
[ R A A T A S R R AN 51T B N e Al G R NI T Pl
President's program, making full use of the Departmental capabili

e R . -

in doing so but being not limited by their narrower perspectives an

o}

interests.

]

2, To establish the means whereby the most effective implementa-

tion can be accomplished of the programs_undertaken.

Smuacsc,

In establishing a unified program from a broad perspective, not

only can the President escape the limitations of means looking for their
| L . s |
application, but can also make interdepartmental cost/benefit tradeoffs

on a more rational basis, and out of such considerations of alternatives
establish true national priorities of claims against finite resources.

Similarly, he can better mediate the nation's domestic needs in relation

to international and other claims against those same resources. He can

be assured national objectives are oriented to the substance of policy

objectives, not just the costs and their expenditures,

Also, as part of the objeétive of establishing the means for a

President's program, it is essential that substantive, not just toechnical,

input from outside the Executive Depmrtmént get its full wecight or

consideration.

A further objective is to allow the President to have full
control of the initiative on domestic matters as he will have on rforeign

nes ~-- to obviate crises, not just respond to them.. Delibérate emphasis

need be given to longer term goal formulation -- on a national bagis -

A ¢ : sl
- . -



 to have a few experts in the crow's nest while many others are in the

.»englne room. . A |
: An important part of that formulation .of goals is to plan and

N e et St e SN,

ederal

ulated pelicigf regarding the relationship of the F

develop artic
Ay

Government to the States and cities, and to the private sector. These
RGN =

)
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also need to be broadly conceived and applicable across departmental -

lines. Certainly, it would be chaotic if each department devised its

-

- own policies toward State-City-Federal and private sector inter-
. - . ey '

%3

relationships,

From a broader perspective than the present deportmental ones,

the President must be cssurcd his domest:c proglcm translates his values

and goals into an 1nLegrated pvogfam, tradlng off on a notlonal level

'the social, financial, ec0nom1c and p011c1cal factorq -- a program made

best among alternatives,

: ‘up of elements'consistent wi..h each othc 5
commensurate with resources and fitted by priority and phasing wlthln

the total natloﬂal context, including non—domcstic>matters. He must

assure a continuing effort toward program resoorch, developmont

formulation and improvement, not just ' a sporodic one as each year's

budget. request is prepared,

The program planning objectives described above need to be

matched by program accomplishment objeetives. After the program is
determined, and following the funding and legislative functions

erformed by the Bureau of the Budqget, the ”ac%ivist” responsibilities
P Yy get, P

of the Government are ewpectcd to produce results. -In domestic programs,

these are qll in "the flCld” and thus it is dlfflcult to asusure that

what is put into the pipeline in Washington comes out as results at th‘

' '.other end. To achieve results (after the money and legislation is
. q . — ¢

provided) three further management tools need be applied.
G o

.



First, authorities and responsibilities (organization, roles

and missions) for performance must be as rational as possible, and clear,

Second, where more than one authority and responsibility interrelate,
it amt—— n . .
provision need be made for their effective coordination. Third, a

T

.

lfeedback'' and evaluation system is essential not only to provide the

basis for improved implementation (efficiency) of programs, but also
to provide the basis for modifying the programs themselves for improved
effectiveness toward cchievémgnt of th; stated goals, (Clearly, an
evaluation of effectiveness is not justlan audit for efficiency.)
Furthermore, to the extent it will be administration policy to
‘decentralize authorities and responsibilities, it is essential these
management tools be'fuily operative. For, if there is no system for
providing Presidenfici informatibn and ﬁnderstanding nbr for insuring

that policy is carried out, the result is not decentralization but

‘abrogation. D p = e, L '



THE PROPOSAL

. ~ There are many thoughts extant which deal with some or all of

the problems described,

I relegate to. the long. term those solutions suggesting the

consolidation of the many independently reporting (to the President)

functions, Generally, the thinking is that four to six Super-Secretaries,

—

Assistant Presidents or even Vice Presidents (one elected, the others

appointed) would each be directly responsible to the President for major

areas of related activities, e.g. National Security and Foreign Affairs,

——

Domestic Affairs, Economic Affairs, National Resources and Environment,

etc., There is much to be said for this direction of thinking and even

planning, but today's probiems won't wait,

As an_intermediate solution to one major problem arca, proposals

.(or a '"'Super Secretary', encompassing HEW, OEO, HUD, some Labor functions,

e

-and others, are also in vogue,

Instead of these, the proposal herein is one that can be under-

AT e ——Tt £

e
razmem

" taken immediately, probably without any further.legislation; Along

~with the proposal are a number of others which were considered and

rejected as less desirable, However, since the President's own desires

‘and style are important to the success of the proposal, one of the
zlternatives may be more desirable to him.
.The fundamental concepts embodied in the proposal, and

alternatives, are the same:

l. To develop and maintain an inteqgrated President's plan of
i ]

o
5oals, objectives_and programs;
‘ 2. .To recommend the level of Pederal Governmental commitments

23D
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and expenditures necessary to achieve these national goals consistent

with the flnanc1al, econonic, and other pollc1es and conetralnts,

3. To budget the funds required and p*ocecs the necessary

legislative action to implement them;

v~.‘

4, To propose delineations of the responsibilities and autho

within the Executive Branch for achieving the stated objectives;

5. To coordinate matters requiring interdepartmental action;

6. To evaluate both the efficiency with which resources are

employed and the effectiveness with which stated goals and benefits are

achieved, and to use that information to recommend changes and improve-

mentse.

Schemctlcally, these 1nterrelaued functlons can be shown as

follows: 50 & .. .
N A
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} ( ’ . ' Program Program
: . Coordination Evaluation
, —2) | Program | - Program Enabling : .
Plamning — ] (. ety Making —>
; : : [ Sure Measur
VWhat Funds | Legislation | Organizatiorj| it is o iy
To Do : ; . : Done ‘Rcizgt
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R e ST, |
l‘_m_*,“”mﬁm4~l "Feedback' for 1mpbovement _____,lﬁ s =1

The Program Plaonning function would operate not only from

Departmental input. It clso would anficipate and deal with issues for

which there is no natural department, and pazti cueurly would be

——

responsible to have a continuing input from task forces -=- both of
WWWP—V o



f;r

.occomplishod without legislation,

[

those made up_of outsiders and those. f
T s e

departments on

_applicable._

,,unnGCCboory a Hoover Comm1q01on.

.r pon51b111ty would be ma*m.cuned w1th the Pres:Ldent s imprint

“appl

the de~- facto 0peratlons proposed

is to determine immediately how ¢

ormed ad-hoc inside. It would

operate on a continual, not just annual, basis maintaining and

eveloping its ''pipe line' of progroms. The Pr051dent would insert nis

own program ideas into this office for detail staff work toward

development. A longer term, e.g. five year, viewpoint would be a .

responsibility of this office.

The Program Coordination function would not only interrelate =-e

Executive Department activities in Washington, but also should have a
S——————t. 5 T gEEe— T B AT

field force to do so in the field, for the needed coordination among
d to relate to the State and City governments where

Thls ospect of the work would presumqbly be synchro nized

t P A -

with the VlCG re51duﬂ“'s efforts to'ard Lhe same end

u_ _“_.-.-. :
g \

The Executive Orgcnization activ1ty would, in effect make

Instead, a continuing effort and

lcd dlrcctly, without the’ delcy or compromlfe such a pu llC

Commission would entoll.

Shown, in orgonlzatlonol chort form is the propoqed ‘solution to

the need, togethor thh the posclble alternatives. The chart 1nd1coLes

y law, the functions perlochd are

An "understanding"
- -

1nc]uded W1th1n the Burcmu of the Budgot authorization.

vwith the Director of the Bureau is nccessory as well as is the use of
- e = = i Aoy

S

Exccutive office titles rather

than traditional Bureau ones SO Q5 to

attract the best people

i

If the propoaed solution is seen as de51rob1e, the next step
ub°tantlol a port of it can be

If that part is sufficient to be

worthwhile, it is recommended that:

_"'7'_-12- =
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An 'understanding'' be rcached with the Director of the ﬁ;>

4 .

'Bureah of the Budget.,

A qualified man be vecruited as Asst, to the President,

2.
3. He recruit or tronsfer additional personncl needed. .
S N —— .
(The adequacy of funds may become a thresshold limitction.)
4, The described work be unoe:taken ond it "find its pche
among related activities as determined by the Presicent's
- desire and the competence of the personnel.
- T,
5. Legislation be undertaken if needed for funding or to
accomplish the defined tasks.
——E
B 6. When (and £) a Super Secretory is established, encompassing
,j; the nany demestic p*og:oms belng coordlnated throuqn this
nk‘ i '-offlce, appllcable portlo of these propo sed funcLlons be
{ ‘ trans.-;erred to ho new Super Dppa:tmen Co
o _ ; .
e
’r : i :
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. P 4 . ;7. ALTERNATE #1
RESIDENT‘J g ' eyt R e
1 ’ 3 _.] -
e — — Executive Hanagement Office y
Program Bureau of Executive Program Program |
" Planning the Budget Organization Coordination Bvaluationj

Departments and Agencies e e

Setting up such an office would require legislation; it would formalize th
S g e A S e g . .

T

function and thus attract concerted opposition by those interested in
maintaining fragmented government. Strongly executed and supported
AE could have substantial impucf. Con get best man, (Not recommended

at this time, but as soon as President desires to move or as climate

favorable for legislationj;



. ' “ ) ALTERNATE {72

] PRESIDENT [ ‘
Bureau of Office of Program Managemenij <

the Budget

-t

bludget and : l X ] om L = L i
legislative Program Program Executive Program
rlearance Planning Coordination rganization Evaluation
‘unctions ‘ . : ol R L T T e A e T
nly | bl Tl R Sl AR TR S M ST

e St W TRt Sl B -

Depariments and Agencies

Would require close coordination between Bureau of the Budget and the

‘ Program Office; the President might have to mediate differences,
(Not rccommen%cd) " Rl S EA 2
e e e e T e D ; : 2L :



! . oY A - Alternate i#3 - %

PRESIDENT

Office of
Program
Management

Bureau of : -
the Budget

Program Program
Coordination Evaluation

Executive
Orgonization

ogram % 'Funds, &
: L&cgislgtion

Departments and Agencies

x

President's mediation requized at times. Program planning function

would probably be inadequate under Buzcau of the Budget. (Not
: A . 25 o ® . . e

recommended) . T o gt For e : g 5




 ALTERNATE {##4

PRESIDENT .

R LY .-+ | Bureau of
B . *| the Budget
e B " Present BOB functions plus Execut
o R 3 - Organization and Program Evaluati
- : e e R s S

Plus demestic program planning

Ly Lo ] e

AT ] o s - e 0 € . and coordination.
g L ‘ b e e R '
1bor, LPEO l HUD l _ .fi LR E {»1

~ Department and Agencies

Less effective and awkward when one Secretary has functional authority
over others on same level. Executive organization and Program
Evaluation functions would not be performed well,



ALTERNATE 5

PRESIDENT
3 o _ Membershin:
: — EW
Bureau of "] Council of QUD
the Budget Urban Affairs S TR
ransportatic
_ ' Labor
Functions as OEO
presently performed, ~ BOB

Depariments and Agencies

A committee will not be effective for all that needs to be done in
this case. For communication purposes, this committee can accompany

any of previous plans. (Not recommended as solution to problem, but

can be used as effective communications medium.)



