Wwv\r(/ud )
: FOR COUNCIL USE oNLy Funadl A”‘Ef?t
ZOR COUNCIL USE oNLy

Relduomins
\
Hewrgin Pureidid maddey f thy

£ Locbhmarns eresioen ECUTIVE OFFICE OF T PRESIDENT { smeand - af S g
Ki g igin T's ADVISORY COUNCIL oN EXECUTIVE ORGANIZATION ¢
et Cindtont™ VWASHINGTON, b, ¢, 20506 4"’? 20,1 ok
MEMORANDUM
—_—t August 20, 1969

For: The President

These are your Council'sg first recommendations on the Executive
Office of the President that we promised in our memorandum to you of
July 19, 1969, They are based on our conclusion that the increased
pace, scope, and complexity of national affairs require improvement

in the managerial capacity of the President's Office,

We have analyzed studies made since 1939 on Presidentiaql manage-
ment and conferred with many contributors to those studies. Regardless
of ideology or party, there is virtual unanimity that organizational

improvement of the Executive Office of the President is needed,

Two of the recent studies were the Heineman Commission Report in
1967 and that of your task force (The Lindsay Committee) in 1968. A
June 1967 Heineman Commission working paper on the Organization and
Management of Great Society Programs said: ""Today there are major
gaps in the President's institutional staff. The President lacks
institutional staff and machinery to insure that the broad social
goals of his policies are achieved through coordinated delivery of a
host of federally inspired programs in thousands of individual

communities ,...,. While the President today is served by especially
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ifted men th j
g eir jobs do not allow them time to Plan for the long
run, to engage i i
" gage in systematic Program analysis, to weigh new program
ideas and program Prioritieg,!

In Decemb :
er 1968, the Lindsay task force on the reorganization

of the Executive Branch, recommended "..,. that the Fragidentoil

give first pPriority to organizing more effectively the White House
and Bxecutive Office as the best way to improve the operations of

the entire Executive Branch. !
A
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We agree with both of these conclusions. We also believe that ;;ﬂqj;
the structure of the Executive Office pervasively influences the Qj;#g%zg
effectiveness of the entire Executive Branch. While most of the %if%¢f’
management today within the Executive Branch can and should be per- <«
formed by the agencies*, there are aspects of the overall management
responsibility which must be provided for organizationally in the
Executive Office. These involve processes and mechanisms through
which the President can (1) exercise his own authority more effective-
ly; (2) determine what should be delegated and to whom; (3) insure

that delegated authority is being exercised properly; and (4) permit

him to reassign or take back, from time to time, the authority

delegated.

There are seven of these management processes which must be

encompassed within the organization of the Executive Office. In some

of these, certain improvements have been made since January 1969; in

* As used in this memorandum, ''agencies'' includes the departments,
agencies and other units of the Executive Branch outside the

Executive Office of the President.



- These management

processes are ..

1

The translation of

and consistent
action programs ig @ primary Presidential responsibility.
Federal programs haye become increasingly interrelated and
they often involve more than one agency. For these, no
single agency has the necessary overview. However objective
an agency may try to be, it cannot be expected to make
government-wide Priority decisions. Also, some programs
which fall within one agency may at times require Presidential

perspective in their formulation,

Proposal of Legislation and Budgets. Many legislative

decisions cut across agency lines or involve political
judgments requiring Presidential insight. Similarly, all
major budgetary decisions are made in the broad context

of national needs and available funds and typically involve
not only present but future commitments of the country's

resources. Both legislative and budgetary priorities need

to be set by the President.

Assignment of Organizational Responsibilities. Many program

decisions are made without due regard for their organiza-
tional implications. When programs are forced into in-

appropriate molds, their effectiveness suffers. And even

when organizational questions initially receive the con-

sideration they require, no one adequately sees to it that
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organizational form continues to fit the intended purpose.
The result is to lock the Executive Branch into patterns

of disorganization that persist into the future. Resistance
to organizational change is a principal obstacle to effective
government, and yet the complexity, scale, and innovative
nature of today's programs demand greater and ongoing

attention to sound organization. The President's overview

of the Executive Branch provides the only perspective from
which to determine the organizational adaptations needed to

accommodate ever-changing requirements.

Resolution of Program Management Problems. Interagency

differences do not always require the intervention of
superior authority and it is generally wise to permit the
agencies to work out their own differences if they can.

But sometimes agencies compromise on issues to their own
satisfaction in such a manner that the public interest is

not best served and administration policy is not followed.
The Executive Office of the President is the only place

where some issues can and should be resolved. Perhaps even
more importantly, the Executive Office, on its own initiative,

must occasionally grasp an operating problem and supply the

advice and impetus needed for its effective solution.

Evaluation of Programs. An effective agency will evaluate

the results of its own operations in order to manage its
programs. However, an agency cannot fairly judge overall

program effectiveness in multi-agency operations. Differences
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agency levels require a capacity in the Executive Office

to evaluate program performance.

Development of Executive Personnel. Without sound manage-

ment processes, effective performance is exceedingly diffi=-
cult. It does not follow, however, that such processes produce
good results. Only people do. There is a critical need for
first rate government executives. This poses an increasingly
difficult problem in the face of intense competition for
executive talent. Moreover, the government does not have
personnel policies or mechanisms which permit the mobilization
of the best managerial talent in the places where the needs
are greatest. Individual agencies cannot effectively do the
job. While appreciating the present role of the Civil Service
Commission, we believe that the President's Office should take

the lead in developing programs to recruit, train, motivate,
.—/—

and deploy top executives,

Creation of an Information System. Today, the President is

not systematically and continually informed about many of
the Government's programs. On some matters, he receives a
great deal of data, some pertinent, some not. On other
matters, he is inaccurately or inadequately informed. Not
only does the President lack needed information about
activities of the Executive Branch - the agencies in the

Executive Branch lack information about their own operations.,
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The data available suffer from inconsistent definitions, ﬂy&ii(}:qh

techniques, and coverage. To meet the requirements of ~74W
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N{ responsibility, an information system is needed. The impetus

Jgé:ﬁ,”’ *:Jﬁ* the Executive Branch, and to meet the President's singular

Pﬁ“ V) for such a system can only be provided by the President. N~ Dt wardo
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Reliance upon the Agencies. Abstract organizational principles,

per se, have little value. The challenge is one of reducing to human
scale the task of coping with the nation's most pressing and changing
needs. The only way to meet this challenge is through greater reliance
upon the agencies. The prerequisite is dramatic improvement of the
management processes of the Executive Branch, with leadership from the

President's Office.

A President whose programs are well designed; whose organizational
assignments are plainly set out; and whose information system keeps him
adequately informed and signals the need for Presidential attention,
may delegate authority with security and confidence. A President whose
office lacks these processes will necessarily be less inclined toward
delegation and will try, by default, to retain in his control operating
responsibilities he cannot possibly handle. Further, if agency heads
have clear authority, they will have a greater capacity to manage their

own departments as well as to respond to the needs of the President.

Flexibility and Continuity. Each President should have the

freedom to organize his Executive Office in the way that will make
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him most efficient. To achieve that flexibility the Council believes Pﬂﬂgwo
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that the President should immediately seek reorganization authority jus

over his Executive Office.

Continuity of certain basic organizations and functions can
greatly aid every President even though each may use the organizations
differently. Such organizational structures should endure, therefore,

from administration to administration.

Presidential View of the Executive Office. Care should be exer-

cised in adding organizational units reporting to the President. Placing
a unit in the Executive Office at a level immediately under the

President may well raise its effectiveness by investing it with a claim
on the President's time and attention. But that positioning must be at
the expense of his attention to other activities and thus may result in
a net loss of overall effectiveness. The concepts we are suggesting to
provide organizational structure for the seven management functions in

the Executive Office make a minimal charge on the President's time.

Transition. We could not fail to note that many of our re-
commendations are similar to those recommended earlier to other
Presidents and, in some instances, by those Presidents to the Congress.
Yet the unfortunate fact is that such changes, identified again and
again, to make the President's job manageable have not been accomplished,

although the need for them intensifies.

On December 3, 1929, President Hoover's first message to the

Congress stated:

""This subject (departmental reorganization) has been under
consideration for over 20 years. It was promised by both
political parties in the recent campaign. .It.hqs been
repeatedly examined by committees and commissions --

7




“’vjﬁjb\
foditsl
congressional, executive and voluntary. The conclusions quJ
of these investigations have been unanimous that reorgani-
zation is a necessity of sound administration, of economy, ﬂ¢
of more effective governmental policies, and of relief to (W
the citizen from unnecessary harassment in his relations J
with a multitude of scattered governmental agencies. But
the presentation of any specific plan at once enlivens
opposition from every official whose authority may be s wva’
curtailed or who fears his position is imperiled by such a quP’ ol dJ[
result; of bureaus and departments which wish to maintain L

I ,{“{:’I A

their.authorlty and activities; of citizens and their N y
organizations who are selfishly interested or who are Mﬁ A AN
inspired by fear that their favorite bureau may in a new Nﬂ{f ¢

setting be less subject to their influence or more subjGCt¥MJ‘pﬁ( ;;jg%L

to some other influence.' ~
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The world has changed greatly in the past 40 years, but the ;;ﬂj
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human problems involved in organizational change endure. They must p%iw%:/ééﬂ:p
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be directly addressed. hkx4gﬁ &

, 1:;uj51¢bp( Organizational Concept. We have given detailed attention to N*ﬂ fﬁf:ﬁﬁydhﬁ
qrﬁﬂw ﬁ) several alternatives. Each has in common the establishment of an }ﬂw¢ﬂlj? ‘
:ﬁﬁfp UXMLOfflce of Executive Management to assist the President in carrying t&ywbr

] HJN“* out a part of his management responsibilities. The alternatives

[ b St
'}L‘1f'-ﬁwdu) differ in the way each deals with the balance of his managerial job, vgﬁ
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program development function. {(tﬁé
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We favor a structure which would vest that function in a

Domestic Policy Council with a full time, Level II director and theCrW””j

President as Chairman.

The Domestic Policy Council director would supervise several

dgputies. Each would be responsible for program development in a

broad program area. Existing entities would be considered for
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subsidiary responsibilities if feasible, and new units such as one

for natural resources, could be set up.

3 Pt |
In-making these first recommendations, we have not addressed

The following chart illustrates our proposed concept.
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In considering the placement and organization of the policy
and program development function, we rejected a number of

alternatives, including pPlacing that function

- in an office under the Director of the Office

of Executive Management;

-- in a separate office at the same level as the
Director of Executive Management, and also

reporting directly to the President;

-- in two or more councils each dealing with various
aspects of the policy and program development task,

and each reporting directly to the President.

The alternative we have chosen, one Domestic Policy Council,
provides a place where major domestic programs may be evaluated
against each other and against available resources, and integrated
for maximum effectiveness. Further, it formalizes the best
arrangement for the distribution of the executive workload. This
arrangement should substantially contribute towards better

management of the Executive Branch.

The Council's Recommendations

i A An Office of Executive Management. We recommend that

you approve in principle the establishment of an Office

K/J QJA. of Executive Management and that you direct us to work
L&‘ out the necessary plans for your approval.
N7l
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i 2. A Domestic Policy Council. We recommend that you approve
{ k// in principle the establishment of a Domestic Policy Council
f for policy and program development and that you direct us
; to work out the necessary plans for your approval. jhidp”i
1 -
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i oM - 3. Reorganization Powers. We recommend that you direct the %I
| 0 Lt v
é i&uﬂw’ o1 Bureau of the Budget to prepare é{gft legislation giving
_3 Q:impﬁéﬂ*kjr_ the President broad powers to reorganize the Executive
% Office of the President.
{ ;
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kﬂkp&ﬂ“b 4, Executive Personnel. We recommend that you appoint a full Cii‘ﬁ}
¢ Aﬂkp, -
l ‘“ time Presidential Assistant for Executive Personnel to h[w,;t’
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We would hope that this paper be circulated for comment to key

|
d
|
% members of your immediate staff so that we may have the benefit of
{

f their views in developing the implementing plans. , ¢Jf§§3h'/
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; John B. Connally Frederick R. Kappel

? Richard M. Paget Walter N. Thayer
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