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INTRODUCTION

This chapter addresses two questions: why did the White House staff grow; 

and how have they been organized by successive Presidents. The two are 

interlinked. The ground on which they are joined underpins the continuous 

theme of this discussion: whether the development and organization of the 

staff derive solely from the cumulative influence of successive Presidents 

or owe to forces beyond the control of any individual President. Forming 

a background to this chapter's analysis is the perpetual debate about the 

nature of presidential power in the United States. Since the 1930's this de

bate has itself shifted its ground perceptibly; such changes being always 

reflected in the position of the White House staff.

In the first part of this chapter the development of the White House staff 

is considered in relation to other major features of the American political 

system; for example, the general structure of the federal government and 

successive attempts at its reorganization. The influence of other features, 

such as the political party system, the Cabinet, and the Press and media, is 

similarly weighed for its impact on the emergence of the staff as an integral 

part of the Presidency. Has the rise of the staff been inevitable or has it 

owed to the inadequacies of its potential rivals for political power? The 

second part of this chapter is devoted to a detailed analysis of individual 

présidences from Roosevelt to Ford. The emphasis here is on the discernible

developments of staff organization. Transcending the merely quantitative

factors, what does the experience of forty years tell us about the variety 

of different methods of organizing the White House staff?
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The Postwar Political Consensus

Why have the White House staff grown in size and power? To answer this 

question is really to ask why the Presidency itself emerged in the modern 

era as apparently the most powerful institution of American government.

The growth and development of the White House staff have been dependent 

upon the condition of the Presidency itself for they have both shared the 

same underlying causes of their growing mutual need.

It was no accident that the White House staff effectively made their first 

appearance during a Presidency that spanned a period of modern American 

history that witnessed a fundamental shift in the balance of political 

power towards the Executive. Roosevelt's legacy was derived from two 

decisive developments in domestic and foreign affairs respectively, the 

Great Depression and World War Two, out of which the welfare state and the 

warfare state emerged (encapsulated in such phrases as the New Deal and the 

Cold War). The experience of the Great Depression in the 1930's, and the 

demonstrable need for effective national action to tackle the prolonged 

economic crisis, led to a significant increase in the perceived responsi

bility of the federal government for the economic health and welfare of the 

country. The focus of this newly-acquired and quickly entrenched responsi

bility became, by necessity and design, the Presidency. To this period can 

be traced back the origins of the modern American 'domestic Presidency'. In 

a comparable sense the experience and aftermath of World War in the 1940's 

produced an equally significant quantum increase in the responsibilities of 

the United States in world affairs. America emerged from the War with a 

self-propelled global role as a world superpower. The focus of these new

found responsibilities was again the Presidency; more emphatically so in
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the light of the predisposition of the United States Constitution in 

favour of less fettered presidential powers in this area. To this period 

can be traced back the origins of the modern American 'international 

Presidency'.

These two powerful experiences in successive decades revolutionized the 

conditions within which American national government and the Presidency 

operated. Of the Roosevelt years it was observed that "the White House 

became the focus of all government - the fountainhead of ideas, the initiator 

of action, the representative of the national interest."1 Roosevelt's 

Presidency and his New Deal had such a lasting effect upon the national 

political consciousness that it perforce became a yardstick by which to 

measure succeeding presidencies. In thus acquiring a major new political 

leadership role both at home and abroad - in which, it seemed, was readily 

invested a whole generation's hopes for political economic, and social pro

gress - the liberal ethos of the 'strong' Presidency was born and embedded
Oitself as the new political consensus of the postwar era. Nothing less 

was deemed sufficient to fuse together the various roles, traditional and 

new-found, that were now accorded to, or assumed by, the modern Presidency. 

Besides being Head of State, Commander-in-Chief, and Chief Executive, the 

President emerged as the chief proposer of, and lobbyist for, legislation; 

guarantor of both the nation's economy and security; political leader of 

party and moral Leader of the Western World. Not least was all this 

accompanied by a relentless 'personalisation of the Presidency' that had a
3

profound effect upon the public projection of these roles.

The strong Presidency reflected a growing belief that strong centralised 

control over the decision-making process could only be provided by the 

one institution of government thought best able to represent the national 

interest. In this context President Kennedy's appeal to 'get the country
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moving again' seemed a telling reflection on a decade marked by a President 

unwilling and a Congress unable to break through parochial and conservative 

constraints in domestic affairs. President Kennedy's rhetoric was but one 

example; many others could be cited. This was a majority view dominant

for a generation. It was rarely discouraged by the Judiciary; usually 

acquiesced in by the Congress; strongly supported by the academic community; 

adopted by the Democratic Party; assiduously nourished by the Press and 

media; absorbed by the public and electorate at large; perpetuated by 

postwar economic prosperity; and exemplified by a succession of Presidents.

The Concentration of Power

The political upheaval wrought by the elevation of the Presidency to a 

pre-eminent position spread far and wide. Most notable was the concen

tration of power embodied in the President as head of the most powerful 

country in the world. The formal constitutional provisions, such as the 

separation of powers and the system of checks and balances, remained broadly 

unaltered but the real political power of the Presidency in relation to the 

other branches of government undeniably increased in several crucial 

respects.

Firstly, where a greater concentration of decision-making was needed a greater 

concentration of political power was invariably the result. This axiomatic 

process was readily reflected in many areas of government, and several
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examples may be cited: the formulation of economic policy and the prepa

ration of the Budget, which fell firmly under presidential supervision;6 

the balance of power in the initiation of legislation, which swung markedly 

in favour of the Executive Branch (as the explosion of domestic legislation 

in the New Deal so clearly demonstrated); and the pre-eminence of the 

President s role in foreign affairs, which has on occasion been dramatic.

Secondly, where a greater speed of decision-making was needed a greater con

centration of political power was also invariably the result. Great 

though the likes of men such as Washington, Jefferson, Jackson and Lincoln 

may be in the pantheon of Presidents they would all be astounded at the 

accelerated pace of political life in the modern day. This pace of events, 

and the speed with which nations and their political leaders must react to 

them, often decisively dictate the flow of political power within each 

country s political system - and the United States has been no exception. 

Both in domestic, and more especially foreign, affairs, it has fallen first 

and foremost to the Presidency to act or react on behalf of the United 

States because that branch of government is best equipped to do so.6 

Examples are littered across the pages of contemporary history. The term 

"crisis management" has almost become synonymous with the Presidency, and 

exemplified par excellence by the Cuban Missile Crisis by 1962.

The assumption of these massive responsibilities in domestic and foreign 

affaira by the Presidency and the federal government together with the nature 

of events at home and abroad combined to alter the size of American government 

beyond all recognition. The staggering physical size and organizational 

complexity of today's government, its enormous growth over the past decades, 

and the concommitant scale of its problems have themselves become powerful 

factors affecting the nature of modern presidential power and the growth of 

the White House staff.
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The awesome size of the Executive establishment over which the President 

presides is readily appreciated from the merest compilation of a few appro

priate statistics. When President Carter assumed office the Executive

Branch employed about 2,800,000 people and he administered a budget of some 
7430 billion dollars. The sheer scale of government can be gauged in the 

merest description of the vast array of cabinet departments, agencies and 

other governmental organizations which together accounted for these total 

figures.8

At the top of this vast expanse of government sits the Executive Office of the 

President (EOP), the nose cone of the governmental pyramid. By 1977 the E0P 

Budget was itself well over $75 million.9 First and foremost among EOP 

budgetary items was The White House Office. Other parts of the White House 

staff were the Domestic Policy Staff, the Office of Administration, and the 

National Security Council staff. Among the other advisory bodies then 

included in the EOP were the Council of Economic Advisers, the Council on 

Environmental Quality and the Office of Environmental Quality, the Council 

in International Economic Policy, the Council on Wage and Price Stability, 

the Office of Management and Budget, the Office of Science and Technology 

Assessment, the Office of the Special Representative for Trade Negotiations, 

the Office of Telecommunications Policy, the Special Action Office for Drug 

Abuse Prevention, and several others.10

The Complexity of Power

The size of government alone has not been the only factor to account for 

the growth of the White House Staff. No less important has been the
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complexity of government. Despite (or because of) its increasingly complex 

structure government has failed to adapt to the major political problems 

(or the changing perceptions of those problems) that face the Presidency, 

the government, the country and the world.

The core structure of the Executive Branch remains founded, as it has been 

since the early years of the Republic, upon certain functional building 

blocks of government; primarily the Cabinet departments. The more 

traditional and long-established - such as State and Treasury - survive today 

because they have broadly retained their validity as functional areas. 

Throughout American history new departments — such as Commerce and Interior 

and Justice - were created in response to changing demands and the problems 

of an expanding country. More recently, some departments - such as Housing 

and Urban Development, and Health, Education and Welfare — have been the 

products of newly-defined areas of governmental responsibility. Technological 

change has also played its part in prompting the creation or reorganization 

of structural units, as reflected in the modern Department of Defense.^

The inflexibility of the structure of government has become progressively 

more marked in the years since the Roosevelt Presidency in the 1930s; in 

part precisely because of its increased size. The complexity of government 

and the growing interdependence of the problems facing the country and the 

world has rendered several of the functional units of government out of 

date. They have become progressively unable to serve the President as the 

appropriate forum of discussion or provide the most effective means by and 

through which to carry out decisions or pursue a policy.

An obvious example in the postwar period has been the complexity of foreign 

policy which became too important to be left entirely to the State 

Department. The establishment in 1947 of the National Security Council was



347

but one outward recognition of this fact. The very emergence of the phrase 

national security" testified to a world outlook that superceded the 

traditional definitions of foreign policy. The NSC was established because 

other functional areas of government, for example the Department of Defense 

and the Intelligence agencies, had to be structurally integrated into the 

decision-making process.

While the Presidency reacted to this growing complexity by converting the 

NSC to its own best use the traditional cabinet departments, though left in 

place, tried to adapt to changing circumstances. In their internal organi

zation they revealed the extent of overlapping jurisdictions in the pursuit 

of agreed policies and the interdependence of the problems, especially 

economic, to which they were devoted to finding solutions. For example, 

while the State Department created such posts as the Deputy Under Secretary 

for Economic Affairs, the Treasury Department created its own post of 

Assistant Secretary for International Affairs.

Such proliferation of bureaucratic organization did nothing to solve the 

growing problem for successive Presidents of the inability of departments 

and agencies themselves to adjudicate disputes over policy; whether it be 

its formulation, objectives, content, legislative enactment, or execution.

In the context of overlapping jurisdictions the inevitable clashes of 

personality and political views between individual government officials 

could only be authoritatively resolved at the higher level of the White 

House. For example, Joe Califano, Johnson's chief domestic affairs 

adviser, has given a graphic account of how he continually had to mediate 

between Cabinet members because of the "absurd bickering" as they battled 

for administrative supremacy. If such clashes were not to be decided 

by the President himself - and many Presidents have preferred not to be 

drawn into this area - each has nevertheless recognised the need for their
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resolution by reference to the presidential perspective. Increasingly 

all Presidents have turned to an expanded White House staff as the best 

means by which this perspective can be utilized, in the belief that their 

own staff are best placed to act in a President's own interest. Any 

President tends to trust his own staff more than someone else's bureaucracy.

The Failure of Executive Reorganization

If the growth in size and complexity of modern American government has 

been a trend of major political significance no less have been the attempts 

of successive Presidents to grapple with the ensuing problems of executive 

reorganization. In comparison to the vast permanent federal bureaucracy 

every President and every Presidency appears as a transitory factor on the 

political scene. This has not diminished, but rather has fuelled, presidential 

efforts. Virtually every President since Roosevelt has either had a plan, 

sponsored a study, or advocated, adopted or promulgated measures of executive 

reorganization. If major governmental reorganizations have had any one thing 

in common, whether modest task force studies or mammoth strategic block

busters, it has been their relative failure (that can almost equally be 

gauged by being or not being put into practice). Presidents themselves 

have usually recognised these failures. Their reaction has principally been 

reflected in a tendency to seek solutions to their perceived problems from 

within their own White House establishment.
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The main alternative has proved too difficult. Few Presidents have 

marshalled the considerable pressure needed to effect the structural 

changes that could ease problems caused by the complexity of government. 

Organizational upheavals have been, like major volcanic eruptions, rela

tively few and far between. Wholesale reorganization of the Executive 

Branch has proved to be enormously difficult politically (quite apart from 

its technical complexity) not least because the governments structure is 

inextricably locked into a dense pattern of relationships with both the 

Legislative Branch and outside lobbyists. One cannot easily tear up or 

radically re-arrange the roots of government without at the same time tear

ing up and re-arranging the mirror-image roots buried deep in the labyrinth 

of the congressional committee structures of both houses (and upsetting the 

equally well developed lobbyist industry).

Against this background it was notable that two major achievements of the 

Johnson era - HUD and Transportation - were reorganizations of separate 

agencies virtually all of which fell within the established jurisdictions of 

the same House or Senate committee both before and after reorganization.^ 

Exceptionally, the demands of changing times ultimately have proven suffi

cient to force government to be more responsive. In an energy conscious 

decade President Jimmy Carter entered office in 1977 with the right combi

nation of factors to enable him to steer the creation of the new Department 

of Energy onto the statute book. But despite isolated successes the 

relentless complexity of power in American government has nurtured a formi

dable bureaucratic, administrative, and political inertia against which 

Presidents have more often failed than succeeded in their attempts at

reorganization.
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The context of executive reorganization is important to the present study 

as a result. It is far from being either a dry or neutral area of the 

Presidency. Politically it is very much alive. It was implicit in this 

study’s earlier discussion of the Brownlow Committee Report that policy

making and administrative matters are, at the highest level, fused. They 

are both subject to political motive. Presidents know very well that 

executive reorganization can be a formidable tool to gain power and 

influence over others. It is precisely for this reason that the criteria by 

which Presidents have sought to justify their proposals for executive re

organization have invariably been couched in administratively sanitized lang

uage - to lessen potential political opposition. But whether the grounds of 

justification were 'economy', tefficiency' or, more recently, greater 'accounta

bility' they have been designed primarily to induce support for their imple

mentation. They have been less reliable as a guide to their true purpose 

or effects.

Examples can be found throughout the past five decades. The first Hoover 

Commission serves as a case in point. Set up by a Republican Congress after 

the War, in July 1947, it was ostensibly established to bring into an inte

grated structure the jumble of agencies that had survived or emerged from 

the War. Some also hoped that it might provide the vehicle for the reversal 

or dismantling of the New Deal heritage. Instead it did the opposite. Not 

only did it legitimate much of that heritage but it also gave a distinct 

boost to the managerial authority of the President. In this context, the 

Commission's key report entitled "General Management of the Executive Branch" 

(personally authored by ex-President Herbert Hoover), firmly stated that 

the wise exercise of executive authority "is impossible without the aids 

which staff institutions can provide to assemble facts and recommendations
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upon which judgement may be made and to supervise and report upon the
14execution of decisions."

The Commission identified four areas in which the President required staff 

assistance: planning, fiscal and budgetary matters, administrative

management, and personnel organization. In the disposition of these advisory 

staff the Commission argued strongly for the President’s complete freedom and 

flexibility to organize them in any way he wanted. A necessary corol

lary was that those in the President's Office" should be appointed by the
1 fiPresident "without confirmation by the Senate." The political impli

cations of this freedom were to reach into the 1970's: for example, in the 

debate over the impoundment of funds and the role of 0MB whose Director en

joyed political power far in excess of many Cabinet members.

Among the other recommendations of the first Hoover Commission that were

to lend impetus to the development of the White House staff were two of

special importance. The first was the call for the creation of "Special
17

Advisers to the President". The proposal for these ad hoc advisers later

came to fruition under President Eisenhower with the creation of Special

Projects in 1956. The second was the recommendation for the creation of a

new staff post of "Staff Secretary to the President". From the job

specification outlined by the Commission it was clear that the Staff

Secretary was to be placed at the very nerve centre of the organization of
18work for the President. Clearly such a person could have enormous res

ponsibility and political influence, and this fact made a mockery of the 

Commission's accompanying suggestion that the post could be filled by "a 

career public servant... not himself an adviser to the President". While 

the Commission had rightly diagnosed the need for a particular staff function
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it had completely failed to understand the kind of person the President 

would need to fulfil that role. Once again, it was President Eisenhower 

who first put such a proposal into practice, although not in the form 

envisaged. While the title of Staff Secretary was bestowed only for more 

restricted purposes, its real role was assumed by The Assistant to the 

President Sherman Adams. Decades later, under Presidents Nixon, Ford, 

Carter and Reagan, a similar role reappeared with the nomenclature of White 

House Chief Of Staff; one of the most influential posts in the modern 

Presidency.

The first Hoover Commission (sponsored by Truman) was by no means the only 

example of proposals for executive reorganization that furthered the rise 

of the White House staff. Presidents Eisenhower, Kennedy and Johnson all 

made contributions in this area. Eisenhower symbolically used his first 

Executive Order to create his own Advisory Committee on Government Organi

zation (and later sponsored another Hoover Commission) out of which came a 

variety of ideas, few of which were implemented. Among those that were was 

the establishment of new White House staff positions (such as Deputy 

Assistant for Intergovernmental Relations) designed to enable the President 

to get a firmer and more direct grip on a range of policy areas.

Kennedy preferred less formal methods in pursuit of reorganization. For 

example, while still President-Elect, he commissioned James Landis to lead 

a task force on the independent regulatory agencies with the intention of 

strengthening the President’s use of the EOP to coordinate their activities. 

In pursuit of his goals Kennedy subsequently appointed Landis to his staff 

as a Special Assistant thus reflecting his preference for progress by White 

House, rather than conventional administrative or legislative, means.
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Johnson's most comprehensive attempt at reorganization got underway in 

1966 when he established the Task Force of Government Organization under 

Ben W. Heineman. Its full report was never published although it was 

known to have considered how best to respond to problems that cut across 

traditional departmental boundaries - such as the coordination of anti

poverty programmes. The record of Johnson's Presidency, however, shows 

that the only machinery on which Johnson ever placed any real reliance in 

dealing with such problems was that presided over by himself and which in 

turn depended on the exhaustive use of his domestic affairs White House

The range and scope of attempts at executive reorganization took a quantum

leap upwards during the 1970's beginning with the Nixon Presidency. The

new President moved quickly to appoint his own Advisory Council on Executive

Organization in April 1969, led by Roy L. Ash, with a wide-ranging brief and 
21a budget to match. Reorganization Plan No. 2, unveiled in March 1970,

incorporated the Ash Council's first major products. The new Office of 

Management and Budget (0MB) emerged phoenix-like from the ashes of the 

former Bureau of the Budget and quickly established itself as the budgetary 

strong-arm of the government. No less important to the President was the 

creation of the Domestic Council, and its officially separate staff, as the 

"domestic counterpart to the NSC". This upgraded status for the 

domestic affairs staff provided the President with a more organized instru

ment for exerting White House control over domestic policy issues than had 
23ever existed before.

Those were both examples of reorganization proposals that succeeded - 

because they directly benefited the White House and its staff in the process.
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Yet the Nixon Presidency more than any other also offers conclusive proof 

that the failure of executive reorganization proposals could lead to the 

same result. The piece de resistance of the Ash Council, a monumental 

Departmental Reorganization Program, was announced to the nation by President 

Nixon in his 1971 State of the Union message.24 It was the most revo

lutionary of its kind ever known hitherto. In dismissing the option that "we 

can continue to tinker with the machinery" in the hope of "some marginal 

improvement" Nixon advocated "a concerted and sustained effort to reorganize 

the Executive Branch according to a coherent, comprehensive view of what

the Federal Government of this Nation ought to look like in the last third 
25of the 20th Century." With this sweeping perspective in mind he then 

proposed the abolition of seven Cabinet departments and their merger into 

four new super-Cabinet conglomerations. It was a grandiose scheme but, des

pite extensive congressional hearings, debate, and revision, it never made
26any headway in Congress.

Congressional failure to approve his plans provided Nixon with the oppor

tunity - and the excuse - to pursue the same ends by different means.

This strategy had the obvious attraction of not requiring congressional 

consent. In a major administrative act in January 1973, which was neverthe

less as acutely a political decision as any in the history of the Adminis

trative Presidency, President Nixon created the superstructure of his 

Departmental Reorganization Program by Executive Order.27 For example, 

the broad functional areas of government newly-designated by that Program 

(such as Natural Resources, Human Resources, and the Community Development) 

were simply bestowed in title upon selected Cabinet members who were then 

accorded Counsellor status (hitherto reserved only for senior White House 

staff with no operational responsibilities).28 But the crucial political 

ingredient of this "streamlining" was the requirement that they reported
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not to Nixon himself but to his Assistants to the President: his top 
29White House staff. Nixon's failure to achieve real executive reorgani

zation thus paved the way for an unprecedented formal recognition of the 

administrative power granted to his top White House staff. That Watergate

eventually derailed his plans does not alter the significance of what he 
30tried to do.

President Ford had neither the length of time in office, nor the inclination

to venture far into the reorganization minefield beyond initiating his own

independent study of the White House staff machinery. But the 1976

election was characterized by a sustained campaign by Jimmy Carter for

urgently—needed executive reorganization which, as President, he placed at
32the top of his legislative agenda. Among the most striking of the

enactments that followed were those affecting the EOP and the White House 
33

staff. The cosmetic nature of much of this - the abolition of the

Domestic Council (only to be replaced by the new Domestic Policy Staff), 

and the book-keeping transfer of WHO employees to a new Office of Adminis

tration (thus technically reducing 'at a stroke' the size of The White House 

Office staff) - could nevertheless not detract from the emphasis thus placed 

upon reorganising the White House staff. Indeed, in setting up the 

President's Reorganization Project in 1977, the impact upon the Carter White 

House was immediate: not least it provided a means of securing White House 

staff authorization legislation amenable to the White House (see: Chapter VII). 

By contrast, President Reagan was the first elected President in a generation 

not to undertake a major reorganization effort. Upon entering office he 

merely contented himself with a re-structuring of the role of the White

House staff that would be more in keeping with his less involved presidential
34role as 'Chairman of the Board'. Behind this lay a more determined politi

cal effort to dismantle, rather than re-arrange, the functions of the 

federal government in pursuit of monetarist philosophy.
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For forty years the enduring relevance of executive reorganization to the 

growth, development and organization of the White House staff has been con

siderable as each President has searched for ways in which to make government 

more responsive to his political purpose. This search was well expressed in 

a comment Harry Truman once made about Eisenhower’s likely disappointment 

that government would not be a bit like the army: "Poor Ike. He'll sit 

there and say ’Do this' and 'Do that'. And nothing will happen".35 Yet 

Presidents without military backgrounds have felt similarly frustrated in 

their attempts to wield better control over the activities of government. 

Reorganization proposals have been both a reflection and a result of this 

frustration. Some proposals, as we have seen, have had a direct and 

particular impact upon the White House staff. More important in the long 

run has been the failure of successive executive reorganizations funda

mentally to meet the needs of successive Presidents. This relative failure 

has encouraged and driven Presidents increasingly to exploit their White 

House (and EOP) staff as the best and most immediate alternative means 

available to achieve their desired ends.

The Decline of the Cabinet

The growing size and influence of the White House staff has been accompanied 

by what is generally agreed to have been a decline of the Cabinet. Both as 

a source of political advice and administrative assistance to the President, 

and as the chosen vehicle for the dissemination and explanation of
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presidential views and policy, the White House staff, collectively and 

individually, have progressively replaced the Cabinet in several important 

respects. To employ Walter Bagehot's nomenclature, the Cabinet has 

deteriorated into the 'dignified' element of the buckle that links the 

President to his Government and to the world outside the Oval Office while 

his White House staff have emerged as the 'efficient' element. From the 

presidential perspective the advantages of his White House staff as a means 

of exercising political control over the direction of affairs have often 

been directly proportional to the disadvantages of his Cabinet. In this 

sense the rise of the staff and the decline of the Cabinet have been two 

sides of the same coin.

Considered in its historical context there is no reason why the Cabinet 

should necessarily be expected to function as the principal forum through 

which political advice reaches the President. The United States Constitution 

does not formally recognise even the existence of the Cabinet as a collective 

entity. It refers only to individuals placed in departmental offices in the 

selection of which there are no requirements or restrictions save that they 

may not be serving members of the Congress or the Judiciary. The President 

is constitutionally free to consult his Cabinet members as he sees fit, and 

the story of Abraham Lincoln finding himself in a minority of one on a 

particular question and awarding the decision to his own view is a sufficient 

illustration (whether apochryphal or not) of any President’s complete freedom 

of action. If it is true that for much of American history individual Cabinet 

members have been the chief political advisers and agents of the President, 

this has been greatly changed in the modern era for a variety of reasons.

As an underlying reason for its decline as a collective body the Cabinet has 

suffered from the outmoded structure of government of which it is itself the
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surface reflection. As the energy crisis deepened in the 1970's President 

Nixon resorted to an Energy Policy Office and a Federal Energy Office (both 

within the EOP) under the direction of presidentially-appointed advisers 

('Energy Czars') because no Cabinet department yet existed (nor could easily 

be created) to take command of this vital area. Among the more prosaic but 

nonetheless frequent daily manifestations of the Cabinet's weaknesses have 

been the growing jurisdictional conflicts between Cabinet officers (often 

prompted by legislation that promotes such conflict). We have noted that 

bureaucratic in-fighting (which is an inevitable feature of government) 

highlights the value for the President of utilizing his staff to resolve 

them. Firstly, because most Presidents find many such arguments either 

trivial or personally distasteful and prefer not to be involved. Secondly, 

they are more confident that their staff will employ a presidential per

spective which is not unduly influenced by the bureaucratic imperatives of 

defending a jurisdictional turf. The extent to which the Cabinet may lack 

this vital presidential perspective has tended to increase over the past 

decades. This is partly for institutional, partly for political, and 

partly for personal reasons - to which may be added the impact of technological 

progress.

Presidents rightly become suspicious of members of their Cabinet whom they 

perceive as having succumbed to the special interests represented insti

tutionally in their departments. (This may be distinguished from the risk 

of merely being sucked into their labyrinthine sprawl, an ever-present danger 

which is sidestepped as far as possible by astute Cabinet officers who 

delegate the general administrative burden of running their departments to 

their assistant secretaries.) If this occurs it converts that Cabinet member 

in the President’s eyes into yet another lobbyist on behalf of others' 

interests instead of being an advocate of the President’s own interests.
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President Nixon's Assistant for Domestic Affairs, John D. Ehrlichman, once 

summed up this problem in a remark that too many Cabinet members got so 

closely identified with their departments that they 'married the natives' 

and, so far as the White House was concerned, were never seen or heard from 

again. The clear message was that those who got too estranged from the 

presidential viewpoint sacrificed the President’s confidence and that of 

the White House staff (which was often the heavier penalty*^).

The political reasons which on the surface seem most to account for the 

decline of the Cabinet as an instrument of political advice stem from the 

considerations that apply when a modern President appoints his Cabinet in 

the first place. These are many and varied but in practice they all tend 

to diminish the scope of presidential discretion. The President is now 

obliged to take account of a number of factors that can dilute any sense of 

collective commitment to a President's policy objectives and can undermine 

a President's confidence in the very people he chooses.

These factors are for the most part well known and well documented. Firstly, 

a President may be influenced in his range of choice by the need to take 

account of a political favour or repay a political debt. For example, 

Kennedy offered Abraham Ribicoff the Secretaryship of HEW in partial reward 

for his support during the presidential campaign. Nixon's appointment of 

Maurice Stans as Commerce Secretary can also be viewed in the same light. 

Alternatively, a President might feel bound to make certain kinds of 

appointment for party political reasons. Presidents Eisenhower and Kennedy, 

in their respective appointments of Henry Cabot Lodge and Adlai Stevenson 

as U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations, were both responding to the 

potentially awkward political problem of where best to 'fit' senior party 

figures into their Administration.
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President Nixon's Assistant for Domestic Affairs, John D. Ehrlichman, once 

summed up this problem in a remark that too many Cabinet members got so 

closely identified with their departments that they 'married the natives' 

and, so far as the White House was concerned, were never seen or heard from 

again. The clear message was that those who got too estranged from the 

presidential viewpoint sacrificed the President’s confidence and that of 

the White House staff (which was often the heavier penalty36).

The political reasons which on the surface seem most to account for the 

decline of the Cabinet as an instrument of political advice stem from the 

considerations that apply when a modern President appoints his Cabinet in 

the first place. These are many and varied but in practice they all tend 

to diminish the scope of presidential discretion. The President is now 

obliged to take account of a number of factors that can dilute any sense of 

collective commitment to a President’s policy objectives and can undermine 

a President's confidence in the very people he chooses.

These factors are for the most part well known and well documented. Firstly, 

a President may be influenced in his range of choice by the need to take 

account of a political favour or repay a political debt. For example, 

Kennedy offered Abraham Ribicoff the Secretaryship of HEW in partial reward 

for his support during the presidential campaign. Nixon's appointment of 

Maurice Stans as Commerce Secretary can also be viewed in the same light. 

Alternatively, a President might feel bound to make certain kinds of 

appointment for party political reasons. Presidents Eisenhower and Kennedy, 

in their respective appointments of Henry Cabot Lodge and Adlai Stevenson 

as U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations, were both responding to the 

potentially awkward political problem of where best to 'fit' senior party 

figures into their Administration.
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Secondly a President may deliberately seek to strengthen the breadth of 

his power base by an act of bipartisanship. President Kennedy, anxious 

to gain the confidence of the business and financial community, appointed 

Douglas Dillon, a 'blue chip' Republican, to the post of Secretary of the 

Treasury. Ten years later President Nixon, equally anxious to effect the 

maximum impact and bipartisan support for a new economic initiative, nomi

nated the Democrat John Connally to the same Cabinet post. Such acts are 

a calculated risk for any President because it balances the presumed 

advantage of a wider political base of support against the possible dis

advantages of having in his Cabinet someone who may not share the Adminis

tration's overall policy objectives or the President's philosophical 

approach. Among the more remarkable examples of bipartisanship in recent 

years has been the career of James Schlesinger. Having held a succession 

of government posts under President Nixon, and being Defense Secretary 

under President Ford, he was promptly nominated by President Carter as 

Energy Secretary.

A third well known factor - the perceived need for regional or geographic 

balance among Cabinet appointments - can be considered an extension of the 

presidential candidate's preoccupation with choosing a vice-presidential 

nominee from a different region to bring 'balance to the ticket’. Thus 

President Nixon's appointments of former Governors Romney and Volpe and former 

Lieutenant Governor Finch achieved (in addition to any other aims) a geog

raphic spread of Cabinet representation that stretched from the East to the 

Mid-West and to the West of America.

Fourthly, there has been a discernible tradition that certain Cabinet posts 

be reserved for persons with an identifiable link with the particular 

interests associated with a particular department. For example, the post of
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Secretary of Agriculture has often been filled by someone with strong 

agricultural ties; in the cases of Orville Freeman (under Kennedy) and 

John Block (under Reagan), from a Mid-West or farming state. The 

Interior Secretary has traditionally also been chosen from the ranks of 

Mid-Western or plains states. Examples here range from Stewart Udall 

(under Kennedy) to Walter Hickel (under Nixon) to James Watt (under Reagan). 

Fifthly, certain other senior appointments have acquired reputations, not 

wholly deserved, for being the preserve of certain kinds of political 

figures. For example, both Kennedy and Nixon appointed as Attorney General 

those who had been closely connected with their presidential campaigns 

(Robert Kennedy and John Mitchell). The Postmaster General post was 

filled in the 1960s by Lawrence O'Brien (under Kennedy and Johnson), just 

as it had been in the 1930s by Jim Farley (under Roosevelt), both of whom 

had an organizational connection with the Democratic National Committee.

A sixth factor that has influenced presidential choice of Cabinet members 

has been the conscious decision to make appointments that are representative 

of important elements of American society. The Departments of Commerce 

and Labor have often been filled by persons with close links to business 

and the labour unions, although not every President has adhered to these 

conventions. President Reagan, for example, appointed businessmen to 

both posts. In recent years Presidents have been more sensitive to the 

need to have blacks and women represented in their Administrations. In 

the 1960's President Johnson appointed Robert Weaver to HUD, which post 

was also filled in the 1980's by another black when President Reagan 

appointed Samuel Pierce, Jr. President Carter was the first President 

openly to commit himself to better representation for women in high 

government, and he was responsible for the appointments of Carla Hills 

and Patricia Harris to HUD and HEW. The extent to which the perceived
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need to include black and female representation in any Cabinet has now 

become entrenched can be gauged from the choices of Carter's successor 

President Reagan (who, in respect of the U.S. Supreme Court, took things 

one stage further with the first appointment of a woman). Any President 

today would be seriously affected by the criticism of not having a black 

or a woman Cabinet member.

None of the foregoing should suggest that an abiding qualification that 

all Presidents have uppermost in their minds is not the competence of 

potential Cabinet members. In pursuit of excellence Presidents have 

appointed men whom they had scarcely met (if at all) before. Eisenhower 

hardly knew any of his Cabinet members. Neither did Kennedy previously

know two dominant Cabinet figures of the 1960’s, Secretaries Rusk and 

McNamara, at the time he appointed them - yet both proved very successful 

appointments. The reverse has been known. President Nixon's appointments 

of two men whom he didn't know, David Kennedy to Treasury and Clifford 

Hardin to Agriculture, were not counted as successes; but neither was 

the subsequent appointment of his long-standing close colleague Robert 

Finch to HEW, or Carter's appointment of his friend Bert Lance to OMB.

Apart from these political factors, the effect that a President's personal 

areas of interest may have on his Cabinet appointments should not be over

looked. Where a President has been determined to take a personal responsi

bility for the overall conduct of a particular area of policy this can 

be translated into a predictable kind of Cabinet choice. For example, 

President Nixon assumed office with a definite idea of how he wanted to 

conduct (and concentrate on) the foreign policy of his Administration. His 

choice of William Rogers as Secretary of State, taken in conjunction with 

his appointment of Kissinger, was a deliberate act that circumscribed the
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role that Rogers was to play. Conversely a Cabinet member may be equally 

affected by a President's general uninterest in a given area, as witnessed 

by Secretary of Labor Arthur Goldberg's relative freedom of manoeuvre under 

President Kennedy.

The common thread that connects the many and various limitations of the 

Cabinet and its members from the President's point of view, in comparison 

to the attraction of his staff, is a simple one. The factors that have 

been identified all bear directly upon the confidence that a President 

will feel able to place in those Cabinet members he has chosen. The 

Cabinet may be the public face that a President chooses to give his 

Administration and present to the country. But the traditions, conventions 

and restrictions involved in choosing Cabinet members all combine to reduce 

his overall confidence in the Cabinet both as a collective entity and in 

the individuals that make it up. That these often result in an open break

down in the relationship between President and Cabinet member can be seen in 

the more celebrated 'resignations' or dismissals of the 1970's. These have 

included Interior Secretary Walter Hickel's bust-up with Nixon,38 and 

Carter's purge of HEW Secretary Joe Califano, Treasury Secretary Michael

Bluementhal, Energy Secretary James Schlesinger, and Transportation Secretary 
39

Brock Adams. This tendency to lack of confidence has not infected all 

relationships. Those between the President and the Secretary of State have 

usually been strong enough to last the course, although such Presidents as 

Kennedy, Johnson, Nixon, and Carter have all simultaneously turned to their 

White House National Security Adviser to monitor and justify their con- 

tinuing confidence.

In a world where knowledge is power an analysis of the flow of information 

within any political structure is a vital component of any understanding of
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how that structure is built and functions. This has been one area in 

which technological progress has had a major impact on the relationship 

between the White House and the Cabinet departments. The White House 

has unrivalled access to a wider array of information than it is ever 

possible for a single Cabinet member, however prominent, to obtain.

Moreover if he develops an appetite for news of what is happening the 

Presidency provides all the latest and most sophisticated apparatus to 

satisfy his needs. President Johnson’s unquenchable thirst for information 

of all kinds is but one well documented example.40 The White House staff, 

by extension, derive the maximum benefit from being at the nerve centre 

and the unique opportunity it gives to absorb the presidential perspective.

The consequent change in the balance of power between the staff and the 

Cabinet can be reflected in various outward forms. For example, the 

staff are able on behalf of the President to arrange for the release from 

the White House of any item of favourable news emanating from the departments 

(e.g. routine economic data), and similarly to relegate bad news to the 

relative obscurity of departmental lobby briefings. Major political brief

ings on political events are likely to be conducted by White House, rather 

than departmental, spokespersons. The techniques are by now well practised 

and familiar. One of the clearest examples of this power in action was 

provided by National Security Adviser Henry Kissinger's unattributable 

press briefings during the presidencies of Nixon and Ford. These not only 

convincingly underscored his personal pre-eminence viz-a-viz Secretary of 

Stage Rogers, but also conveyed the structural superiority of the NSC over 

the State Department in foreign policy-making.42

There is one further nail that can be, and often is, driven into the coffin 

of a President's confidence in his Cabinet members. They are accountable to 

Congress as well as to himself. Their nominations must be confirmed by the
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Senate (which fact itself can often be a factor in their nomination) and 

they can be called before the committees of either house to answer for 

their actions on behalf of the Administration. An essential provision 

of the American political democracy it can also gradually weaken the 

ability of any Cabinet member to represent solely the President's interests 

For example, a President knows that there are real limits imposed on his 

Secretary of State in conducting matters requiring great and prolonged 

secrecy. Such a prominent Cabinet member is generally restricted to the 

traditional functions of the nation's senior foreign policy adviser to the 

President, about which he can be called to testify before the Senate 

Foreign Relations Committee, and is thus unavailable for certain kinds of 

secret diplomacy. It was precisely these considerations, among others, 

that led President Nixon in the 1970's deliberately to make use of Henry 

Kissinger as a key component of his foreign policymaking.43 Compared 

with Secretary of State Rogers Kissinger was able not only to negotiate 

secretly all over the world (in Paris, in Moscow and in Peking) but also 

effectively to control the foreign policymaking machinery of government; 

quite without the requirement to be accountable to anyone but the President 

himself. This was naturally thought by the President to be a tremendous 

advantage. Kissinger's importance to Nixon, both intrinsically and viz- 

a-viz Rogers, inevitably increased. Even if this most famous contemporary 

example is unique the pattern has repeated itself in varying degrees in 

every Presidency. In great measure does it account for the rise of the 

White House staff and the relative decline of the Cabinet.

Among the many tacit reflections of this subtle shift in the balance of 

power between these two components of presidential government is the 

undeniable fact that each new President now appoints his key White House 

staff before turning to choose his Cabinet.433 That order of priority is

no accident.
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The Weakness of the Political Parties

Another underlying factor which bears significantly on the nature of the 

White House staff has been the weakness of the political party system.

In particular the political party organization has greatly declined in 

importance as the prime vehicle through which the aspiring presidential 

candidate attains the Presidency. In recent decades we have seen the 

growth of presidential campaigns built primarily around competing candi

dates' own organizations. The people with whom the candidate builds that 

organization, and the way in which they are organized by him, portend the 

future White House staff.

The quest for the Presidency is now widely acknowledged to embrace a 

longer and more complex political, organizational, and personal effort 

than ever before known in American political history. The major politi

cal parties themselves bear some responsibility for this expansion of the 

enterprise with the result that the greater part of campaigning for the 

Presidency more often consists of what happens before the Party Conventions 

than during the general election itself. Party Conventions tend to legi

timize internal party processes of decision that had formally begun many 

months earlier (and, informally, much earlier still).

It is no coincidence that three successful presidential candidates of 

recent times - Nixon, Carter and Reagan (not to mention several of 

their unsuccessful rivals for the nomination) - were all free of public 

office for some years prior to becoming President.44 Although good 

financial backing was essential to their success so too was their avail

able time: the time to organize their own political campaign. This was 

largely independent and allowed to develop as a distinct entity. It was
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neither organized through, nor dependent upon, the concurrent party

campaigns for elective office mounted by their respective party national 
45

committees. It was only after their nomination that the question arose

of what relationship there might be between the presidential and the party 

campaigns.

Most presidential nominees have welcomed and encouraged this independence. 

The postwar period has witnessed a tendency for presidential candidates to 

keep a very definite distance from their party campaigns. This can be 

traced back through Nixon's re-election in 1972 to Kennedy's election in 

1960 and beyond. As a candidate they have never felt unduly bound by their 

party platforms. They would thus have resented having their campaign 

staffed by those whose loyalty to certain party policies were capable of 

taking precedence over his own views and interests.

The nature of the White House staff has been affected by all these develop

ments. For example, the presidential campaign has blossomed into one of 

the most important recruiting and testing grounds for future members of 

the staff. The deep-laid plans and organizational arrangements necessary 

to mount a successful campaign for the presidential nomination have necessi

tated an impressive array of resources: not least a group of dedicated 

helpers. For the future President there could be no better proof of some

one's personal loyalty than that he or she could have devoted so much time 

and effort to his success at a time when success was far from certain. A 

classic example was afforded by Jimmy Carter’s long campaign which was 

from an early stage both masterminded and sustained by such men as Hamilton 

Jordan and Jody Powell. The rewards for their loyalty - and evident compe

tence at securing his election - were great. Both became crucial members 

of Carter's most senior staff.
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Separate presidential campaigns over a long period have also contributed 

in another important way to the future White House staff. Campaign 

staffers necessarily get to know the candidate and his general political 

style and working methods. Mutual trust between candidate and campaign 

staff is an essential ingredient to success, and success in turn breeds 

a confidence in their established working relationship. At this stage 

success is measured almost exclusively in terms of electoral success, 

and the candidate naturally tends to measure the competence in those 

around him accordingly. But once in office the necessary requirements 

of competence change. They demand much more than a detailed or sure 

familiarity with the President’s thought processes or political style, 

although these can be considerable assets in the White House. Moreover 

the formula for a successful presidential campaign cannot at all be equated 

with that needed for a successful Presidency although the temptation for a 

President to think so may be strong. Here again the experience of Jimmy 

Carter is relevant. If the weakening hold of the major party system on 

presidential campaigns may have been considered beneficial the same cannot 

always be said of its consequent influence on the White House staff.

The Power of the Press and Media

One extremely influential catalyst in the development of the modern 

Presidency has been the growth of the mass media and the role of the Press. 

The impact of radio, newspapers, and especially television on American 

politics has been enormous. If it has contributed most obviously to the 

possibilities of presidential power it has also — en passant — greatly 

influenced the White House staff whose anonymity has long since been 

demolished in the process.
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One eternal political truth in the relationship between the Presidency 

and the Press and media has been the President's ability to command attention. 

As an easily identifiable individual at the head of the most powerful 

country in the world the President has obviously been susceptible to a more 

domestic (and worldwide) coverage and publicity than the 544 other indivi

duals grouped collectively in the other two branches of the federal govern

ment (in Congress and on the Court). There has been a massive shift in 

the balance of publicity in favour of the President, for the Press and 

media have promoted him at the expense of other centres of constitutional 

power. For a generation after the War this deliberately sustained the 

liberal ethos of the 'strong* and 'active* Presidency by remorselessly 

identifying its occupant as the focal point of responsibility for domestic 

and foreign affairs.

The collective power and predisposition of the Press and TV to present 

and convey political problems, choices, and decisions primarily in terms 

of the personalities of those adversaries most closely involved has had wide 

ranging ramifications. It has been deliberately used and abused by 

Presidents, White House staff, Press and media alike. For example, the 

technique of 'leaking' as a political weapon in the perennial infighting 

between conflicting staff members has long been a well established feature 

of the Washington scene and eagerly seized on by the Press. On a grander 

scale, the same forces that over many years cooperated with, connived in, 

and even benefited by the image of a nascent Imperial Presidency were sub

sequently put to equally devastating use in the cause of its dethronement.

Presidents came to adopt a two-pronged approach in their relations with 

the Press and media which, for its combined success, depended on the manip

ulative ability of a growing White House staff. The first approach was the
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direct appeal to the people which deliberately bypassed the intervening 

Press and media 'layer'. President Roosevelt's celebrated 'fireside 

talks' (though not as frequently employed as is nowadays believed) marked 

the beginning of a new era in direct presidential communication. John 

Kennedy took it a major stage further. He brought with him not just the 

torch of a new generation, but also a new technology, born in this century. 

From the TV debates he had with Nixon (of which the later Ford-Carter and 

Carter-Reagan debates proved generally pale reflections) to the first-ever 

live televised Press Conferences from the White House Kennedy proved him

self the first President to master the television medium. Since then the 

power of TV, if not the Presidency, has flourished. Twenty years after

Kennedy's election a country whose greatest cultural contribution to the 

century has been celluloid and communications finally elected one of its 

cinematic products as President. Ronald Reagan proved himself another 

master of the set-piece TV appearance.

The other, more indirect approach, adopted by Presidents utilized their 

White House staff. The continual process of 'briefing', whether attributable 

(via the Press Secretary et al.) or off-the-record, emphasized the staff's 

unique role as purveyors of the presidential perspective.47 In such situations 

they draw upon the enormous political advantage that they enjoy over any 

rivals - that of constant access to the President and thus to his thinking. 

The Press and media have reacted by clustering in ever greater numbers 

around the White House. The national and international Press and media 

are today accredited to the White House in a comparable way to that of 

ambassadors to a powerful court in years gone by. Quite apart from its 

prestige value, the formation of the modern White House Press Corps (which 

includes TV) was an institutional response as much to the accessibility of 

the White House staff as to the inaccessibility of the President. Moreover
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the staff have been invested with a role beyond merely conveying facts 

and opinions. So entrenched a part of the modern Presidency have they 

become that the Press and media now tend to define a Presidency*s in

tangible qualities of 'mood* and 'atmosphere* primarily in terms of those
48purveyed among the White House staff.

In one respect the effect of the Press and media upon the staff has been 

simple and direct. The staff progressively became liberated from the 

original constraints that the phrase "a passion for anonymity" was designed 

to impose. Senior White House staff members now number among the best 

known political figures of a Presidency; better known, in many cases, 

than Cabinet members. Broadly speaking these include the National 

Security Adviser, the Press Secretary, the Chief of Staff, and the leading 

domestic affairs adviser. Lesser known figures nationally, such as the 

Assistant for Congressional Relations or the chief economic adviser, are 

nevertheless highly publicized and visible in their respective areas of 

specialization (as are several other staff members with more specific 

interests). Extensions, or creatures, of the President they may still 

be but they now enjoy national and international prominence.49

The Breakdown of the Constitution

Admidst the overlapping complexities of the underlying causes of the 

growth of the White House staff there is one which, despite — or precisely 

because - of its simplicity, must not be overlooked. For thirty-five 

years this growth was neither monitored, investigated, regulated or cur

tailed by those with the power to do so. Successive Presidents, whether
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instinctively or consciously aware of the freedom thus accorded them 

in their own domain, were not discouraged or prevented when they enlarged 

their staff either in size or in scope of operation. In this context 

the system of checks and balances which has characterized the theory and 

practice of the United States Constitution throughout its history 

effectively broke down during this period in respect of the staff. This 

argument is pursued in depth in Chapters VI and VII.

The Inevitability of the White House Staff

The famous statement of the Brownlow Committee Report that "the President 

needs help" is no more than a truism in the light of the colossal demands 

placed upon the modern Presidency. But its real force lies in its impli

cation; in the fact that every President will sooner or later of necessity 

need help, seek help, and turn to those means most immediately to hand 

which in his eyes offer him the best help. The job of President is not 

least a continual process of exerting political power for political pur

poses to maximum effect. This has certain inevitable effects.

The merely practical reasons for the growth of the White House staff are 

sufficiently clear not to warrant exhaustive listing. By themselves they 

cannot account for the staff's contemporary importance. The hallmark of 

the American Presidency over the past forty years has been the political 

reasons for the growth and development of the staff. Themselves the 

products of the underlying factors which have here been identified they
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have principally been expressed in an inevitable tendency for Presidents 

to make growing use of their White House staff. The pace at which this 

has proceeded, and the exact form which it has taken, has varied from one 

President to the next; or over time within a given Presidency. It has 

depended upon a variety of circumstances and a combination of factors.

But the unifying force has been the prevailing need for help of a kind 

which best suits the President. This has remained unchanged through 

changing times. That the rise of the White House staff was inevitable 

has merely been a reflection of the obvious.

THE ORGANIZATION OF THE WHITE HOUSE STAFF

In the organization of his White House staff every President's freedom of 

manoeuvre has in theory been considerable; but in reality also circum

scribed. Most Presidents have begun with determined views on how to 

organize their staff; most have had to adapt them. Being President they 

face a constant search for the best available structure of advice. Being 

human their expectations, their experience, and their needs, change over 

time. We now turn to examine the differing methods of staff organization 

employed from Roosevelt to Ford. What were those differences? To what 

extent were they each shaped by common forces? What might this tell us 

about the nature of presidential power? These are key questions. To 

encapsulate them in a single theme it is that the real organization chart 

of government is not what is to be found in textbooks or in formal charts: 

rather it is to be seen in how confidence flows down from the President. 

Confidence may be an intangible quality but it has in each Presidency 

found very real and distinct expression.
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The Roosevelt Presidency

As the original purpose and structure of the White House staff were est

ablished by Roosevelt his Presidency offers a priori an important yardstick 

by which to measure and assess their later development under successive 

Presidents. We have seen in Chapter III how the creation of The White House 

Office arose from Roosevelt's experience of his first years in office. We 

now examine his Presidency in the context of this chapter's discussion of 

the organization of the White House staff.

Roosevelt himself took the traditional view that in delegating work to his 

staff subordinates he did not delegate away "any part of the responsibility 

from the ultimate responsibility" that rested upon him.50 He applied this 

principle directly to his staff. This was well illustrated in a celebrated 

exchange with James Rowe, one of the original Administrative Assistants.

Rowe asked whether he could engage an assistant of his own in order to be 

able to manage the work that he performed for the President. Roosevelt 

immediately refused, saying that if he was unable to do his job without 

assistance then he was not doing the job that the President wanted him to

This restriction was confirmed by another trusted Roosevelt aide Sam

Rosenman. "When I served as Special Counsel to FDR", he wrote, "I had no 
52assistants at all." If no political assistance was granted it remains

true that several were accorded secretarial staff, of which a large pro

portion were on detail. (See: Appendix 5,1.) The President was shrewd 

enough to recognise the susceptibility of his White House staff to 

Parkinson's law - that subordinates multiply at a fixed rate regardless of 

the amount of work produced - and instinctively he sought to forestall it.
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Roosevelt's organization oi his staff was determined primarily by the small

ness of its size. With no more than fifteen senior staff, and often many 

less than that, this organization can be expressed principally in terms of 

the bilateral personal relationships that existed between President and each 

staff member. Roosevelt’s success can be interpreted in contrasting ways: 

as cunning manipulation or as skilful handler. The testimony of Colonel 

House, himself a classic example of a presidential confidant, is among the 

most authoritative. "Never in my experience", he wrote, "have I known a 

man who could handle men as well as Roosevelt".53

Roosevelt's approach to administration was founded on his "profound con

viction" that "the ordained channels, no matter how simply or intricately 

designed, could never be enough. An executive relying on a single information 

system became inevitably the prisoner of that system."54 For this reason 

he aimed to check and balance the information he received from official 

channels against "a myriad of private, informal, and unorthodox channels 

and espionage networks." This had obviously been his chosen strategy 

at a time when the White House staff were no more than a dream in the back 

of his mind.

Thus as early as 1937, in outlining what he thought the likely duties of 

that staff might be, he instinctively grasped their functional role as an 

alternative source of advice. "There would be one for foreign affairs," 

said Roosevelt. "He would go out in the morning and see Hull, and then go 

to the Treasury, to Agriculture, to Commerce, to the Federal Reserve, and 

find out what was up, touching foreign relations wherever it was. And he 

would come back and tell me. Another executive assistant would cover the 

business relations. A third would deal with financial affairs, and a 

fourth would handle welfare and conservation."55
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In hindsight these remarks exhibit an acute awareness of what were to

become the two most prominent features of every White House staff. The

first was the need for the President to have staff assistants capable of

sharing his presidential perspective. Roosevelt later testified that "one

of the greatest benefits" derived from the work of the new Administrative

Assistants was their ability "to assimilate all sides of a problem and

present the pros and cons of any question to me in a disinterested and 
57impartial manner." Not only did this save him time, he continued, but

this enabled him "to see every angle of a question.... rather than that of
58a particular group, or section, or interest." The second feature pre

saged was the emergence of the functional division of staff responsibilities. 

Despite some protestations to the contrary, Roosevelt was later obliged to 

admit that his staff "have gradually grown into separate jobs" albeit "more 

by a policy of accretion than by specific and continual direction by me."^

Roosevelt adopted the same strategy with staff members as individuals as he 

did with them as a collective entity. His favourite technique, which has 

been a model of its kind ever since, was to keep grants of authority in

complete, jurisdictions uncertain, work assignments overlapping, and 

generally instill competition between his staff. This has been frankly 

acknowledged by many of his staff and others who worked for him.60 For 

example, Rosenman records Roosevelt's "habit of asking two different

people to do the same thing for him at the same time... sometimes, I am
61sure, in order to have one check on the other." It was well known that 

Roosevelt would assign authority for the development of new programmes to 

more than one person. He did the same with his speechwriting.6^

If the result was often confusion Roosevelt regarded it not only as creative 

but as enhancing his ability to shape decisions. Roosevelt, according to
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Louis Brownlow, liked "both to encourage and cultivate chaos up to a

certain point above which, he was the Boss. Moreover, according to the

historian Schlesinger, he seemed to enjoy "the agony b e l o w " . T i m e

Magazine commented that "having attracted swarms of bright and assertive

newcomers to Washington, he encouraged them to fight for their ideas, even 
66against each other." Wedded to disorder, Roosevelt thus "really made

67his own decisions" and by being so instinctively adept at psychological 

techniques (which would not have been out of place in a Medieval Court) he 

ensured that his staff could not easily analyse - or predict — his behaviour.

If no-one could divine his true mind there was no doubt as to the ingredients 

of his personal style and working methods. Like many other Presidents these 

had their origin in his considerable energy. Unlike his predecessors this 

manifested itself in ways hitherto unknown. The modern presidential schedule 

was born during his Presidency. It was usually very heavy; subject to con

stant additions as the day wore on; liable to run late; and was full of 

meetings, briefings, and phone calls. Yet, by contemporary standards, it 

is astonishing how accessible he was. Schlesinger records the remarkable 

fact that nearly a hundred persons could get through to him on the phone 

without having first to state the nature of their business to a secretary.00 

The pace of presidential life did not as yet demand the interposition of a 

staff member to screen his calls. Roosevelt was the first President to 

make frequent and full use of the telephone. He called people for fast 

conferences and a quick word about a problem, a bill, or an issue. This 

effectively dispensed with the much more formal exchange of notes, a tradi

tional practice that had marked as recent an administration as Wilson's.

Where Wilson had only tolerated a single telephone line to his office and 

almost never used it, Roosevelt installed special telephone lines to a host 

of Washington offices (and bugged not a few of them70). The telephone
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liberated Roosevelt and more than made up for his physical disability for 

it enabled him to hear the views of a wider range of people more frequently 

than otherwise could have been the case.

Roosevelt was also impressively accessible in person. Staff and government 

°^flcials alike could walk into the Oval Office or easily make an appoint

ment. There was no Chief of Staff that shielded the President. On the con

trary, this accessibility was not discouraged because it helped Roosevelt 

to know what was going on and was his prime means of ensuring that he could 

hold people accountable to him. Frances Perkins said that he was attracted 

to "many different people and varying minds" simply because "he had a 

liking for people...Moreover, these various minds stimulated him."71 But 

this also served an ulterior purpose. Roosevelt was a man whose ideas and 

decisions were drawn from talking to people. His intelligence was not ana

lytical. As Sam Rosenman observed, "Roosevelt thought in terms of human

rather than of abstract problems. To him every problem was defined
72in terms of the effect on people."

This coloured his whole approach to the Presidency and permeated his method

of decision-making. Neither was founded principally upon the systematic

examination and digestion of written memoranda, although he dealt with a

continuous flow of paperwork (vainly issuing a 'decree' that memoranda
74should be kept to one page ) and certainly read far more than his pre

decessors: eleven daily newspapers and a daily selection of his White House
75mail. Roosevelt was people-orientated not paper-orientated. He generally 

preferred to hear the differing viewpoints in person. He matched this with 

a memory that could absorb and retain an astonishing quantity of miscellaneous 

information and ideas "not sorted in a systematic, logical way, but extra

ordinarily responsive to the stimulus of the subject and the keyword."76
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The result, according to his contemporary Senator Alben Barkley, was that

"no President has ever surpassed him in personal knowledge of the details 
77of every department." In this sense Roosevelt tried to act as his own

clearing-house for the receipt and processing of political information. 

Where he over-reached himself, as in the case of his plans for the Supreme 

Court in 1937, was in not sufficiently consulting people. Such defeats 

were the product of his own limitations.

The pressures of office,and the circumstances of the time, did eventually 

combine to force Roosevelt in a direction that presaged the behaviour of 

later Presidents. Towards the end of his life, especially while the War 

impinged upon his Presidency, Roosevelt developed a growing need for some

one on his staff on whom he could place particular reliance. Harry Hopkins 

emerged as that person. Although Hopkins did not acquire sole operational 

responsibilities for the organization of the other staff (for Sam Rosenman 

rivalled him in the purely domestic sphere) his obvious prominence was 

thrown into greater relief by his 'alter ego' relationship to the President. 

With echoes of the Wilson-House relationship of the past, and other close 

relationships between Presidents and their staff (such as Eisenhower-Adams, 

Kennedy-Sorensen, Johnson-Moyers, and Carter-Jordan) still to come, the 

meaning of Roosevelt’s reliance on Hopkins was of great political sig

nificance. Roosevelt himself once put it very well. When greeting

his defeated 1940 presidential opponent Wendell Wilkie in the Oval Office 

Wilkie asked him: "Why do you keep Hopkins so close to you? You must

surely realise that people distrust him, and they resent his influence." 

Roosevelt's answer was a classic of its kind which conveys both a political 

and a personal truth. "I can understand that you wonder why I need that 

half—man around me", he replied. "But — some day you may well be sitting 

here where I am now as President of the United States. And when you are, 

you'll be looking at that door over there and knowing that practically
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everybody who walks through it wants something out of you. You'll learn 

what a lonely job this is, and you'll discover the need for somebody like 

Harry Hopkins, who asked for nothing except to serve you."^8 Its essential 

truth was never borne out more clearly than in the dangers inherent in such 

mutual dependence.

In the evolutionary history of the organization of the White House staff 

the importance of the Roosevelt Presidency endures. Franklin Roosevelt 

provided one classic model - one organizational yardstick - by which future 

Presidents could be guided. Informal, non-hierarchical, and highly personal, 

Roosevelt sought to place himself (and him only) at the very centre of 

events with his staff operating 'around' him. Rigid organizational forms 

were never allowed to develop and as such it was a style precisely suited 

to the challenge of the New Deal era. With a small staff, and with Roosevelt's 

"active-positive" personality, this was a credible organizational model.

Whether it could survive either the different demands of the postwar world 

or the different characteristics of his successor remained to be seen.

The Truman Presidency

To the extent that the organization of the Truman White House staff can be 

conveyed in the impersonal terms described by President Truman himself the 

picture that emerges is of comparably firm control by the President. Harry 

Truman, in the blunt and direct style that he made his own, regarded the 

administrative role of the Presidency as one would a piece of clockwork mach

inery which "should be so organized that not only would it function as well 

as possible at the present but that it would work efficiently for the future 

no matter who was at the head of the government."80 With the same simple
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certainty he identified the proper delegation of authority as essential 

to this efficiency. "An administrator canft run the whole show himself", 

he acknowledged, and must have "an efficiently organized staff around him".^ 

Once entrusted with a job, and if carried out in "a proper manner", a staff 

member "is backed to the limit by the President". Truman put great

reliance in trust, claiming to "understand people pretty well", but added 

that "you always take a chance when you put a fellow in a position of res

ponsibility, because no matter how good he is you cannot tell what he will
83do until he is tried." Neither should we judge Truman's analysis of 

staff organization until it too has been set against his practice as 

President.

Comparing the Presidency to riding a tiger, Truman was acutely conscious

of the need to be "constantly on top of events or, if he hesitates, events
84will soon be on top of (the President)". He was the first President

openly to recognise that the job demanded continual decision making. He

perceived his staff principally as instruments for eliciting the "facts"
85without which presidential decisions could not be made. "To make sure

that I get the facts I need", he commented, "I also had to reorganize the 

office and staff of the President."86 The numbers of senior WHO political 

staff with which Truman had to deal never grew beyond twenty; mostly re

maining in the mid-teens. This was a small enough number to enable Truman 

to continue the practice, bequeathed by Roosevelt, of establishing personal 

relationships with each one. The basis upon which these were formed, 

however, was very different from that of the manipulative Roosevelt. The 

White House staff were more formally organized than before; their staff 

duties more strictly delineated; and Truman himself took on a more direct

supervisory role.



382

Each staff assistant was set Ma certain kind of work to do, and each con-

fines himself to that task." To avoid unnecessary disputes overlapping

staff jurisdictions were discouraged. "Eventually”, Truman later wrote,

I succeeded in surrounding myself with assistants and associates who would

not overstep the bounds of that delegated authority."®** He expected his

staff to "consult together" to save his time by settling "trivial decisions"

and deliberately expanded the staff, by the addition of a White House

Personnel Office, to relieve him of conducting "endless interviews."®**

Truman wanted things properly organized and above board so that "everybody
90knows what is going on" , and he presided over his staff accordingly. He 

even admitted to having modelled his Cabinet on his White House staff which
qiwas a revealing reflection of his order of priorities.

The result was that Truman tried to act as his own Chief of Staff. "The

staff reports to me every morning and gets its instructions for the day",
92commented President Truman in 1952. This daily morning meeting had long

been an established routine and all the important members of the Truman
93White House staff usually attended. These staff meetings were less for

general policy discussions than for progress reports and assignments. The 

previous year two articles in The New Yorker by the journalist John Hersey 

had popularized this regular feature of the presidential schedule from which 

it is clear that Truman personally directed the work of each staff member.94 

No-one was entrusted with a coordinating role (with the exception of the non

political Executive Clerk, William J. Hopkins, who oversaw the flow of paper

work to and from the President; still, in those days, a non-controversial 
95task ). The subject matter of these meetings "was as varied as the 

96Presidency itself" but the President did not treat his staff as substitute 

Cabinet members. Although staff were given work to do the extent of their
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functionalization was still limited. As one former staff member, David D.

Lloyd, recalled: "We were divided up by job rather than on any functional

basis. Assignments were parcelled out more on the basis of who was available
97than who was the expert." Lloyd’s official staff titles of Special

Assistant, and Administrative Assistant, thus concealed the fact that he

would work on a labour problem one week and the defence budget the next.

Yet Truman was not adverse to experts and took the first significant steps

towards expanding the specialist staff. For example, in trying to discover

"the man who is best informed on these detailed matters" Truman appointed
98the first Telecommunications Adviser.

In historical and political terms the most significant feature of the 

organization of the Truman White House staff was the emergence of political 

support staff for the senior WHO staff. What Roosevelt had firmly prevented 

his successor evidently allowed. (See: Appendix 5.2Q Material from the 

Harry S. Truman Library reveals that several of the senior staff had by 

1953 established their own little fiefdoms. (See: Appendix 5.3.) For 

example, the Office of John Steelman, The Assistant to the President, had 

accounted for 25 people (one fifth of whom had been on detail); Special 

Counsel Charles Murphy's Office numbered 13; Special Assistant Averell 

Harriman's Office numbered 11; National Security Adviser Gordon Gray's 

Office numbered 31 (over one third of whom were on detail); and Special

Consultant Donald Nelson's Office reached 15 (more than half of whom were 
99on detail). Other staff members who enjoyed a smaller number of political

support staff were Appointments Secretary Matthew Connelly, the Liaison 

Officer for Personnel Management Donald Dawson, Military Aide General Vaughn, 

Administrative Assistant David Niles, and Special Counsel Clark Clifford.100 

Such was the hierarchical pattern developing that in John Steelman's Office 

could be distinguished a further division between the more senior staff
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assistants and the junior and/or clerical assistants.101 The available 

evidence suggests that senior WHO staff members were independently responsible 

for the work of their own offices.

Despite the burgeoning of staff offices one should not be unduly misled by

the fact that one member of Truman's staff, Dr. John R. Steelman, was

bestowed with the official title "The Assistant to the President" with a

capital "T". President Truman, as befitted his Chief of Staff role, prided

himself on being master of his household. He was an industrious worker and

this enabled him to exert his mastery over others. Dean Acheson wrote in

praise of his President that "he could, and did, outwork us all", adding for

good measure that Truman had "no need for papers predigested into one-page 
102pellets of pabulum." As President he even took responsibility for

103sorting out staff problems (not always successfully ). He frankly

acknowledged that "I have had some men around here with the itch for power

or self-aggrandizement....You always find that there is an excellent chance

for jealousy and bickering among people who are close to the fount of 
104power." Conscious both of 'palace intrigue' and 'yes men’ he occas

ionionally had to make changes when someone got "too big for his breeches."

He also came down hard on anyone found questioning a decision after it had 

been made, and just as firmly he sought to uphold the confidentiality of 

the advice he received.106

Truman was in fact the only President openly to persist with being his own 

Chief of Staff in an elementary sense. That he was able so to act depended 

both upon his staff being still of relatively small size and his evident 

willingness to rely upon members of his Cabinet as his principal advisers 

on policymaking and execution. Any success in achieving his personal 

preference for an ordered and settled pattern of staff organization was
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tempered by the growing burden that he had to shoulder in himself running 

it (which he betrayed in remarks about staff intrigue). While in office 

Truman s perception of White House staff organization (including its poten

tial drawbacks) was primarily, and surprisingly, in terms of the individuals 

it comprised rather than as a collective entity. It was only when he had 

long since retired that he came to question the wisdom of the staff's role 

as part of the presidential machinery. In his book Mr. Citizen published in 

1960 he pointed to an erosion of the Presidency. "For one thing", he wrote, 

"I do not like this present trend towards a huge White House staff... A layer 

of presidential aides has been placed between the President and his appointed 

officials. Mostly, these aides get in one another's way. They tend to 

insulate the President. The President needs breathing space. The smaller 

the staff around him, the better." But Truman, whether with the luxury

of hindsight or with an axe to grind, cannot escape his own full share of 

responsibility in developing the organization of the staff to a point where 

his successor could so easily enlarge it and adapt it for his own purposes.

The Eisenhower Presidency

The organization of the White House staff under President Eisenhower 

entered a new era. Although several underlying factors may be held to 

account for the changes that occurred foremost among them was simply that 

the staff grew beyond a size that enabled the President personally to control 

them. Eisenhower’s perception of his presidential role, his personal pre

dilections as regards working methods, and his military background, all 

combined to produce a staff organization that had a powerful effect both on 

his own Presidency and on those to come.
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General Elsenhower entered office with some very definite ideas about 

the kind of staff that he wished to see established, among which was a 

strong desire to be different from his predecessor. Writing of "the 

system, or lack of system" which he had observed from afar he thought "it 

was inconceivable to me that the work of the White House could not be 

better systemized than had been the case" under Truman.109 Believing that 

"the President needs an efficient staff, and now more than ever before"109 

he was particularly anxious that the President be relieved of unnecessary 

detail by those "who can take delegated authority and exercise it in his 

name. As he once remarked at a Press Conference, with an exasperated

air. Listen, after all, I tell you, there are only twenty-four hours in 

the day...If you are going to concern yourself with every detail...you are 

going to do nothing else." This approach to decision-making largely

determined the structure of staff support and advice with which he sought 

to surround himself (and neatly dovetailed with his limited objectives in 

domestic policy and his overtly projected distaste for partisan politics).

It also led Eisenhower to delegate more authority over the day-to-day 

management of the White House than had previously be known. In turn this 

profoundly altered both the relationship, and the accountability, of the 

staff to the President.

Eisenhower was not adverse to a large staff. As we have seen in Chapter IV 

he deliberately added to its size in several areas. To compensate he sought 

an ordered staff organization that would be efficient and could coordinate 

the business of government smoothly on his behalf. He explained that he 

wanted "a business manager" who could assist him "on a big and broad basis".112 

Eisenhower's staff system was fashioned not only by his military background 

but also by the person he chose to organize it. "I sought", wrote Eisenhower,
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"a competent administrator and a good friend as its chief, who would be 

close to and trusted by me." He found that combination in the former

Governor of New Hampshire Sherman Adams.

The bond that they forged was as strong and as close as any that has been 

witnessed between a President and a member of his staff. The breadth of 

Adams's role was indicated by the very vagueness of his brief from Eisenhower. 

Adams claimed that the President "never specifically defined my responsibili

ties or outlined their limits" but rather he "simply expected me to manage 

a staff that would simplify and expedite the urgent business."114 This is 

to simplify what was far from simple. In a later retrospective glance at 

his White House years Adams came closer to the truth when he said that it

had been necessary for him to have "the capability to carry out an order
115even though implied and contextual." Other White House staff were

dependent upon Adams for these orders because only he had an "intuitive 

understanding of the functioning of the Presidential mind."116

He acquired and nourished this understanding by constant access to the 

President, who asked him to sit in on as many meetings as possible irres

pective of whether he joined in the discussion. "Eisenhower merely wanted 

me to hear everything that was going on so that I would become as familiar 

as possible with his attitude on most of the passing problems. I was then

to use this knowledge in making decisions for him in matters that he left 
117for me to resolve." This was the intention and this was the result.

"Whenever Sherman Adams spoke, it was assumed that it represented President
118Eisenhower's views on a matter." This placed Adams very firmly as

primus inter pares among the staff, and its significance was immediately 

reflected in the hierarchical staff structure that he proceeded to establish.



388 -

The hierarchical nature of the Eisenhower staff is readily apparent from

the job titles bestowed upon them. (See Chapter IV, Table 4.11.) The

capital "T" in The Assistant to the President Sherman Adams accurately

conveyed his pre-eminent status, colourfully endorsed by a story told of

his first days in the new Administration. An advisory group suggested a

staff organization chart showing lines of authority to Eisenhower. Adams

sent it back for redrafting so that it showed all the lines going through 
119Adams. Under him, spreading out in truly pyramid fashion, was the

rest of the White House staff whose hierarchical sub-divisions were evident 

from published staff listings. Adams was the first fully-fledged Chief

of Staff and the range of his operational responsibilities was considerable.

He oversaw the President’s appointments and scheduling; he dealt with the
121overwhelming majority of personnel and patronage matters; Press

relations, and speechwriting, came within his purview; he took overall 

responsibility for the work of Cabinet coordination, Congressional liaison, 

and Special Projects with its array of specialist advisers.

This was a formidable degree of control over the White House staff. It

was increased by Eisenhower's insistence that Adams control the flow of
122paperwork to and from the Oval Office. All papers from the staff or

from the rest of government were to be accompanied by a one-page synopsis 
123written by the staff. (It was a well established Eisenhower maxim that

, ■ 124'if a proposition can't be stated on one page it isn't worth saying'. )

This was the first time the staff as a collective entity had been accorded

an organized input into the presidential decision process for Eisenhower

expected each paper to be accompanied by a staff recommendation as to the

action he should take. He was occasionally irritated by papers that were

"mediocre", "overloaded" or "trivial", and preferred those where he was



389

125just called upon to say 1y e s 1 or 'no'. In response Adams "intercepted,

filtered out, and disposed of all except the most important decisions and

demands that were headed in the Presidents direction. Adams was even

reported by one contemporary observer to have said privately that he "hoped

to arrange things so that his boss would have to make only three or four
127important decisions a year."

One technique for exercising this measure of control was through the daily 

White House senior staff meeting in Adams's office, every weekday morning 

(except Monday), over which he presided. These were used not only to

distribute the staff workload but also as "a clearing house for policy
129matters...to make sure that these policies (were) properly coordinated."

These policies included those discussed and decided at Cabinet meetings

(the Cabinet having been upgraded as a major deliberative forum) the agendas

for which were the responsibility of Maxwell Rabb (later Robert Gray). Rabb

interpreted the staff meetings' main aim as "to compress the President's
130work into essentials - to sharpen everything up."

The senior White House staff responsibilities reflected a more defined

functionalization than under any previous President - in terms both of

their organization and the individual attributes. The major functional areas

were represented by the Special Assistant for National Security Affairs (who
131enjoyed a certain freedom of action not given to the others ); the Staff

Secretary, who formally controlled the flow of paperwork and represented

the President’s desire for efficiency; the Cabinet Secretary, who performed 
132a coordinative role; Adams's nominal deputy General Wilton B. Persons,

who took overall responsibility for the newly-founded Congressional liaison 

function (later placed under the direction of Bryce Harlow); and finally
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by James Hagerty, who reigned as Press Secretary throughout Eisenhower's 

two terms and effectively remained the principal spokesman of the 

Administration (a fact emphasized by other staff members' tendency to refer 

all inquiries about their own work to him). These - and others133 - 

comprised a thoroughly professional group of dedicated staff members who 

generally worked well as a team. The rest of the White House staff mush

roomed out beneath this nose cone of the Eisenhower staff pyramid. Among 

the estimated 93 political staff that served between 1953 and 1961 were, for

example, the many specialist subject staff all of whom reported to the
134President through Adams. (See: Appendices 4.4 and 5.4.)

It is not surprising that the Eisenhower staff structure, built around Adams, 

should have made such a lasting impression on contemporary observers, parti

cipants, and historians alike; or that it should have triggered a debate 

that continues to this day. "In the making of White House policy", remarked

Merlo Pusey midway through Eisenhower's Presidency, "(Adams) is the second
135most powerful man in Washington." Marquis Childs referred to "perhaps

1an unprecedented degree of power for a presidential aide". For the

historian Arthur Larson there was no doubt of the importance of the staff

operation to Eisenhower's Presidency. Nor did he doubt that the "masterful

execution of his duties by Sherman Adams" was its single most important 
137feature. But there was also criticism of the stultifying effect of the

staff system; not least, in the words of Professor Edward H. Hobbs in 1958,

that the President "accepts staff recommendations too uncritically and that

his role is therefore reduced to ratifying decisions made several layers
138down in the heriarchy." This was echoed by Lester Tanzer who wrote that

"Mr Eisenhower's aides...do make many lesser decisions they say former
139President Truman would have resolved personally." James Reston, while

acknowledging Adams as "a source of continuity for the whole Administration"
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during a series of articles on the effect of Eisenhower's illness of the 

Presidency, expressed the opinion that Adams "is exercising vast powers 

beyond the scrutiny of Congress in a position where he is not accountable 

to anybody but the President."140

For six years President Eisenhower was never obliged to address himself 

publicly to these and other related questions. But in 1958 events forced 

him firstly, to defend his Chief of Staff against charges of improper con

duct; and secondly, to respond to criticisms of his White House staff 

organization. Eisenhower resolutely refuted the inference that Adams was 

in any real sense interposed between the President and other members of 

the government or that he exercised unauthorized power. "No staff officer 

of mine, to include Governor Adams, can possibly make a decision without 

getting my general approval", retorted Eisenhower, adding that Adams's 

powers extended no further than being responsible for seeing that presidential

decisions were "carried out (and) that the general policy is observed and 
141not invalidated." Neither did Eisenhower consider that Adams blocked 

access to him as President for he had issued "direct orders" that any member 

of a government department or agency could come to him "directly at any time 

and there is no staff officer can stand in his way." This was personally

confirmed to this writer by a prominent member of the sub-Cabinet.143

In the event Eisenhower was as little successful in dispelling doubts about

his staff system as he was in forestalling doubts about his Chief of Staff
144(who eventually resigned ). He was noticeably irritated when asked at a 

Press Conference in 1958 about his 'palace guard' and whether he took suf

ficient precaution "to see that you get information, not just from one or
145two channels, but from a variety of sources." To this legitimate
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criticism Eisenhower offered the rebuttal that his hierarchical staff 

organization was a system of 'layers' where each 'higher layer' served as 

a check on the possible excesses of the layer below it.146 He returned 

to his defence in his memoirs: "I have read about 'staff decisions’ but 

I have never understood exactly what was meant by the expression."44^ (He 

also thought that 'palace guard' was another expression that had no meaning.448  ̂

Pleading ignorance does not in retrospect sound convincing. By contrast there 

was one statement that did ring true. While still defending Adams from criti

cism the President uttered the short and memorable plea: "I need him."

There has rarely been so candid a confession of dependence by the world's 

most powerful elected leader on his personal appointee. In the event the 

staff system that Adams had fashioned did survive his unwilling departure — 

mute testimony to its basic strength.

The significance of the Eisenhower White House staff organization lay in his 

creation of a distinctive model as important as Roosevelt's - and as 

different. It implicitly recognized that the time had come for the President 

to delegate effective authority over a large staff to a member of that staff 

itself. It was a logical step to take and one that came easily to a man of 

military disposition. In practical terms it had a good deal to commend it 

for an overburdened President. But there was a price to be paid. The direct 

personal accountability of the White House staff to the President was broken 

for the first time. The immediate results may not have seemed serious at 

the time but the Eisenhower Presidency legitimized a form of staff organi

zation that subsequent Presidents were able to resurrect, adapt and enhance - 

with far reaching results. Eisenhower's recollection was that the President 

was always firmly in command. To this it can be countered that Eisenhower 

may certainly have been in command of what he knew, but inherent in his form
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of organization was the risk that his staff could screen from him things

which he might need to know. Moreover, as a rigidly hierarchical and formal

organization it was better designed for the coordination of the status quo

than for the purposes of policy innovation. This was a charge whose import

Eisenhower was later to denounce in his memoirs. "I have been astonished

to read some contentions which seem to suggest that smooth organization

guarantees that nothing is happening, whereas ferment and disorder indicate
149progress," he wrote in 1963. It appeared that just as he had entered

determined to be different from Truman, so too Kennedy had entered 

office with no less a determination to be different from him.

The Kennedy Presidency

Among the many influences on any President when he decides upon the organi

zation of his White House staff is the desire to rectify what he perceives 

as the faults or the drawbacks of his predecessor's system. There can 

be few examples as clear as Kennedy's wish to distinguish his Presidency 

from Eisenhower's. "In the past", said Kennedy, "I think the staff has 

been used to get a pre-arranged agreement which is only confirmed at the 

President's desk, and that I don't agree with." The real target of

such a remark was clear enough. Lest anyone not have grasped how pointed 

a reference this was to the Eisenhower staff system President Kennedy made 

his view even clearer with a well publicized remark to the effect that when

ever a system was smoothly organized he would get worried because it was 

likely to be a sign that nothing was going on.151 Kennedy, by contrast, 

had pledged himself to 'get the country moving again' and deliberately 

fostered a measure of informality and calculated disorder as necessary 

elements of his White House staff organization.



394

Kennedy's early confidence in his own staff operation were well illustrated 

when he said that "I think we sometimes overstate the administerial diffi

culties of the Presidency. I think really, in many ways, it's a judicial 

function, where alternatives are suggested which involve great matters, 

and finally the President must make a decision." That very month he

was to go through the Bay of Pigs fiasco, an ordeal that was to profoundly 

re-shape his thinking on the need for, and the best way to organize, staff 

support. Shortly before his assassination he revealed the extent to 

which the experience of office had matured his approach to the point where 

he was less sure about the 'essence' of decision-making than he was about 

the importance of the method: "The American Presidency... is mysterious 

because the essence of ultimate decision remains impenetrable to the 

observer - often, indeed, to the decider himself." "The heart of the

Presidency," he continued, "is therefore informed, prudent, and resolute

choice - and the secret of the presidential enterprise is to be found in
154an examination of the way presidential choices are made." In making

choices the Kennedy Presidency proved to have a catalytic effect on the 

development of the White House staff.

Kennedy's staff organization represented a definite move away from formal 

hierarchy to informal flexibility - thus reversing the discernible trend 

of the previous two decades. Two factors combined to enable the President 

to regain a degree of personal control over his staff. Firstly, his 

capacity to deal with many senior WHO staff (though they numbered less than 

Eisenhower's total staff complement - never exceeding thirty in any one 

year) was greater. Secondly, Kennedy would admit of no single staff 

assistant placed formally above everyone else. One Kennedy aide boasted 

that it would be impossible to draw up an administrative chart for the 

White House since there was practically no hierarchy.155 Although some
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staff members, such as Deputy Special Counsel Myer Feldman, generally

worked under the supervision of others (in his case under Sorensen), they

still enjoyed a measure of direct access to Kennedy.156 Similarly, the

foreign affairs staff under Special Assistant for National Security Affairs

McGeorge Bundy (such as Carl Kaysen, Robert Komer and Michael Forrestal)

were also given a measure of independent access.157 In particular there

was no Chief of Staff through whom other members of the staff would have to 
. 158

work. Kennedy planned to be, and was in some degree, his own Chief of

Staff insofar as he thought he needed that function performed. More so 

than any President since Roosevelt his staff organization resembled a wheel 

whose spokes (representing his staff advisers) led directly to him at the 

hub.

In consequence Kennedy resurrected techniques of staff management that had

not been utilized so effectively since the 1930's, which included a tendency

to operate bilaterally. Each of the senior WHO staff enjoyed a one-to-one

relationship with the President (which features prominently in their various 
159memoirs ). As a result there were no regular morning staff meetings 

where Kennedy apportioned out the staff workload160 (although Bundy did 

come to hold morning briefings for key staff personnel161). While the 

staff developed signs of functionalization into certain well defined areas 

Kennedy was constantly alert to the dangers of becoming a prisoner to any 

one member of his staff for information or advice on an issue. "I simply 

cannot afford to have one set of advisers", he once said.162 Neither did 

any one staff member enjoy anything approaching a monopoly on the President's 

appointment schedule. Both metaphorically and literally (for the Oval Office 

has several doors leading into it) there were always several avenues of
I C O

approach for those that wished to see the President. Kennedy even made a
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joke of his open-door policy when he remarked that "it’s not hard to get

invited to the White House these days."164 This judicious use of humour

was another ingredient of his technique. Unlike Roosevelt he managed to

organize his staff without creating an atmosphere of undue distrust or

mutual suspicion. "They respect each other's competence and they don't

get in each other’s way", observed one experienced former staff aide of 
166President Truman. Although there was a highly developed sense of

competition among the staff, in their pragmatic day-to-day dealings they 

neither sank into friction nor rose into friendship. One reflection of 

this, as we have noted in Chapter IV, was the very low level of WHO staff 

turnover during his Presidency.

If there was one intangible but nonetheless real element of Kennedy's WHO 

staff organization that permeated the atmosphere of his White House more 

than any other it was the intense feelings of personal loyalty to the 

President. These were evident before the assassination created his martyr

dom. Kennedy was the first President the core of whose staff had first 

been forged together in a presidential campaign (one of whose distinguishing 

features was its 'separateness' from the official Democratic congressional 

races).

This experience intensified the bonds of loyalty and a strong esprit de

corps survived remarkably well over the three-and-a-half years of his

Presidency. This expressed itself in various ways. For example it helps

to account for the unexpected difficulty that certain political reporters

found in ascertaining the staff's own personal views on policy matters,
167which were ascribed to "a certain stiffness" among the senior staff 

irrespective of their other disimilarities. Contemporary observers 

commented that the "rigor of life" on the New Frontier was responsible for
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1 6 8the unifying" bond among the Kennedyites", and that "they were united...
169in their intense loyalty to JFK." The staff themselves openly testified

to this. "Our faith in (Kennedy) and in what he was trying to do", wrote 

his Press Secretary Pierre Salinger, "was absolute."170 At the time such 

an attitude was uncritically accepted as entirely legitimate - with appar

ently little or no understanding of the potential dangers that this could 

pose for both President and staff. It took ten years before Watergate proved

that the same attitude could spell disaster (and revealed Kennedy's own wire-
171tapping into the bargain ). Even at the time this sense of loyalty res

tricted the acceptable levels of internal dissent to a narrow range of views 

(as over policy in South East Asia).

Another element of the Kennedy WHO staff was the strong perception, and 

celebration, of its supposed superior qualities (which were later well en

capsulated in Halberstam's book title The Best and the Brightest). It was

not uncommon to read of "the brilliance of the JFK team" and the
172scintillating" Administration, with Theodore White prominent among

173those capable of nauseous eulogism. Even this paled when set against the

praise heaped on Kennedy himself, albeit after his death. Such people as

Gore Vidal, Douglass Cater, Joseph Kraft and William Manchester from the 
174outside, and Theodore Sorensen, Kenneth O'Donnell, Evelyn Lincoln, Pierre 

Salinger, and Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., from the inside175 have all contributed 

to the 'Camelot legend'. The many and various attributes of the young 

President were lauded in countless ways. Some talked of his "restless 

energy"176; some his "sensitivity and magnetism"177; or his "great capacity 

for assimilating detail"178; his "intuitive grasp"179; his "driving 

curiosity"180; or his "amazing memory"181. The theme running through all 

these comments and observations was the extent to which the President's
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own personality and character infused the White House staff organization.

He personally was perceived as the connecting thread between its members 

and the staff and as a collective unit it only made sense in relation to 

him. It had no independent existence.

That Kennedy himself was the focus of staff organization placed a premium

on the staff's ability to build and maintain a successful relationship with

the President by tuning in to the special Kennedy operational wavelength.

Theodore Sorensen made it clear that this was a prerequisite of appointment 
182to the staff. Thus General Maxwell D. Taylor was enthusiastically

suggested as Kennedy's Military Representative precisely because "he was a
183military man who spoke the President's language" and could therefore

interpret Kennedy's laconic questions correctly. Kennedy's style was
184characterized by a "casual terseness" that was an inevitable corollary

of his working methods. Dealing with so many people he came to value (some

would say overvalue) brevity of expression as the sine qua non of good

advice. He could not bear to waste time. When asking an aide for his

opinion, or when being briefed, "you're supposed to tell him - bang, bang, 
185bang." Another friend put it this way: "(Kennedy) thinks of words as

the shortest distance between two points. A man who puts things in a nut-
186shell wins his respect. A rambler loses." This overlooked the un

comfortable fact that some issues or problems do not lend themselves to 

concise expression. Neither could certainty necessarily be taken as wisdom, 

although one staff member observed that the Kennedy system "favours people

who know exactly what they want to do. It is tough on people who have dim
187misgivings - even if those misgivings happen to be important." This also 

applied to the written memoranda which Kennedy devoured nightly. For a
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President who once remarked that "Roosevelt got most of his ideas from talk

ing to people. I get most of mine from reading",188 it was paradoxical that 

his own organizational techniques mainly involved speaking not writing, and 

the telephone rather than the letter or memorandum.189

It would nevertheless be a mistake to suppose that whatever his personal

qualities they could alone be sufficient to hold his White House staff

accountable to him for all the work that they did. Where the President was

not thought to have a keen interest the staff were consequently given, or

acquired, more leeway in how they handled things.190 Some argued that it

was inevitable that the staff would take advantage of the President "realising

that in the rush of any day's business he will make many decisions which he
191cannot possibly follow up." Because Kennedy tended to concentrate so

much on foreign affairs and the economy he had, according to one observer,

"to watch some domestic issues out of the corner of his eye." For

example, Secretary of the Interior Stewart Udall's attempts "to catch
193(Kennedy's) full attention have left Udall frustrated," whereas National 

Security Adviser Bundy was confident of Kennedy's immediate attention when

ever necessary. Another area where the President's control was more notice

ably delegated to others was congressional relations. Some thought that

Kennedy "left too many of the congressional chores to his liaison team. He
194simply did not give this aspect of the Presidency enough attention." One 

noted political journalist wrote of the "insufficient coordination between 

White House offices" and cited as an example the inbuilt weakness of a con

gressional relations staff which lacked "substantive knowledge of the
195legislation" they were supposed to be backing. It took the Kennedy

Administration's liaison operation under Lawrence O'Brien "about eighteen

months to get into tune" after it had initially "ground to a halt", according
196to his predecessor Bryce Harlow.
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More serious criticisms of the Kennedy staff were beginning to surface 

towards the end of his life. It was argued that the JFK staff system was 

more suited to crisis trouble-shooting than to long-range p l a n n i n g . C o n 

versely the view was held that what long-term planning there was had led 

to the staff becoming "an undisciplined herd" because of the unchecked 

proliferation of task forces. Undoubtedly these problems would have

impinged more seriously on Kennedy’s Presidency had he lived to complete 

even one full term of office - much less two. As it happened he was not 

disposed to reveal the extent to which he did detect any defects in his 

staff organization. Indeed he pointedly ignored one call for a discussion 

on relationships with the White House staff, and at one Press Conference 

in 1963 observed that people "are always advising Presidents to get rid of

presidential advisors", adding that Presidents "do not ordinarily pay
.. .. „200attention."

The Kennedy Presidency stands virtually alone in having never encountered

major prolonged controversy in respect of any major individuals among the

senior WHO staff. The contemporary view was almost one of awe at this young

President and his young Administration taking over the reins of government
201and world power with such energy. Neither was any sustained attack ever

successfully launched upon the organization of his staff. In the interests 

of getting the country moving again the dominant liberal ethos of the ’strong* 

Presidency legitimized almost any means of staff organization that he chose 

to adopt (although some were later to bear very different fruit under his 

successors). The functional divisions of the staff did not disappear, 

although they may superficially have appeared diluted amidst the general 

egalitarian air of the White House; rather they underwent gradual but per

ceptible changes. Of the biggest long-term importance was the further
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development of staff assistance for the various functional units. For 

example, Pierre Salinger's original Press staff of six later grew;202 

Larry O'Brien's expansion of the congressional liaison team enabled him to 

decide strategy and tactics in a way that he couldn’t otherwise have done, 

as he freely admitted; and McGeorge Bundy built his own staff organi

zation which resembled a mini State Department, divided up on the basis of 
204geographic 'desks'. Kennedy's other major advance, accomplished through

Bundy, was to convert an NSC staff from what had previously been largely an 

institutional unit manned by career professionals to a (smaller but) personal

staff which was politically the foreign affairs component of the wider White 
205House Office staff. This was emphasized by his treatment of the National

Security Council itself, of which body the NSC staff were officially the 

servants. The NSC was gradually allowed to fall into disuse.206 If it 

became necessary to employ the NSC in its collective capacity (as distinct 

from individually consulting its various members) then Kennedy preferred to 

deal with an ad hoc group chosen for reasons that made political sense to 

him rather than one which satisfied protocol or the artificial demands of an

official organization chart. 207 His creation of the ExComm (Executive

Committee of the NSC) during the Cuban Missile Crisis is ample proof of this 

practice.206

Whether Kennedy could have survived two full terms of office with a White 

House staff organization that relied on such pragmatic case-by-case organi

zational responses is a question to which there can be no answer. There 

were signs in his third year in the White House that both he and his staff 

were beginning to settle down into a patterned routine. "The web of system 

has appeared", was one contemporary comment. Like other Presidents,

Kennedy eventually perceived the need for a more systematic approach to the 

exertion of political control over government. His Presidency could not
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indefinitely rely upon an unbroken series of successful administrative gestures

of a kind that a Sorensen, a Bundy, or an O'Donnell could provide. Kennedy

certainly came to recognise the enormous burdens he placed upon himself in

the way he ran his staff. Sorensen tells of a revealing moment when the

President was faced with a list of matters to attend to. "Now I know", said
210Kennedy, why Ike had Sherman Adams." The Kennedy Presidency gave fresh

impetus to a functionally orientated staff system but Kennedy himself was 

removed from the scene too soon to have had to face up to the full impli

cations, inherent in that light-hearted admission, of how it could best be 

organized without having to do it all himself.

The Johnson Presidency

In the organization of his White House staff Lyndon Baines Johnson was the 

modern President that most nearly resembled the medieval Prince. Although 

every White House embodies features found in the courts of centuries ago 

the Johnson White House brought into prominent relief the personal influence 

that the President can wield upon those he chooses to have around him. Find

ing himself suddenly in office President Johnson strove constantly to dominate 

the White House staff by a variety of means: by the sheer force of of his 

personality, and the deployment of techniques to exert his dominance; by his 

insistence on personal loyalty; by the degree of his personal involvement 

in what went on around him; and by his determination to be the sole bene

ficiary of a formidable information network. The confluence of such forces 

produced a White House staff organization characterized more in terms of his 

idiosyncrasy than of any other single factor.
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Already a 'larger than life' figure while in the United States Senate as 

Majority Leader, Johnson's overpowering personality encountered almost un

limited possibilities for self-expression when he reached the Presidency.

"He is a gargantuan figure", wrote James Reston, "he is a whopper."211 

From close study and experience George Reedy, who served Johnson as Press 

Secretary, later observed shrewdly that the office of President "neither 

elevates nor degrades a man. What it does is to provide a stage upon which 

all of his personality traits are magnified and accentuated."212 It was 

this personality which at the time appeared both to fascinate, and later to 

disillusion, the entire Washington political community.213 Reedy also took 

the view that the character and personality of the President were "extremely

important" because "there are no other limitations which govern a man's 
214conduct." Johnson was ill-served by such freedom. For a variety of

reasons, which included psychological feelings of insecurity, the absence of 

sufficient restraint proved disastrous. In personal political relation

ships he had functioned best where the other person had a measure of independent 

power. (In this sense he remained the Majority Leader at heart.) But in the 

White House he had no need to pay such attention either to the necessities of 

bargaining or to the moderation that can be enforced by a perception of one's 

own limitations or the strength of others. When the external limitations 

were removed, commented Doris Kearns, "Johnson fell back on his need to

dominate everyone in sight. Thus the White House machinery became the
216President's psyche writ large."

This machinery was faced, like Johnson himself, with a political agenda that 

initially was perceived by the nation, and no less astutely manipulated by 

Johnson, as primarily the Kennedy legacy. Like his early political bene

factor, FDR, Johnson's predilection for, and familiarity with, domestic 

politics found considerable scope for action. Johnson's enduring reputation
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was justly founded on his success in translating the aspirations of the

New Frontier into the practical achievements of the Great Society. The

sheer scale of political activity generated was reflected in and among the

White House and its staff where the workrate was formidable. Frenetic

activity became the touchstone of good purpose and success - not least

in Johnson's own mind. A sixteen hour day was routine but often it was

more than eighteen hours every day. Indeed, Johnson liked to boast that
217he slept at most only six hours per night. Journalists were suitably

Ol gimpressed. James Reston wrote of his "torrent of activity"; Joseph
219Kraft of his "cyclonic activity". Allen Otten commented: "He does

drive his people. Himself supercharged with energy, he expects everyone
220around him to match his prodigious pace." Many others have testified

221on the same point. For Lyndon Johnson this was not just a matter of

personal style but a political necessity. He later told his Special Counsel 

Harry McPherson that "You've got to give it all you can that first year", 

because the presidential power to get things done was progressively circum

scribed thereafter.

Johnson's passion for workrate was well reflected in remarks he made about

members of his White House staff - whom he expected to emulate him. In

praising his Appointments Secretary Jack Valenti he once said: "Now there's

a valuable hunk of humanity. He can do anything for you and do it fast....

He gets up with me every morning. He stays up with me until I go to bed at
223night, around midnight, and he is the only one who can really take it."

Bill Moyers, who performed a wide range of tasks as a Special Assistant,

was another singled out for special praise: "That boy has a bleeding ulcer.

He works for me like a dog, and is just as faithful. He never asks for
224anything - but for more work." Of that there proved to be no shortage.
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Johnson's demands on his staff went much further than taking a proud

satisfaction in late nights and ulcers. More than any other President

he wanted to 'possess' them. It is in this respect that he resurrected

the kind of psychological technique familiar in a medieval court, where

his treatment was reminiscent of 'theocratic Royal Grace' (the essential

principle of which was that the 'subject' could claim nothing as a matter

of right but depended upon privileges conferred by the king^**) . Johnson's

behaviour towards the staff was designed to serve as a continual reminder

of their complete dependence on him for their existence and status: that

they are appointed by him; promoted by him; demoted by him; and fired

by him. There is a wealth of example of the 'Johnson treatment'. Louis

Koenig wrote that Johnson's staff "constantly experienced the phenomenon

of their leader both delegating power to them and taking it away." Hugh
227Sidey referred to staff members who "fell from grace" (an apt and re

vealing phrase) and in consequence left the staff. Eric Goldman, delib

erately brought into the White House as an intellectual-in-residence, later

described LBJ's attitude as "essentially feudal" in taking the stick and
228carrot technique to the limit. Doris Kearns recounted one example

furnished by a Johnson staffer: "One minute he would give an aide a tre

mendous tongue-lashing, and then he would turn right round, give him an
229expensive gift, and say to him, 'You know you are my right arm'".

Johnson, when questioned about such incidents, later explained that "You

never want to give a man a present when he's feeling good. You want to
. 230do it when he's down."

The relentless effect of these techniques had a debilitating effect on the 

Johnson White House staff. Patrick Anderson, a close student of the 

Johnson White House, commented that his best aides "fought a continuing
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battle to maintain social, intellectual, even spiritual independence"^^ 

but that many were consumed nonetheless. Georgy Reedy, whose words convey 

an even greater authority for being based upon personal experience, said 

that no White House Assistant can stay in the President’s graces for any 

considerable period without renouncing his own ego."232 it was no coinci

dence that one Washington political correspondent, in writing of a former 

Johnson aide, remarked that "over the years Johnson systematically broke 

him down, destroyed him, left him in a shell of what he had been."233

But the President too paid a price. With the single exception of the

enforced resignations of senior Nixon staff occasioned by Watergate, Johnson

suffered the highest turnover of senior WHO staff of any Presidency between

Roosevelt's in the 1930's and Carter in the 1970's. (See Chapter IV,

Tables 4.16 and 4.18.) The soured atmosphere surrounding the departure

of Bill Moyers in December 1967 prompted one observer to draw the medieval

parallel of "the one time favourite disgraced, denounced by court intriguers,

accused of political heresy...driven into exile" but still hoping to be 
234recalled to favour.

Favour was very much in the eye of the beholder and Johnson's emphasis on

personal loyalty made it clear that it was this quality above all others by

which he judged the talents and use of those he had about him. From the

very beginning of his Presidency, at Dallas, Johnson betrayed an acute

awareness of his need for loyalty from the staff. He was both full of
235sympathy for the shellshocked Kennedy staff and also cognizant of the

236impossibility of their transferring their loyalty to him. By contrast

he expected 100% loyalty from his own staff (and this was colourfully if
237crudely illustrated by a variety of remarks to this effect ). He was
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wont to distinguish between his staff on the basis of those "who have been
238with me to the well and back" and from his days in the Senate he was on

record as having prized "loyalty, above all else, above brains or other 
239

abilities" in his Administrative Assistants. He carried the same 

attitudes with him into the Oval Office. The results were partly bene

ficial but predominantly disturbing.

President Johnson committed a large amount of time and energy to the 

personal supervision of his staff and their activities, which often drove 

him down to the most trivial level of detail. Yet this only formed part 

of a wider need to dominate the vast information network that the Presidency 

is in a position to exploit. He had a passion for detailed information 

that was obvious to anyone that observed him at close hand. Appointments 

Secretary Jack Valenti testified that Johnson "thirsted for the full facts 

and total knowledge of everything... It was obsessive, this need for infor

mation. It was unending and unceasing and the more information the 

President had, the more he wanted. He was never satisfied. I never saw 

him approach any problem where he was not in possession of a trunk-full of 

information... He was simply and clearly a fanatic about facts."240 At its

most impressive, or absurd, this appetite extended to watching all three
241network TV news bulletins simultaneously. At its more sinister we

242now know that LBJ wiretapped telephones and bugged rooms. His desire

to dominate events was reflected not least in a fury over leaks to the 

Press and media.

With the personality of the President such a dominant influence within the 

White House it was not surprising that the development of the organization 

of the White House staff should have been somewhat haphazard. Chapter IV
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has demonstrated that the Johnson years saw a considerable expansion of 

the 'unseen' layers of the White House stafff"42 A major political develop

ment was the elevation of the White House itself as the focus of a wide 

range of activity: from the formation of the formidable legislative

agenda of the Great Society to the consequent efforts at effectively co

ordinating the multitude of programmes that reached the statute book.

In the process the White House, under the auspices of LBJ’s senior staff,

decidedly assumed functions previously undertaken by the Bureau of the 
243

Budget. Other government departments succumbed to Johnson's desire

for speedier action by relinquishing to the White House work that previously

would have been their preserve. Although the Cabinet continued to exist in

name President Johnson did not choose to utilize it as a regular instrument

of coordination or policy formation. For these roles he turned to two more

informal means: the 'Tuesday Cabinet'; and the Task Force. The 'Tuesday

Cabinet', whose membership owed more to the President's personal confidence

in its members than to any formal organization chart, ultimately became

absorbed in the Vietnam war. In domestic affairs Johnson came to make

progressively more use of the Task Force as a device for investigating
244particular problems and making recommendations. This culminated in

the establishment of the President's Task Force on Government Organization, 

chaired by the industrialist Ben Heineman, whose report in June 1967 appro

priately recommended a formalized Office of Program Coordination within

The Heineman Report (never published at the time) correctly identified one 

major feature of the Johnson Presidency: that it had produced a definite 

(though not, as yet, decisive) shift from a system of presidential govern

ment based primarily upon the structure of the cabinet departments towards
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one based more upon the White House. One consequence was that the role of

the staff broadened. Its senior members found themselves with growing

personal staffs of their own and greatly enlarged areas of responsibility.

For example, each of the senior aides in the field of domestic affairs

headed a team of professional staff assistants. At one stage Bill Moyers

had three principal assistants; Harry McPherson had four; Joseph Califano
246had seven; and Douglass Cater had three. (See: Appendix 5.6.) No

longer were such men acting only as the 'eyes and ears' of the President.

One senior government official described Califano's office as "a command
247post, an operational center within the White House itself". Califano's

responsibility for the organization of task forces was only one illustration 
248of his workload.

The structure of Johnson's staff was not formal (although it was 'hierarchi

cal' in that his favour was bestowed unevenly and capriciously but the steady 

process of functionalization still showed through. The best evidence comes 

directly from the White House in the form of a specially prepared secret

memorandum on "White House Staff Assignments" which was prepared in September
2491966, for the President personally, by Special Assistant Robert E. Kintner.

This listed the duties of sixteen top staff (only one of whom was non-polti- 
250cal ). From this it is clear that most were entrusted with specific areas 

of responsibility. For example, Bill Moyers was in charge of Press Office 

operations; Joseph Califano of the legislative programme and domestic issues; 

Walt Rostow of National Security Affairs; Marvin Watson of White House oper

ations, presidential scheduling and political liaison; while Mike Manatos 

and Henry Hall Wilson supervised Senate and House liaison respectively.

Other senior staff, it was clear, could perform a variety of tasks as and

when the President required. Thus Bill Moyers was listed as a "General
251Assistant to the President on a broad variety of matters"; Douglass
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Cater was entrusted with "Special Assignments in both domestic and foreign 

fields"; Jake Jacobsen was legal adviser "on a variety of matters"

while Harry McPherson, Milton Semer, George Christian, and Robert Kintner 

each had a varied range of individual assignments whose jurisdictions 

could not be described under one functional heading.254

In the treatment of his White House staff President Johnson chose not to

appoint or allow any one staff member to become his Chief of Staff.255 To

an extent he acted in that capacity himself, dealing with his staff mainly

on a one-to-one basis, although in certain limited respects he did allow a

measure of coordination - as when Robert Kintner was entrusted with the

Chairmanship of White House staff meetings, and Marvin Watson (and later
256James Jones) had the task of organizing White House operations.

Johnson's determination to dominate his staff, and the sense of insecurity 

that made him acutely sensitive to their achieving too great a prominence 

or credit, had one interesting effect. The White House staff were held 

more subordinate to Johnson than had been the case under Kennedy, and the 

White House functioned in a more orthodox fashion under Johnson than during 

the Kennedy years.2553

While Johnson admired his staff's capacity as individuals for sheer effort 

he unhesitatingly reserved for himself the right of political judgement 

and ultimate decision. The journalist Joseph Kraft commented that "he

remains the final arbiter, with the elements of decision in his hands, and
257a freedom of movement such as few Presidents have had before him."

William S. White was another than distinguished a real difference between 

the Johnson and Kennedy styles of staff organization. "Where Kennedy in

his working day treated employees more or less as equals, Johnson treats
258them more as valued subordinates, but quite clearly subordinates."
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This fact quickly dawned on, and discouraged, those former Kennedy staff 

initially disposed to help the new President (such as Pierre Salinger) who 

found themselves "demoted to servant." Moreover it was Johnson's in

clination to make a distinction between those to whom he looked for advice 

and those to whom he looked for action. The former included near contempo

raries (who were often outside government) such as Clark Clifford or Abe

Fortas while the latter included those younger powerhouses such as Bill
260Moyers and Joseph Califano. Theodore H. White summed up a widely-held

view when he wrote that "under LBJ it became generally apparent that the
261White House staff was a staff - not a community."

If President Johnson treated his staff merely as staff this was not of 

itself necessarily unhealthy. Though he presided over a greatly increasing 

number of staff he did not overtly permit a corresponding increase in their 

independent power of action. Johnson's working methods proved so idiosyn

cratic that it prevented the development of any systematic arrogation of 

power to the White House staff acting as a cohesive and collective unit.

But the experience of the Johnson years nevertheless offered sufficient 

proof of the liabilities consequent upon a President not properly accountable 

to anyone for the size and conduct of his White House staff. These mani

fested themselves in several ways. Firstly, the individual power of certain 

staff members reached into new areas previously the preserve of official 

government appointees which, by extension, enlarged the scope of operation 

of the White House staff as a whole. Secondly, such organization as there 

was both of the White House staff and of the wider structure of presidential 

government degenerated into a disarray which illustrated the limits of 

any system based too greatly upon either the personality or the working 

methods of the President alone. Thirdly, the emphasis upon the personal

/
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loyalty of staff, while not outside a long tradition, became exaggerated 

and proved in retrospect significantly to ease the way towards the abuses 

of power that were to characterize the Nixon years.

The Nixon Presidency

The Nixon Presidency occupies a special place in the history of the White

House staff. But its enduring legacy lies less in the particular abuses

that Watergate threw into greater relief than in its lasting impact upon

the organization of the White House staff. President Nixon forthrightly

faced up to the question of how the Presidency was best served by the

organization of its staff. He recognised that his approach to this problem

and how he dealt with it were of major and fundamental importance. As he

later wrote in his memoirs: "In my view, then and now, the key to a suc-
265cessful presidency is in the decision-making process." If there are

legitimate criticisms to be levelled against Nixon's Presidency they are 

best directed not at his analysis but at his solution.

Nixon was immune neither to the common desire of incoming Presidents to 

strike a strong contrast with their predecessor nor to a degree of certainty 

about what was required: "I felt I knew what would not work. On the other 

hand, I was less sure about what would work. I did not have all the 

answers. But I did have definite ideas about the changes I felt were
o c cneeded." More specifically he carried with him into the Oval Office

a philosophy of presidential decision-making based upon the profound and 

considered view that "matters brought before a President for decisions 

should be only those that cannot or should not be made at a lower level on



413

the White House staff, or by the Cabinet member responsible for them."267 

He emphatically did not wish his schedule to be cluttered with unimportant 

events nor his time and energy drained with minor problems, a sentiment 

which initially led him to attempt to keep Wednesdays completely free of 

formal appointments to give him 'time to think’.268

Nixon's response to the problems of organizing the Presidency underwent

discrete changes as his Presidency progressed. Present from the start,

however, was an element of concealment. In early 1969, a Press briefing

was released that seemed deliberately designed to cultivate the image of

a President who wanted a policymaking process built upon the Cabinet
269structure and not upon the White House. Thus it was reported that

Nixon planned for "a small group of aides" without staffs of their own

who would not "dominate or control the major agencies and bureaus of the

Government or inhibit direct communication between the Cabinet and the 
270President." Nixon personally sought to sustain this image with remarks

271about the 'types' he did not want in the White House, and his staff being
272the kind that "money can't buy". The only hint of what was later to

develop lay in the pre-inauguration statement that "I want two teams in the

White House. A big team, but also a young team." The former referred

to the Cabinet members and 'heavyweight' members of his WHO staff;274 the
275latter to the "supposed(ly) faceless men and women" of his campaign staff.

276In praise of the 'young team' Nixon said "they learn awfully fast" although 

the real significance of this distinction was not apparent for some years.

At other points in his Presidency when the White House staff underwent 

organizational change - for example, Autumn 1969, Summer 1970, January 1973,

and mid-1973 - it was similarly accompanied by attempts to minimize public
277awareness of the Increasing role of the White House staff machinery.
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These attempts met with decreasing success as the size and nature and 

behaviour of Nixon's staff became clear. Chapter IV has provided evidence 

of the growth in size and of other developments. For example, the function

alization of staff work, apparent in staff job titles, reached new levels 

of sophistication. The NSC (i.e. foreign affairs) staff was greatly 

strengthened and overtly mirrored the structure of the State Department 

(see: Appendix 5.13). Another standard functional area, such as con

gressional relations, retained its identity though not its overall inde

pendence. The various functional areas under the broad heading of domestic

affairs were fused together in a more formalised arrangement (see: Appendix
2785.7). Economic affairs, never wholly subsumed into domestic affairs,

developed a significant new 'cross-bred offshoot' with the establishment of
279a Council on International Economic Policy. Press, media, and public

relations were dismantled as a single operational unit with its functions 

divided between a Directorate for Communications with the Executive Branch 

on the one hand and a presidential spokesman on the other (later restored 

to the traditional title of Press Secretary. See: Appendix 5,10). By 

contrast, the functional areas of White House operations - presidential 

appointments and scheduling, speechwriting, personnel, and other coordinative 

functions - were collectively grouped together in a single operational chain 

(see: Appendix 5.11). Within each area the hierarchical pattern of 

staff responsibilities testified to the formal organization that was est

ablished (see: Table 4.14). Moreover, despite original protestations to 

the contrary, even the White House itself could not hide evidence that the 

senior staff had acquired a large amount of staff assistance themselves 

(see: Appendix 5.5). By April 1971 Nixon's staff were grouped into three

broad functional areas: White House operations; foreign affairs; and 

domestic affairs. Nixon's senior political White House staff accounted
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for only about one-fifth of the total political (as distinct from clerical/ 

secretarial) component of nearly two hundred people. Political staff 

assistance to the senior staff accounted for about another two-fifths; 

the NSC staff just over one quarter; and the Domestic Council staff for 

one tenth.

That these three broad functional areas should have emerged as the triad 

upon which the Nixon White House staff organization was based reflected 

the President's search both for the most ordered system and for the most 

appropriate people to manage it on his behalf. During the heyday of the 

Nixon staff system (which covered the period from late 1969 to early 1973) 

those upon whom Nixon chiefly relied collectively acquired power and influence 

probably unmatched in any White House before or since. There is no undue 

oversimplification in the observation that Nixon entrusted strategic direction 

over the organization of his White House staff principally to three men each 

of whom was primarily responsible for one of the three functional areas 

identified. They were Assistant to the President H.R. Haldeman; Assistant 

to the President for Domestic Affairs John Ehrlichman; and Assistant to the 

President for National Security Affairs Henry Kissinger. Any analysis of the 

structure and organization of Nixon's White House - or of his Presidency 

itself - demands closer examination of the role that these three played.

From 21st January, 1969, until he resigned on 19th May, 1973, H.R. Haldeman 

served President Nixon as his Chief of Staff. This was a wholly unofficial 

White House staff title, originally conferred upon him by the Press, but 

which subsequently enjoyed wide circulation, official acquiescence, and even 

presidential r e c o g n i t i o n . a Long before his enforced resignation Haldeman 

had proved beyond all doubt that such a title conveyed the most succinct 

and accurate description of his pre-eminent position. This was always
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securely founded upon Nixon’s continuing confidence in Haldeman, the basis

of which in return was Haldeman's same overriding quality of selflessness

which Nixon had first appreciated from seeing Sherman Adams serve Eisenhower,

and upon which Nixon too was to rely in turn. This confidence had its

roots in the long connexion between the two culminating in Haldeman’s

successful management of the 1968 presidential election campaign. Not

for the first time, and certainly not for the last, such campaign experience

proved a testing ground from which a transfer to The White House Office
281seemed a natural progression.

Haldeman was in charge of White House operations. Most of the senior poli

tical White House staff reported directly to him and not to the President.
282They were thus in practice accountable to him and not to Nixon.

Haldeman worked directly with the President and had no independent schedule
283of his own; he was at the call of the President at all times. He

planned the President's schedule; provided the official conduit for all

information flowing between the President and his staff and other members
284of his Administration; and relayed instructions from the President to

other staff, Cabinet members, and other government officials. Areas of 

White House staff work that had previously existed as independent were ab

sorbed under Haldeman's supervision. He directed the work both of the 

Appointments Secretary, the Staff Secretary, the speechwriting staff, and 

Press, media and public relations strategy.

In pursuit of well-prepared and ordered staff work the most detailed and over

elaborate procedures were established. For example, the secret internal 

White House Staff Procedural Manual laid down six minimum categories of 

information that had to be supplied (in writing on a special form) by any

staff member who made a 'Recommended Telephone Call' proposal, i.e. that
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President Nixon should place a call to someone. (See: Appendix 5.12.)

Haldeman rigorously screened such requests and one story given wide contem

porary circulation suggests that Haldeman was brutal in refusing them and
286thus protecting Nixon's time. He also received and reviewed copies of

all memoranda and briefings written by every senior staff member (which
287went to the President with a one-page covering memo ) and established a

288formidable system for keeping track of the huge paper flow. Indeed it

was another requirement of the Procedural Manual (in respect of a 'Schedule' 

proposal, i.e. that the President should meet someone) that the completed 

request (again, in writing, and with eleven different categories of infor

mation supplied) should be copied ten times for circulation to senior staff
289members for their comments. That the consequent xerox costs in Nixon's

White House suddenly shot up mattered little as Haldeman had personal con

trol over the entire White House budget. (See: Table 4.22. This is also 

discussed in Chapter VI.)

This amounted to a formidable array of responsibility. In the White House

Haldeman exercised great political power. He enjoyed unrivalled access to

the President. For example, Nixon deliberately used Haldeman as a note-
290taker for his (Nixon's) protection. The full scope of Haldeman's

responsibilities can best be gauged from diagrammatic reconstructions which, 

moreover, decisively demonstrate the formal hierarchy of White House staff 

organization. (See: Appendices 5.8, 5.10, and 5.11.) Haldeman's 

administrative control over the day-to-day operations of the staff was 

total - which was precisely as Nixon himself had intended it to be. The 

President acknowledged that Haldeman was "the gatekeeper of the Oval 

Office...in the unenviable position of having to say no to a lot of people 

who felt they needed to see me personally." But Haldeman evidentally
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entertained an even broader view of his purpose. "We do act as a screen,"

he once acknowledged to a sympathetic journalist, "because there is a real

danger of some advocate of an idea rushing in to the President or some

other decision-maker, if the person is allowed to do so, and actually

managing to convince them in a burst of emotion or argument."292 Those

that were turned away responded with barbed epithets that only confirmed 
293Haldeman's success.

Haldeman was obviously not able to wield such authority unaided. He relied

in turn upon a core of staff assistants, who themselves controlled hundreds

of others, and who reported directly back to him.294 This core numbered

at least a dozen and their activities ranged over a wide area. "It was

well known", wrote one close observer, "that Haldeman's staff acted as an
295extension of Haldeman." Lawrence Higby (known popularly as ’Haldeman's

O Q C
Haldeman') was Haldeman's personal aide and chief administrative assistant. 

Higby supervised the flow of persons, papers, telephone calls and correspon

dence to his boss; acted in his name; and travelled with him. Alexander 

Butterfield was another principal deputy responsible for administration 

(including, as later became known, the secret White House taping system) 

and directly supervised the Office of Staff Secretary.296 Dwight Chapin 

worked at Haldeman's direction as Appointments Secretary with general res

ponsibility for the President's schedule and travel, although Stephen Bull 

and Hugh W. Sloan Jr. were both entrusted by Haldeman with responsibilities 

in this area and with other special projects. Gordon Strachan served as 

principal political assistant among whose assignments were the White House 

polling operation and supervision of the RNC and CREEP, where he regularly

carried out decisions made by Haldeman in his capacity as overall chief of
297Nixon's re-election campaign. John Dean was hired by Haldeman as Counsel

to the President and in addition to normal legal duties he worked primarily
298for Haldeman on a variety of political issues.
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Haldeman also exercised overall responsibility for Press and media

relations. As Nixon's most trusted top media strategist Haldeman's own back-
299ground qualified him for this role. Nixon had split this function into

two components. Ron Zeigler as Press Secretary took charge of daily White 

House briefings under Haldeman's supervision, while Herbert Klein as 

Director of Communications for the Executive Branch tackled a broader range 

of media liaison work - although he and his assistants reported to Haldeman. 

Jeb Stuart Magruder, Klein's nominal deputy and later Deputy Director of 

CREEP, continued to perform work set by Haldeman which included the organi

zation of letter-writing programmes, and the formation of private committees 

to support Administration positions. Herbert Porter and Frederick LaRue 

undertook public relations and political consultancy work respectively. 

Finally, Charles Colson, whose initiatives in White House public relations 

and media events attracted the personal attention of the President, gradually

emerged from Haldeman's orbit to achieve a brief period of independent status 
.. 300as a senior aide.

It was Haldeman's contention that his own influence was restricted to
301'procedure' rather than 'substance', in keeping with Nixon's expressed

302wish that he serve as "a funnel rather than a filter". But anyone whose

job it was (in Nixon's own words) "to prepare for decisions with sufficient
303information in sufficient time" manifestly had a decisive influence over 

the very presidential decision-making process which Nixon himself considered 

the key to success. Whatever the merits of Haldeman's contention it could 

never be, and never was, claimed that it also applied to the role of his 

close colleague John D. Ehrlichman.

John Ehrlichman was the one member of Nixon's senior staff triumvirate who 

emerged during Nixon's Presidency into the important position he later held
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in the domestic policy-making machinery. Originally appointed as Counsel 

to the President in 1969 (and as such reported to Haldeman) he achieved 

independent staff status when in November of that year he was appointed to 

the new post of Assistant for Domestic Affairs as part of the first re

structuring exercise that Nixon undertook of his staff system. Ehrlichman 

coordinated "all domestic programs and issues", advising the President 

on policy and communicating presidential decisions to Cabinet departments 

and agencies. Ehrlichman's position and authority as Nixon1s chief 

domestic adviser was consolidated and greatly strengthened with the 

President's decision to establish the Domestic Council in July 1970. As 

the formal vehicle through which Nixon intended to conduct presidential 

domestic policy it provided, in its budgetary allocation of staff personnel,

the means for Ehrlichman to engineer the "organizationally disciplined ap- 
305proach" that the President wanted (and which he had originally hoped the 

defunct Urban Affairs Council would be: a domestic counterpart to Kissinger's 

NSC.306)

The Domestic Council's real purpose and expression was to be found in its

staff apparatus, of which Ehrlichman was in undisputed charge as Executive

Director. In this capacity he oversaw a staff that eventually numbered

eighty (see Chapter IV Table 4.6) and was then organized into five functional

areas: human resources, natural resources, community development and trans-
307portation, general government, and inter-governmental relations. The

Domestic Council staff worked both on 'current operations' and on 'long-

range reviews', although it was openly acknowledged that 75%-80% of its
308time was spent on the former. Ehrlichman's daily schedule reflected

his responsibility for the coordination of the dozens of legislative packages 

that the President sent to Congress each year, all of which required count

less meetings with 0MB, Cabinet departments, Congress, and his own staff.
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As with Haldeman, Ehrlichman's ability to fulfil his role crucially depended 

upon a large number of staff assistants who were in practice accountable 

only to Ehrlichman. In keeping with the general characteristics of the

Nixon White House Ehrlichman's domestic affairs staff was formally and
309hierarchically organized, as Appendix 5.7 makes clear. Day-to-day

control over the Domestic Council staff was delegated to Ehrlichman's Deputy 

Director Kenneth R. Cole, Jr. He ensured that the flow of paper, options, 

decisions, and briefings was properly organized (before itself being fed 

into Haldeman's WHO paperwork system). A team of Assistant Directors took 

charge of certain policy areas. Egil Krogh, for example, had responsibilities 

for law enforcement and liaison with the FBI, drug programmes, and internal 

security matters. (He also took charge of the Special Investigation Unit, 

or the notorious "Plumbers" as they were later known.) Edward Morgan 

supervised policies operated by the HEW and HUD Cabinet departments, and took 

special responsibility for Nixon's New Federalism programme. Len Garment, 

though not formally a part of the official Domestic Council staff (being

invested with the higher status of Special Consultant) and operating as an 
310independent offshoot, undertook responsibility for civil rights and

cultural affairs. John Whitaker, nominally a Deputy Assistant, was in

effect another member of Ehrlichman's staff team. There were many more

such middle-ranking domestic affairs staff (some of whom emerged from rela-
311tive obscurity into the glare of Watergate ) who collectively buttressed 

Ehrlichman's position as the most powerfully organized domestic affairs 

adviser that the White House had yet seen.

Ehrlichman's position and influence were already considerable by the end of 

Nixon's first term. But in the aftermath of his landslide re-election the 

President was determined to make further structural changes that would 

enhance his staff's position (albeit under the guise of streamlining the
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government ). The origin of Nixon's unprecedented reorganization proposals

of January 1973 can be traced back into his experience of the first four
313years and beyond that to his Republican political philosophy. Nixon had

deliberately intended that his plans should be "quite a shock to the 
314establishment" and indeed had signalled his general approach to a meeting

of his White House staff the day after his re-election when he said: "There
315are no sacred cows. We will tear up the pea patch." In the context of

White House staff organization this meant "reordering the timeworn and in
316many cases obsolete relationships among top staff and line" to increase 

management effectiveness. Nixon was intent on nothing less than a revolution 

of the managerial Presidency.

The nucleus of Nixon's strategy lay in the position of the Assistants to the 

President: "They will work under me, and at my direction, to integrate and

unify policies and operations throughout the executive branch of the Govern

ment, and to oversee all of the activities for which the President is res- 
317ponsible." Nixon's scheme defined the crucial functional areas of

318responsibility, one of which - domestic affairs - was entrusted to

Ehrlichman. An essential part of the superstructure was the elevation of

three Cabinet members to the titular WHO staff senior ranking of "Counsellor
319to the President" (each of whom was to oversee a broad domestic area ).

By so doing Nixon sought formally to transform their relationship to the

President. "The individual Department heads and the Counsellors will

routinely report to me via the appropriate Assistant to the President," said 
3 2 0Nixon (see: Appendix 5.9). Thus, in domestic affairs, Ehrlichman was

formally placed above members of the Cabinet in the decision-making 

hierarchy. Nixon's reorganization proposals in effect represented a

direct reversal of the original Brownlow Committee injunction that White 

House assistants "would not be interposed between the President and the heads
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of the departments." In their original form Nixon's proposals were

subsequently wrecked by the impact of Watergate upon his Presidency and 

by May 1973 this had deprived him of Ehrlichman. His departure marked 

the end of an acknowledged influence on policy- and decision-making of a 

kind that was surpassed only by Henry Kissinger.

The career of Henry A. Kissinger is likely to remain the classic example

of the influence and political power that can be attained by a member of

the White House staff. Others have shared a special relationship with

their President, as did Harry Hopkins with Roosevelt. Others have shared

a similar world view with their President, as did Walt Rostow with Johnson.

Others have been used as presidential emissaries as well as advisers, as

Averell Harriman was by Truman. Others have been allowed to organize a

staff of their own, as McGeorge Bundy was allowed to do by Kennedy. But

never had there existed such a combination of factors as were present in

the relationship between Kissinger and Nixon. By the end of Nixon's first

term there was little doubt as to who was the dominant voice in foreign
323affairs after the President. His subsequent elevation to the Secretary

ship of State was more a confirmation of his standing than an enhancement.

The organization of the White House foreign affairs (NSC) staff was crucially

determined by Nixon's firm intention "from the outset...to direct foreign
324policy from the White House." As President he quickly took steps to

fortify the position of the NSC and placed Kissinger in charge as its 
325Executive Director, although they both claimed at the time that his role

O  O Cwas limited. Yet it very soon became clear to both that there was no

use in having a strategic thinker divorced from the operational side of 

foreign policy-making. Kissinger's personal involvement in operations was 

of the essence of his influence, and Nixon recognised this as early as his
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second month in office when he authorized secret meetings between
327Kissinger and Soviet Ambassador Dobrynin. This had a consequential

effect upon the size and nature of the staff apparatus necessary to support

Kissinger's role. As we have seen in Chapter IV the NSC staff was increased

to an effective strength of well over one hundred, nearly half of whom were

detailed from elsewhere in government which served to mask the real size of
328Kissinger's staff from congressional appropriations subcommittees.

Kissinger’s substantive role as Nixon's foreign policy adviser has been
329well chronicled; not least by they themselves. One need only point to

a few features that conclusively testify to Kissinger's pre-eminence over 

the Secretary of State. For example, Kissinger himself records that through

out Nixon's term of office he was the only other American present in the Oval
330Office when a State visitor held lengthy discussions with the President.

Moreover, when Nixon was pursuing detente with the Soviet Union, the

rapproachement with China, or negotiations with North Vietnam, he turned to

the active use of his Assistant for National Security Affairs as his emis-
331sary and not to his Secretary of State. Coupled with Kissinger's regular

daily access to the President no further proof need be required for the

claim that Kissinger was in a unique position to know, to interpret, and to
332act upon, the thinking of the President.

Kissinger's supremacy was not merely dependent upon his close personal 

working relationship with Nixon, nor upon the secrecy with which he could 

be used by the President, nor even upon his being beyond the reach of the 

constitutional powers of Congress to hold the President accountable for 

foreign policy. It equally depended upon the resources at his personal

command 333

3 3 4process" of decision on the ABM issue in 1969 was an early indication

For example, that Kissinger "organized and stabilized the
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of the importance of the organization of the NSC staff. Its proliferation 

led to its adoption of the very same organizational features that had be

come apparent in the WHO staff. (See: Appendix 5.13.) A prime example

was the development of functionalization. Beneath the organization charts 
335and official rhetoric could be discerned three segments: the 'planners',

336the 'operators', and the 'programmers'. Their combined task was to

provide the essential tools for a global approach to foreign policy. The

sheer size of this staff itself necessitated a small management team which

serviced Kissinger in the performance of his many duties (’Henry's Little
337Kissingers' as they popularly became known ) and handled the flow of paper,

338and the preparation of briefs and working documents. This included

the paperwork arising from Kissinger's overall supervision of the inter

departmental review group that screened policy communications from the
339Departments of State and Defense, and the CIA, to the President. In

retrospect Kissinger eventually paid tribute to his own staff when he wrote

that "the high quality of this team was an important reason for the growing
340influence of the office of the President's national security adviser."

Directing the foreign policy of a world superpower was such a time-consuming

business that Kissinger found himself under considerable pressure from the
341demands of running his own staff. With few exceptions (such as full

NSC sessions) he was careful to ensure that his own staff never saw the

President; certainly never in their own right. (He was mindful of his own

brief experience in the Kennedy Administration when Bundy had "frozen him
342out" from direct contact with Kennedy. ) His inability to delegate, 

which caused a degree of friction on his own staff and contributed to some 

of the resignations suffered, throws into greater relief the limitations 

inherent in effectively managing a large staff while simultaneously exer

cising a major policy-making role. Only later, in the safety of his memoirs,
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did Kissinger himself reappraise the role of the NSA adviser and his
343proper relationship to the President.

Hindsight may have altered some opinions but not others. President Nixon,

for example, remained privately bitter about the charge that his White

House staff system had buttressed the 'Imperial Presidency'. It was a

term whose validity he refused to accept, believing it to emanate from

the hypocrisy of "disillusioned liberals" who had "idolized the ideal of

a strong Presidency" until they found "they had a strong President who was
344a Republican - and Richard Nixon at that." The strength of Nixon's

rebuttal may be found in the extent to which his White House staff organi

zation represented a classic synthesis of the major features of the un

checked growth and development of the staff over many decades. Highly 

organized on the 'pyramid' model of staff hierarchy it was Nixon's deli

berate response to the pressures of the modern Presidency.

To a degree never before attempted Nixon also sought to use his staff as a 

means of exerting strong presidential control over the government. His 

staff system was both a product and a cause of Nixon's demise. The political 

philosophy in whose name this control was sought ran directly counter to 

the prevailing political consensus of the institutions of government and 

the media. In response the organization of his staff progressively adopted 

the mentality and the behaviour befitting an isolated Presidency.

Nixon was a President who personally preferred only to deal with a few trusted 

persons rather than engage in time-consuming bilateral relations with a large 

number of staff, Cabinet members, and other officials. The reality of 

phrases like 'the Palace Guard', and 'The Berlin Wall' could be exaggerated



427

(as for example, the forthright conduct of Treasury Secretary John
345Connally emphatically demonstrated ) but they conveyed an essential 

truth about Nixonfs personal style and working methods which lay at the 

heart of the staff system he encouraged Haldeman to construct. As

Kissinger later observed: "Haldeman's staff system did not "isolate" the
34SPresident as was often alleged; Nixon insisted on isolating himself."

The actual Watergate break-in, which symbolized the vulnerability of such 

a system to unchecked presidential p o w e r , p r o v e d  only the tip of an 

iceberg that progressively cut through the layers of unaccountable members 

of the White House staff and eventually sank Nixon's Presidency. It is all 

the more significant, therefore, that despite his own debacle the validity 

of Nixon's analysis of the needs of presidential power - in the form of a 

well organized White House staff - was subsequently upheld by his 

successors.

The Ford Presidency

In the abrupt transfer of power in the summer of 1974 President Ford inheri

ted not only a large number of Nixon's staff (or what was left of them) but 

also its preponderant staff organization. The new President strove to 

imprint his own stamp on the presidential office in his wish to create a 

distinctive Ford Administration in the two-and-a-half years that remained 

of Nixon's second term. One area where he tried hardest was his sincere 

effort to create a Ford White House. Seldom has any incoming President 

enjoyed the overnight acclaim with which Ford was universally greeted in 

apparently achieving this objective so successfully. Simply being a
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different man and a different character than his predecessor ensured that 

the overwhelming sense of relief of those first heady weeks of the Ford 

Presidency was genuine. The new atmosphere engendered by the arrival of 

Ford's aides in the White House helped smooth the transition (irrespective 

of the dissipation of much goodwill occasioned by the Nixon Pardon). But 

the White House staff machine remained and Ford was soon forced seriously 

to consider what his relationship to it should now be. In the inclusion 

of the Ford Presidency in this study two key questions are addressed. 

Firstly, what forces shaped Ford's White House staff organization?

Secondly, what light does his Presidency shed on the nature of the White 

House staff in the middle 1970's? The challenge facing President Ford 

was whether he was as able to break free of the Nixon system as he 

appeared willing to do so.

Friction between the remaining Nixon staff and the incoming Ford staff 

was immediate. Yet the situation was curiously the reverse of the equally 

marked changeover between Kennedy and Johnson. Whereas the incoming 

Johnson staff had had to contend with a certain amount of bitterness from 

Kennedy staff who treated them as 'usurpers', the incoming Ford staff ex

pressed resentment of the Nixon 'holdovers'. Underneath the personal 

clashes lay a debate about the very nature of White House staff organi

zation. Ford's senior staff soon found themselves fighting a crucial 

battle against the Nixon system, which was then personified by the con

tinuing presence of Alexander Haig. As Chief of Staff he was 'in command'

of the White House (an appropriate term not least because his military
348background so infused his approach ) and was the loyal custodian of the

349instrument that Haldeman has fashioned. Within a month of Ford's

assumption of office the noted columnists Evans and Novak reported in no
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uncertain terms in The Washington Post that "an urgent feeling" among
350Ford staff had "hit fever pitch" that Haig should leave the White House,

and a further hint of trouble could be detected in the resignation of
351Ford’s original Press Secretary Jerry terHorst. While Haig, for his

part, readily acknowledged Ford's right to replace personnel and adminis

trative machinery that was "designed to mesh with former President Nixon's 
352work habits", the initial changes had not been sufficient. This was

not for want of motivation. President Ford's original intention, prompted

by his transition team, was that "I was determined to be my own chief of 
353staff". Ford originally wanted "five or six senior staff assistants

with the different areas of responsibility...and they would be able to
354see me at regular intervals during the day." The tension over Haig's

continued presence represented as much as anything else the direct clash 

between Ford's good intentions and the entrenched staff system.

Ford himself recognised this literally within weeks. It was remarkable

how quickly the experience of presidential office punctured those early

hopes. "As I was soon to discover", he later wrote, the spokes of the
355wheel approach "simply didn't work." Almost everyone, said Ford,

"wanted more access than I had access to give. I wanted to have an "open

door", but it was very difficult; my working days grew longer and longer,

and the demands on my time were hindering my effectiveness. Someone, I
356decided, had to be responsible..." Ford thus commissioned a group of

trusted advisers and old friends to recommend a new way of organizing the 

staff (if only to protect himself from "being hounded to death by gnats 

and fleas" ). Any considered judgement of the extent of the change 

between Nixon and Ford should primarily be based upon an evaluation of 

this advisory group's work and its results. The group’s report was kept 

secret but the changes that Ford subsequently adopted were conveyed to 

the public on 18th December, 1974, via a specially convened Press Briefing
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given by Assistant to the President Donald H. Rumsfeld. This deserves 

attention in detail not only because it was quite unprecedented for 

there to be an on-the-record Press Briefing about White House staff 

organization but also because it gave a unique glimpse into the decision

making pattern of the Ford Presidency.

That the very first stated objective of the new Ford staff system was
358"to provide the...Senior Staff members with access to the President." 

was significant because it was still thought necessary to make such an 

implicit reference to the restrictive policy of the Nixon years. With a 

new organization chart readily to hand Rumsfeld explained that thirteen
359White House staff would have the right of direct access to the President.

These were to consist of four Cabinet rank advisors (a staff innovation

first introduced by Nixon) and nine "key staff officers (who) will report
360directly to the President." These nine were entrusted with the nine

major functional areas of the Ford White House organization, all of which 

were ranked as equal. (See Appendix 5.14.) The cumulative effect of these 

structural changes represented a step away from the Nixon experience and 

a step towards the Kennedy and Johnson ethos when a dozen or more staff 

enjoyed a direct relationship with the President.

The Ford reorganization did not stop there - at least on paper. Firstly,

it was claimed that other members of the staff "will, of course, also
361work directly with the President." What this meant in practice was

not at first clear although the Washington Press Corps, never at a loss

to characterize any given power situation, promptly invented the dubious

political notion of "peek-in status". This was apparently the right to

"just sort of look in, and if the President was not otherwise occupied...
362go in and talk to him." Secondly, it was proposed that "key staff
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members will have a deputy authorized to act for him. It is hoped that

this will allow the work at the White House to go forward even though one

or more senior officials may be away from their office. Thus, no one
363individual will be 'indispensable'." This was designed to strengthen

the sense of staff accountability to the President rather than only to the 

senior staff overlords.

But as the assembled Press Corps were quick to point out, Rumsfeld himself 

appeared in more places on the organization chart than anyone else. Apart 

from being listed as a Cabinet rank advisor and head of the Office of 

White House Operations, the most easily distinctive feature of the chart 

was Rumsfeld's position as 'Coordinator' of all the nine functional staff 

divisions. When asked at the Press Briefing whether or not this conspi

cuous arrangement implied that he was inheriting the degree of influence 

that Haldeman had had under Nixon, Rumsfeld somewhat hedged: "I think the 

important point here is that this is an original arrangement that the

President wants, that he desires to have, that puts him in a position to
364conduct the business of government in a way that he wishes."

365At the time these and other similar sentiments were generally accepted.

The exact structure of the Ford staff system was not perceived as quite so

important as ensuring that the Nixon personnel were purged from it. But

there were some, like the perceptive writer John Osborne, who took a more

sceptical view. That the chief purpose of the reorganization was to put

President Ford in a position to say that no Nixon assistants would remain

in responsible positions at the White House by 1st January 1975 was "a

mildly absurd claim", wrote Osborne, "the chief Nixon holdovers at the

White House being Messrs. Ford and Rumsfeld, not to mention Rumsfeld's chief
366assistant, Richard Cheney...and others too numerous to list here."
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Osborne was also one of the few outsiders correctly to detect Ford's need 

for someone to fulfil the Chief of Staff function even though the title

was not formally to be accorded to anyone 367 'The avoidance of the term",

wrote Osborne in a column entitled 'Settling In', "was both deliberate and 
368illusory." Ford needed someone who could keep track of staff work and

other administrative matters. Reporting the decision to replace Haig,

Osborne added that "the President understood that he had to have an effective
369chief of staff. Rumsfeld was expected to fill the need without the title." 

Rumsfeld's authority soon manifested itself in a number of ways: his rather

condescending attitude to the Vice President's role in the Ford Adminis-
370 371tration; his acknowledged command of all White House paper flow;

372and his prominent role in Ford's daily routine. Ford's schedule listed

Rumsfeld's daily early morning meeting to discuss "the senior staff meeting
372&just concluded, plus other office business." Rumsfeld's modest and

cosmetic explanation of this routine as 'coordination' was belied by Ford's
373own account in his memoirs.

The contemporary reaction of the Press to Ford's new staff system may have

been disproportionate but it was nevertheless instinctively right: that

it was beginning to acquire characteristics of the Nixon years. For

example, Lou Cannon of The Washington Post, in an analytical survey

"Rumsfeld - 2nd Most Powerful Man in Capital", referred to his official

title as "bland" and "far less descriptive of reality" than the term

Chief of Staff. "no one, including Kissinger, remotely matches Rumsfeld's
.374influence in the day-to-day operation of the White House."

Another serious analysis, by Juan Cameron for an issue of Fortune Magazine, 

similarly detected signs that the Ford White House did not represent as
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much of a break with Nixon's as had been claimed: "In reinstituting a

version of the Haldeman form of organization, Rumsfeld was clearly moving

away from the recommendations that, as a member of the transition group,
375he had helped to develop." Perhaps that was not entirely fair. Unlike

the Nixon years close to twenty staff aides still enjoyed some form of direct 

access to the President. Moreover, under the terms of a deal that Ford made 

with his Vice President Nelson Rockefeller, the President effectively ceded 

him a large measure of control over the machinery of domestic policymaking 

by appointing Rockefeller's long-time aide James Gannon as Executive Director 

of the Domestic Council. Yet there was a telling irony. The 'openness' 

that had heralded Ford's arrival had within a year been seriously eroded 

by force of circumstance. More direct access for senior staff members, and 

the attempt at a deputy system, had both proved 'messy' in comparison to the 

'efficiency' of the Nixonian staff model. Where the Press were generally 

wrong was in failing to recognise that the impetus for ultimately retaining 

the essential features of the Nixon system came directly from the President 

himself.

The significance of the Ford Presidency for the organization of the White 

House staff outweighed its short duration. With the best intentions, and 

at the very time when there seemed most to be gained from real change, a 

sincere attempt to organize the staff in an open, flexible, and less hier

archical manner met with failure and had to be reversed. By the mid-1970's 

the White House staff had grown so large and were capable of so dominating 

a President's time and attention that the President was positively forced 

into the one refuge he saw available to him. The organization of his staff 

had to be entrusted to a recognised Chief of Staff (whatever the official 

title bestowed) and the structure of his staff built accordingly.
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The Wheel and the Pyramid

From this analysis of the ways in which Presidents from Roosevelt to Ford 

have organized their White House staff it is clear that there have been 

considerable differences one with another. Yet it has also been apparent 

that over these past decades two principal approaches to staff organization 

have emerged. These have been based on, and have been an expression of, 

two very different attitudes by Presidents towards their White House staff. 

On the fair assumption that each President instinctively seeks to maximize 

his control over his staff, as he seeks also to use his staff to maximize 

his control over the wider political environment, each President reaches 

for the method of organizing the staff that best helps him to these ends. 

Every President is faced with one fundamental decision: how far will

he himself seek to manage the White House staff. Different answers 

to this question have yielded different methods of staff organization.

We can identify two broad models upon which all White House staff organi

zation can be held, to a greater or lesser degree, to have been based.

These are best defined less as mutually exclusive opposites than as the 

recognisable ends of an organizational continuum as depicted in Figure 5.1. 

The enumeration of organizational characteristics is not complete but 

rather conveys a general indication of the balance between different 

methods of staff organization at opposite ends of the continuum. Neither 

is the placing of the Presidents along the continuum immutable, although 

its validity is strengthened if considered in three broad clusters: 

Roosevelt and Kennedy; Johnson, Truman and Ford; Eisenhower and Nixon. 

(Carter's place would probably be in the second cluster.)
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The principal alternative is the "Pyramid" model in which the President 

can be portrayed as at the summit of a pyramid below which his White 

House staff are arrayed in classic hierarchical pattern. The lines of 

access between staff and President are by comparison more restricted.

This model adequately conveys the pivotal role of the position of Chief 

of Staff, which frees the President from much of the time and attention 

that he would otherwise have to spend on managing his staff. The Eisenhower 

and Nixon staff organizations best embody this model.

In drawing general conclusions from the collective experience of modern 

Presidents the differences that one can draw forth must be balanced by 

the number of common factors that have infused most if not all presidencies. 

In combination these have powerfully shaped the organization of the White 

House staff even if each President has been able to exercise a degree 

of personal control that has sometimes achieved quite striking differences. 

The wheel and pyramid models have withstood the test of time precisely 

because both are products of these enduring common factors. What are 

these parameters of staff organization?

First, each President has come into office with his own personal style and

working methods. Without question these have been the dominant influence

on White House staff organization at the highest level. As one highly

experienced member of the staff once told this writer, "by the time a man

reaches his 50's or 60's he has built up habitual work habits and tends to
376handle responsibilities in certain set ways." Students of the

Presidency would agree. "Personality shapes performance", argues one 
377noted scholar. Obviously the demands of the Presidency force some

adjustment but in general all Presidents have searched for and tried to 

fashion around them a structure of advice and decision-making with which 

they have been comfortable.

1
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In some cases the presidential personality has exercised a distorting

effect; but in all cases it has been decisive. "Presidential personality

fuses itself into the staff", remarked one experienced Kennedy and Johnson 
378staff aide. For example, this chapter has shown that Kennedy pre

ferred compressed oral briefings; and the informal to the formal environ

ment. Eisenhower, by contrast, was prepared to discuss policy matters in 

large formal groups and was not adverse to making his decisions in their 

presence. Johnson preferred recommendations to be in memo form with 

straightforward options set out in boxes, as he fundamentally disliked

reading and wanted everything boiled down to one page at most. Nixon,
379on the other hand, "liked to work off paper". He actively disliked

extensive policy debates with a large number of people (whether the Cabinet

or staff aides), preferring instead "one or two individuals". Roosevelt

talked endlessly to people, usually in small groups; while Ford liked

"to get everyone in the room so you may end up with 15 or 20 people sitting
380around the cabinet table." In marked contrast Carter spent "much of

381his time...in reading" beginning at 6.30 am each day at the expense of 

the time available for staff or other appointments, in a vain attempt to 

keep on top of the workload. The balance of this experience supports the 

judgement that those Presidents who have been by nature people-orientated 

rather than paper-orientated have obtained the best from their staff 

organization.

Second, each President's approach to staff organization has been influenced 

both by their previous political experience - and that of his staff. In 

recent times the most relevant such experience has been embedded in the 

very process of becoming President: the presidential election campaign.

The Roosevelt and Kennedy campaigns both paved the way towards their later
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organization of the White House. Only Truman, Johnson and Ford were 

immune to prior campaign influence. Campaigns are now much longer.

Nixon, Carter and Reagan all won the Presidency after long individual 

campaigns facilitated by their status as private citizens which gave 

them the time to mount the kind of utterly exhausting campaign necessary 

to win their party's nomination.

Presidential campaigns exert their marked influence on White House staff 

organization because they offer prospective Presidents and their staff a 

testing ground. For example, there is the crucial experience of working 

together to build and coordinate a sophisticated team (independent of the 

party machine) which involves the kind of embryonic functionalisation of 

staff resources that characterizes the modern White House. Moreover, 

not only do the staff establish and consolidate their familiarity with a 

candidate's political style and working methods they also cement their 

personal loyalty to him. Thus in the White House of Roosevelt, Nixon,

Carter and Reagan, the stronger links between President and staff were 

between the President and those whose prior service to him was primarily 

grounded in the election campaign. This is supplemented by those staff 

whose links primarily derive from a President's earlier career in Congress 

or as Governor (Eisenhower being the exception) although they too make 

their contribution to the campaign.

The previous experience of the staff themselves has been no less influential 

on the style if not the substance of White House organization. While no 

comprehensive research has been conducted,research for this study confirms 

that its significant features include the relative youth of most staff and 

their personal lack of direct political experience in their own right. As
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Speaker Sam Rayburn remarked in reply to Johnson's eulogy of the high

calibre of the incoming Kennedy staff, "Well, Lyndon, you may be right

and they may be every bit as intelligent as you say, but I'd feel a whole
382lot better about them if just one of them had run for sheriff once."

In this sense there was no difference between Kennedy's 'Best and the
383Brightest' and Nixon's 'Watergate Plumbers'.

Third, each President brings with him into office his own perception of 

the Presidency and his own role as President which is intrinsically bound 

up with his general political philosophy, aims and inspiration, tempered 

by the powers and constraints of the presidential office and by the circum

stances in which he finds himself. Presidential attitudes have directly 

influenced the kind of White House staff organization adopted. In the 

broadest sense one can detect certain basic differences that distinguish 

Democratic from Republican Presidents. For example, there has been a 

greater commitment by Democratic Presidents to use the Presidency as an 

active vehicle for political economic and social progress.

The organization of a White House staff must thus be judged against each 

President's objectives. Some Presidents, like Roosevelt and Kennedy, 

deliberately and consciously facilitated a quantum leap forward in 

president!ally-inspired activity. In their concern for policy initiation 

and development each instinctively recognised the concommitant need for a 

flexible staff organization. Both were on guard against being prisoners 

of one channel of information and advice. By contrast, Presidents 

Eisenhower and Ford, whether by natural inclination or insufficient 

opportunity, seemed more content to preside over the administration of 

domestic and foreign policy, concentrating their effort (measured as it was)
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to intervene relatively infrequently. Their staff needs were sustained 

by an organization that was ordered, formalised, and in which they had 

confidence that it would adequately prepare and funnel the important 

decisions through to the President. Presidents Johnson and Nixon 

initially concentrated their presidential attention on opportunities 

that they each thought uniquely presented themselves to effect lasting 

achievements in domestic and foreign affairs: the Great Society legislative 

programme and a new structure of world peace. Each organized his staff 

accordingly, one magnifying and the other protecting his personality, with 

very different results - until each was engulfed by their respective 

presidential crises of Vietnam and Watergate.

Fourth, each President has tended to build their Presidency from the in

side 'outwards'. This has become more marked in recent times and 

inevitably stamps the imprint of his organizational approach. Every 

President from Kennedy onwards has upon election first turned his attention 

to the appointment of his senior White House staff. This is not idle habit 

but a true reflection of their importance. Without his staff in place no 

President can seriously begin the broader task of building an Administration. 

We have seen that a President can be heavily circumscribed in the choice of 

his Cabinet or in other major government appointments. All Presidents 

recognise that the first thing they have to get right is the organization 

of their White House. Kennedy, Nixon, Carter and Reagan established 

(progressively more sophisticated) "transition staffs" properly to prepare 

for taking office (characterized in typical American political parlance as 

"hitting the ground running"). Truman, Johnson and Ford, being thrust 

rather than elected into office, all reached instinctively for their 'own' 

people and their first significant appointments were all senior White House 

staff. Such is the modern President's complete dependence on a staff to
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sustain him in practical day-to-day, and political, terms that it is no 

surprise that his White House staff come top of his list of priorities.

Fifth, each President has used his White House staff as a prime means of 

projecting the image of his Administration. With the huge Press and 

media preoccupation with, and excessive concentration on, the White 

House and the President his capacity to project his preferred image via 

his staff is correspondingly greater and more under his direct control.

This process of projection is heightened in the early stages of a 

Presidency when a President can build on the maximum available goodwill 

and the minimum possible criticism. It can be assumed that it has in 

every case been thought to be to the President's overall advantage. Thus 

Kennedy's staff conveyed to the liberal academic community the sense that 

they were henceforth to be welcome in the corridors of power; while Carter's 

staff conveyed a distinctly opposite impression to the general Washington 

political community. Ford encouraged a changeover of White House staff 

personnel to signal the break with his Nixon heritage; while Johnson was 

anxious to retain the services of Kennedy staff to signal the continuity 

of the aims and aspirations of the foreshortened Kennedy Presidency.

Truman's staff acquired a mixed public image but the President was pre

pared to take no notice of it; while Eisenhower, having fostered an image 

of more probity, was unable to ignore those that let him down.

In recent years there have been two specific senses in which Presidents 

have utilized their White House staff for image-building purposes. These 

have both owed to, and been a consequence of, its increasing size. The 

first has been the progressive readiness to use an expanded staff to 

incorporate a representational element (in addition to those staff engaged
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in core functions). We have seen how, since Eisenhower's Presidency, 

such specialised staff positions have proliferated. Their appointments 

have not least been designed to signal a President's interest, or decla

ration of intent (or, more deviously, his absence of neglect) in a 

particular area or policy issue. In this manner Presidents have sought 

to assure or assauge those relevant special interest groups of his concern.

The second recurring objective has been the emphasis most if not all recent

Presidents have placed upon the 'openness' of their Administration and,

by inference, their White House. Kennedy's own style and that of his staff
384exemplified it; Johnson was more cautious. In interviews after his

election in 1968 Nixon sought to project the intended openness of his 

Presidency and the varied abilities of his incoming staff. By 1974 

President Ford's single most successful symbolic gesture was encapsulated 

in the new open atmosphere he brought to the White House. One more recent 

outgrowth of this theme has been the 'return' to Cabinet government. Carter 

was its prime exponent, founded as it was on a popular reaction away from 

what was considered the particular abuses of the Nixon era. Its (short

lived) accompaniment was a deliberate toning down of the official image 

of the role of the staff.

Sixth, each President has tended to react against the real, or imagined, 

failures of the staff system of his immediate predecessor. This too has 

often led to strong symbolic, rather than real, contrasts if only because 

of the perceived need to appear different. But equally there is no doubt 

that Presidents have reorganized the White House staff deliberately to 

send a signal - whether to Congress, the Federal Government, Press and 

Media, or the wider political community and the public — that they intend 

to be different in order to achieve different results.
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These reactions have been particularly strong when a change of President 

has involved a change of party. Thus in 1961 Kennedy dismantled both the 

WriO and the NSC apparatus inherited from Eisenhower and (after the Bay of 

Pigs) moved to forge a more personal NSC as his foreign affairs staff. In 

1969 Nixon reconstructed a formalized NSC (and later Domestic Council) 

staff structure the better to distinguish his Presidency from what he had 

criticized as the excessively informal and uncoordinated approach of Johnson's 

’Tuesday Lunch' syndrome. Jimmy Carter's arrival in 1977 proved no 

exception to this established tendency. Among several symbolic gestures 

both prompted by, and a reflection of, his 'outsider' status in Washington 

Carter deliberately abolished the post of Chief of Staff to create the 

maximum contrast with the Nixon-Ford White House staff system. In 1981 

Reagan devised (or had devised for him) a new-style 'Troika' designed to 

bring an ordered calm and a 'savvy' business-like approach to a White House 

staff whose organization under Carter was criticised for a lack of measured 

professionalism. Not all reactive changes have been a matter of substance; 

equally not all have been of style alone.

Seventh, each President has had to accept the progressive institutionali

sation of the White House staff. This has developed almost independently 

of the particular form of staff organization adopted. For example, the 

demands of the office - the sheer scale of the day-to-day routine - have 

long necessitated a degree of functionalisation of staff organization. The 

core functions of any White House staff, however organized, must meet 

these needs round the clock. They can be expressed in various forms (and 

have been outlined in Chapter IV) but they must encompass the following 

broad areas: Press, media and public relations, national security affairs,

congressional liaison, domestic affairs, economic affairs, and White House 

operations (covering appointments and scheduling, briefing and speechwriting).
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Presidents have also had to come to terms with a progressive incapacity 

personally to control or supervise in detail the daily organization of 

the staff around them. Scores, if not hundreds, of staff who operate 

in his name now work at some considerable remove from the man to whom 

they are in theory accountable. Presidents have to delegate their overall 

control; their only choice is the manner in which they do so. Whether 

Presidents place the greater emphasis on a competitive, collegiate, com- 

partmental, or hierarchical basis, the resultant structure must be capable 

of sustaining certain essential political services for its President. It 

is no coincidence that the institutionalised Presidency should have spawned 

an institutionalised White House staff. In acquiring the sinews of power 

the staff have merely acquired the sinews of permanence.

Eighth, each President has been forced by experience in office to change 

his initial White House staff organization. In itself this is hardly sur

prising for no-one can foresee the problems of a unique experience like 

the Presidency. Nevertheless there have been discernible patterns of 

White House staff reorganization. The first changes usually come after 

the first few months of settling in. Kennedy reorganized his foreign 

affairs staff within four months; Nixon reorganized his domestic affairs 

staff within nine; while Ford felt the need to overhaul his entire staff 

system within two. Changes occasioned merely by the turnover of staff 

personnel have been an ever-present factor (and Chapter IV has highlighted

its cyclical features). As one experienced staff member once observed,
385"there is hardly ever a one-for-one replacement in a staff job".

But staff turnover alone does not account for an otherwise natural tendency 

to reappraise staff organization after the midterm, whether with mild or
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major results. For example, in 1963 Kennedy's staff system had begun a 

subtle metamorphosis towards a more settled pattern; while in 1979 

Carter's staff system underwent an obvious radical surgery. Half-way 

through Eisenhower's Presidency he permitted a significant expansion in 

staff resources but strove to maintain its accustomed order; while at 

a comparable stage in Johnson's Presidency he presided over another expan

sion but failed to control its habitual incoherence. Nixon's reorganization 

plan in 1973 (planned in the belief that he was only at midterm) was little 

short of revolutionary in the context of the modern Presidency and in its 

implications for White House staff organization.

Ninth, each President has tended to react to political or economic crises 

by turning to or making greater use of his White House staff. This is a 

natural defensive reaction based on his greater confidence in their loyalty 

(if not on their ability to do the job required). The result is to 

strengthen the role of the staff - for good or ill. As the complexity 

of government has grown we have seen the rise of the staff at the expense 

of the Cabinet. The Cabinet from the President's perspective has become 

too inflexible, too slow to react, and too burdened by its close relation

ships within the 'Iron Triangle' of mutually supporting clienteles to be 

relied upon to carry out presidential policy. Thus for example in the 

early 1970's it was easier for President Nixon to respond to the challenges 

of the energy crisis by utilizing his staff than by mobilizing the wider 

bureaucracy.

The definition of 'crisis' may be somewhat devalued in today’s political 

terminology but the underlying effects of things going wrong inevitably 

place a strain on many presidential relationships. Usually it is only the 

strongest - those with his staff - that survive. The Nixon and Carter
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386presidencies provide several examples. Even in quieter times the

tremendous influence that certain Cabinet members have wielded (easily 

overriding senior staff) has still depended less on their Cabinet position 

per se than on the nature of their specific duties and their relationship 

with the President - if not equally on their staff’s relationship with 

his staff. The Kennedy, Nixon and Carter years attest to that. Good

individual relationships with members of his Cabinet has nevertheless not 

blinded Presidents to the bureaucracies over which many of them are only 

in nominal control. Thus Presidents Kennedy and Johnson both preferred 

presidentially-directed task forces (which facilitated close staff involve

ment) rather than interminable inter-departmental Cabinet committees as a
388means of pioneering and spurring progress in many areas.

Tenth, each President has been influenced by the large proportion of his 

time spent on foreign policy. This has had a catalytic effect on White 

House staff organization, directly or indirectly. Presidents have been 

impressed by the more ordered staff organization possible with the NSC 

staff. The era of dominant Secretaries of State, quite unchallenged in 

their preeminence as the President's chief foreign policy adviser, has 

been superceded. In its place has developed a dual system of shared respon

sibility and power between the Secretary of State and the President's 

National Security Adviser. The balance between the two can still vary 

but a President that is attracted by the potential of playing a major role 

in foreign affairs is also attracted by the comparatively greater freedom 

with which he may organize his foreign affairs staff. The Nixon-Kissinger 

years are the example here par excellence. President Nixon openly acknow

ledged the influence that his conduct of foreign policy had on his thinking
389about the organization of the rest of his White House staff.
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The final common factor is perhaps the most all-embracing and thus

decisive. Presidents have progressively been forced by circumstances and

the nature of the mammoth task of being President increasingly to rely on

an organization of their White House staff founded on the concept of the

Chief of Staff. The details of successive staff systems built upon this

central staff function may have varied slightly from one Presidency to

another but this concept's enduring relevance to the modern Presidency is

nowhere more vividly demonstrated than by those Presidents who have tried,

unsuccessfully, to do without such a system. Ford’s attempt to break out

of the classic Nixonian model (whose origins can be traced back through

Eisenhower's system) failed hopelessly after a few weeks on Ford's own 
390admission. Carter's initial aversion to naming a Chief of Staff

endured for a longer period but was eventually overcome by the sheer weight 

of evidence of the failures of an uncoordinated White House. Kennedy 

died too soon for us to tell definitively how he would have reacted to the 

mounting pressures of maintaining his flexible staff system; the Roosevelt 

and Truman staffs were both too small for either to be exposed to the full 

force of the need to centralize their staff organization; while Johnson's

Presidency had begun to exhibit distinct signs of regularization in his
. . 391last year.

This leads us to our summary conclusion: that the methods of organizing 

the White House staff ultimately derive from the interaction of three 

principal dimensions. First: the practical dimension. The staff have 

grown in size to such an extent that a President must both delegate powers 

to his staff and the supervision of how those powers are exercised in his 

name. To maintain his control he can either operate a spokes-of-the-wheel 

approach or rely on the pyramid model with a Chief of Staff, although he
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must recognise the inevitable impetus towards the latter. A President 

that spent all his time managing the White House would have no time left 

to be President of the country. Second: the political dimension. The 

President needs the White House staff as the 'efficient buckle' that 

connects him to the political world outside the White House. It is the 

only coherent element of the Executive Branch whose very proximity enables 

it to share both his political and presidential perspective. Every other 

element tends to fail (over time if not immediately) to provide the 

essential political sustenance required by any President whatever his 

political outlook. Third: the personal dimension. The staff are his 

White House staff. Their sole raison d'etre and effectiveness is to be 

found in their ability to satisfy the President's needs as President. In 

a world where the powers of the Presidency are both considerable and con

strained the most enduring and significant feature of the organization of 

any White House staff has always been its uniqueness: that it is account

able only to the President.
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INTRODUCTION

The means by which the White House staff have been held accountable to a 

President are no less worthy of consideration than the freedom with which 

he may organize them. The means at his disposal are several, as are the 

areas of their application. This chapter seeks both to clarify their 

nature, describe the manner of their use, and analyse their effect.

Discussion will focus on five significant areas where the President has 

historically had the opportunity to exert control over his staff and make 

them accountable to him: executive privilege; the rule of comity; 

ethical standards; financial matters; and security. The decade of 

the 1970's threw them all into more prominent relief. The ethical 

standards of staff members, both as individuals and as a collective 

entity, stands out as an obvious example. Other areas, long submerged, 

forced their way onto the public agenda such as the question of staff 

accountability for the use of the money that finances them. The relation

ship between staff and Congress as embodied in the rule of comity was 

another area that in this context broke the usually calm surface of 

executive-legislative relations (and is only briefly touched upon here 

as it more properly forms part of the discussion in Chapter VII). No 

less important, for a time, were the grey areas such as that encompassed 

in the term 'security' which pervaded every Presidency. By contrast, 

we begin this chapter by examining the question of executive privilege 

which has long been the subject of public debate: academic, political,

and finally legal.
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EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE

Executive privilege is that claim of constitutional authority by the 

President to withhold information from Congress and the Judiciary. Succes

sive Presidents since Roosevelt have preserved, protected and defended it as 

the principal doctrine behind which they and their advisers may shield 

themselves from outside inquiry. Executive privilege came to be regarded 

by every President as providing ultimate constitutional verification that 

his advisers - and especially his White House staff - should be accountable 

only to himself. How did this come about? And how far did it prove true? 

Our task here will be to assess the impact that executive privilege has had 

in practice over the last forty years: in particular, the arguments de

ployed on its behalf; and the nature and extent of its use in relation to 

the White House staff.

There is no need here to consider at length and in detail the history and 

growth of executive privilege as a concept. The ground has been well 

covered in such works as Raoul Berger's comprehensive treatise Executive 

Privilege: A Constitutional 1fyth.lb Suffice it to say here that the 

assertion of an executive privilege to withhold information is rooted in 

the opening words of Article II of the Constitution: "The executive power 

shall be vested in a President of the United States of America", and in 

the last clause in Section 3 of Article II: "He shall take care that the 

laws be faithfully executed". This constitutional grant of power was both 

vague and complicated. The power of executive privilege was only implied. 

Moreover, as to its use, the language raised more questions than it

answered 2



THE USE OF EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE

Such attempts as have been made to compile a record of the use of executive 

privilege by successive Presidents show clearly that its use grew in para

llel with the growth in White House staff itself. For example, the Library

of Congress reported in 1973 that executive privilege had been asserted 49
3times since 1952, which was twice the number of all prior claims. Moreover, 

the number of times that it had been asserted to date by the Nixon Adminis

tration had far exceeded the combined totals of the Kennedy-Johnson years.

A congressional study dated 28th March 1973 reported that Nixon's total had 

by that point reached 19 compared to 6 for his two predecessors. By the 

end of Nixon's Presidency this ratio had increased to over 3:1. The para

llel growth in staff during this period, as we have seen, was such that 

President Nixon's senior commissioned staff far outnumbered those in the 

Kennedy and Johnson White House, and the ratio between his staff and 

Truman's was about 3:1.

The evidence that there is available certainly confirms that executive 

privilege has been used with increasing frequency since the 1950s. Most 

of the occasions on which it was invoked concerned the White House staff.

A few examples of such cases will help to set the tone and background for 

our subsequent discussion.

Firstly, during the Truman Administration the House Committee on Education 

and Labor served several subpoenas on John R. Steelman, who was an Assistant 

to the President. The Committee apparently sought to interrogate him with 

respect to statements made to him by President Truman about a strike that 

had recently taken place against Government Services Incorporated. Steelman 

did not comply with the subpoenas, but returned them with a letter stating 

inter alia that "the President directed me, in view of my duties as his
4assistant, not to appear".
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Secondly, during the Eisenhower Administration, a subcommittee of the

Senate Judiciary Committee twice invited Sherman Adams, The Assistant to

the President, to testify with respect to his involvement with the Dixon-

Yates contract. He too declined to comply and cited his "official and
5

confidential relationship with the President" as grounds for this refusal.

Thirdly, during the Johnson Administration the Senate Judiciary Committee 

invited DeVier Pierson, Associate Special Counsel to the President, to 

testify on the possible involvement of Justice Abe Fortas in the drafting 

of some legislation. Pierson declined on the grounds that it had been 

firmly established "that members of the President's immediate staff shall 

not appear before a Congressional committee to testify with respect to the
g

performance of their duties on behalf of the President."

In addition to these examples there were the many others occasioned by

Watergate, which are extensively detailed in the hearings of the House
7Committee on the Judiciary on the impeachment of President Nixon. For 

example, Nixon invoked executive privilege on June 9th 1974 as his justi

fication for refusing to comply with the subpoenas of May 15th 1974, which
O

closely involved his staff. Nixon also instructed Alexander Haig, his

Chief of Staff in May 1974, to refuse to answer "any questions pertaining

to his White House service" when appearing before the Senate Select Committee
9on Presidential Campaign Activities.

All the above examples concerned requests for personal appearances. But 

there have been many other cases involving records, not persons. For example, 

in 1958, Chairman Lyndon Johnson of the Senate Preparedness Subcommittee re

quested copies of the so-called "Killian and Gaither panel reports", which 

had been prepared at Eisenhower's request. The President refused on the 

grounds that it would "violate the confidence of the advisory relationship".10



454 -

James R e Killian Jr. was at that time on Eisenhower’s White House staff as 

a Special Consultant for Science and Technology. Watergate furnished many 

other such examples. Many, if not the bulk, of the subpoenas issued dur- 

ing Watergate were for records rather than personal testimony„11 The most 

famous concerned the Nixon White House tapes, as we shall later see, where 

the claims made for executive privilege were unprecedented.

How had the doctrine of executive privilege been developed to reach this 

stage? It can be argued that the contemporary history of executive privi

lege dates effectively from the Eisenhower years. In briefly examining 

its subsequent development we shall identify the role that President Nixon's 

immediate predecessors played in preparing the ground that he tried to ex

ploit during Watergate.

THE DOCTRINE OF "CANDID INTERCHANGE"

In 1954 President Eisenhower promulgated the so-called "Eisenhower 

Memorandum" which incorporated what was termed the doctrine of "candid 

interchange". It was widely applauded at the time as a necessary antidote 

to the McCarthyite abuses of congressional power that had characterized the 

previous few years. Candid interchange was held to exist under the overall 

umbrella of executive privilege, but was designed specifically to refer to 

the relationship between the President and his advisers.

This memorandum articulated the "principle" that communications and conver

sations between employees of the Executive Branch, including members of the



White House staff, must be withheld from Congress so that they may "be
12completely candid in advising with each other." It should be empha

sized that the immediate raison d'etre of this memorandum was the need 

to prevent his Chief of Staff, Sherman Adams, from being forced by a

Senate Committee to divulge the conversation that had taken place at a
13recent meeting of senior Eisenhower Administration officials.

Although this memorandum from Eisenhower was originally intended only to 

refer to a very specific set of circumstances, four months later its scope 

was extended to cover more than the President’s personal appointees and 

more than any particular inquiry. Thus in August 1954 the Senate was 

informed that the principles of the May memorandum were "as completely 

applicable to any committee as they were to the Committee on Government 

Operations." Subsequent usage of this extension of the candid inter

change doctrine proved an impossible temptation for the President to re

sist. It has been claimed that executive privilege was invoked on the 

basis of this memorandum on no less than 44 occasions between June 1955 

and June I960.15

President Kennedy bent, although he did not break, this pattern of execu

tive privilege claims in his Administration. He took the initiative in lay

ing down new guidelines, arguing that "the principle which is at stake here

(executive privilege) cannot be automatically applied to every request for
16information. Each case must be judged on its own merits. There was no 

Kennedy memorandum analogous to the one that had been used to support Eisen

hower's position, but a long article appeared in the George_Washington Law 

Review which was intended to serve this purpose.17 Kennedy further clarified 

his position in a reply sent to congressman John E. Moss (D-Calif.), who had 

been leading a long campaign against government secrecy. "Executive privilege',
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wrote Kennedy, "can be invoked only by the President and will not be used
18without specific Presidential approval."

Congressman Moss repeated this procedure by formally writing to President

Johnson. In a letter on April 2nd 1965, President Johnson reaffirmed the

Kennedy line and stated flatly that "the claim of 'executive privilege'
19will continue to be made only by the President." However, despite these

statements by both Kennedy and Johnson there is evidence that executive

privilege was in fact exercised on a number of occasions in apparent violation 
20of these guidelines.

EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE WAIVED

The reverse was also known to occur. Indeed, it would be erroneous to 

suggest that members of the White House staff have never testified before 

Congress in the face of presidential wishes to the contrary. There have 

been a handful of cases where an initial presidential desire to invoke 

executive privilege did not succeed, as these examples illustrate.

Firstly, the Senate Agriculture and Forestry Committee once subpoenaed 

Jonathan W„ Daniels, one of Roosevelt's Administrative Assistants, who 

refused at the Committee hearing to answer most of the questions addressed 

to him on the grounds of his confidential relationship with the President.

But when the Committee indicated that it might institute proceedings for con

tempt against Daniels, President Roosevelt interceded and authorized him to

testify 21



Secondly, President Truman personally waived what he nevertheless believed 

to be a presidential right and allowed Donald S. Dawson, also an Adminis

trative Assistant, to appear before the Senate Banking and Currency Committee 

to answer charges that he (Dawson) had accepted gratuities from persons who 

sought favours from government agencies. Truman acceded to this appearance

reluctantly because he believed it violated the principle of the separation
„ 22 of powers.

Thirdly, President Eisenhower in 1958 ultimately declined to invoke executive

privilege in regard to a requirement by the House of Representatives that

Sherman Adams, The Assistant to the President, testify about his personal
23relations with Bernard Goldfine. Eisenhower did so despite his belief

that Adams had committed no offence.

Fourthly, in 1973-4 during Watergate, both present and former members of the

Nixon White House staff were ultimately obliged to testify before both the

Ervin and Judiciary committees despite President Nixon's initial contention 
24that they should not.

One important distinction to be drawn between these handful of cases and the 

earlier examples given of executive privilege in action is that these were 

primarily concerned with matters of private conduct or possible criminal 

wrongdoing (especially in the case of Watergate). In such cases Presidents 

have generally been less inclined to insist on affording their staff the 

protection of executive privilege. Yet these cases, if they are exceptions 

at all, only tend to prove the rule. Why? Because in each one the President 

concerned believed that their right to invoke executive privilege was only 

waived; not that it did not exist.



THE NIXON PRESIDENCY

This was nowhere more clearly demonstrated than in the Presidency of 

Richard Nixon, to which we should now devote our attention. When congress

man Moss remarked in 1963 that the "powerful genie of executive privilege
ocmomentarily is confined but can be uncorked by future Presidents" no-one 

could have foreseen that within ten years the growth of the White House staff 

was to precipitate that very development. President Nixon's interpretation 

of executive privilege can best be understood on the grounds that he sought 

to take the consequences of that growth to a logical conclusion.

Ironically, as a young congressman in the 1940s, Nixon had taken a strong 

line against executive privilege:

"The point has been made that the 
President....has issued an order 
that none of this information can 
be released and that, therefore, 
the Congress has no right to 
question the judgement of the 
President. I say that the propo
sition cannot stand from a con
stitutional standpoint." 26

When congressman Moss in 1969 requested an updated statement of his views 

and intentions the new President replied:

"I believe....that the scope of 
executive privilege must be very 
narrowly construed. Under this 
Administration, executive privilege 
will not be asserted without specific
Presidential approval.......... this
administration is dedicated to in
suring a free flow of information 
to the Congress and the news media 
- and thus, to the citizens....I 
want open government to be a reality 
in every way possible." 2?
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Accompanying this reply, dated March 24th 1969, a memorandum was sent to the 

heads of all executive departments and agencies. It spelled out the pro

cedural steps that were to govern the invocation of executive privilege. The 

first level of review would be the Attorney General who would have the power 

to decide when not to invoke executive privilege. The second level of 

review was at the White House, where requests from the Administration for 

the invocation of privilege were to be handled by the Counsel to the 

President, who was of course a member of the White House staff. However, 

even this enlightened step-by-step procedure, the first of its kind, could 

not subsequently hide the fact that executive privilege was invoked at least 

19 times in Nixon's first term.28 The real total was probably higher still 

except that, as noted earlier, no official records were kept.

But it was not only the numerical total that was significant. Far from 

being "narrowly construed", executive privilege under Nixon was expanded in 

quite an extraordinary fashion. How did this come about? And what part did 

the White House staff play in Nixon's new interpretation? Two developments 

that took place during his Presidency stand out as key factors in an expla

nation of his thinking. Both were closely connected with the growth in size 

and power of the White House staff. These were firstly, the influence of 

the staff in foreign policy-making; and secondly, the development of the 

"dual mandate" for White House staff in the domestic sphere.

EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE AND FOREIGN POLICY

We have seen that the position of Assistant to the President for National 

Security Affairs achieved an ascendancy in the Nixon Presidency that was
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unique in American history. This was widely appreciated at the time,29 

and recent studies of the organization of foreign policy-making have since 

confirmed that this position lay at its very heart during the Nixon years.30 

It was through Henry Kissinger that President Nixon primarily conducted much 

of his important foreign policy: in dealings with the Soviet Union, in 

handling peace negotiations with Vietnam, in re-opening links with China, 

and in the Middle East. Unlike his predecessor McGeorge Bundy, who only 

had a small group of people working for him in the basement of the White 

House West Wing, Kissinger was the operational chief of an NSC staff that 

grew substantially in the 1970s. It numbered well over 100 persons. 

Kissinger became to the President a more important adviser on, and executor 

of, foreign policy than his own Secretary of State.

What was the combined effect of this growth in the staff's size and influence 

on the President's interpretation of executive privilege? Foremost was the 

necessity of broadening its area of application to take account of this 

growth. Such was Nixon's desire for secrecy in the conduct of his foreign 

policy that executive privilege had to be used to prevent Kissinger from 

being made accountable to Congress. But this was not all. Comparable to 

the way that Kissinger was an extension of the President, the NSC staff were 

extensions of Kissinger. Executive privilege had perforce to be expanded to 

cover them all. The prospect thus opened up of the wholesale invocation of 

executive privilege to prevent each and every one of the numerous NSC staff 

from being held to account. That was the logic of President Nixon's desire 

to control foreign policy-making from the White House.

However, Nixon was not actually called upon to buttress his excessive need 

for secrecy with an excessive use of executive privilege. Why not? Well 

aware as he was of the criticism from Congress that his foreign policy-making
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process usurped its constitutional role he sought a way to avoid an open 

clash with the Senate Foreign Relations Committee over Kissinger's pro

tective shield of executive privilege. He authorized Kissinger to brief

senior senators on major questions of foreign policy, but only informally 

and off-the-record. 1 One legal curiosity of these informal briefings 

was the question of where Kissinger and the committee senators should meet. 

John Dean records that Haldeman asked him to investigate whether it would 

violate the President's principle of executive privilege for Kissinger to 

meet them on Capitol Hill. Dean's advice was for such meetings to take 

place at Blair House and thus avoid creating any unnecessary precedent. 32

This policy was largely successful from the President's point of view. It 

had the twin effect of mollifying those senior committee members who might 

otherwise have allowed a clash to develop over executive privilege; and at 

the same time served to neutralize their ability to overtly criticize 

Administration policies the background to which they had been made partially 

privy. But a number of other senators told this writer of their irritation 

at this technique and its implementation. They thought that such "safety

valve" briefings provided no more than window dressing behind which system

atic deception still took place. The evidence of the Pentagon Papers.34 

The Politics of Lying, and the report of the Senate Select Committee on 

Intelligence Activities chaired by senator Church36 has largely confirmed 

that view.

EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE AND THE "DUAL MANDATE"

The second major development of the Nixon Presidency that had an important 

bearing on the widening interpretation of executive privilege was that of the



"dual mandate". In essence it involved the combination of a position on 

The White House Office staff with a position of more direct executive res

ponsibility. This so-called dual mandate was not the invention of President 

Nixon. For example, George McGovern served President Kennedy as a Special 

Assistant to the President on his White House staff and also as the Director 

of the Food For Peace program. The Nixon Administration itself claimed as 

another precedent the case of Sargent Shriver, who worked under President 

Johnson as Director of the Office of Economic Opportunity while at the same

time a Special Assistant on the staff.363 However, there is no public record 

of Shriver ever having held a position on the Johnson staff.3^ The first 

experiments with the dual mandate were reflected in the positions of Henry 

Kissinger and John Ehrlichman. As we have seen, they both combined the 

position of Assistant to the President on The White House Office staff with 

executive responsibility for the NSC and Ibmestic Council staffs respectively. 

But President Nixon greatly expanded the dual mandate concept and in doing so 

it encouraged him to develop a parallel expansion in his interpretation of 

executive privilege. It would be best to illustrate this argument with some 

examples of what this meant in practice.

Members of the Nixon White House staff endowed with the dual mandate included 

Dr. Edward E. David Jr. He held the position of Science Advisor to the 

President and also served as the Director of the Office of Science and 

Technology. On those occasions when he testified before Congress it was 

open to the President to claim executive privilege in regard to any matter 

that the President considered to lie within the bounds of Dr. David's advisory 

relationship to the President. This would not have been so easily possible 

if Dr. David had not been a member of the White House staff and held only the 

position of Director of OST.
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The same principle applied to other staff members with a dual mandate. For 

example, Dr. Jerome H. Jaffe was simultaneously a Special Consultant to the 

President for Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs and also the Director of the 

Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention. Mrs. Virginia Knauer was a 

Special Assistant for Consumer Affairs and also the Director of the Office 

of Consumer Affairs. Donald Rumsfeld was a Special Assistant to the President 

and also the Director of the Office of Economic Opportunity. While they 

could all be called upon to testify before Congress in their 'official' 

capacities, they were nevertheless all within reach of the protection of 

executive privilege on the same terms as other members of the White House 

staff.

This pattern set the scene for what promised to be a most radical advance in 

the dual mandate concept. This emerged at the start of President Nixon's 

second term. Instead of conferring an executive role upon an adviser Nixon 

decided to confer an advisory role upon an executive. In his proposals for 

executive reorganization which were launched in January 1973 President Nixon 

conferred an "advisory" status on three cabinet members.38 In addition to 

the responsibility for their cabinet departments each was appointed to the 

rank of Counsellor on The White House Office staff. Earl L. Butz, secretary 

of agriculture, was made Counsellor for natural resources; Caspar W. 

Weinberger, secretary-designate of HEW, was made Counsellor for human resources; 

and James T. Lynn, secretary-designate for HUD, was made Counsellor for commu

nity development. As Counsellors and members of the White House staff they 

were to report to the President through John Ehrlichman, the President's 

Assistant for Domestic Affairs.

Why was this a radical advance in the context of executive privilege? The 

important clue to its underlying significance was provided by Ehrlichman
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himself, who briefed reporters on the new reorganization plan. He was care

ful to insert the crucial proviso that executive privilege would definitely 

apply to these Counsellors during their testimony before congressional com

mittees as regards any "intimate communications"39 between them and himself 

or the President. By the simple device of giving cabinet officers staff 

status, President Nixon thereby expanded the concept of executive privilege 

to include them in the stronger protection it afforded to the President's 

personal advisers.

To these developments should of course be added the fact of the continuing 

increase in the size of all aspects of the White House staff during the early 

1970s. We are now in a better position to understand the actual application 

of executive privilege on behalf of the staff in these circumstances. Irres

pective of Watergate the Nixonian interpretation was bound to come under in

creasing challenge from a legislature that was gradually reawakening to the 

constitutional imbalance created by the unfettered Imperial Presidency.

THE NIXON STATEMENT ON EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE

The first clear signs of the impending confrontation arose in the spring of 

1972 when the Senate Judiciary Committee requested that Peter Flanigan, an 

Assistant to the President, testify in the hearings on the confirmation of 

Richard G. Kleindienst as Attorney General. This prompted several exchanges 

of letters. The Counsel to the President, John Dean, replied to the Chair

man of the Committee, senator Eastland, that Flanigan could not appear. Dean 

employed the standard arguments:
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"Under the doctrine of separation 
of powers, and long established 
historical precedents, the prin
ciple that members of the Presi
dent’s immediate staff not appear 
and testify before congressional 
committees with respect to the 
performance of their duties is 
firmly established." 40

Ten days later, in another letter (this time to the Director of the

Federation of American Scientists) Dean denied that Nixon or any previous

Presidents had "ever asserted a claim that Presidential aides have blanket

immunity from testifying before the Congress on any subject." He was not

aware of any statement "by President Nixon or any past President to this 
41

effect." Nevertheless, his letter to Eastland had provoked one in turn

from senator Sam J. Ervin Jr, in which he asked President Nixon to substantiate

Dean's claims. Ervin specifically wanted a full list of "each instance in

which a member of the immediate White House staff was requested or subpoenaed

to testify before a congressional committee and declined to appear by formally
42claiming 'executive privilege'" or informally claiming it.

This was the first time that a request of this kind had ever been made.

William E. Timmons, the Assistant to the President for Congressional Relations, 

formally acknowledged the letter,43 but the proper reply was eventually forth

coming under the signature of John Dean. The President's Counsel provided 

three examples of cases where the White House staff had declined to appear 

before Congress; three examples where they had testified; and five others 

where White House staff had testified in one of their dual capacities.44 

More information could not be given, he said, because "the White House main

tains no records in this regard".45 Despite this meagre reply, senator 

Ervin's efforts were in this particular case not without results. By June 30th 

1972 the White House had reversed itself. Flanigan had been authorized to 

appear and had testified.
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These episodes in 1972 proved only to be mere skirmishes when compared with

the battle over executive privilege during the Watergate affair in 1973 and

1974. The occasion for the first real clash came in 1973 over the request

that members of the White House staff appear before the Ervin Watergate

Committee. This request - or demand - President Nixon was determined to 
46

resisto With the help of his Counsel John Dean he prepared his ground

in a carefully considered "Presidential Statement on Executive Privilege" 

which he issued on March 12th 1973. This marked a highly important step 

in his developing interpretation of executive privilege.

President Nixon noted that requests for congressional appearances by mem

bers of the President’s White House staff had been routinely declined, both 

by past Administrations and his own. He proposed to continue such practice. 

He invoked the doctrine of the separation of powers in his assertion that 

the manner in which a President personally exercised his assigned executive 

powers was not subject to question by another branch of government. His 

line of argument merits quotation, firstly on the role of the staff:

"If the President is not subject 
to such questioning, it is 
equally appropriate that members 
of his staff not be so questioned, 
for their roles are in effect an 
extension of the Presidency." 47
(author's emphasis)

This tradition, said Nixon, rested on more than constitutional doctrine: 

it was also a practical necessity. To insure the effective discharge of 

the executive responsibility "a President must be able to place absolute 

confidence in the advice and assistance offered by the members of his 

staff." He continued:
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"And in the performance of their 
duties for the President, those 
staff members must not be in
hibited by the possibility that 
their advice and assistance will 
ever become a matter of public 
debate, either during their tenure 
in Government or at a later date."48
(author's emphasis)

Nixon continued in a vein that would have been best understood by the 

mandarins of the British Civil Service. "What is at stake", he concluded, 

"is not simply a question of confidentiality but the integrity of the 

decisionmaking process at the very highest levels of our Government".49

Having thus placed the stakes so high President Nixon promulgated two 

important decisions. Firstly, that cabinet and government officials would 

comply with any reasonable request to testify but not on any matters con

nected with their White House staff capacity (in the case of those with 

dual mandate). Secondly, "a member or former member of the President’s 

personal staff shall follow the well-established precedent and decline a 

request for a formal appearance before a committee of the Congress".50 

Never before had any President sought to extend executive privilege to 

cover present and former White House staff.

Two days later John Dean duly invoked Nixon's statement and refused to

testify before the Senate Judiciary Committee, having volunteered to act
51as a guinea pig to test its effect. The next day President Nixon him-

52self defended his stand in a Press Conference. The following month the

Attorney General, at joint hearings before the Senate Subcommittee on 

Separation of Powers, the Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations and 

the Subcommittee on Administrative Practice and Procedures, proceeded to
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extend Nixon’s statement by ipse dixit in such a manner that Senator

Ervin promptly submitted a number of written questions asking him to
53

substantiate his oral testimony. One of these questions concerned the 

position of the White House staff: what was the legal basis used to ex

tend executive privilege to staff that had left office? And did this 

extend to the staffs of previous Presidents? If so, why? If not, why 

not?

Attorney General Kleindienst replied on May 15th 1973 at some length. He 

was obliged to concede that no President had ever invoked executive privi

lege to cover a former member of the staff. He resorted instead to justi

fying Nixon's position by reference to a statement by President Truman, 

expounding on the subject of the separation of powers and the independence 

of the Chief Executive, with which Nixon himself was in evident agreement. 

Indeed Nixon was mindful of the fact that senator Ervin had himself defended 

the same principles in earlier cases involving White House aides and others.54 

In the circumstances, however, over-reliance on Truman proved a meagre sub

stantiation in the harshness of cold print.

It was also attacked in cold print. Raoul Berger, for example, felt

impelled to warn that Nixon's updated notion of "candid interchange" was

yet another pretext for doubtful secrecy. No President, he said, could

claim blanket immunity for his White House staff on the basis of mere mem- 
55bership alone.

As events were to prove, the claim could be made but not enforced. Richard 

Nixon described in his memoirs the reasons for ultimately not refusing to 

allow his staff to testify. "I recognised that with the emotional climate 

now surrounding Watergate, there would be little public tolerance or under—
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standing if I did so. Therefore I waived all executive privilege...".56 

That was in 1973. One year later he made a very different decision. He 

decided to fight all the way. In so doing he became the first President 

to test the principle of executive privilege itself in the United States 

Supreme Court. The result proved to have an important bearing on the 

accountability of the White House staff to the President.

UNITED STATES V. NIXON

The doctrine of executive privilege does now legally exist. Its legitimacy 

was unanimously upheld in United States v. Nixon et al which decision was 

was handed down on 24th July 1974. The occasion of the case was the attempt 

to compel the President to release tape recordings of conversations held 

inside the White House. These were primarily between the President and his 

White House staff. President Nixon argued that he and he alone had the 

power to decide which tapes could be released and why. Many such tapes he 

declined to release on the grounds of their being prejudicial to national 

security, the definition of which he argued was the President's sole pre

rogative. (He had also publicly stated that their contents were entirely
57consistent with what he knew to be the truth. ) On behalf of these 

presidential rights he invoked executive privilege as the lawful justifi

cation against any claim that the President be compelled to release them.58 

In this exposition President Nixon developed an unprecedented interpretation 

of executive privilege. It was in effect a modern equivalent of the 

medieval theory of Divine Right.

In the immediate aftermath of the Court's decision the extent to which the 

Supreme Court had in fact upheld many of the arguments advanced in the
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President's brief was not widely appreciated. What the Court did not up

hold was merely that, in the instant case, those arguments could not pre

vail absolutely over the judicial process. It is clear that the sole 

accountability of the White House staff to the President was substantially 

strengthened. This can best be explained by reference to the decision 

itself.

Section IV of the Court's opinion distinguished the grounds on which the 

claim of absolute privilege was based. Of direct relevance to the 

position of the White House staff was that part of the opinion which 

asserted "the valid need for protection of communications between high 

government officials and those who advise and assist them in the performance 

of their manifold duties; the importance of this confidentiality is too 

plain to require further discussion0" The President’s need for complete

candour and objectivity from advisers called for "great deference from the 

courts" and could only be achieved in an atmosphere of privacy0 Not only, 

therefore, did the Court firmly rule that the claim of executive privilege 

existed, it solemnly stated it to be "fundamental to the operation of gov

ernment and inextricably rooted in the separation of powers under the Con- 

stitution", tempered only by the higher commitment to the rule of law.

CONCLUSION

There can be no doubt that without the White House staff the doctrine of 

executive privilege would not have become as controversial an issue as it 

has proved to be. That controversy has itself reflected the unchanging fact 

that the staff have thereby remained accountable only to the President.
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Executive privilege has been considered by a succession of Presidents as 

essential to the exercise of their presidential power. Some have sought 

to extend its scope in the defence of that power. This wholly natural 

temptation was eventually crystallized in the claims made for executive 

privilege during Watergate. But President Nixon was certainly not himself 

solely responsible for the leap in constitutional thinking that this tempt

ation engendered. For many years prior to his assumption of office his 

predecessors had contributed to the development of an interpretation of 

executive privilege that conferred greater protection upon their White 

House staff. These presidential efforts were not discouraged by Congress 

and went effectively unchallenged. One not insignificant reflection of 

this fact was that no comprehensive records were ever kept of the occasions

on which executive privilege was invoked on behalf of a member of the White 
61House staff. Indeed it was to the US Supreme Court, not to the Congress,

that one has to look for any intervention by another branch of government in 

the argument and practice of executive privilege.

What conclusions can we therefore draw from this examination of executive 

privilege and the White House staff? And what are we to make of the 

current position? In concise summary there are eight main points to 

emphasize.

Firstly, all Presidents over the last forty years invoked executive privi

lege to prevent their White House staff from being made accountable to 

another branch of government. Secondly, the usage of executive privilege 

in regard to the staff progressively increased as the staff themselves 

progressively increased in numbers. Thirdly. successive Presidents sought 

to enlarge the theoretical interpretation of executive privilege and the 

extent to which it could in practice be applied to the staff. Fourthly.
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the invocation of executive privilege in regard to the staff was not 

effectively challenged until the Nixon Presidency and Watergate. Fifthly, 

the Supreme Court in its first ever decision on this subject categorically 

stated that the doctrine of executive privilege does exist. Sixthly. it 

is clear from the Court’s opinion that the doctrine is held to be strongest 

in relation to the White House staff (although they were not mentioned by 

name^‘ Seventhly, the Court has ruled that executive privilege may legi

timately be invoked by the President in the normal course of political 

affairs. Finally, the Court has also ruled that the claim of privilege 

is not absolute but must give way in certain circumstances.

It was no accident that the growth of the White House staff and the pro

gressive claims made for executive privilege went together. On the contrary, 

there was an inevitable tendency for them to do so. The staff represented 

an extension of the President: their power and influence an extension of 

his own. Every President came to realise that their value to him could be 

prejudiced or politically threatened by their being made to reveal the 

advice they gave. It was no coincidence that every President should there

fore have sought a political counter-weapon to prevent such a threat 

materialising; nor that it was sought in the name of the Presidency, if 

not the Republic itself. This was but a measure of the growing importance 

that the White House staff came to have as advisers to the President. 

Executive privilege ultimately proved the single most effective means of 

protecting that importance.
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THE RULE OF COMITY

Compared to the doctrine of executive privilege the so-called "rule of 

comity" may seem a much inferior cousin. But it cannot be dismissed so 

lightly. It has played a major role in evolving the theory that the White 

House staff should be held accountable only to the President. The operation 

of comity has in consequence not been without considerable practical effect. 

For this reason we will attempt to investigate its origins and assess its 

effect on the White House staff.

What exactly is the rule of comity? Congressman Tom Steed (D-Okla.) a 

leading authority on the subject during the 1960s and 1970s, once defined 

comity in these terms:

"(it) refers to the customary 
treatment by the Congress of 
the appropriations requirements 
of the President of the United 
States for his office and staff.
Under this concept.... I have
taken the view that the Presi
dent is the best judge of the 
requirements necessary for him 
to carry out the responsibilities 
to which he was elected by the 
people." 62

Comity can thus be described as an American version of a gentleman's agree 

ment. Indeed it is sometimes referred to as the "spirit of comity". In 

respect of the executive branch it applies exclusively to the White House 

staff and not to any other entity in the EOP or the rest of the federal 

government. It has in itself no specific force in law, although, like 

executive privilege, it has been presumed to be founded upon the doctrine 

of the separation of powers.
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One of the clearest judicial expositions of this underlying constitutional 

doctrine came in 1935 in the unanimous decision of the Supreme Court in 

Humphrey's Executor v. United States. The following excerpt clearly indi

cates that the historical basis for comity predated the appearance of the 

White House staff themselves.

"The fundamental necessity of maintaining 
each of the three general departments of 
government entirely free from the control 
or coercive influence, direct or indirect, 
of either of the others, has often been 
stressed and is hardly open to serious 
question. So much is implied in the very 
fact of the separation of the powers of 
these departments by the Constitution; 
and in the rule which recognises their 
essential co-equality. The sound appli
cation of a principle that makes one 
master in his own house precludes him 
from imposing his control in the house 
of another who is master there."63
(author's emphasis)

Although this argument was generally accepted in both executive and legis

lative branches the potential existed for differing interpretations of the 

precise application of comity in certain political circumstances. The 

traditional view, which gained widespread acceptance from the middle 1950s 

until the middle 1970s, amounted to a carte blanche for the President to do 

as he liked with his White House staff.6^

There were legitimate reasons why the traditional interpretation of comity 

became so firmly embedded in the legislative and executive consciousness.

It grew out of the excesses of the McCarthyite investigations in the 1950s 

which left the investigatory process in ill-repute. Senator Fulbright, 

among others, was later to comment that many "were revolted by some of the 

actions of Congress" and that there subsequently grew up "a feeling that 

the Congress was not worthy of trust".65 Liberal attitudes towards the
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congressional power of investigation were thus heavily conditioned by the 

McCarthyite period. It was thought that the balance of power between a 

congressional desire to subject the executive to close scrutiny and the 

ability of the executive to resist had swung dangerously in favour of the 

Congress. One consequence was to place scrutiny of the White House staff 

into that category of congressional actions to be governed henceforth by 

the rule of comity. This was intended as one measure to remove the possi

bility of congressional abuses of the McCarthyite kind.

The golden period of uninterrupted comity lasted from the 1950s to the 

early 1970s, Its most important practical effect was decidedly to pro

tect individual members of the White House staff from any attempt to make 

them accountable to the Congress. Irrespective of the claim of executive 

privilege, the rule of comity was sufficient authority to explain why mem

bers of the staff never testified on White House matters before congres

sional committees. A good example of comity operating in this manner was 

furnished on April 13th 1972. A House appropriations subcommittee was on 

that day considering the budgetary requests of the Domestic Council. 

Although John D. Ehrlichman was Director of the Domestic Council, and best 

placed by far to answer all questions as to its purpose and activities, he 

nevertheless did not appear before the subcommittee. His absence prompted 

the following exchange between congressman John T. Myers (a newcomer to the 

subcommittee) and the Administration witness Mr Cole:

"Mr MYERS: Why doesn't Mr Ehrlichman ever
come to visit us?

Mr COLE: We get into the old question, I
guess, of Presidential assistants.

Mr MYERS: The Secretary of the Treasury comes
and the Postmaster General even 
though they are Cabinet officers.
They came and appeared before us.
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"Mr COLE: I understand the problem, sir.
My function specifically ......

Mr STEED: In fairness to Mr Cole, I think I
should say that because of the 
precedent-setting nature involving 
a Presidential aide we made a de
termination that it would not be 
necessary for Mr Ehrlichman to appear" 66

£ J

Mr Steed subsequently made it clear that the subcommittee had in fact 

accepted a compromise, first suggested by the Nixon White House, that 

Cole appear instead of Ehrlichman.

Similarly, on another occasion, the same subcomittee acquiesced in the

absence of H.R. Haldeman. The subcommittee had wanted someone to answer

questions on the Special Projects fund. The Administration witness who did

appear candidly acknowledged that it was Haldeman who controlled the use of

the fund and was the only person in a position to answer any detailed 
6 7questions on its use. Comity thus effectively prevented the subcommittee 

from obtaining the answers it wanted.

In the wake of Watergate and the general odium attaching itself to the 

Nixon Presidency, such examples of the operation of comity have been con

sidered small-scale manifestations of the Imperial Presidency. But any 

temptation to do so must be tempered by the knowledge that the Nixon Admin

istration merely continued a practice operated in equal fashion by its 

Democratic predecessors. For example, in 1962, the House Appropriations 

Subcommittee on Treasury, Post Office and Executive Office conducted hear

ings on the National Security Council. President Kennedy's Assistant for 

National Security Affairs McGeorge Bundy was at that time the director of 

the NSC staff. One member of the subcommittee asked: "Before we proceed,

4
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Mr Chairman, will Mr Bundy be here at all?" "No, Mr Bundy will not be 

here came the reply, despite the clear understanding that Bundy alone 

was in a position to answer detailed questions about the NSC staff. How

ever, a Democratic Congress did not choose to characterize such a rebuff 

by a Democratic Administration as imperial behaviour.

No discussion of comity would be complete without a passing mention of its

mutual application. This was of considerable benefit to Congress. In what

way? Congressman Steed explained to this writer that "since any rule of

comity connotes a quid pro quo, the Congress has felt that the President

should not question the requirements of the Congress or members thereof".69

Put in less considered language: "I wouldn't want the President to tell me

what I should have and who I should have, any more than I want to tell 
70

him". Another keen exponent of traditional comity, representative Jimmy

Jones (D-Okla.), similarly defended the system whereby "Congressmen and

Senators are not bound by Executive imperatives in hiring and salary

practices on Capitol Hill."71 (Comity also holds in respect of relations

between the two houses of Congress.72) It should not be surprising that

this aspect of comity should have been so vigorously defended in view of

the enormous increases in the size of congressional staffs over the last 
73two decades.

But comity has not been immune to attack, even from those who most bene

fited from it in this way. Prompted by the behaviour of the (pre-Watergate) 

Nixon White House, a new interpretation was called for by a number of reform 

minded congressmen, notable among them being Morris K. Udall (D-Ariz.).

Partly in consequence, the question of how comity should be interpreted in 

modern political circumstances became the subject of considerable debate.

This is discussed in detail in Chapter VII.



In conclusion, the rule of comity has played a significant part in pre

venting the White House staff from being made accountable to anyone but 

the President. Comity has perhaps been too effective. Conceived in its 

modern form as a cure for the McCarthyite excesses it can be argued that 

it eventually came to rival the disease itself. The essence of comity 

has always been a measure of self-accountability. This in turn involved 

a general acceptance by both executive and legislature of a baseline of 

commonly agreed behaviour. This worked "best" in the 1960s with both 

branches controlled by the same party. Those were the years of which it 

can be truly said that there was a "spirit of comity". It can equally be 

said to have degenerated into a meaningless routine.

The experience of the Nixon years brought out the latent vagueness of that 

baseline. This was not entirely Nixon's fault. The potential for abuse 

was always there. The presidential perception of what was acceptable be

haviour had long gone unchallenged by successive congresses. In retro

spect it is clear that comity deteriorated into a meaningless routine well 

before President Nixon assumed office. But his Administration was able to 

exploit this deterioration to prevent information about the Nixon White 

House and its staff from being more easily known. Only in the abnormal 

circumstances of Watergate did the full extent of this deterioration finally 

become clear„



ETHICAL STANDARDS

The question of ethical standards for the White House staff fully 

deserves its place in any discussion of the way in which that staff are 

held accountable to the President. The ethical nature of political 

decisions and the ethical standards of those most closely involved in 

reaching those decisions cannot be separated. The problems of establish

ing and maintaining adequate ethical standards for those in government are 

difficult; for the White House staff especially so. This stems from the 

unique relationship between President and staff. In tackling these prob

lems the President faces a basic choice between reliance on internal self

accountability or allowing some measure of external check. In this section 

we examine whether the White House staff have been subject to presidentially 

determined standards of ethical conduct and, if so, the manner and means by 

which such standards have been maintained.

THEORY AND PRACTICE

Our starting point should be to consider the official obligations imposed

upon every member of the staff. What are they? Every member of the

staff upon commencing office swears or affirms a general oath of loyalty.

(Usually, at the beginning of a new Administration, the staff are sworn
74in en bloc. ) This oath, which is common to all those working in the 

executive, legislative or judicial branches of government, reads as

follows :
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"I...do solemnly swear Cor affirm) 
that I will support and defend the 
Constitution of the United States 
against all enemies, foreign and 
domestic; that I will bear true 
faith and allegiance to the same; 
that I take this obligation freely, 
without any mental reservation or 
purpose of evasion; and that I will 
well and faithfully discharge the 
duties of the office on which I am 
about to enter: So help me Cod." 75

That is the position in theory. There is no other formal commitment

that members of the staff are called upon to give before receiving their 

presidential commission. They do not, for example, have to sign an 

, o^-^ciials secrets act declaration (as do ministers and senior civil ser

vants in Britain) because there is no such act. Under the terms of this 

oath the White House staff are expected to rely solely on the United 

States Constitution as their guide to ethical standards. But the Consti

tution does not provide more than the broadest outline of unethical 

behaviour: for example, its prohibition against the acceptance of "any

present, Emolument, Office, or Title from any King, Prince or foreign 

State." (Article I section 9).

The practical interpretation of the Constitution, and such ethical guide

lines as it offers for the White House staff, has been the sole prerogative 

of the President. We have seen that the President enjoys virtually abso

lute discretion in all matters relating to the employment of his staff.

This includes the ethical standards which he wishes them to observe. 

Presidential discretion is enshrined in the language of every White House 

staff appropriation act, where funds are granted specifically "without re

gard to the provisions of law" that relate to other persons "in the 
76Government service." This language has been interpreted to free the

*
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President from any obligation to submit his White House staff to the

safeguards against unethical conduct that pertain to other persons in 
77

government. Set against the danger of the ethical vacuum thereby 

created, it has been argued that because the White House staff are 

uniquely vulnerable they have a greater incentive to avoid unethical 

behaviour. As President Nixon was at pains to point out in his memoirs 

"it is not necessary to prove guilt of the men around the President - 

the appearance of guilt is enough to destroy their usefulness."78

UNETHICAL CONDUCT

The appearance - or reality - of guilt can manifest itself in several 

ways. What are the categories of unethical conduct most relevant to mem

bers of the White House staff? We can identify four. Firstly, there is 
the category of criminal wrongdoing. This includes old-style bribery and 

corruption for personal gain. Secondly, there are those matters of 
personal morality and moral misconduct. Thirdly, there are those situ
ations best expressed in the term 'conflict of interest'. These arise 

in respect of the ability to misuse one's responsibility. Finally, there 
are those actions which, when grouped together, may be termed an 'abuse of 

power'. This category is less personal in nature, embracing as it does 

collective action to exert improper influences, engage in improper politi

cal activity and condone improper standards of collective conduct. The 

hallmark of an abuse of power is the systematic application of unethical 

behaviour. It is in itself a measure of the increase in size and influence 

of the White House staff that the relevance of these third and fourth cate

gories has also increased. This is best illustrated by some of the examples 

of unethical conduct that have occurred during the last forty years.
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Several such cases arose during the Truman Presidency. The most well- 

known involved Harry Vaughan and Matt Connelly. Vaughan served as 

Truman’s Military Aide in which post he was charged with furthering the 

interests of some shady lobbyists. He was called before an investi

gating Senate subcommittee. Although largely cleared of having obtained 

any personal profit it seems that he exerted improper influence.79 The 

case against Matt Connelly was more serious: that he had been bribed.

He was eventually convicted, after the Truman Administration had ended, 

and spent some time in prison.80 This did not exhaust the list of Truman 

staff members who got into trouble. Donald Dawson, who served as per

sonnel chief on the staff, was charged by another Senate subcommittee with

* having improperly interfered with the activities of the Reconstruction
81Finance Corporation. Even Truman's personal physician and staff member,

Brigadier-General Wallace H. Graham, was 'guilty' of having speculated on

the commodity exchange market in violation of Truman’s denunciation of 
82those activities.

The most well-known case of pre-Watergate unethical conduct involved

Sherman Adams. The Assistant to the President came under suspicion in

1958 of having exerted improper influence over the Securities and Exchange

Commission on behalf of Bernard Goldfine, a New England textile tycoon.83

A House subcommittee investigated the matter, and although few people ever

thought that Adams had consciously engaged in wrong-doing it was clear

that he had behaved with incredible political naivety or stupidity, for

which he eventually paid the full price by having to resign from the

staff. This was a painful experience for President Eisenhower, whose

dependence on Adams had been amply reflected in the remark that "I need 
84him." It also illustrated that the President's perception of the

standards of staff conduct expected (which he had nowhere officially

*



483

formulated) was carefully weighed against the consensus of criticism 

aimed at Adams as the affair wore on.

A comparable approach, although less strung out, marked President 

Johnson's treatment of a rare case concerning personal'moral misconduct' 

that arose during his first year in office. In October 1964, Wally 

Jenkins, a Special Assistant to the President and virtually Johnson's 

Chief of Staff, was arrested for disorderly conduct involving "indecent 

gestures" in a Washington YMCA lavatory. Doris Kearns, in her book 

Lyndon Johnson and the American Dream, relates that Johnson was cautious 

in his handling of the situation. "Before making a statement he wanted 

* to gauge the impact of the incident on public opinion".85 Indeed, one of

his initial reactions was to make an attempt to forstall the formation of 

public opinion in the first place. Clark Clifford and Abe Fortas, both 

longstanding Johnson intimates, tried to get the papers not to print the 

story. The attempt failed. The Press did pick it up and the Republi

cans decided to play it up, demanding to know if "national security" had

been at risk. (Jenkins had authority to sit in on NSC meetings). Johnson
3

became convinced by these political repercussions that Jenkins would have

to go, although an FBI report had revealed no vulnerability to blackmail.

The White House, on 14th October, accordingly announced that Walter W.

Jenkins had resigned from the staff and been hospitalized for "extreme 
87fatigue".

The largest breakdown in the ethical standards of the White House staff 

was made manifest in the Watergate affair. There is no need of further 

discussion or illustration here, for it has already become one of the most 

heavily documented periods in American history. As Watergate unfolded it 

appeared that many of the staff involved had throughout the Nixon Presidency



been devoid of the ethical standards which were presumed to have guided 

the previous staffs of previous Presidents. A more balanced view has 

since emerged. The ethical standards of behaviour of Presidents and 

their staff since Roosevelt have been revalued in the light of the fuller 

knowledge of their actions that Watergate helped to reveal. This is 

especially true in regard to such practices as telephone tapping, bugging, 

and other forms of surveillance instituted by the White House - all of 

which we now know were widely engaged in since the 1930s by Nixon's pre

decessors .

PRESIDENTIAL LAISSEZ-FAIRE

In spite of the cases cited it is nevertheless a remarkable fact that no 

President from Roosevelt to Nixon (with only one partial exception) was 

known to have issued general instructions to his White House staff on the 

ethical standards expected of them. One searches in vain for any sign 

that such instructions were even relayed to members of the staff on an 

individual basis. For example, in all the voluminous and laudatory re

collections of the Camelot years by members of the Kenendy staff, there is 

no mention of any ethical guidelines that they received from their President. 

On the contrary, there is reason to suppose that such a subject rarely, if 

ever, arose between any President and his staff. Sherman Adams recalled

in his memoirs that Eisenhower "never specifically defined my responsi-
89bilities or outlined their limits", much less the ethical standards he 

wished his staff to adopt. Neither do ethical standards appear to have 

been explicitly conveyed to the staff in other presidencies. Presidents 

have made general statements from time to time relating to ethical be

haviour, such as President Truman's speech of 5th March 1947 attacking
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speculators on the commodity exchange market, but these have neither been 

applicable solely to their staff nor have they been incorporated in a 

comprehensive code of ethics.

President Nixon's own contribution to setting out his staff's ethical 

standards was limited. One member of his staff, Jeb Magruder, argued in 

his memoirs that Watergate would never have happened if only Nixon had 

said to them all at the beginning that "I want each of you to do his job, 

to obey the laws, and not to worry about our critics."90 But the President 

said no such thing. Instead, his own guidelines to the staff on ethical 

standards concentrated on one category only to the apparent exclusion of 

the others.

This was illustrated on several widely dispersed occasions. During one 

of his Press Conferences, on 24th March 1972, he was once asked about the 

proper role of the White House staff. Nixon chose to emphasize that "what 

is improper” was "influence for personal gain".91 While still President- 

Elect in late 1968 he had specifically referred to his staff as "the kind 

of people money can't buy" . At the opposite end of his Presidency, in 

his farewell remarks to the staff, he had applauded them thus: "Mistakes, 

yes. But for personal gain, never." Perhaps Richard Nixon had reason 

to dwell so regularly on this one area, in view of the "Fund Crisis" of 

1952 which had so nearly ruined his own career.94 But he never showed a 

comparable awareness of the other categories of unethical behaviour be

sides old-style bribery and corruption. This was certainly not the cate

gory that John Dean had in mind when he wrote that "within a month of 

coming to the White House, I had crossed an ethical line".93 Dean made 

it clear that this line was nowhere formally specified. No doubt this 

partly explains why it was so easy to cross and why, for example, ethical
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considerations were noticeably absent when it came to evaluate such
„ 96policy proposals as the infamous Huston Plan.

President Johnson stands out as the partial exception to the general 

rule. This was made manifest in two respects: firstly, his noticeable 

awareness of ethical standards; and secondly, his official pronouncements.

It was Lyndon Johnson's habit to pass on verbal 'advice' to senior members

of his staff from time to time. Jack Valenti, Johnson's Appointments

Secretary, records that "he told me, as he told all of those whom he brought 
97

to power never to get involved in the business of awarding government 

contracts, (and would cite past examples of staff who had come to grief in 

this way). Johnson also stressed the respect due to members of Congress,

and the wariness with which White House staff should treat flattery from
.. 98others.

Johnson did more than just talk. He backed up his 'advice' with written 

presidential statements. Another senior Johnson staff member, Joseph 

Califano, reveals that the President issued "unprecedentedly strict conflict- 

of-interest directives and repeatedly prohibited his staff from involvement
Q Qm  any anti-trust or regulatory commission cases." The reason, explains 

Califano, was that Johnson was inordinately sensitive to his characteri

zation in the Press as a "wheeler dealer". But Johnson took the ethical 

standards of his staff seriously. He was one of the few Presidents ever 

to issue a presidential order on the subject. On 8th May 1965 he promul

gated Executive Order 11222, which required all presidential appointees - 

including the White House staff - to file confidential financial statements 

with the Chairman of the Civil Service Commission.100

*
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Johnson was the one pre-Watergate President who appeared to take 

seriously the possibility of unethical White House staff conduct. But 

it was not until Watergate itself that this area was opened up to greater 

outside scrutiny. The enormous public concern that quickly manifested 

itself in the years 1972-4 over the ethical behaviour of the staff made 

itself immediately felt upon President Nixon's resignation.

Public concern on both these points was reflected in the campaign by the 

self-styled citizens' lobby organization Common Cause for a comprehensive 

executive order on ethics. In July 1975 it submitted its own draft order 

to the Ford Administration advocating full financial disclosure and tough 

post-employment restrictions.101 A revised version was later forwarded 

to Barbara Blum, Director of Carter Transition Operations, after Ford's 

defeat in the presidential election of 1976. The effects of public 

interest in ethical standards were also apparent in Congress, where a 

series of scandals gave fresh impetus to moves to codify and strengthen 

congressional codes of conduct that had hitherto been unwritten or weak.

In the US Senate, for example, these efforts came to fruition in the report 

of the Special Committee on Official Conduct in March 1977.

President Ford himself was not immune to the pressure, or need, for better 

ethical standards in government. One of Ford's first actions upon becoming 

President was to commission a group of friends and advisers to conduct an 

in-house study of the White House staff and suggest necessary changes in 

White House organization. At a specially convened Press Briefing in 

December 1974 Ford’s Chief of Staff Donald Rumsfeld outlined the group's 

main recommendations. (The group's report itself was secret and never 

published.) "Our efforts have been designed", said Rumsfeld, "to try to
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assure high ethical standards and behaviour"102 by the White House staff. 

How was this to be achieved? Rumsfeld elaborated two strategies for 

implementation.

The first relied on a clearly defined hierarchical staff system. Each 

staff member was to be "organizationally responsible to somebody who is 

dealing directly with him on a regular basis". This, it was argued, 

would restrict the likelihood of unethical behaviour which could otherwise 

creep into the interstices of a disorganized White House. The second 

strategy Rumsfeld explained in the following jargon:

* "...we have, in fact,
communicated extensively with 
people in the White House as to 
what the ethical requirements are.
We have communicated with them 
directly on paper. We are in the 
process of communicating with them 
in various meetings so that there 
is an understanding of what the 
President desires in that area." 103

Communicating "directly on paper" involved sending each staff member "a 

package of materials about laws and everything else". The President's 

Press Secretary Ron Nessen announced that this package (which was circu

lated in a curiously furtive "plain brown wrapper") included memoranda 

by Rumsfeld and Buchen, the President's Counsel, as well as "something 

on standards of conduct for the White House as distributed to the entire 

 ̂ White House".104

President Ford's efforts to maintain higher ethical standards represented 

a distinct improvement over the practice of the previous thirty years. But 

they suffered from one immediate disadvantage. They were never made public.
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Consequently, the reservoir of unease that remained after Watergate could 

not so easily be assuaged. Two questions were never answered: Did Ford's 

ethical guidelines go far enough? Were they adequately maintained?

The Ford approach cannot be characterized as a lasting contribution to 

the post-Watergate search for a better framework within which to arrange 

for the better ethical standards of White House staff. Rather, Ford was 

the last in a line of Presidents stretching back to Roosevelt that took 

an essentially benign view of the need to openly regulate the ethical 

standards of their staff. From this broadly laissez-faire approach Ford 

did not seriously depart.

CARTER: A NEW ERA?

The arrival of President Carter seemed to herald a new era. Jimmy Carter 

soon promulgated new and stringent rules governing the ethical standards 

of behaviour and conduct expected of his White House staff.

While still officially President-Elect, Carter issued on January 4th 1977 

his first set of guidelines. These went further than any previous regu

lations in laying down a strict code of ethics to be followed by all 

presidential appointees, including his staff. They were described by a 

spokesman for Carter at the time as the first step in fulfilling Carter's 

campaign pledge to "restore the confidence of the American people in 

their own government."105 Jody Powell, Carter's Press Secretary, added 

that the President-Elect intended to incorporate this code of ethics in an 

executive order soon after taking office.
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Carter's code covered three basic areas: firstly, full public disclosure 

of financial assets; secondly, divestiture of assets that could involve 

conflicts of interest; and thirdly, restrictions on employment after 

leaving government. These were all incorporated in a so-called "Letter 

of Agreement" which every staff member was required to sign. There were 

six main provisions.

Firstly, the staff were obliged to file, at the time of their appointment 

and annually until two years after leaving their posts, public statements 

of net worth and sources of income for themselves and their immediate 

families. Secondly, the staff had to divest themselves of any invest

ments that could involve conflicts of interests. Exemptions were made 

for real estate, savings certificates, government securities and diversi

fied holdings such as mutual funds. Thirdly, benefits from a staff member's 

previous private employers were tightened, in regard to severance pay, 

pensions and stock options. Fourthly, there was to be a two-year res

triction on persons leaving the staff on their private handling of any 

matters in which they had been personally involved while serving on the 

staff.

Thus far the Carter code was strict but not unusual. Two further provisions, 

however, had never before been applied to members of the White House staff. 

For one year after leaving the White House they were not, "for compensation 

or financial gain", to make "any formal or informal appearance before, or 

contact with, any officer or employee of (The White House Office)."106 

Finally, each staff member was required to abide by the following declar

ation :

»
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"In accepting the position... 
it is my intention to serve 
for the entire term for which 
you appoint me, and, if my 
term is indefinite, it is my 
intention to serve as long 
as you wish me to serve." 107

Never had any President sought such a public pledge of fealty from those 

so completely dependent upon him. Having made an electoral virtue of 

his humility President Carter evidently sought to carry it with him into 

government.

This "Letter of Agreement” was for public consumption. It did not exhaust 

the precautions that President Carter took to ensure that his own White 

House staff maintained high ethical standards. Soon after taking office 

a special internal memorandum was prepared and circulated to the Carter 

staff on the subject of "Standards of Conduct".108 It reminded each of 

them that "stringent legal requirements governing standards of conduct and 

conflicts of interest" applied to all full-time and detailed staff members, 

and stated that "the following general principles should be followed". The 

memorandum then proceeded to list them under nine headings. See: Appendix 6.1

Flrst :--Conflicts of Interest. The staff were reminded that a violation

of law did not require intent to favour one's own interest. Second:

Regulatory Agencies. The staff were provided with a long list of regu

latory and quasi-regulatory agencies, for which prior clearance had to be 

obtained from the Counsel's Office before contact was made. Third:

Lobbying. Official lobbying was illegal. Fourth: Political Activity. 

Political activity by the staff was subject to restrictions, especially 

concerning political funds. Fifth: Misuse of Information. This referred

to divulging secrets or the appearance of having used inside information for
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personal gain. Sixth:__Gifts. Gifts by members of the staff to their

superiors within the White House were illegal, and the receipt of others 

generally so. Seventh:__White House Stationery. The staff were for

bidden from using White House stationery for private purposes. Eighth: 

Employment Referrals. White House staff were prohibited (except for those 

in the Personnel Office itself) from referring people for employment else

where in government. Ninth: Appearance of Impropriety- The staff were 

generally warned "to avoid the appearance of acting on behalf of some 

private interest or of a conflict or other impropriety which can be fully 

as damaging as the real thing."109

How was the Carter code supposed to be enforced? At first it appeared 

that President Carter was prepared to rely on normal legal processes albeit 

to a greater extent than his predecessors. John L. Moore, the staff mem

ber responsible for drafting the "Letter of Agreement", made it clear that 

injunctions would be sought to prevent ex-White House staff from taking 

jobs barred by the guidelines or otherwise violating their "contract" 

with Carter. This impression of toughness was strengthened when President 

Carter issued his "Ethics Message" on 3rd May 1977. He called on Congress 

to legislate for a Special Prosecutor who would be given jurisdiction over 

the White House staff in this one area.110

But the key question remained. Would Carter rely only on internal self

accountability? When pressed for a fuller explanation on how the internal 

memorandum was to be implemented, Press Secretary Powell could give no 

similar undertaking on extending the jurisdiction of normal legal processes 

over the staff. On the contrary, he admitted of no external check. Be

cause Carter knew most of his senior staff before he appointed them, argued 

Powell, it was therefore "much less likely"111 that conflicts of interest
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or unethical behaviour would arise. But the sufficiency of this safe

guard had already been called into question by the near-installation of 

Greg Schneiders as Appointments Secretary. Schneiders had been scheduled 

for this position during the Transition until it was revealed by the FBI 

in early January 1977 that he had accumulated some "monetary problems"112 

in his previous occupation as a Washington restauranteur. Carter was 

reported at the time to have accepted that Schneiders could not therefore 

be given a top staff position, but would probably qualify for a "second 

level" job. He was later appointed the Director of Presidential Projects.

CONCLUSION

We have seen that during most of the period 1939 - 1976 the White House 

staff were not made subject to any clearly laid down standards of ethical 

conduct. An attitude of presidential laissez-faire prevailed. A vacuum 

thus steadily emerged in place of what should have been a regulated frame

work. Sporadic examples of unethical conduct did nothing to reverse this 

trend. Despite the improvement of the code of ethics introduced by 

President Carter one fundamental problem still remains. This was encapsu

lated in an interesting statement made by Jerry terHorst, President Ford’s 

first Press Secretary and one of the very few members of any White House 

staff to resign in disagreement with the ethics of a presidential decision. 

"I very distinctly recall the moment I took my oath of office", said 

terHorst, "and there was nothing in that oath that said I was working for 

the President of the United States and that I owed him my loyalty to the 

extent that I would do anything for him. My loyalty was pledged to the 

United States of America."112

i
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Jerry terHorst's remarks highlight the gap that still exists between 

theory and practice. The President is nevertheless in practice responsi

ble for the introduction and maintenance of such standards as he thinks 

fit. In their absence the self-accountability of the White House staff 

» cannot by itself suffice. No more revealing proof could one find than

in the Watergate period. Nor could the dangers better be revealed than 

in the retrospective reflections of one of the middle-level Nixon White 

House staff members, Jeb Magruder. In conversation with his former 

professor (under whom he had studied a "Religion and Ethics" course at 

his alma mater Williams College) Magruder eloquently testified to the 

pressures that militate against ethical behaviour among staff members.

"I subverted my personal feelings to what I felt was the President's 

desire", said Magruder. "I used to tell people... you've got to do 

what the hierarchy wants, that's why you’re here... Sometimes you just 

go along... I sort of slipped into it. Each act you take leads you 

to the next act, and eventually you end up with a Watergate... It's very 

difficult to set your own standard and continue in the power structure...

The Presidency more than a corporation or a university breeds a certain
167necessity for loyalty. Personal loyalty."

The corollary is an inevitable tendency for Presidents to equate personal

loyalty with ethical integrity. This tendency grows in proportion to

their time in office and is heightened in times of political adversity.

. But those are the very times when it most needs to be subject to external

check. "Implementation is not a problem", asserted Carter's Press

Secretary of his President's ethical guidelines, "because we all serve
114at the pleasure of the President." But it is precisely because of

*

that dependent relationship between President and staff that it has been, 

and will always be, a problem.
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FISCAL ACCOUNTABILITY

The main burden of making the executive branch accountable for its usage 

of funds falls on the legislative branch and its annual appropriations 

process. But residual accountability lies elsewhere - within the 

executive branch itself. Into this latter category falls the responsi

bility for the proper accounting of White House staff funds. This section 

will examine and evaluate the principle of internal control on which the 

fiscal accountability of White House staff funds has been based. To what 

extent have The White House Office and other staff offices been held prop

erly accountable in fiscal matters?

THEORY AND PRACTICE

The legal requirement that each agency of government has a responsibility 

to ensure the proper use of its own funds is laid down in the Budget and 

Accounting Procedures Act of 1950. That Act requires each agency of 

government (e.g. The White House Office) to establish and maintain systems 

of internal control, including appropriate internal audit; and to provide

effective control over and accountability for all funds, property, and
115other assets for which the agency is responsible. The procedures

adopted to this end are laid down by the General Accounting office.

That is the legal position in theory. But two questions arise. How far 

have the White House staff actually been subject to the law in this field? 

And, if they have, has the law been in practice effectively applied? The 

application of these questions to each constituent part of the White House 

staff yields interesting and varied results.
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In the case of the National Security Council there has never been any 

doubt of its being an agency of government within the meaning of the 1950 

Act. In consequence the NSC staff have always been held fiscally accounta

ble by internal control in the sense and manner intended. But for other 

parts of the White House staff the position has been very different. Since 

1939 the official wording of the appropriation act language for The White 

House Office has concluded with the words "to be accounted for solely on 

his (the President's) certificate." The meaning of such wording has been 

interpreted to put such WHO funds beyond the reach of the 1950 Act. For 

example, in respect of some areas of White House staff expenditure, there 

has even been deemed no power of audit by the General Accounting Office.

This was confirmed by the Ford Administration during hearings before the 

Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Treasury, Postal Service, and General 

Government in 1975, from which the following exchange, apropos funds for 

White House staff travelling expenses, is excerpted:

"Senator BELLMON: Under your interpretation of 
the present law, could GAO 
evaluate the use of this fund?

Mr JONES: No, sir.
Senator BELLMON: They could not under the 

present law?
Mr JONES: That is our interpretation

and I believe theirs as well. 
They have never audited the 
fund to date." 115a
(author's emphasis)

The synonymity of purpose which for twenty years Special Projects effect

ively shared with The White House Office engendered a similar freedom from 

any such audit. The Comptroller General publicly acknowledged this fact 

when he stated in 1976 that expenditure from Special Projects had not been 

subject to his control.116 Insofar as the Domestic Council budget was closely
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co-ordinated with that of The White House Office this exclusion from 

proper fiscal accountability was extended to the Domestic Council, Presi

dential use of the Emergency Fund never required even a statement of the 

purposes for which such money was being spent, and no audit of its use has 

ever been acknowledged. The majority of the White House staff, therefore, 

t have not been held fiscally accountable to other agencies in the executive

branch.

For many years this fact was hidden from public view. Until 1974 the 

fiction was maintained that the budget of the White House staff, and by 

implication the proper accountability of its funds, was under the control 

of the Bureau of the Budget and its successor the Office of Management and 

Budget. This fiction was annually demonstrated. OMB officially presented 

the annual budgetary requests for the White House staff. OMB officially 

justified them before the congressional appropriations committees of both 

houses (with the sole exception of the NSC staff budget).

In reality the preparation of the White House staff budget has always been

the preserve of the White House itself. This was officially admitted as
117long ago as the Eisenhower Administration, and there is reason to be

lieve that this practice predated even the Presidency of Franklin 
118Roosevelt. The key question arises, therefore, of the fiscal control

exercised within the White House of White House staff funds. Have the White 

House staff themselves maintained an effective accounting system of internal 

5 control?
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THE WHITE HOUSE SYSTEM

In one major respect it has been seriously deficient. At no time in the 

period from Roosevelt to Nixon was there an internal audit staff in The 

White House Office. There should have been under the terms of the 1950 

Act. Instead, there was instituted over a period of time a much weaker 

system. The responsibility for internal fiscal control rested with a 

grouping of individuals. These can be divided into two types.

The first comprises the Chief Executive Clerk, the Administrative Officer, 

and the Certifying Officer. These are all non-political positions on the 

White House staff. It has often been the case that the first and last of 

these have been combined by one person; for example, by William J. Hopkins, 

whose career service spanned Administrations from Harding to Nixon.119 The 

responsibilities of a Certifying Officer are established by law.120 Although 

he has responsibility for determining the propriety of payments, his respon

sibility ends with the proper certification of a voucher. If the goods or

services obtained are used for improper, unauthorized, or illegal activities, 

the responsibility shifts from the Certifying Officer to the official or 

staff member directly responsible for those activities.

Of the second type is the Staff Secretary to the President, distinguished

from these others in being a political appointment to the President's White

House staff. This position came to prominence in the 1970s by virtue of

its usurpation of functions previously the uncontroversial preserve of the

Chief Executive Clerk. During the Nixon Presidency its occupant was known
121as a "a Haldeman aide", on the grounds that he took all his orders

from President Nixon's Chief of Staff.

*
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THE NIXON PRESIDENCY

From 1969 to 1973 H.R. Haldeman's supremacy over the control of White

House staff funds was unchallenged. There is ample testimony to this 
122

fact, not least from Halderaan himself.123 His control was even con

ceded publicly by the Deputy Director of OMB in hearings before a House 

appropriations subcommittee on April 11th 1972, when he remarked apropos 

the White House staff budget that Haldeman "guards it very jealously".124 

No attempt was made to clothe his management of staff funds with the non

political veneer afforded by the Chief Executive Clerk. This had at least 

three important repercussions.

Firstly, such political control was subject to no effective check. In

structions relayed through the Staff Secretary from Haldeman were obeyed 

with an alacrity that befitted a direct presidential order. William Safire, 

in his book Before the Fall related that "the General Services Administration 

would automatically okay any Secret Service request (viz expenditure on the 

staff), and there was no apparent exercise of control".125 The non-political 

staff in the White House were well aware that the correct procedures were 

not followed but felt helpless in the face of a figure like Halderaan, whose 

authority they dared not question. The Comptroller General confirmed this 

to have been the case when he acknowledged "a reluctance to require senior 

White House Office officials and their staffs to submit the required docu

mentation," which had led to payments made "on the basis of oral direct

ives."126

Secondly, the criteria used to authorize expenditure were overtly political, 

and not administrative. The 'neutral' administrative criteria of cost- 

benefit analysis, for example, were often ignored. As long as Haldeman had
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authorized the go-ahead, recalled Satire, "nobody ever asked how much it 
127

would cost". The lavish redecorating of White House staff offices

(confirmed in an amusing anecdote by John Dean128), and the 'upgrading' 

of Camp David, Key Biscayne, and San Clemente have all been cited in this 

connexion. It was against this background that Haldeman was accused of 

being "a good-time Charlie with the public’s money".129

Thirdly, political control was inevitably buttressed by a greater secrecy 

than was necessary or desirable - even in regard to relatively trivial 

matters. This was well illustrated by a little episode that occurred late 

in the Nixon Presidency involving the White House Mess. An article in the 

New York Times entitled "White House Staff Meals a Bargain" alleged that 

the White House staff were enjoying meals heavily subsidized by the tax

payer, with the food purchased in apparent violation of Defense Department 
130regulations. The Defense Department itself refused to answer such

charges, partly for fear of offending the White House. An investigation 

was called for, but the Acting Comptroller General, R.F. Keller, was forced 

to report to congressman Thaddeus J. Dulski, Chairman of the House Commi

ttee on Post Office and Civil Service, on 22nd May 1974, that an attempt 

to do so had proved fruitless. "In this case", he wrote to Dulski, "we 

were unable to obtain permission from the White House to examine the

records or interview the personnel necessary to prepare a report in this 
131matter". The Nixon White House had refused such permission to avoid

embarrassment, the desire for which was thought to have been politically
t motivated in the first place.
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ABUSES OF THE SYSTEM

The exercise of such power by the Nixon White House staff, to evade or 

prevent attempts at their being held fiscally accountable was made manifest 

in many other more important respects. Abuses of the accounting of White 

House staff funds gradually became more and more prevalent. Six short 

examples will suffice. First, many disbursements from The White House 
Office were not supported by the documentation needed to show that the 

goods and services procured were properly authorized and received. Second, 

funds were transferred during FY 1971 from the CIA to The White House Office 

without legal authorization. Third, equipment was lost or went missing, 
which indicated that property accounting controls, including physical in

ventory procedures, needed improvement. Fourth, there were inadequate con
trols and procedures for preparing payrolls, keeping time and attendance 

records, and accounting for employees' leave, which possibly led to erroneous 

salary payments. Fifth, the legal limitation on funds for official recep
tion was exceeded in at least one year. Sixth, financial reports from The 

White House Office to 0MB for FY 1970-4 inclusive did not properly report 

reimbursements for staff and other income.

Taken together the degeneration in properly transacted disbursements of

money involved hundreds of thousands of dollars. Whereas in 1970 less than

20% of transactions had not been properly documented, by 1974 this had risen

to over 60%. The illegal transfer of funds, which did not fall into that
132category of allowable exceptions, served to hide the true cost of certain 

staff activity: for example, the use of printing and reprographic services. 

Official figures for the increase in these costs during the Nixon Presidency 

(a phenomenal 350%) must be revised as underestimates in the light of trans

fers to The White House Office of additional funds to finance such costs.133
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The general failure to report disbursements to 0MB well illustrates the 

effect of placing fiscal accountability in political hands. Even this 

powerful agency could not force the Nixon White House to divulge neces

sary information.

The Comproller General himself was not immune to similar treatment. For 

example, Counsel to the President John Dean, in a letter on 20th November 

1972, refused a request for account records for the month of September 1972, 

on the grounds that "information of this nature has traditionally been con

sidered personal to the President". 4 Such was the laxity that had crept 

into White House accounting procedures that the records in question may not 

, have been properly kept in the first place. This was certainly the case in

some areas. For example, during Watergate, Dean, Haldeman, and Ehrlichman 

at one stage tried to ascertain whether or not E. Howard Hunt had ever been 

on the White House payroll. They called in the Staff Secretary for a defi

nitive answer. But the Staff Secretary, recalled Dean, "was befuddled. He 

didn t know what to say. He mumbled personnel—office jargon during several

intricate sentences, and then managed to conclude that the picture was un—
„ 135clear . The reason for his discomfiture was not unconnected to the

befuddlement of his own records.

Generally speaking, when any federal government expenditures are unsupported 

or thought to be improper, the GAO has the authority to take "formal ex

ceptions" to them. Procedures exist for the GAO to challenge such 

expenditure, and eventually to stop it if necessary. But it was easy for 

the White House to obstruct any attempt to do so. There were two principal 

techniques. The first was delay. Dean records that the GAO wanted to audit 

the White House budgets "in which the redecorating expenses had been buried."
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could stall them for four years." The second technique was outright

denial of access. In May 1974 the Acting Comptroller General cited one

example. "In the past we have made customary payroll audits of the

White House staff; however, since 1972, such audits have not been made 
137or reported." No auditing of any kind was conducted. (As we have

noted, The White House Office did not have its own internal audit staff.)

The weight of evidence in the 1970s clearly indicates that the Nixon 

White House failed to maintain an effective system of internal control 

over White House staff funds. Proper fiscal accountability thus effect

ively ceased. The Nixon White House simply went its own way.

It was Watergate which finally helped to bring such abuses to the attention 

of Congress and to the Nixon Administration's successor. Philip Buchen, 

Counsel to President Ford, eventually requested a complete review of the 

accounting procedures of The White House Office and Special Projects during 

the period June 30th 1969 to August 9th 1974. The Comptroller General 

duly presented his report on 2nd September 1976. Among its major recom

mendations was the establishment under the Staff Secretary to the President
138of "an internal audit function". This drew the much qualified reply

from President Ford's Counsel that "the feasibility of establishing an 

internal audit staff will be studied further and pursued with other 

agencies in the Executive Office of the President." There the matter

was left to rest in view of the impending presidential election.
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CONCLUSION

The theoretical position that the President is himself responsible for 

the accounting of White House staff funds is quite obviously a practical 

nonsense. The system was gradually established by the non-political 

personnel in the White House to exercise this responsibility on the 

President's behalf. Although it may have worked well enough for many 

years (being mostly years of Democratic Administrations), it was manifestly 

not as required by law for every other agency in the federal government.

The White House was allowed to remain an exception.* This proved unhealthy. 

Its own system was essentially so weak that it was overly susceptible to the 

personal and political requirements of the White House staff in power. The 

resulting potential for abuse in any such internal system was guaranteed by 

the dependence placed for its operation solely on the White House staff them

selves .

* Moreover this exceptional status was allowed to continue. White 
House staff authorization legislation, which was passed into law late 
in 1978, continued to exempt The White House Office from full access 
by the Comptroller General to financial records. Under the provisions 
of that part of the act that authorized funds for The White House Office 
there was no reference to any external audit. Only in respect of that 
section of the act (providing for a "Personnel Report") which set out 
categories of allowable expenses was there mention of the powers of the 
Comptroller General to "inspect all necessary books, documents, papers, 
and records... solely for the purpose of verifying that all such ex
penditure related to expenses (authorized)." But by the omission 
of subsections (2) and (4) from the official purview of the Comptroller 
General these powers therefore specifically did not extend to expenses 
incurred by The White House Office (or the Vice President's office).
See: Appendix 7.2 for the text of this legislation.

»
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SECURITY

The subject of security and the White House staff is one about which 

little has ever been officially made known. The President is in theory 

ultimately responsible for all matters relating to the security of his 

staff, but in practice this responsibility has been delegated. This 

section seeks to shed as much light as possible on what security pro

cedures exist, by whom they are operated, and to whom they are applied.

The term 'security' can cover a wide range of activity. Three such mani

festations are of specific relevance to the White House staff: physical 

security; organizational security; and personnel security.

PHYSICAL SECURITY

Physical security relates primarily to places. The White House of today

is encompassed by a tight system of physical security designed to eliminate

unauthorized access to the White House precinct, which comprises the West
140Wing offices and the EOB. This is operated by the Executive Pro

tective Division of the Secret Service (formerly known as the White House 

Police), under the auspices of the Department of the Treasury. The White 

House staff are all issued with passes; visitors with temporary passes. 

Even inside the precinct area a special system of physical security is 

operated on the basis of distinctions between senior and junior staff.

John Dean, for example, described how his senior position of Counsel to

the President conferred access to previously "Restricted Areas" in the 
141White House complex.
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Physical security relating to the President and presidential papers is 

also strict. By the time Nixon arrived in the White House in 1969 

there were two Secret Service units specifically responsible for presi

dential security: the Presidential Protective Division (PPD); and the 

Technical Security Division (TSD). They were kept separate. The PPD

> (whose personnel strength had been doubled under Johnson142) was respon

sible for guarding the Oval Office, the EOB presidential office and the 

President himself, which it did twenty-four hours a day. For this 

reason, papers left on the President's desk or table in the Oval Office

were considered "secure", as was the special vault for presidential
143papers in the White House basement. The TSD was responsible for

installing the Nixon taping system (as it had his predecessors'), the
t

existence of which was kept secret from the PPD Secret Service men and 

all but three of the TSD personnel themselves.144 One further group 

involved with security was the White House Communications Agency, collo

quially referred to as "Signal" personnel, whose job it was to maintain 

the security of incoming and outgoing communications.

ORGANIZATIONAL SECURITY

Organizational security is a function of the White House staff system in 

operation during a Presidency. It relates primarily to the control 

a exercised over the flow of information: who is allowed access to what.

The degree of this control has varied widely between different Adminis

trations. For example, Maxwell D. Taylor, who served both Kennedy and 

Johnson as a Military Aide and Consultant, recalled that security was 

very lax. "I was shocked", he later wrote, "at the disorderly and careless
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ways of the new White House staff. I found that I could walk into 

almost any office, request and receive a sheaf of top secret papers,

and depart without signing a receipt or making any record of the trans
it145action. By contrast, in the more rigidly hierarchical staff systems

that characterized the presidencies of Eisenhower, Nixon and Ford, strict 

> controls were applied to the flow of information within the White House

and between its staff.

The Nixon White House stands as a good example. One senior staff member

told this writer that the true significance of certain staff titles lay in

its bestowing the holder with "a ticket to a meeting" and access to its
146accompanying reams of briefing information. "The staff was a very,

147very well-organized, firmly run staff", testified Alexander Butterfield 

before the House Judiciary Committee in July 1974. As a Deputy Assistant 

to the President during the Nixon years Butterfield supervised the organi

zation of the flow of information in the White House, operating under the 

orders of H.R. Haldeman. Thus Butterfield was responsible for the work 

of the Staff Secretary, who was the contact point for all the papers either
i going to, or coming from, the President. "Nothing went to the President

148that didn't go through the Staff Secretary". Nothing, in turn, went
149to the President without being reviewed by Haldeman.

Outgoing information was submitted to the same process in reverse. White 

House memoranda could be given a classification, from "Confidential" to 

J the more restricted "Top Secret/Handle Via COMINT Channels Only".

More important than the degree of classification conferred was the Staff 

Secretary's authority to decide whom was to receive the information, or, 

if it was an action memorandum, which staff members were to co-ordinate 

its implementation.151 A highly efficient follow-up system was maintained
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which could identify which staff were at work in which areas and on 

what projects. Placed under the day-to-day control of the Staff 

Secretary, supervised by Butterfield, this activity was responsible 

to H.R. Haldeman. In this way the Nixon system was designed to use 

the organization of the staff itself as a means of providing for the 

security of White House information.

The Nixon White House was not one to leave such matters there. Watergate 

revealed that it had other means available. One example that achieved a 

notorious prominence was the so-called "Plumbers" group which operated 

under the direction of John Ehrlichman. As the Ellsberg break—in made 

clear, the Plumbers were designed to obtain, not just protect, information. 

At the height of the Watergate period, in the summer of 1974, the House 

appropriations subcommittee tried to unearth more about the existence of 

this little-known group known officially as the "Special Investigations 

Unit".

The Unit was formed at Nixon's prompting "for the purpose of determining 

the nature, the extent of, and the cause of national security leaks from 

various offices and to determine what could be done to stop the leakage 

of classified information to the public, the press, and others".1513 One 

of its early briefs was "what to do about the Pentagon papers and what 

could be done to minimize the amount of jeopardy to national security".1515 

After the Administration witness at the 1974 appropriation subcommittee 

hearings was unable to satisfactorily answer question on this Unit, a 

statement was later inserted into the record. This revealed that five 

Nixon staff were assigned responsibility for the Unit. Egil Krogh was on 

the payroll of the Domestic Council. The secretarial assistant Kathleen 

A. Chesnow, and G. Gordon Liddy were similarly Domestic Council staff -
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officially. E. Howard Hunt, another of the Special Investigations Unit, 

was actually paid by The White House Office for the days he worked. David 

Young was one of Kissinger's aides and worked from the NSC payroll. When 

pressed for information, the White House would only admit that "the 

President outlined the objectives of their work", and that "our records 

do not indicate clearly who approved specific assignments".1510 Subse

quent court action placed the responsibility at Ehrlichman's feet. in 

fact John Ehrlichman took responsibility for what was intended to be the 

cutting edge of Nixon's attempt to maintain the security of information.

PERSONNEL SECURITY

Personnel security relates primarily to the vetting process(es) undertaken 

in respect of individual members of the White House staff. Vetting was 

well established by the time of the Kennedy Administration and probably 

antedated that - though this has never been formally acknowledged. Res

ponsibility for personnel security nominally rests with the President. In 

practice he usually delegates this function to his assistant for personnel 

or appointments (the precise staff title varies depending on the Presidency). 

In turn, the actual process of vetting is ultimately sub-contracted out to 

the Federal Bureau of Investigation.

This process has become a more extensive operation in proportion to the

increasing size of the staff. It is also at its most visible when a new

President takes office, especially where this coincides with a change of

party. For example, President Kennedy's Special Assistant for personnel

Kenneth O'Donnell has recalled that during the early days of the Kennedy

Presidency "I found myself spending more than half my time working with

the FBI and the Secret Service on security clearances for the multitude
152of newcomers who were joining." Fourteen years later the vetting

a
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process had been made no shorter. In 1975 James M. Cannon, the Execu

tive Director of the Domestic Council, told a House appropriations sub

committee that he had been obliged to hire consultants to the Domestic 

Council staff while looking for permanent personnel because it took so 

much time for the latter to get their security clearances.155 During 

the Carter Transition period 1976-77 this had become a major part of 

establishing the new Administration. Hamilton Jordan, Carter's Assistant 

in overall charge of personnel, was himself obliged to delegate super

vision of the day-to-day appointments approval process for the White 

House staff to his assistant Landon Butler.154

On public record there is only one description of the operation of security 

procedures in the White House. This was elicited from Alexander Butter

field in testimony before the House Judiciary Committee in July 1974 

during hearings on impeachment. (This has not been an area to which con

gressional appropriation subcommittees have paid any attention.) Among 

Butterfield's other duties was immediate supervision over the Security 

Office. "That is the Office", explained Butterfield, "in which were

housed or filed all of the FBI background investigations on all White 

House staff members,"155 together with FBI reports on "almost all" EOP 

personnel. If a staff member, prospective or incumbent, was to be 

"checked out for security, as the saying went",156 the woman in day-to-day 

charge of the Security Office would contact the FBI man responsible for 

liaison with the White House Personnel Office (who apparently was "back 

and forth two or three times every day"). The FBI would thereupon be

requested to conduct "a full field background investigation, which takes...
1573 to 4 weeks." Some indication of the assiduousness with which the

FBI could approach their task is reflected in the fact that it was not 

unknown for them to interview three hundred associates of the person in
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question. After completion the woman "would give the person a pass

or fail, approved or disapproved, send that back to the Personnel Office, 

and that was the case with all prospective (staff) appointees.

Butterfield's testimony also revealed something of the chain of command

that applied to security procedures in the Nixon White House. At the

daily operational level the woman in charge of the Security Office had

the authority to give security clearances. But if any question arose

in her mind in consequence of an FBI report the matter would be raised

with Butterfield's assistant, who co-ordinated Butterfield's various

activities. If the assistant thought the matter needed to be raised at

a higher level he told Butterfield himself; who would in turn, if he

thought it necessary, raise it with Haldeman via "Bob Haldeman's alter 
X60ego" Larry Higby. Whether or not to raise the matter with the 

President was subject to Haldeman's discretion.

Security vetting by the 1970s thus involved many layers of White House

staff. At each level a decision was made as to whether a staff member's

security clearance needed raising at a higher staff level. Occasionally

a decision against doing so has had later political repercussions. For

example, in the aftermath of the 1964 Jenkins case, President Johnson

ordered Treasury Secretary Douglas Dillon to determine why a previous

arrest for a similar offence in 1959 had gone unreported to the White 
161House staff in 1961. By contrast the 1977 Schneiders case showed

how promptly the irregularities then uncovered were made known to the 

Carter White House.

One further aspect of personnel security vetting that deserves special 

mention is unauthorized surveillance. This has mostly consisted of
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telephone tapping. The extent to which this practice has been

employed by every President in the last forty years, especially by
16 3Roosevelt and Johnson, and the ease with which it has been put 

into operation, both suggest that placing the accountability for security 

solely with the President is open to abuse. At least one President (Nixcn) 

has 1 defended1 himself by revealing that much of the pressure for phone 

tapping came from his own staff (especially Kissinger) and that "I was only 

asked to approve the program itself and not each individual tap."164 (it 

was left to Kissinger to supply the FBI with the names of anyone that 

Kissinger felt cause to suspect.) But this defence conveniently overlooks 

the pressure placed on staff members by their complete dependence on the 

President to retain his confidence. No President can adopt the illegal 

principle of wiretapping and then claim surprise that his staff tried to 

implement it with vigour. Moreover this proved a classic recipe for sub

sequent expansion: firstly, in numbers, as more names were added to the

list; and secondly, in scope, as evidenced in the Huston Plan. In this 

context President Nixon's comprehensive taping system was but a logical 

growth of this trend.

CONCLUSION

So extensive have the White House staff become and so extensive the secu

rity processes surrounding them that operational control in this grey area 

has long since eluded direct presidential supervision. The practical 

responsibility for that control has progressively shifted towards junior 

staff members. The precise chain of accountability within the White House 

has not always been clear; neither have the security procedures adopted
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(or not) in each Presidency. In this vacuum have developed instead 

procedures and practices manifestly open to abuse: from ordering the 

FBI to conduct investigations (the authority for which is obscure165), 

to unauthorized surveillance of varying kinds (especially wiretapping), 

and outright illegality in the name of national security (the Ellsberg 

break—in et al.). In the absence of being held to account by a President 

unable or unwilling to do so the White House staff operate security pro

cesses without effective check.

CONCLUSION

This chapter has discussed the means by which the White House staff are 

held accountable to the President. We have closely examined — in each

of five areas - how the President may buttress this control over his 

staff. In each is manifest the power of the President to prevent others - 

principally Congress and the public - from knowing what he and his staff 

are doing: what they know; what they discuss; what he has, or has not, 

decided. In each exists the possibility that a greater external check 

may be applied to challenge the President's aim of sole control over these 

matters.

The only major difference between these areas has been the extent of that 

challenge. Where it has been strong, as over executive privilege for the 

staff, that area has become a matter for public debate. Where it has been 

weak, as over the ethical standards of the staff, it has rarely risen to 

the political surface. Where it has been non-existent, as over the use 

of funds allocated to the staff, it has not even been the subject of

academic discussion.
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This chapter has also raised the question of responsibility in democratic 

government. Even if the White House staff were made properly accountable 

to the President would they thereby be made properly responsible? This 

is a question that has rarely been alluded to, much less discussed in 

any detail, in much writing on the Presidency and the White House staff.

Yet as early as the 1940's Herman Finer, in a seminal article entitled 

"Administrative Responsibility in Democratic Government", had pinpointed 

the alternative criteria by which two possible approaches to this question 

might be judged. Finer identified two definitions of responsibility. 

"First, responsibility may mean that X is responsible for Y to Z. Second, 

responsibility may mean an inward personal sense of moral obligation."166 

From these two definitions thus flowed two methods by which one might be 

held accountable for one's actions. The essence of the first lay in the 

externality of the agency or person(s) to whom account was to be rendered. 

The essence of the second lay in the emphasis on the conscience of the 

person. How have the White House staff measured up to either definition?

The experience of forty years has manifestly shown the inadequacy of 

reliance upon any inward sense of moral obligation as a means of assuring 

the responsibility of the White House staff. For example, it has been 

clearly demonstrated that, in the absence of ethical standards promulgated 

by the President, there has existed a strong possibility of abuse. Moral 

obligation to an abstract ethic tends in the long run to be incompatible 

with feudal dependency upon a tangible person. Finer's other definition 

depended upon the externality of the means of accountability and in the 

areas we have examined there is enough evidence to reach a considered view. 

The degree of externality in respect of the White House staff has been 

either obviously insufficient, as over the financial non-accountability of 

staff funds, or virtually non-existent, as in regard to security matters.

i
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One theme of this thesis which this chapter has highlighted is that 

the size of the modern White House staff over which the President 

constitutionally exercises control has grown far beyond his personal 

capacity to do so. His constitutional powers, and the safeguards 

that are officially attached to those powers, have been sub-contracted 

by force of circumstances. Instead of the staff being responsible 

for their work to the President we find that the vast majority of the 

staff are in practice responsible for their actions only to their own 

kind. No matter how senior are the staff members to whom report is 

made no member of the White House staff carries any official consti

tutional responsibility for the consequences. Such safeguards as 

there have been against abuse of power by the staff (senior or other

wise) have been diluted in proportion to the President’s reliance on 

those same staff to maintain those very safeguards. Such reliance 

has been misplaced: the stronger the reliance the weaker the safe

guards have become. We must look elsewhere if we are to discover 

whether there has existed any effective external safeguard capable of 

making the White House staff properly accountable. We must turn to 

the Congress.

i
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INTRODUCTION

Congress is not without considerable powers which it can exercise over 

the Presidency. Under the terms of the separation of powers as set out 

in the United States Constitution the Presidency was made subject to five 

major checks and balances by Congress. Congress was entrusted with five 

major powers by means of which the Presidency was in theory made account

able to the Congress. This chapter examines whether, and, if so, how and 

with what result, these same powers have been applied by Congress to the 

President’s White House staff.

A preliminary consideration of these powers reveals the primary avenues 

of approach open to this examination, and indicates the nature of the re

search that can be undertaken in furtherance of each.

First: the power of confirmation. Since the White House staff were

created in 1939 there has not been a single appointment to The White House 

Office staff - nor to the related staff entities such as Special Projects 

staff, the National Security Council staff, the Domestic Council staff, or 

the Domestic Policy staff - which falls into that category of presidential 

appointments over which Congress has the power of confirmation. The power 

of confirmation is therefore totally redundant as regards the White House 

staff.

Second: the power of appropriation. The congressional power of the purse

is of the essence to the doctrine of the separation of powers. In relation 

to the White House staff the power of appropriation has been the most regu

larly used of these five powers. The necessity for annual appropriations 

has provided Congress with an annual opportunity to hold the staff account

able, and in so doing has afforded us a regular opportunity to gauge the 

extent to which it did so.
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Thlrd:__the power of oversight. The oversight power can be a very use

ful one for the Congress. It is strongly rooted in the Constitution 

although it may be called an implied power. It can be used to supple

ment its appropriations power or in anticipation of its legislative 

F>ower. Indeed if Congress wished to exercise closer scrutiny of the 

White House staff, the Judicious use of its oversight power would seem 

to offer perhaps the best approach.

Fourth: the power of legislation. This is a formidable power which

Congress may exercise over the President's veto. Congress approved in 

general terms the Reorganization Act of 1939 which conferred upon the 

President the power to create a staff. But the exact nature of that 

staff and its subsequent development was left entirely to the President 

alone to determine. It is a remarkable fact that not for thirty-five 

years, until 1974, did Congress ever consider that its power of legis

lation had any part to play in holding the staff accountable.

Fifth: the power of impeachment. As a practical matter, in the normal

day-to-day course of affairs, the power of impeachment does not arise. Yet 

the machinery of impeachment was put into operation, for only the second 

time in the history of the republic, during the later part of the Nixon 

Administration. From the point of view of this study the most interesting 

feature of the impeachment process was the House Judiciary Committee's 

hearings. Although they were primarily directed (like the Ervin Watergate 

Committee hearings a year previously) towards uncovering evidence of wrong

doing, these hearings illustrated, as a by-product, to what effect the 

power of oversight may be put. However, for all practical purposes the 

power of impeachment does not exist as a relevant power in this context.

In the discussion that follows it will be seen that the unwritten "rule of
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comity" has played an interesting and important part. Traditionally, 

comity was thought to apply to the White House staff only in respect of 

the appropriations power. it is certainly true that, being the one 

power most regularly in use, the manner of its application best illus

trates the long-term influence that comity has exerted. But as we shall

see, comity has in fact pervaded the legislative consciousness over a much 

wider area.

This chapter will thus also be examining the extent to which this spirit 

of comity has affected the will and ability of Congress to hold the White 

House staff properly accountable. Of the five congressional powers at its 

disposal so to do, two of them - the powers of confirmation and impeachment 

cannot concern us further for the reasons given. We are left with the 

remaining three, and it is with the power of appropriation that we begin.
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THE POWER OF APPROPRIATION

The White House staff do not receive appropriations as a single group.

In discussing the appropriations process we should be quite clear about 

that for which funds were being appropriated. In the United States Budget 

there will be found within the heading "Executive Office of the President" 

a whole range of separate budget items covering a variety of separate en

tities, many of which lie outside the scope of the present study. Of 

specific relevance here are those items which we have already identified 

as most closely part of the President's White House staff. They comprise: 

The White House Office, for which funds have been appropriated since 1939; 

the Emergency Fund (later renamed Unanticipated Needs), which was estab

lished in 1940; the National Security Council, which was first granted 

its own funds in 1948; Special Projects, which began in 1956; and the 

Domestic Council, which received its first full year of appropriations in 

1971. These items together made up the inner core of the White House staff 

and staff support services during the years in question 1939 - 76. They 

were coterminous for only a few years, during the Nixon Administration from 

1970 to 1974. Since then some have disappeared from the scene, or been 

replaced, or subsumed within other entities.^

We shall divide this discussion into two parts. The first part considers 

all stages of the appropriations process - hearings, committee sessions and 

mark-ups, conference committee sessions, and debates on the floor of both 

houses - up to the beginning of the Nixon Administration. Thereafter it 

continues as before except that it leaves out consideration of the hear

ings. In the second part greater attention is specifically directed to

wards the hearings stage during the years of Presidents Nixon and Ford.

Here can be obtained a better idea of the dominant congressional attitude 

towards the staff, as one can best judge how comity was really operated by
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those in practice most responsible for its interpretation. In this con

text, undoubtedly the most interesting and instructive years since the 

staff were created were those of 1969-76.

It is in 1939 that discussion should begin, except that there were a large 

number of years in which the appropriations process proceeded smoothly and 

with no difficulty. This fact in itself was not without significance for 

it set a precedent. Congressional appropriations committees chose not to 

concern themselves with the President's staff for nearly two decades after 

1939, other than routinely granting whatever funds were requested for that 

staff by successive Administrations. This precedent was grounded in con

gressional experience of the Roosevelt and Truman presidencies, and the 

opening years of the Eisenhower Administration. A reading of the records 

of the House and Senate appropriations committees for this period reveals 

their strictly laissez-faire attitude towards budgetary requests for the 

White House staff. At no time were any such requests rejected, nor even 

subjected to serious scrutiny.

It was in this period, from 1939 until the middle 1950s, that the "rule 

of comity" became firmly embedded in the legislative consciousness. This 

unwritten rule was diligently applied to the appropriations requirements 

of the President for his office and staff. In the words of the rule's 

most formidable modern proponent, Chairman Tom Steed of the House Appro

priations Committee's subcommittee (with jurisdiction over this area)

these presidential requirements were neither "critically questioned nor
ocriticized during the annual appropriations process." This was not a 

magnanimous gesture. On the contrary, it involved the quid pro quo that 

the President relinquished any 'right' to question such requirements 

(e.g. congressional staff) that Congress considered necessary to discharge 

its responsibilities.
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Two conflicting analyses permeate the course of the events to be des

cribed. The first of these accepts the traditional interpretation of 

the rule of comity, albeit unwritten, as an essential element of the 

relationship between Executive and Legislature. The appropriations pro

cess can thus be portrayed as generally untroubled. Although subjected 

to assault in the 1950s and 1970s, prompted by scandals of one kind or 

another, it can nevertheless be said to have survived the Nixon Presi

dency in fairly good health.

The second analysis puts the appropriations process into the broader con

text of the balance of power between the Executive and Legislative branches, 

especially since the New Deal and World War II. It rests on the assumption 

that comity embodies a fundamental flaw: that in practice it has repre

sented too great a cession of power to the Executive. With this analysis 

events can be portrayed differently. Only gradually did Congress recognise 

and come to terms with this flaw. The first signs of reawakening in the 

late 1950s need not therefore be seen as isolated events but rather part of 

a gradual process that matured during the later years of the Nixon 

Presidency. By 1974 Congress had gone some way towards reclaiming its 

proper power.

But the important question remains: does Congress wish to retain it?

The question is of enduring relevance. Even after the Watergate period, 

with "trust" and "honesty" restored to the Presidency by Ford and Carter, 

the necessity for careful congressional scrutiny of the staff remains un

diminished. The answer rests in large part on correctly understanding 

which of these two analyses has the greater force and why.

The pages that follow trace the developing events which hold the key to 

this problem. More is written about the 1970s simply because more of
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importance happened and more is known of what happened. Conversely, our 

discussion can only seriously begin during the Eisenhower Presidency. In 

the initial period of fifteen years up till that point Congress passed 

into law - without question - every presidential request for staff and 

funds.

PART ONE
CONGRESSIONAL ACTION 1039-76

The Eisenhower years did not see any marked growth in the size or cost of 

White House Office staff. Yet President Eisenhower was responsible for 

introducing additional sources of staff support: for example, the fund 

for Special Projects. Had Congress taken a close interest in the Eisenhower 

White House budget from the beginning it would certainly have scrutinised 

any request for a brand new fund for his staff - especially as it was 

budgeted at fully two-thirds of the cost of The White House Office itself. 

But in the event this did not happen. As the Director of the House Appro

priations Subcommittee for Treasury, Postal Service, and General Government

explained, "it was a matter of trust as long as he (Eisenhower) was getting 
3the job done." This attitude was clearly evident when in 1955 the

Administration presented its first appropriations requests for Special

Projects before Congress. Mr. Hughes, Director of the Bureau of the Budget,
4told the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on General Government Matters

that this fund was needed for special assistants "to do special jobs in

connexion with the coordination and planning of the Executive work which
5

does not apply to any particular department." Adding that "this is a 

matter with which we have been dealing for some time", Hughes outlined the 

two principal reasons why he thought it advisable to treat Special Projects 

as a separate item. Firstly, because the very nature of work that cut 

across the functions of established departments would therefore not be
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C
"susceptible to assignment to the regular agencies"; and secondly,

because he thought the funding of various special projects together "in 
7

one place" would result in better budgetary control by Congress.

This was a candid presentation which might have been expected to prompt 

the Subcommittee to inquire further into the kind of activity which the 

Administration envisaged would be financed by this new fund, or into the 

nature of the problems that cut across departmental boundaries. Not at 

all. Only six questions were asked - all by a single Senator - and none 

were searching. Twice Mr. Hughes was asked whether the $1,250,000 re

quested would be sufficient, but his simple answers - "That is right", 

and "Yes, sir" - were not probed any further. Altogether this was a 

most cursory examination of what proved to be the fastest-growing part 

of the Eisenhower White House staff.

Neither 1956 nor 1957 saw any congressional interest in the White House 

budget. In 1958 the Senate version of Executive Office appropriations 

for FY 1959 included a cut in the budget of the President's Emergency 

Fund from $lm to $275,000, with a requirement to carry over to 1959 an
O

estimated $725,000 remaining from the FY 1958 Fund. This was more a 

technical amendment than an objection in substance, although it betrayed 

a muted concern that the normal $lm appropriation was somewhat too open- 

ended. In the event this amendment was not pressed as it was one from 

which the Senate receded in conference.

1959 was the year in which the first solid manifestations were evident of 

a genuine interest in the nature and finances of the White House staff. 

Moreover it also heralded initial attempts to curtail staff growth, which 

were conducted on the floor of both houses by a handful of maverick 

legislators.
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During hearings before the House Appropriations Subcommittee on General 

Government Matters in 1959, the Administration, for the first time, was 

subjected to scrutiny on the growth of White House staff personnel.9 This 

was done in an amiable fashion. In the course of testimony from Maurice 

Stans, Director of the Bureau of the Budget and the leading Administration 

witness, Congressman Shelley submitted for the record some detailed tables 

together with a Legislative Reference Service report entitled "Comparative 

Cost Data on the Presidency and Functions Relating Thereto, Fiscal years

1938-60". When questioned about an apparent discrepancy between these

figures and those provided by the Administration, Director Stans was moved 

to reply. Of course, any comparison with 1938, I am sure, Congressman, 

would have to recognise the fact that the entire Government is perhaps 8 

or 10 times as big as it was in 1938." This drew the immediate response 

from the Congressman concerned: "No quarrel with that. I agree with you: 

no quarrel at all." Neither the Congressman nor the Subcommittee was

prepared to probe this discrepancy further or to enter any objection to 

the Administration's requests for more White House staff.

But for the first time the Subcommittee took a rather stricter line when 

it came to staff support services. For example, the full Appropriations 

Committee report recommended a cut, from $250,000 to zero, in the fund 

labelled "Expenses of Management Improvement" on the grounds that funds 

were already available elsewhere to cover estimated needs. In addition, 

the report had some critical words to say about the President's Emergency 

Fund for National Defense: "This fund has been used with some frequency 

to initiate projects, committees and agencies which lend themselves to 

perpetuation long beyond defensible pretext of emergency."12

t

Presidential use of the $lm Fund dominated the ensuing debate on the House 

floor and inspired several amendments. The simplest of these was one to
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cut the appropriations for the Emergency Fund by two-fifths down to 

$600,000. Yet because it was introduced by Congressman Gross, a self- 

appointed budget-cutting Republican from Iowa, its motive bore little 

relation to a specific desire to hold the President's White House staff 

to account. At all events it was decisively defeated by a majority of 

over two to one. Two other amendments, both sponsored by Congressman Vanik 

of Ohio (a Democrat), were of a rather different nature. They did reflect 

a desire to hold the President properly accountable for the funds appro

priated to him while at the same time readily conceding the President's 

need for those funds.

In substance, the first of his amendments was a motion to recommit the

bill with instructions to add language which would specifically prohibit

use of the Emergency Fund for propaganda or publicity relating to legis-
13lation pending before Congress. The second was a more straightforward 

amendment to require the President to furnish a report to Congress account

ing for his use of the Emergency Fund. During the debate Vanik argued 

that "all public spending should be vouchered for and accounted for....

The President should have the broadest kind of discretion for spending

these funds but.... the taxpayers are entitled to know how these funds 
14have been used."

The two most telling arguments advanced against him both came from members 

of the Appropriations Subcommittee that had approved the presidential re

quest for the full $lm. The Subcommittee Chairman, Congressman Andrews 

(a Southern Democrat in the old tradition) , understandably defended him

self against the implicit charge that his Subcommittee wasn't doing a good 

job of work. He asserted that "the Administration has never failed to give 

us the amounts that have been spent and the purposes for which the money

t
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15has been spent." From the Republican side, Congressman Michel from
16Illinois argued that "war and cold war problems" might require the use 

of the Emergency Fund for various secret purposes which should not neces

sarily be made public. This remark was understandable enough in the con

text of the late 1950s although, as a legitimate argument, it has been 

progressively discredited since then. In 1959, however, it was strong 

enough to defeat the amendment on a voice vote alone. By contrast, the 

first Vanik amendment was submitted to a roll-call vote. Although it

was comfortably defeated, by 171-229, the result exhibited an awareness
17of the growing lobbying power of the Presidency.

This awareness was more openly demonstrated in the Senate where two 

liberal Democratic Senators led a lonely series of attacks on the increases 

in Executive Office appropriations, and on the difficulty in obtaining 

figures for presidential spending not listed in The White House Office 

appropriation requests. Senator Proxmire of Wisconsin, one of those in

volved, tabled an amendment to reduce the salaries and expenses of The 

White House Office by $84,281 and to prohibit use of the funds for certain 

staff positions. This was directly aimed at reducing the number of White 

House 'lobbyists' and came in the wake of the Adams affair. "The tax

payer is now required to pay the salaries of lobbyists", he argued, "whose

sole job is to sway the Congress to agree with the President. This is
18morally indefensible." But Senator Magnuson, by contrast, found no

difficulty in defending it. The Democrat from Washington articulated the 

'separation of powers’ argument that has served as the cornerstone of 

those resisting greater 'interference' by Congress in the President's 

White House staff. "I do not believe", said Magnuson in the true spirit 

of comity, "that it adds to the concept of an independent executive work

ing with an independent legislature .... for us to put unimportant res-
19trictions on the Chief Executive.
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In the circumstances Magnuson's use of the term "unimportant" was some

what disingenuous. Not to be outdone by the freshman Senator Proxmire, 

Senator Douglas (D-Ill.) had tabled a series of amendments which would 

have decidedly shifted the "independent" executive towards greater con

gressional scrutiny. But his attempt to require publication of indirectly 

appropriated executive expenses was ruled out of order. Two other amend

ments, firstly to reduce White House Office funds by $100,000, and secondly 

to reduce Special Projects by $375,000, were both easily defeated. More

over the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee, in charge of the bill on the 

Senate floor, recommended the restoration of the $250,000 cut in Expenses 

of Management Improvement that the House had proposed, and at the end of 

the debate the final bill was overwhelmingly passed by a vote of 79 to 2. 

This was to prove the last time that Congress challenged appropriations 

for the White House, on the floor of either chamber, until the Nixon 

Administration two decades later.

In the wake of the 1959 debates there was a slight resurgence of interest

by the congressional appropriations subcommittees in their hearings on

subsequent budgetary requests for the White House staff. At the House

hearings in 1960 on appropriations for FY 1961, for example, the range and
20depth of the questioning was greater than for some years. It covered 

personnel services, printing and engraving, supplies and materials, equip

ment, grants and subsidies, and tax assessments, among other things. In 

addition, questions on the composition of Special Projects staff were put 

forward together with those on the transfer of funds to The White House 

Office. It is difficult to assess the possible significance of the fact 

that the hearings are littered with parts conducted "Off The Record". On

the other hand one cannot question the fact that all Administration
20 arequests for funds were granted without any opposition.
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Any lingering doubt that congressional interest in the White House staff

was on the wane was more than confirmed by the following year's hearings

on both sides of Capitol Hill. Congressman Andrews dealt with requests

for The White House Office in under 60 words during the House hearing.21

Special Projects, along with other related items, were disposed of with 
22similar dispatch. Requests for FY 1962 were broadly in line with those

of the current fiscal year. This partly explained the cursory treatment.

Neither was the Senate Subcommittee in any mood to prolong its hearings on

such items. Special Projects did receive a little attention, but mainly

to 'get the record straight' as to its purpose as a separate fund. The

operative phrase that best summed up the congressional attitude was that

by Senator Holland, the Appropriations Subcommittee Chairman, who remarked
23that 'we do have a new administration and also a new committee" in such 

a way as to suggest that he anticipated no problems in this area as long 

as the Administration merely explained what it wanted.

This attitude set the tone for the rest of the decade and even spilled

over into the early years of the Nixon Presidency. At no time during the

Kennedy or Johnson years were requests for the White House staff objected

to or denied, either by the appropriations subcommittees, by the full

committees, or on the floor of the House or Senate. Two respectable reasons

for this can easily be surmised. Firstly, the budget requests for these

years involved, on the surface, only moderate increases for the White House

staff and its support services. The rate of growth during the Kennedy years

for The White House Office, taken by itself, was about 15%, while that for

the Johnson years was slightly higher at 18%. In many cases the rises

were accounted for by Government-wide pay increases or other non-political 
24reasons. Secondly, "Democrats do not investigate Democrats, they in-

25vestigate Republicans", in the succinct words of Senator Robert Dole
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(apropos the White House staff in 1974). If they did, as in the case of 

Senator Jackson's study of the machinery of foreign policy making in the 

early 1960s, it presented no problems. For example, Jackson requested and 

received from McGeorge Bundy, with no difficulty, detailed information on 

the NSC's policy-making and decision-making processes.^ Bundy was at

I that time on Kennedy's staff as Special Assistant for National Security

Affairs.

In view of the greater attention about to be devoted to the Nixon years 

let us summarize the situation to date. The period lasting from the middle 

of Eisenhower's Presidency to the end of Johnson's presented a cyclical 

picture. At the beginning, congressional appropriations committees took 

scant interest in the White House staff budget. By the end of the Eisen

hower Administration congressional lethargy was briefly interrupted by a 

handful of congressmen, in the wake of the Sherman Adams affair. But 

their attempts to stem the growth in staff funds were foredoomed. By the 

time a Democratic President had been installed in 1961 a Democratically 

controlled Congress settled down to a period of uninterrupted comity that 

lasted throughout the 1960s.

The mood of Congress did not change overnight with the accession of Nixon

to the Presidency. There was no immediate expression of hostility or un-
27i helpfulness accorded the new Republican President. On the contrary, during

both 1969 and 1970 the appropriations committees of both houses granted the 

Administration all its requests for White House staff funds with no objections 

raised. As Senator Birch Bayh (D-Ind.) remarked to this writer: "When we 

were appropriating billions of dollars for programs there's not much

i
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28attention paid to the White House staff budget." Even in 1971, when

Senator Mathias (R-Md.) managed to amend the FY 1972 appropriations bill

on the floor of the Senate, the amendment requested adding $500,000 to

the NSC appropriation. The purpose was to speed up the declassification

of national security documents following the recent Executive Order on 
29this subject. Such an amendment, which was anyway deleted in conference, 

hardly illustrated a belligerent stance towards the Executive.

By the following year, 1972, the situation was beginning to change. In the 

intervening year the real nature of the Nixon Presidency was becoming clear 

to the Press and members of Congress, with the role and organization of the 

Nixon White House staff being foremost amongst this new publicity. The

subsequent change in attitude from ignorant acquiescence to well-founded 

alarm began to make itself manifest. Initially the lead was taken by a 

handful of individuals who were quick to grasp the underlying issues at 

stake. Congressman Tom Steed (D-Okla.) was not one of these. And yet, as 

Chairman of the House Appropriations Subcommittee for Treasury, Postal 

Service and General Government, he certainly anticipated that passage of 

its bill for FY 1973 would not be plain sailing:

"I understand there is some 
unhappiness with the items 
contained therein ....Some 
of them are items where we 
have tried to be careful 
and scrutinize these items 
as carefully as we could, 
and we think we have exer
cised the best judgement 
possible."

This was the language of a man on the defensive. Steed was obliged to 

suffer the tabling of a series of amendments on the floor of the House, 

around which the ensuing debate was largely concentrated. Among these 

amendments were those sponsored by Congressman Moorhead (D-Pa.), which
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sought to prohibit the spending of any funds appropriated in the bill for 

the salaries of persons refusing to appear before any congressional com

mittee solely on the grounds of "executive privilege", with the exception 

of ten persons exempted by the President; and by Congressman Morris 

Udall (D-Ariz.) which sought to place a ceiling on the salaries of em

ployees in the Executive Office and to set a total numerical limit of 

1,647 such employees. For the first time Congress found itself addressing 

some of the important and fundamental questions raised by the existence of 

the White House staff.

Udall, making reference to the President's expressed wish to see reductions

in staff personnel, launched a strong attack in arguing that "here we are

seeing an example in the White House of the most fantastic growth of any

bureaucracy in modern times. I think it is dangerous. I think it aims

directly at the power of the Congress and the responsibility of the Congress

under our unique system of government." He concluded by advocating the

adoption of his amendment to check "this massive unprecedented operation

down there that is a threat to our federal system .... and to the balance
33of power in government.” For these words he was in turn accused by

Congressman Robison (R-NY.) of a "naked partisan attack on the President...

cloaked in a transparent mantle of fiscal responsibility and then presented

to us with a lot of high blown words .... along with protestations of
34'political neutrality'. He complained that the House stood in danger of 

ignoring the rule of comity which "has heretofore impelled prior Congresses 

to give prior Presidents such staff assistants as they felt they needed."35 

He continued: "Sure, we could lop some more people off - here or there.... 

And where would one begin the budget-cutting operation?"35

Congressman Moorhead's amendment was less concerned with cutting the budget 

than with the abuse of power manifested in the use by Johnson and Nixon of



532

executive privilege. Events of the past decade, he argued, "have tended 

to reduce the Congress from a co-equal branch to almost a figurative board

of directors merely endorsing management decisions....What is involved is

a fundamental shift in our constitutional system of checks and balances - 

a gradual erosion of the ability of the legislative branch to be a check
oc

and balance on the power of the executive branch." He nicknamed his 

proposal the 'Kitchen Cabinet Amendment' and claimed it offered the right 

balance between Congress' right to know the President’s need for private 

advice.

It was left to Congressman Steed to present the main arguments in favour 

of the status quo. His first point was simple. Were these amendments to 

be approved they would "destroy the management capability of this agency

(the White House staff) and deny the President one of the most important
37facilities he needs in trying to meet his responsibilities." This was

perhaps overdone, but Steed proceeded to construct a perspective to match.

Referring to an unnamed "expert" whom he claimed had recently made a survey

of the power and scope "and fullness" of the Presidency, Steed passed on

r the following insights: namely, that "at any given hour of the day or

night, the powers that are held by the man we call President require 41

people to execute. So all up and down the line, we find little bits and

pieces of the powers of the Presidency being executed by aides of the

President, because it is physically impossible for any one man to fill all
38the functions of the office." Armed with his novel theory of the Presi

dency, and coupled with his staunch support for the continued operation of 

the rule of comity, Chairman Steed won the day. The Udall and Moorhead 

amendments were defeated.

The battle of 1972 may have been lost but the war was not over. By the 

time that the annual appropriations process was getting into gear in 1973

i
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the atmosphere had changed dramatically and for a very simple reason: 

Watergate. One consequence was the extension of the battle-ground from 

debate in the chamber back into the appropriations committees. Another 

was that the Senate was spurred into serious consideration of the White 

House staff for the first time since the late 1950s. Yet a third conse

quence was a discernible reassertion by Congress of its legitimate con

stitutional rights vis-a-vis the Executive.

By the time the House Appropriations Subcommittee came to report its bill 

for FY 1974 the first direct reverberations of Watergate could be detected. 

Administration budgetary requests for The White House Office itself were 

left unscathed, but the fund for Special Projects was another matter. By 

the early summer of 1973 it had been firmly established that Special 

Projects money had been used to help finance the notorious "Plumbers".

The House Subcommittee responded by making a formal request to 0MB to fur

nish a list of individual vouchers and expenditures for the Special Projects 
40account. When the Administration declined to supply the information the

41full Appropriations Committee deleted the entire budget request. This

was the first time that a congressional appropriations committee, of either 

house, had ever moved to deny any President the funds he requested for his 

White House staff.

The Senate Appropriations Subcommittee, under its Chairman Senator 

Montoya (D-NM.), was not so drastic in its own mark-up session. Instead 

of voting to abolish Special Projects entirely, it reduced the appropri

ation from $1.5m to $lm, and included a provision requiring that a report
42of a "detailed accounting" of expenditures be submitted quarterly to

both houses. Seen against the background of an even firmer senatorial
43attachment to the rule of comity than the House, this action represented 

a distinct, if discreet, shift in the mainstream senatorial attitude
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towards a more careful scrutiny of the Administration’s budgetary
44requests in this area.

One element in the Senate wanted a much bigger shift than that. Their 

feelings were articulated by one of the most respected of their number, 

Walter F. Mondale, at that time the Senator from Minnesota. Mondale re

activated arguments propounded by his liberal Democratic predecessors, 

Senators Proxmire and Douglas in the 1950s, although the political atmos

phere and experience of 1973 accorded Mondale a more respectful audience, 

both in the Senate itself and outside. The debate on the Senate floor on 

the appropriations bill for FY 1974 centred around two Mondale-sponsored 

amendments. The first of these argued that there should be a total cut 

in the funds for Special Projects. Citing the White House's refusal to

reveal what the funds were used for as "another example of executive 
45contempt" he offered his amendment in this context:

"...a little thing has happened 
along the way called Watergate, 
which opened up for the American 
public to see the tremendously 
dangerous tendency that exists 
when we grant, without specifi
cation, without control, without 
information, substantial funds 
to the White House which are used 
by them behind the protection of 
executive privilege and the sepa
ration of powers to do as they 
please."46

Mondale's second amendment concerned the Domestic Council, whose funds he

wished to reduce. His main concern was less that characters like G.Gordon

Liddy had recently been discovered to have been covertly employed by the 
47Council, but more with its having conducted major domestic policy out

side the normal channels of government review and investigation. Mondale 

argued that the Domestic Council usurped the policy-making functions of

other domestic agencies which were accountable to Congress. He concluded
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by saying that his amendment was "designed to help put government back

in the control of the American people, consistent with the constitutional
48framework within which we must operate."

Against him was ranged what can hardly be described as opposition of the 

same calibre. Senator Montoya felt obliged to defend the recommendation 

of his own subcommittee, but he could only argue somewhat weakly, and 

without further elaboration, that the Special Projects fund had been "to 

the great advantage and....great benefit of the American people". It 

should not be abolished, he felt, simply because of what it may have been 

used for in the past. This was not an argument that cut much ice after 

the whole country had been absorbed for several weeks by the Ervin Com

mittee's televised hearings. Nevertheless, winning an argument and win

ning a vote were two different matters. Mondale was defeated on his 

Special Projects amendment by 52 votes to 36. Yet it was an indication 

of the times that 35 other Senators supported him, especially when one 

compares that to the overwhelming defeats that Proxmire and Douglas had

suffered. Partly it was a tribute to Mondale's evident sincerity, not
50to mention his expertise on the subject. Despite the adverse vote, 

Mondale's persistence produced one dividend. His position was vindicated 

when the Senate accepted the abolition of Special Projects (as a separate 

fund) in conference with the House.

The only sticking point in that conference committee proved to be the 

President's right to continue to set the salaries of his White House staff 

without regard to civil service regulations. This was a new issue and, as 

such, another indication of the widening area of debate developing in 

Congress on the staff. It fell to two prominent women members of the House, 

Abzug and Holtzman, (both D-NY.), to lead this new assault when the con

ference report reached the floor for debate. Holtzman argued that the
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Nixon Administration’s abuses ’’should have alerted us to the dangers of 

open-ended and unsupervised appropriations for the White House."51 (This 

was a view confirmed in personal correspondence. ) Chairman Tom Steed 

again defended the President's right to freedom of manoeuvre, drawing as 

he did so upon the most enduring and entrenched defence of the status quo. 

"To me”, said Steed, ’’this is where the rule of comity applies between the

executive and legislative branches.... This is a matter where the President,
53in effect, says 'I need these things to do my job', and we agreed to them."

There is no doubt that this was a tired argument which was running into more 

and more crossfire in proportion to the degree to which it appeared synony

mous with support for the Nixon Administration. Yet it might have been 

applied, albeit with diminishing force and effect, for years to come were 

it not for a new development that outflanked the rule of comity and intro

duced a new dimension to the accountability of the White House staff to 

Congress. It began in 1973 when Congressman Dingell raised points of order

on the House floor against the Executive Office Appropriations Bill on the
54grounds that it violated House Rule XXI. No-one at that time was aware

of the potential consequences of such a move but they later proved to

necessitate the first ever legislation on the White House staff. However,

as regards the appropriations process for 1973, Dingell's point of order

had little practical effect. An attempt to cut funds for The White House 
55Office was defeated, as was a move by that perennial budget-cutter 

Congressman Gross to delete funds for Special Assistance to the President, 

which financed the Vice President's 30-strong White House staff.56

Congressional interest in the White House staff entered a new phase in 

1974. This was mostly focused on the introduction of authorization legis

lation, which is discussed in detail later. In consequence the main battle-

ground shifted away from congressional appropriations subcommittees to its
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legislative subcommittees. Yet congressional interest in the appropri

ations process did not die away completely. For example, Watergate domi

nated the appropriations subcommittee hearings in 1974.57 A reawakened 

and reaffirmed interest in the power of the Presidency and its White 

House staff was evident, as for example in a speech by Congressman Udall/*^ 

But by contrast there was not so involved a debate in committee and on 

the floor as had characterized the previous year. The dominant mood was 

one of wait-and-see, pending the progress of authorization legislation.

This mood did not prevent action that, by comparison with earlier years,

seemed drastic. For example, the House Appropriations Subcommittee on

Treasury, Postal Service, and General Government, in its Report published

on 20th June 1974, recommended that funds for the Expenses of Management 
t 59Improvement be denied. Recognition of the importance of points of

order raised the previous year was reflected in the Subcommittee's further

decision that funds for the Emergency Fund "be denied without prejudice in
60its entirety due to a lack of authorization." Surprisingly, for the 

Senate does not have the strict rules of the House, the equivalent sub

committee on the Senate side voted to concur with the House in this recom-
61mendation when its report was published on 24th July 1974.

Perhaps it was not so surprising when one considers the general political 

context. The effect of Watergate was especially noticeable in the treat

ment accorded to funds for The White House Office. President Nixon had 

requested an extra 30 permanent staff positions to cope with the greatly 

increased workload caused by various investigations and legal proceedings, 

and the official budget request was up by well over $5m. This seemed a 

staggering increase. But precisely because Congress was by this time so 

wary of Nixon (the report was issued at a time when the likelihood of an 

impeachment trial was taken very seriously) the Senate subcommittee took
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special care to recommend the full amount. In a direct reference to con

gressional demands upon the President arising out of Watergate the Senate 

report said: "It should be perfectly clear that any failure of the White 

House to meet such demands cannot be ascribed to the Appropriations Com

mittees, which have traditionally subscribed fully to the requests of the 
62Chief Executive." The Senate was at pains to defuse any possible 

charge of not playing fair with the President in advance of the trial.

6 QMeanwhile, the subsequent Conference Report, published on 6th August,

was littered with items that had been "reported in technical disagreement"

a reference to the effects of House Rule XXI which had necessitated the

deletion of several items in the EOP section of the appropriations bill

during debate on the House floor. Among those items were The White House

Office itself, the Domestic Council, Unanticipated Personnel Needs, and
64Special Assistance to the President. Although the House receded from 

its "technical disagreement" with the Senate on all of these items it was 

clearly an absurd way to appropriate funds. For this reason the Report 

included a special preamble:

"A number of items in this bill, 
and particularly in this title, 
are legislative in nature but 
have been proposed in the Budget 
every year for a number of years.
They are not authorized by law 
and are technically in violation 
of the Rules of the House on 
appropriation bills.
The conferees strongly urge the 
Administration to review this 
matter and propose legislation 
for those items which are con
sidered essential to the orderly 
and efficient functioning of the 
affected agencies."65
(author's emphasis)

Satisfied with this statement, Congress passed the Executive Office

Appropriation Act 1975 with no further difficulty on 21st August 1974.
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For the time being a technical solution had been found. The House 

Appropriations Subcommittee, in reporting the Conference Report, sought 

a rule from the House Rules Committee waiving points of order on the bill. 

This was granted and the appropriations process proceeded as usual. 

Nevertheless a warning had been sounded and Congress looked to the 

Administration for an initiative that would render obsolete the roundabout 

way in which White House staff funds had had to be appropriated in 1974.

The appropriations process in 1975 was overshadowed by the second attempt 

being made to pass authorization legislation for the staff. This was

especially noticeable during hearings on White House staff funds during
67June. The House Appropriations Subcommittee Report, published on 11th
68July, recommended acceptance of all the Administration budgetary re

quests for the White House staff, save only for a small reduction in The
69White House Office for technical reasons. That the House should have 

been in no mood for causing trouble was not unrelated to the accession of 

Gerald Ford to the Presidency and the general spirit of reconciliation in 

the wake of the "national nightmare" of Watergate. A new President, 

especially one who was a former member of the House of Representatives, 

generally started with a clean sheet.

Even so, it would have been too much to expect that appropriations for 

the staff would have progressed entirely unchallenged on its way to the 

statute book. When the Treasury, Postal Service, and General Government 

Appropriation Bill 1976 came to the House floor on 17th July 1975 it was 

subjected to an attempt at amendment. There were two differences with

previous such attempts. Firstly, the lead was taken by a freshman
70Congressman, Herbert E. Harris II (D-Va.); and secondly, the nature of 

his amendment was novel. Rather than raise a point of order under House 

Rule XXI, Harris tried to offer an amendment changing the language for
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71The White House Office. The substance of the Harris amendment was to 

ensure that the White House funded all the salaries of detailed employees.*^^ 

This question dominated the ensuing debate, which was marked by a healthy 

and necessary airing of competing points of view.

Harris claimed that his purpose was very simple. Citing the tremendous

growth of the White House staff, "an endless labyrinth of layers and

layers", he said that "it is time we remove major policymaking from a few

cloistered, unknown, faceless special Executive assistants and associate

counsellors surrounding the President. We must return Government to the
73people, to our Cabinet...." If the President wanted to use a number

of detailed personnel, so be it, but he would have to reduce the numbers 

of regular White House staff members in proportion. Otherwise, he argued, 

the staff would still have the potential to mushroom in the way it had 

done under Nixon. In reply, Steed took him to task for seeking to re-open 

questions that had been settled in a debate on authorization legislation 

only days previously, (where Harris had been defeated), and of now trying 

to sneak them in by "the back door" in this debate on appropriations.

Referring to the President, Steed pleaded: "For goodness' sake, why do
74we not play fair with the man and defeat this amendment?”

Two other Congressmen intervened in the debate. One, Congressman Harkin

(D-Iowa), supported Harris on the grounds that unchecked detailing of

White House staff obscured "a true picture of exactly how many people are 
75employed." The other, Representative Miller (R-Ohio), the ranking 

Republican on the House Appropriations Subcommittee, rose against Harris 

on the interesting grounds that this amendment unfairly discriminated 

against the President when in fact the Congress enjoyed similar staff 

advantages. He also provided a carefully selected group of statistics to 

'prove' that detailing was in any case a negligible matter. In his view
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the Harris amendment was "little more than nitpicking___no more than
76simple h a r r a s s m e n t T h e  most telling argument offered against Harris 

came, predictably, from Chairman Steed: "I do not know what the Presi

dent needs to do his job", he said, "and I do not know who else's word to 

take except his word, and that is what we have done.”77 The rule of comity 

was still dear to his heart, as it was to the majority of the House, which 

convincingly defeated the Harris amendment by a vote of nearly two to one.78

A few days later the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee issued its Report.79

It concurred with what had just been approved by the House in all except

funds for Unanticipated Needs (the renamed Emergency Fund) which it re-
80duced by a half to $500,000. No deliberate antagonism to the Ford

Administration can be here discerned, for the Report went out of its way

to say that it would look favourably on any increase in funds requested
81for the Domestic Council. This passed the Senate comfortably. More-

82over, by July 29th, when the Conference Report was published, it was

clear that the Senate had given way on Unanticipated Needs and the full
83$lm was restored to the President. All in all, White House staff

appropriations had a trouble-free ride in 1975.

But the leading actors were back on stage a year later taking part in 

the same play. By 1976, the scene of the action centred exclusively on 

the House floor. The Nixon-Watergate phase was over, and interest in the 

staff had generally subsided - especially in the appropriations subcom

mittees. The second attempt to pass authorization legislation was lan

guishing through Senate inaction, and the possibility of a change of 

party in the White House also played its part in reducing the pressure.

What pressure there was owed principally to the efforts of Congressman

Herbert E. Harris II.
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The Administration's budgetary requests for its White House staff for

FY 1977 sailed through the House Appropriations Subcommittee, whose Re-
84port was published on 8th June 1976. The Rules Committee put it down

for debate on the House floor six days later, and the protagonists of

the previous year re-fought yet another battle. On 14th June, no sooner

had the Clerk read out the item on The White House Office than Harris

intervened to make his point of order. He was joined on this occasion
86by Congressman Dingell, who had struck the first such blow three years

previously. Unlike 1975, Harris this time chose to invoke Rule XXI, clause 2,

on his own behalf and asked that the entire appropriation be deleted on the

grounds that it provided for expenditures not previously authorized by law.

Appropriation bills are normally privileged and protected from points of

order. But Chairman Steed conceded the point of order at once, although

he pointed out: "We could have gone to the Committee on Rules and sought

a rule to waive points of order; but in fairness to the House, we did 
87not." Congressman Harris was thus given the floor, and took full oppor

tunity of it to press his case.

88The speech that Harris made (or rather, had inserted into the Record) 

was based on the assumption that a strong and numerous White House staff 

posed a threat to proper constitutional Cabinet government, and that Con

gress needed to face up to its responsibilities. "We either have Cabinet

Government in this country," said Harris, "or we have a palace-guard 
89Government." He reviewed the history of authorization legislation and 

concluded that Congress should "place into law the same statutory re

requirements (on the White House that) we place on other executive 
90agencies." Parallel with this speech went a statement that Harris

released the same day entitled "Facing Our Responsibility To Put Reins On 
91The White House". In this statement he attacked once more the idea of

"giving the White House a blank check; we are rubberstamping the White
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House’s request without sufficiently 'watchdogging' the taxpayer's 
92

money." He challenged Congress to face the "fundamental policy
93question” and called for reform.

Harris carried the brunt of the attack, although Dingell did succeed in 

raising points of order against Special Assistance to the President, the 

Domestic Council, and Unanticipated Needs.94 But he made no speech, and 

indeed went out of his way to say that these points of order were not to 

reflect on Chairman Steed but rather that "what failure there is in this 

matter lies in the other body." As Steed had already conceded on every 

point there was no need for a vote and the funds were duly deleted.

Two days later the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee presented its 
_ 96
Report, which accorded the White House staff all the funds requested and 

which encountered no opposition on the Senate floor. The by now familiar 

formula for resolving this series of technical disagreements between House 

and Senate, namely for the House to recede its position, enabled the Con

ference Report to be published on schedule on June 25th 1976.97 The

Executive Office Appropriations Act 1977 reached the statute book safely 
98on 14th July. What had a few years ago been a novel and possibly 

threatening procedure for White House staff funds was almost becoming 

routine.

By now it had become obvious that House Rule XXI, clause 2, though impor

tant as a catalyst, was by itself insufficient to ensure adequate con

gressional accountability over the President's White House staff. The 

long-term answer lay in the passage of authorization legislation. But as 

we shall see this had run into difficulties in each of the three sessions 

of Congress in which it had been introduced. The opening session of the 

85th Congress proved to be no exception and so 1977 saw the whole
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saga repeating itself yet again, with Congressmen Harris and Steed 

thoroughly inured to their respective roles.

The pattern was well-worn. The House Appropriations Subcommittee 

recommended the Carter Administration's budgetary requests for the White 

House staff without raising any objections. When the Treasury, Postal 

Service, and General Government Appropriation Bill 197899 came to the 

House floor on 8th June 1977 up stood Congressman Harris (joined on this 

occasion by Congressman Edward J. Derwinski (R-Ill.)) and moved a series 

of points of order. He argued not only against a violation of House Rule 

XXI but also against the principle of appropriating money without prior 

authorization. He criticized Congress, through its own inaction on 

authorization legislation, for allowing Government "to slip behind walls... 

(whereby) we do a very, very bad thing."100 Directing his attention less 

at the appropriations process and more at the legislative stalemate, Harris 

criticized the Carter Administration: "We have urged the White House to 

tell us what it is that they do want, how they do react to this legis

lation. .. (but) .. .We have not received a response from them. We have, in 

fact, in subcommittee hearings where we reported out the bill, received 

virtually no information from them."101

All this was in the nature of obiter dicta, for the House once again
102receded from its technical disagreements with the Senate in conference.

The resulting Conference Report passed through both House and Senate with

little discussion and no debate in either house. However Chairman Steed

took the opportunity of telling the House that Senate conferees had "made

it quite clear that they are not going to restore these items anymore 
103after this year." Steed went on to warn that if authorization legis

lation were not passed "we are going to be faced with some very serious
... „104problems."
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CONCLUSION

From a narrow procedural point of view, the sentiments expressed by 

Chairman Steed have an obvious validity. The House does indeed need to 

put its own house in order. Logically, this would involve either chang

ing Rule XXI or remedying that small part of the annual Treasury, Postal 

Service, and General Government appropriation bill which does not yet 

satisfy the rule. Politically, the latter is the only feasible approach.

This does not on the surface seem difficult to do. If one accepts the 

first of the two analyses offered earlier, the current situation can be 

seen as essentially a procedural problem. That is not necessarily to 

diminish its dimensions. When a senior and experienced congressman like 

Steed referred to "serious problems" he had in mind the great difficulty 

then being encountered in passing authorization legislation and its con

sequent effect on the appropriations process. By the end of the Nixon- 

Ford years this legislation had been propelled to the forefront of the 

stage. Indeed, its passage, in the eyes of legislators like Steed, repre

sented the sine qua non for continued smooth operation of his beloved rule 

of comity. All being well, comity had the potential to rise phoenix

like from the ashes of Watergate.

The second analysis offered rejects the simplistic explanation that - to 

put it bluntly - the only reason Congress has ever bothered to concern 

itself with the White House staff was because of scandal. It is true 

that the early criticisms by Proxmire and Douglas directly followed the 

Sherman Adams affair, and it is also true that only with Watergate did 

Congress finally sit up and take serious notice of appropriations for a 

discredited President's staff. But both these cases provide better proof 

for this second analysis than against it. There was a widespread
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congressional awareness that the operation of the rule of comity had 

done more - ultimately - to allow these abuses of power than to prevent 

them. Admittedly it took Watergate to ram the lesson home, but it took 

years of Vietnam to ram home a parallel lesson in foreign affairs. The 

issue that was really at stake in the appropriations process was the 

balance of power between Executive and Legislature. It was but another 

manifestation of the continuing debate on the constitutional doctrine of 

checks and balances. Representative Robison, ranking Republican on the 

House Appropriations Subcommittee in 1972, inadvertently touched on the 

simple heart of the matter (ironically while defending the congressional 

carte blanche given to the President) when he remarked: "Perhaps (The 

White House Office) do have more people than they need. Who is to say?,r̂ ^  

This was exactly the point.

But the validity of this analysis is not inconsistent with the re-emergence 

in the post-Watergate era of the historical congressional adherence to 

traditional comity. Talk of "serious problems" also makes sense in 

this context. The possibility exists that, with a Democratic President, 

a Democratic Congress may lapse back into its old ways. This would be 

to substitute the apparent restoration of trust in the President for the 

real restoration of effective accountability over his staff. That this 

danger does exist is proven by the experience of the appropriations pro

cess during the hearings stage in the period 1969-76. Part Two con

siders this in more detail.
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PART TWO
CONGRESSIONAL HEARINGS 1969-76

These hearings shed guiding light on the degree to which the congressional 

appropriations subcommittees held the White House staff properly account

able during the Nixon and Ford Administrations. The reason for this 

special emphasis on the years 1969 to 1976 is straightforward. We can 

best judge the success or otherwise of the work of these subcommittees 

during the very years when there was most reason for critical appraisal 

of White House staff budgetary requests.

This section examines two aspects of these hearings in greater detail. 

Firstly, it discusses the degree of attendance and participation by mem
bers of both subcommittees at hearings on White House staff items. This 

will enable conclusions to be drawn about the extent of congressional 

interest in the staff. Secondly, it examines the Administration witnesses 
that have appeared before both subcommittees. From this analysis we can 

draw conclusions about the extent of congressional knowledge of the staff.

ATTENDANCE AND PARTICIPATION AT HEARINGS 1969-76

Because the traditional attitude of the appropriations subcommittees to 

the White House staff was largely governed by comity, this in turn deter

mined their level of interest in the staff during their annual hearings.

No Senator or Congressman attends, much less participates in, every corn-
106

mittee and subcommittee meeting to which he or she is entitled to go.

But it is essential, in the present case, to consider in more detail the 

attendance and participation levels of both congressional appropriations 

subcommittees. Only with such measurements to hand can any firm conclusion 

he drawn as to the extent to which these subcommittees were doing their job.
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SENATE
The average number of Senators serving on the Senate Appropriations Sub

committee for Treasury, Postal Service and General Government (with juris

diction over the White House staff) was seven during 1969-76. By contrast 

the average number of Senators present at these hearings was nearer to 

one: the Subcommittee Chairman alone. Table 7.1 gives the number of 

senators who attended (A) and who participated (P) at hearings between 

1969 and 1976 on selected key items: The White House Office (WHO), the 

National Security Council (NSC); the Domestic Council (DC); the Emergency 

Fund, or Unanticipated Needs as it later became (EF/UN) ; and Special 

Projects (SpP). These five are collectively referred to as "selected 

items" in all Tables in this chapter.

TABLE 7.1
Senate Subcommittees on Appropriations

Attendance and Participation at Hearings 1969^76 (selected items)

Year
Maximum
Possible WHO NSC DC EF/UN SpP

A-P A-P A-P A-P A-P A-P

1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976

7-7
7- 7 
6-6 
6-6
8- 8 
8-8 
7-7 
7-7

1-1
1-1
2-1
2-1
1-1
1-1
l-2a
1-1

1-1
1-1
4-1
1-1
1-1
1-1
1-1
1-1

N/A
N/A
4-3b
3-1
1-1
1-1
1-1
1-1

H
r

H
H

H
H

H
i

H
H

 
| 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
H

N
N

C
I

r
l

H
H

H

1-1
2-1
2-1
l-l
1-1
N/Ac
N/A
N/A

a written questions submitted by absent Chairman, 
b annual appropriations for the Domestic Council did not begin 

until 1971.
c annual appropriations for Special Projects were discontinued 

in 1974.
Source: Senate Hearings FY 1970-77

Committee on Appropriations
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It can be clearly seen that, with the exception of 1971 (and to a lesser 

extent 1972), the Chairman alone was actually responsible for conducting 

the hearings on the White House staff. During this period two Senators 

served as Subcommittee Chairman: Senator Yarborough (D-Tex.) in 1969-70, 

and Senator Montoya (D-NM.) in 1971-76. Table 7.2 gives a full list of 

all Senators who served on the Subcommittee during this period together 

with a measurement of the number of times they attended hearings on White 

House items. These measurements are in the form x/y: where x is the 

number of times that the member attended the hearings on the selected 

items: and y is the theoretical maximum number that he could have atten

ded; similarly for participation.

TABLE 7.2
Senate Subcommittee on Appropriations
Cumulative Attendance and Participâtion at Hearings 1969- 76

(selected items)

Name Position Attended % Participated %

Yarborough Chairman 7/8 88 7/8 88
Byrd Rank.D.a 0/8 0 0/8 0
Montoya Chairman 26/35 74 27/35 77
Boggs Rank.R.b 7/18 39 0/18 0
Allott Republican 7/18 39 1/18 6
Russell Ch/FC c 0/8 0 0/8 0
Young (RR/FC) d 0/35 0 0/35 0
Eilender Ch/FC c 2/10 20 1/10 10
Inouye Democrat 0/10 0 0/10 0
Bayh Rank.D.a 0/17 0 0/17 0
Eagleton Democrat 0/17 0 0/17 0
Chiles Democrat 0/9 0 0/9
Belimon Rank.R . b 2/17 12 2/17 12
Hatfield Republican 0/17 0 0/17 0
McClellan Ch/FC 0/17 0 0/17 0

a Ranking Democrat
b Ranking Republican
c Chairman of the full Appropriations Committee 
d Ranking Republican on the full Appropriations Committee 

(an ex officio member of the Subcommittee)
Source: Senate Hearings FY 1970-77

Committee on Appropriations
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This Table makes clear that the 'top scores' for attendance went to the 

Chairmen. Yarborough's attendance percentage was 88% while Montoya's 

was 74% over the longer period of six years. Thus both fell short of 

a perfect record. After them came two Republican Senators with 39%, 

Boggs and Allott, although only the former served as ranking minority 

member. The other ranking minority Senator, Bellmon, had an even lower 

record of attendance at 12%. Senator Ellender’s figure of 20% related 

to a single year (1971) when he attended hearings (only participating at 

one of them) in his capacity as Chairman of the Full Appropriations 

Committee. Table 7.3 shows that no less than nine Senators (out of the 

fifteen eligible to do so) never attended a single hearing on the White

House staff.

The figures for participation in the hearings were even lower than those 

for attendance. Participation is here defined quite simply as the asking 

of questions during the hearing. Once again the two Chairmen had the 

best record: 88% for Yarborough and 77% for Montoya. But the figures 

for other Senators are especially interesting. One ranking minority mem

ber, Senator Boggs, never participated during the hearings he attended. 

Senator Allott's participation record was only 6% (dating from a sing 

occasion in 1971). At hearings on 18 separate items over four years he 

felt impelled to participate once. Table 7 ^  shows that no less than 

ten Senators (out of fifteen eligible to do so) did not participate at

all in any hearings.
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TABLE T. 3
Senate Subcommittee on Appropriations 
Attendance and Participation at Hearings 1969-76 
Frequency Distribution (selected items)

Number of Years 
Attended

Number of Senators 
Attending

Number of Years
Participated 0 1

Number of Senators 
Participating 10 3

6 7 8

0 1 0

Source: Senate Hearings FY 1970 77
Committee on Appropriations

Table 7.1 shows that the best figures for attendance and participation were 

recorded in 1970-72, with 1971 as the peak year. The best figures for an 

individual individual item related to the Domestic Council appropriations 

requests in 1971. This was the first time a full year’s appropriation for 

the DC had been requested by the Nixon Administration. It attracted a

record four Senators to the hearing, of whom three chose to participate 

including the Chairman of the full Appropriations Committee. The latter's 

attendance was indeed a rare occurrence, which testified to the interest 

aroused by the establishment of a brand new fund. But once the Domestic 

Council became fully operational interest in its appropriations quickly 

sank to the general level pertaining to other items of the White House

staff budget.

It is remarkable that in 1973 and 1974, when Watergate dominated the domes

tic political scene, not a single other member of the Subcommittee, neither 

Democrat nor Republican, ever attended any of the hearings on the White

This was despite the fact that the staff was then at theHouse staff items.
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very centre of attention; that White House staff funds were known to have 

been used to pay the Watergate 'Plumbers’ (among other shady uses); and 

that Nixon may not have been oblivious to such funds when he commented to 

Dean that hush-money needed to pay the Watergate burglars would not be 

difficult to obtain.108 In the circumstances, and in accordance with 

normal practice in such politically charged matters, one might have ex

pected the 1973 and 1974 hearings to have been extensive; even televised. 

But they were not. This contrasted sharply with, for example, the later 

televising of hearings on whether or not to grant ex-President Nixon the 

"severance pay" requested on his behalf by President Ford.

The marginal impact of Watergate on the Senate Subcommittee can also be 

gauged from quantitative figures of the coverage given to individual staff 

items. Table 7,4 provides these in detail.

TABLE 7-4

Senate Subcommittee on Appropriations
Quantitative Degree of Coverage at Hearings 1969-76 
---- ----------  (selected items)

Year

1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976

Number of Pages Covered by Hearings

EF/UNWHO

5 
8
6

10
7
9
3
6

NSC

5
i
4
5 
5 
7 
4 
4

DC

N/A
N/A
15

6
12
7
6
6

2
i
5
1
1
1
2
i

SpP

3
1
3
2
2

N/A
N/A
N/A

TOTAL

15
10
33
24
2 6 i
24
15
16i

figures do not include material printed for the record.

Source : Senate Hearings FY 1970-77 
Committee on Appropriations
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They show a mean average of only 7 pages for The White House Office for

the period 1969-76.109 In 1973 the hearing on the WHO covered 7 pages,

rising to 9 pages in 1974. Thereafter it sank to a mere 3 pages in 1975.

This well illustrated the effect of President Ford's arrival on Congress:

the spirit of comity worked even more smoothly than usual with a President

so recently one of their number. As regards other White House staff

items, meagre consideration was given to the Special Projects fund (until

its formal abolition in 1974) and the Emergency Fund/Unanticipated Needs

item, both of which averaged under two pages each year. The NSC was

accorded a higher degree of attention, with a mean average of 4  pages.

To a more marked degree the mean average figure of nearly 9 pages devoted

to the Domestic Council budget over the six-year period 1971-76 was

accounted for by the exceptionally high interest taken in its first

regular appropriations hearing in 1971. The equally marked drop to 6

pages the following year and in 1974-76 confirmed its subsequent treatment

as common with other items of the White House staff. The 1973 figure did,

however, reflect a brief resurgence of interest into the disbursement of
110

its appropriations. This was inspired by Watergate.

HOUSE
The House Subcommittee on Appropriations for Treasury, Postal Service and 

General Government had a superficially better record than its Senate 

counterpart. The average size of the House Subcommittee was eleven, and 

in general the percentage figures for both attendance (A) and partici

pation (P) by its members varied from between a third to under a half.

This contrasted with a figure for the Senate of only about one seventh. 

Table 7 .5 gives the basic figures in detail. The shorter period from 

1972 to 1976 affords a greater concentration on the immediate years prior,

and subsequent, to Watergate.
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TABLE 7■S

House Subcommittee on Appropriations 
Attendance and Participation at Hearings 1972-76

(selected items)

Selected
Years

1972
1974
1976

Maximum
Possible

A-P

9-9
11-11
11-11

WHO NSC DC EF/UN SpP

A-P A-P A-P A-P A-P

4-3 3-3 3-3 3-2 3-2
5-4 4-4 4-4 3-3 N/A
1-1 3-3 2-2 2-2 N/A

Source: House Hearings FY 1973-77
Committee on Appropriations

Despite the higher levels for the House the standard was not greatly 

improved. For example, out of twenty-one Subcommittee members during 

1972-76, eight never attended a single hearing on any of the White House 

staff items. Eight others attended in only one of the years but not for 

all the items under review. Table 7.6 gives the figures for frequency 

distribution.

TABLE 7.6

House Subcommittee on Appropriations
Attendance and Participation at Hearings 1972.-J76
Frequency Distribution (selected items)

Number of Years
Attended 0 1 2 3 4 5

Number of Congress
men Attending 8 8

Number of Years 
Participated

Number of Congress
man Participating 10 6

Source: House Hearings FY 1973-77
Committee on Appropriations
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Only one man, Chairman Tom Steed (D-Tex.), attended the Subcommittee 

hearings in each of the years, although even he was not present at every 

consideration of every item. His attendance record, expressed as a per

centage, was 82%. Table 7.7 gives the full details for each Subcommittee

member.

TABLE 7.7

House Subcommittee on Appropriations
Cumulative Attendance and Participation at Hearings 1972-76 

(selected items)

Name

Steed
Addabbo
Roybal
Stokes
Bevill
Shipley
Slack
Sikes
Boland
Flynt
Patten
Long
Robison
Edwards
Riegle
Myers
Miller
Veysey
Young
McEwen
Armstrong

Position

Chairman
Ranking D.a
Democrat
Democrat
Democrat
Democrat
Democrat
Democrat
Democrat
Democrat
Democrat
Democrat
Ranking R.
Republican
Republican
Republican
Ranking R.
Republican
Republican
Republican
Republican

Attended %

14/17
6/17
5/17
0/9
4/9
0/4
0/4
0/8
0/8
0/8
3/8
1 /8
7/9
0/5
0/5
2/5
9/12
1/4
1/4
2/8
1/8

82
35
29
0
44
0
0
0
0
0
38
13
78
0
0
40
75
25
25
25
13

a Ranking Democrat
b Ranking Republican

Source: House Hearings FY 1973-77
Committee on Appropriations

Participated %

14/17
6/17
5/17
0/9
2/9
0/4
0/4
0/8
0/8
0/8
2/8
1/8
7/9
0/5
0/5
1/5
9/12
0/4
1/4
2/8
0/8

82
35
29
0

22
0
0
0
0
0
25
13
78

0
0

20
75

0
25
25
0

„„UK. the Sen..., the r«,Ki„B .Inertty ...bet. had .„oh better

record,. Co„Br...... Robi.e. » - « • )  -  » ' ■ «  <- ° * “ »  h*d

,81 end 75% reepeetlve». » 1 «  ~  d™ d IiiUr“

or over 50%. there ..re = . « . « 1  «her * * » « ■ “ “  ” d" d *
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insignificant. The ranking Democrat, for example, attended 35% of White 

House staff items. Several others had figures around 25% and one reached 

a 38% level. Four of these were Democrats and one was a Republican.

Participation by House Subcommittee members tended to match their attend

ance. Even so, no less than ten members never participated in any hearing 

on the staff; while six others participated in only one year, although

not on every item under consideration. (See Tabl^Li) . Only the Chairman

could claim a good record in this respect with a percentage figure of 82%. 

The two ranking minority members again had respectable figures of 78% and 

75% respectively. No other members of either party could record a per

centage of over 30%. The bulk of the hearings were thus in practice 

conducted by a small nucleus of two members.

As to the degree of coverage given by the Subcommittee to White House 

staff items, three major points emerge. Firstly, the National Security 
Council and Domestic Council staff were subject to considerably more 

scrutiny than The White House Office and Special Projects staff. Further

more, hearings on the two former staff items concentrated on their 

structure and operation to a far greater extent than did those on the 

two latter. Secondly, Watergate had a noticeably greater impact on the 

House than on the Senate. The hearing in 1974 on The White House Office 

was the longest ever in its thirty-five years existence, and elicited a 

wider range of relevant material from the Administration than ever before. 

Thirdly, there was a marked drop in interest in the post-Watergate period 
affecting all staff items, most notably The White House Office itself. By 

1976 the spirit of comity had made a forceful recovery.

These three points are confirmed by Table which gives details of the

quantitative degree of coverage at hearings on the five major items of
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the White House staff.

TABLE 7.8

House Subcommittee on Appropriations
Quantitative Degree of Coverage at Hearings 1972-76 
— ---- --------  ~ (selected items)

Selected
Years
1972
1974
1976

Number of Pages Covered by aHearings

WHO NSC DC EF/UN SpP

5 15 19 2 4
27 23 22 5 N/A
8 12 18 2 N/A

TOTAL
45
77
40

figures do not include material printed for the record.

Source: House Hearings FY 1973-77
Committee on Appropriations

The marked increase in interest in The White House Office itself between 

1972 (5 pages) and 1974 (27 pages) was equally matched by the subsequent 

drop in 1976 (8 pages). Figures for the NSC and Domestic Council showed 

a similar, if less pronounced, trend. The overall picture is borne out by 

reference to attendance and participation levels, with figures computed 

from Table 7.1. Taking The White House Office alone, the level of attend

ance by Subcommittee members (as a percentage of the maximum possible) 

was 44% in 1972, rising to 45% in 1974, after which it dropped sharply to 

only 9% in 1976. Figures for participation showed a similar pattern: 

from 34% in 1972, to 36% in 1974, to only 9% in 1976. Taking the items 

Special Projects and the Emergency Fund/Unanticipated Needs together, 

attendance levels moved steadily downwards: from 33% to 27% to 18% in the

years in question. The National Security Council and the Domestic Council

recorded equal attendance and participation levels in 1972 and 1974, which

ocqf But by 1976 both had fallen back: the NSC showed a rise from 33% to 36%. Bur oy

to a 27% level for both; the Domestic Council to 18%.
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ANALYSIS OF WITNESSES AT HEARINGS 1969-76

General notions of the accountability of the White House staff are in

separable from a consideration of exactly whom are being held to account.

No President has ever defended his budget for the staff in person. Each 

year officials from his Administration have appeared on his behalf. In 

these circumstances an analysis of which persons appeared before the con

gressional appropriations subcommittees of both houses to request and 

justify staff funds is therefore directly relevant to this study. The aim 

of such an analysis is straightforward: to discover whether or not the 

House and Senate subcommittees questioned those best able to account for 

the organization of the White House staff and its use of funds.

SENATE
The analysis of witnesses appearing at hearings before the Senate Sub

committee can best be undertaken in the context of comparing the Nixon 

Presidency (1969-74) with the Ford Presidency (1975-76). During the Nixon 

Administration only officials from the Bureau of the Budget (later OMB) 

represented The White House Office in each year. This was also the case 

for the Domestic Council, the Emergency Fund, and the Special Projects 

fund. The NSC alone provided a witness from its own staff to justify its 

111budgetary requests.

Table 7,9 gives a detailed breakdown of the witnesses appearing for each 

item in the period 1969-76.
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TABLE 7.9
Senate Subcommittee on Appropriations
Principal Witness at Hearings 1969-76 (selected items)

Date WHO NSC DC EF/UN SpP

1969 Dep Dir St Sec N/A Dep Dir Dep Dir
BoB NSC BoB BoB

1970 Dep Dira St Ass*5 N/A bDir _ _. a Dep Dir
BoB NSC BoB BoB

1971 Dep Dir St Sec Dir Dep Dir Dep Dir
0MB NSC 0MB OMB OMB

1972 Dep Dir St Sec Dep Dir Dep Dir Dep Dir
0MB NSC 0MB OMB OMB

1973 Dir St Sec Dir bDir Dir
0MB NSC 0MB OMB OMB

1974 Dir St Sec Dir Dir N/A
0MB NSC 0MB OMB

1975 Dir St Sec Ex Dir Dir N/A
0MB/WH0C NSC DC OMB

1976 Dir St Sec Ex Dir Dir N/A
0MB/WH0C NSC DC OMB

a Acting
b Written statement instead of personal appearance

c Staff Secretary in a subsidiary capacity

Explanatory Note
Dir Director
Dep Dir Deputy Director
St Sec Staff Secretary
St Ass Staff Assistant
Ex Dir Executive Director

Source: Senate Hearings FY 1970-77
Committee on Appropriations
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Taking The White House Office first, not once during the Nixon Adminis
tration did a member of the staff itself appear before the Senate Sub

committee to justify the budgets requests for that item. The principal 

witness was either 0MB's Deputy Director or, in later years, its Director. 

But the inappropriateness of having OMB called upon to justify The White 

House Office budget was clearly evident as early as 1972 when the OMB 

Deputy Director openly acknowledged that OMB did not prepare the White 
House Office budget. Neither did OMB control its disbursement. Both - at 

that time - were personally dealt with by the Chief of Staff 

H.R. Haldeman.112 A similar arrangement governed the Domestic Council 

staff budget. This too was officially justified by OMB despite real res

ponsibility for its preparation lying elsewhere.113 Administrative and 

political jurisdiction over the Emergency Fund/Unanticipated Needs item 

and the Special Projects fund was likewise vested in the West Wing and not 

with OMB. But it was OMB which nevertheless justified them both before the 

Subcommittee during the entire eight-year period. OMB continued to pro

vide the principal witnesses in 1975-76.

The only exception to this pattern was furnished by the hearings on the 

National Security Council. The Senate Subcommittee always had before it 

a member of the NSC staff itself, usually its Staff Secretary. Conse

quently such a person was certainly in a much better position to explain 

and justify the NSC's budgetary requests than were the OMB officials in 

explaining the WHO budget. Moreover, the Staff Secretary could discuss 

in depth the organization and decision-making structure of the NSC staff 

(for example, in the 1975 hearing) in a way that no member of OMB was ever 

able to do with other parts of the White House staff. As a result, NSC 

appropriations were always treated respectfully by the Subcommittee although, 

as the Subcommittee's Staff Director made clear to this writer, the in

fluence of personality should not he discounted. Dr. Kissinger, for example,
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became a much trusted figure on the Senate side of Capitol Hill and this 

sense of trust strongly underlay the Senate’s attitude towards NSC appro- 

114priations.

The changeover from Nixon to Ford in 1974 was undoubtedly a watershed 

although there had been signs the previous year that the Administration was 

beginning to upgrade the status of its representation before the Subcom

mittee on some White House staff items. From 1973, for example, the OMB 

Director himself 'led' for the Administration, in place of the Deputy 

Director as formerly. Watergate had enforced this upgrading, and once made, 

it could not be reversed in the post-Watergate period. Yet this by no means 

guaranteed that a more senior OMB witness had greater knowledge of the sub

ject matter.115 Neither did it guarantee that the Subcommittee would be 

able to extract such greater knowledge. The quality of Subcommittee cross- 

examination depended not only on the Chairman's inclination but also his 

ability. in this respect the Senate Subcommittee was badly served. Senator 

Montoya 'enjoyed' a signally poor reputation as a committee questioner. It 

was said of him that he listened only to his own questions, never to the 

witnesses' replies.116 Throughout the period of his chairmanship the 

standard of cross-examination on White House staff items was very weak. The 

other important upgradings were the appearance of the Executive Director 

of the Domestic Council (who himself was technically on the payroll of The 

White House Office) in place of OMB witnessesf16fnd the equally unprece

dented appearance of a 'real' member of The White House Office staff 

(albeit a middle-ranking rather than a senior member, who only acted in a 

subsidiary capacity to OMB) at the hearing on The White House Office.

HOUSE
The House Appropriations Subcommittee had a better record than its Senate

the extent that it more often had available witnesses relevantcounterpart to
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to the item under discussion. For example, in the years 1972-76, budgetary 

requests for the Domestic Council were presented by a member of the Domestic 

Council staff itself rather than by an official from OMB. Table 7.10 pro

vides the full listing of witnesses for the period 1972-76.

TABLE 7-10
House Subcommittees on Appropriations
Principal Witness at Hearings 1972-76 (selected items)

Date WHO NSC DC EF/UN SpP

1972 Dep Dir 
OMB

St Sec 
NSC

Dep Dir 
DC

Dep Dir 
OMB

Dep Dir 
OMB

1973 Dir St Sec Dep Dir Gen Coun Dir
OMB NSC DC OMB OMB

1974 Dir St Sec Ex Dir Gen Coun N/A
OMB NSC DC OMB

1975 Dir
OMB/WHO

St Sec 
NSC

Ex Dir 
DC

Dir
OMB/WHO

N/A

1976 St Sec*3 St Sec Ex Dir Ass Dir N/A
WH0/0MBC NSC DC OMB

a Staff Secretary in a subsidiary capacity

b Staff Secretary and Secretary of the Cabinet (combined post)

c Career Professional personnel in a subsidiary capacity

Explanatory Note
Dir Director
DeD Dir Deputy Director
Ass Dir Assistant to the Director for Administration
Ex Dir Executive Director
Gen Coun General Counsel

Source: House Hearings FY 1973-77
Committee on Appropriations

During the Nixon Administration, budgetary requests for The White House 

Office were presented by officials from OMB led by the Deputy Director or, 

from 1973 onwards, the Director himself. However, in 1975, for the first
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time , members of The White House Office staff were present, accompanying 

the OMB Director. This was followed in 1976 by an even greater change. 

For the first time in the history of the White House staff the principal 
witness at the appropriations hearing was a member of the senior commis

sioned White House staff: in this case the Secretary to the Cabinet and 

Staff Secretary (a combined position). Junior OMB officials were in 

attendance. This departure from established practice owed to the per

ceptive care that President Ford, himself a former member of the House,

 ̂ 117took in relations with that body.

As regards other staff items, all the NSC’s witnesses were drawn from the 

NSC staff itself throughout this period. Another similarity with Senate 

practice was that the fund for Special Projects was always handled by OMB. 

Moreover, OMB officials also justified budgetary requests for the Emergency 

Fund/Unanticipated Needs item (although they were accompanied by White 

House Office staff members in 1975). But representation of the Domestic 

Council followed a different pattern. Apart from the hearing held in 1971, 

the Domestic Council was consistently represented before the House Sub

committee by a senior member of its staff. From 1972 73

„.p„ty Director .»0 fro. 1974-76 its Executive Director. 1974 -arked the 

significant breakthrough. It had not hitherto been consider«! necessary 

or desirable by the Ad.ini.tr.tlon for a senior staff ...her to appear. 

Prior to 1974 it .as thought preferable that, a. the Executive Director

the Do-estic Council ... 1 - .  • — “ r Th* ’hIt* "“ **

Office staff, hi. appearance -igh« Jeopardize presidential cl.i.s of

executive privilege. But that position proved »possible to hold a. 

„at.rg.te approached it. cli.ax in 1974. By 1976 this had been reject«! 

in favour of a -or. open approach, although the Ford Ad.inl.tr.tion re

served its right to invoke executive privilege over any natter that 

related to the Director-, role a. . . « 1 «  °< *»«

Office staff.
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CONCLUSION
In the years 1969-76 the operation of a vicious circle devalued the 

accountability of the White House staff to Congress at hearings before 

the appropriations subcommittees of both houses. The ingredients of 

this vicious circle were as follows: few subcommittee members bothered 

to attend hearings on the White House staff; even fewer bothered to 

participate at those hearings; and finally, for most of the time, neither 

subcommittee called to account those actually responsible for the staff 

funds being requested. As a result, interest in, and knowledge of, the 

staff was kept to a very low level.

POSTSCRIPT

While the conclusions reached above are valid we can appreciate, with hind
sight, the extent to which the subsequent years 1977-1981 produced any real 
change in this position.

On the evidence of House hearings during the Carter Presidency the familia* 
pattern was maintained. Hearings in FY 1980 on White House staff items, 
for example, show that the burden of work fell on the Chairman Tom Steed 
ranking Republican member, and one other Democrat. The improving calibre 
: r Í . l .  witnesses „.i.t.ined its previously detected .««»«” • 
at the hearing on The White House Office, and with Stuart Eizenstadt s 
appearance (as Assistant to the President for Domestic Affairs “^Policy} 
at the hearing on the Domestic Policy Staff. With Democrats in control in 
the White House and in Congress no arguments about executive privilege 
arose However, the President's Assistant for National Security Affai s
did not follow this precedent ^ t r Ü t l ^ n o Í  policy
“  “  r* ' Z : r S . “ d L ? H » í . »  S i  ~ ~  «  -or. Republican
members of Congress attended the hearings (out-numbering the sole Democrat
hv 2-1 or 3-1) While the Administration reverted to being represented by by 2.1 or 3.1), w n n e  l , Dersons m  FY 1982 hearings, for example,

"  £ £ '1 X 1 : ^ ^ ■s.sirsjsss
witnesses sent to represent the Office of Administration. One welcome 
witness of a minor kind, that seems to have taken root at last
improvement, albeit of » lon chart for The white House Office. These
is the provision 1 9 8 2  hearings. This has at least
r a b l e d ^ e m b L f  to gauge something of the outline structure of a President's 
n S ’i T S  they have not 1..,. (and -o.tly h.v. no.) .noulr.d any 
further.

such £  appropriations process
r ~ T o  ^ c k h:vCernCbut it cannot be described as either comprehensive 
or effective.
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the power or oversight

The oversight power is strongly rooted in the Constitution although it may 

be called an implied power.118 It has also been strongly advocated through

out the history of the Republic, perhaps not much more so than by Woodrow 

Wilson. He argued that the country "must be helpless to learn how it is 

being served" unless Congress have "and use every means of acquainting 

itself with the acts and disposition of the administrative agents of the 

government."119 Quite as important as legislation, argued Wilson, was

vigilant oversight of administration. Indeed "the informing function of

Congress should be preferred even to its legislative function» I20

Yet Congress has never exercised its power of oversight in relation to the 

White House staff as a complete entity. The "exceptions" only prove the 

rule. The Jackson Subcommittee hearings in the 1960s on the National 

Security Council121 were possible because the NSC was established by con

gressional, not presidential, enactment. The Watergate-related Senate 

and House committee investigations in 1973 and 1974 were established

principally to uncover criminal wrongdoing.122 The GAO reports on The 
^ 123
White House Office in 1974 and 1976 were similarly motivated.

We are left with only one example of the congressional oversight power in 

action which deserves special attention: the work undertaken by congress

man Morris K. Udall for a House committee in the spring of 1972.

THE UDALL REPORT
7.. HHall »«port ... commissioned on 16,h ».not, 1972 by «h. »on.. Commi,«., 

on Pos, Of l i e  a»» Civil Servie. On «».« d„<. ,». Chairman o, ,»• Com

mi,«... Congressman Thadd.n, J. Dels»! (»-»*■>• “ K<d 6“  'e11”

Democratic member Morris K. Ud.ll <D-Ari«.) (.ho had been «h. moving force 

».bind ,h. idea) «. snp.rvis. «he compila««., of . report on «h. Office of
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Management and Budget and the Executive Office of the President, 

resulting Report was published the following month, on 24th April, and was

formally entitled A Report on the Growth of the Executive Office_of_the 
124President 1955-1973.

126

In authorizing this report the Chairman instructed Udall to "keep it free of 

partisan bias".125 Indeed it was non-partisan in the sense that it was 

essentially a compilation of facts, figures, charts and graphs describing 

the growth of the EOP since 1955, which the Committee took as its base year. 

While only briefly dealing with the history of the EOP since its establish

ment in 1939, the Report concentrated more closely and in more detail on the 

budget for the White House in the 1970s. Thus underpinning the veneer of non- 

partisanship lay the fact that the Nixon Administration was subjected to

closer scrutiny.

The Nixon Administration did at least emerge with one distinct 'plus' from 

the main points of the Re£ort. It was commended for having introduced an 

important change in its FY 1971 Budget.127 This change sought to reflect 

more accurately the actual numbers of personnel working in The White House 

Office and affiliated offices. Other major points raised included the 

growth rate of the EOP; the proliferation of different White House staff 

units; the growing functionalisation of the staff; the growth of ungraded 

personnel; the possible duplication of work by the staff and the Cabinet 

departments; and the general inadequacy of information on the staff. We 

will deal with each of these points in turn.

On the question of the growth rate of the EOP, the Reeort broke down the 

period 1955-1972 into three sections. Crude growth rates for 1955-1965

12»; those lor 1985-1970 ..re l o o  12*1 —  I ™  1970-1972 the light,

„o.blod to 2 « .  T h u s , th. S 3 S * .  eonclhl.8. < «  »' ' *
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substantially increased, such that over half the increase in the size of the 

EOP had taken place in only the previous three years. A compari

then made with the comparative rates of growth of Cabinet departments over 

a similar period. This showed that since 1971 the EOP had risen in cost at 

over twice the rate of the Legislative branch and nearly five times that of 

the Cabinet departments.129 Indeed, although civilian employment in the 

Executive branch as a whole had been subject to a cut-back since 1971 of 

0.2%, employment in the EOP had risen by a staggering 25% during the same 

time.130 The conclusion reached was that the growth of the EOP far out

stripped whatever growth was in order merely to maintain its position rela-
u 131tive to the rest of the Executive branch.

132
The Report remarked more than once on what it termed "satellite offices"

which surrounded The White House Office. It specifically pointed out that
133

since 1970 no less than "nine new satellite offices have been created", 

many of whose functions previously had been performed by White House assis

tants. One example given was the Domestic Council. This was a perfectly 

valid point, although it betrayed a certain naivety in the implicit assumption 

that all members of the White House staff had always been carried on the 

official payroll of The White House Office. Coupled with this observation, 

however, was the more mature conclusion that there was a progressive "bureau

cratization of function".134 Both the National Security Council and the 

Domestic Council were cited in this connexion. In the latter case the 

Report was adamant: "Clearly the Domestic Council performs the same function 

as White House staff formerly did."135 The inclusion of the NSC, which "has 

to be considered as part of the President’s staff," was based on the "close

relationship between Dr. Henry Kissinger and the President."136 By contrast,
137j Policv named as another example, was notthe Office of Telecommunications Policy, nameu

perceived as part of the White House staff.
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The one aspect of the White House staff that was singled out for greatest 

attention was the use of so-called "Ungraded Personnel". Pointing out 

that presidential discretion in the use of ungraded personnel had histori

cally been conferred only with regard to the housekeeping functions of the 

Executive Residence, the Report stated that the Nixon Administration had 

made "a basic policy change in the use of this authority". It continued:

"Now many high-level policy employees are being employed without regard to

civil service regulations".139 A more precise account of the work of these
140

ungraded personnel, which were estimated as numbering in the hundreds,

was not possible because further information was not available. This latter

point was a familiar theme throughout.

It should not be surprising that consideration was given to the possible 

duplication of work among all these staff entities. The Report argued ( 

rather, pointed out) that it was illogical to have large increases in the 

executive personnel of both the regular departments and the EOF "since 

they are fundamentally performing the same tasks".141 Possibly, it was 

reasoned, the use of ungraded personnel was a way of duplicating work 

without it being as noticeable as with normally graded personnel. In 

consequence, the Report suggested that a reduction in the numbers of execu

tive-level personnel in Cabinet departments might be appropriate if their 

functions were now being performed by White House staff of one kind or

another.142

Th. reader ... left in no doubt .bat . H  «»■“ "<!= « • "

information .ith .bich the ap.ci.l -tudy commit... had been provided, and 

«... .uch information bad b... inade,u.«e. Tb. provided a aur.ey

of tb. aouroe. of information available and referred to c.rr.eponde.c. 

.hicb 1. had instigated .itb v.riou. Government Agencl... including OUB. 

This had been very unsatisfactory:
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"None of the data was entirely 
responsive to the requests made 
in those letters and the general 
tenor of the responses was that 
the information was either un
available or had not been col
lected. In effect, there was an 
insufficient response to the 
requests for personnel information.

„143

It had obviously been even worse than that. When the Committee had in

quired about personnel in Special Projects and the Council on International
144 NeitherEconomic Policy, the Director of OMB "would not supply it’ 

had the Chairman of the Civil Service Commission been able to provide the
, 145Committee with much help.

The Committee noted that there was no information available "as to the 

function or structure of the President's staff” ,146 and stated categori

cally that more information was needed "to enable the Congress to consider 

objectively the staffing needs of the executive departments and agencies ^  

on the one hand and the executive offices of the President on the other".147 

in particular, Congress should be provided with detailed "classification 

and function information"148 on the "satellite offices".

The question of being Kept better informed lay at the heart of the Re^ortls 

somewhat tentative conclusions. The most substantial feature which caused 

concern was undoubtedly that of "the functions being performed by the 

variety of ungraded and highly paid personnel"149 in the White House, des

pite the President’s arguments justifying the establishment of both the 

Domestic Council and OMB in 1970 which were officially grounded in the 

need to halt the growth of the President’s personal staff.150 It was 

clear, the R e ^ t  asserted, that this hope had not been borne out by the 

facts The Director of the Domestic Council, for example, was clearly 

considered a member of the White House staff.151 The worK of the Council,
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moreover, had equally clearly resulted in further centralisation, based 

on the White House, and a resultant decline in the authority of those 

not so directly connected to the White House.152 This development the 

Report thus juxtaposed with the original Executive Order issued by 

Roosevelt in 1939. This had made it clear that the newly-created adminis

trative assistants were not to be interposed between the President and the
153

head of any department or agency.

These highly important questions were not followed up by the Re£ort itself, 

restricted as it was to "non-partisanship” . But the need to put forward a 

political analysis to match the Refior^s bare facts and figures was 

imperative.

THE UDALL LETTER
If the Committee Report was non-partisan, its principal sponsor was most 

definitely not. Discussion of the Udall ReE°rt would be incomplete without 

touching on his accompanying Letter. The findings of the study on the EOF 

that he had supervised were so troubling (despite his description of them 

as "politically neutral"154) that he felt bound to make "some personal 

comment concerning their far-reaching consequences 155

Although Ud.ll conceded th.t de.pl«. every Pr.eid.n«'. Intention to cut

h.ck the Whit. »on.. staff »on. h.d he.» .hi. «o do eo, he ergu.d th.t

,1th the inauguration of Pr.eid.nt »1».» 1» 1 9 «  unprecedented

in the history of the Presidency b e g »  to happen". He went on: "The 

addition of Quit, .udd.nly and without apparent rea.on .«rocketed

, n mi+a" 156 with the result that the now hugebeyond all previously known limits , with tn
_ in hia oves "this country's equivalent ofWhite House staff had become, in his eye ,

.... 157a Palace Guard .



571

Udall gave six reasons why he thought Nixon had produced what he termed

bad econ om ics , bad management, and bad government. F ir s t ly  h is  EOP

staff had risen by a quarter between 1970 and 1973. Secondly, Nixon 

had created nine new satellite offices in the EOP since 1969. Thirdly, 

the NSC staff under Kissinger, increased by half, had become part of the 

President's personal staff. Fourthly, the use of ungraded positions had 

been abused in order to hide the employment of new "anonymous high-level 

policy makers".158 Fifthly, Nixon had introduced a new layer of White 

House bureaucracy and a lot of fancy staff titles to match. Sixthly, the 

of increase in the size of the EOP under Nixon had soared.

From these six factors Udall deduced his principal argument: namely, 

that they combined to threaten the very processes of government. Thus

"The personal staff of Richard 
Nixon, with its overwhelming 
size, shadowy functions and 
obvious influence has under
mined the traditional decision 
making rules of our government. 
Not only has this affected the 
powers of Congress but it has 
unquestionably eroded the res
ponsibilities of the Cabinet and 
the stabilizing controls of the 
Civil Service. The checks and 
balances mechanisms are thrown 
out of kilter".

li.t.d five particular and immediate danger. «»at came to -iud. Fire, 

among the.. -  the abu.e of .r.cutiv. privilege, « «„ions ..re „o lon

ger » d .  by Cabinet — -era, claimed Mall. " V *  «he., anon,..«. - «  -*«"■- 

i„g enormous public power claim tc be immune from «.y public accountability 

for their action.".160 This be regarded a. .be prime danger above all 

other.. After that cam. «he 1 » .  of power by the Cabinet. Mo.t .« the 

Cabinet officer., ..id Cd.ll, no longer bad any regular and effective —  

„  ,b. Pre.id.nt. They bad to deal with .fff underling, i-tead. "*»•*
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Udall gave six reasons why he thought Nixon had produced what he termed 

bad economics, bad management, and bad government. Firstly his EOP 

staff had risen by a quarter between 1970 and 1973. Secondly, Nixon 

had created nine new satellite offices in the EOP since 1969. Thirdly, 

the NSC staff under Kissinger, increased by half, had become part of the 

President’s personal staff. Fourthly, the use of ungraded positions had 

been abused in order to hide the employment of new "anonymous high-level 

policy makers".158 Fifthly, Nixon had introduced a new layer of White 

House bureaucracy and a lot of fancy staff titles to match. Sixthly, 

rate of increase in the size of the EOP under Nixon had soared.

From these six factors Udall deduced his principal argument: namely, 

that they combined to threaten the very processes of government. Thus:

"The personal staff of Richard 
Nixon, with its overwhelming 
size, shadowy functions and 
obvious influence has under
mined the traditional decision 
making rules of our government.
Not only has this affected the 
powers of Congress but it has 
unquestionably eroded the res
ponsibilities of the Cabinet and 
the stabilizing controls of the 
Civil Service. The checks and 
balances mechanisms are thrown 
out of kilter".15

Udall listed five particular and immediate dangers that came to mind. First 

among these was the abuse of executive privilege. Decisions were no lon

ger made by Cabinet members, claimed Udall, "yet these anonymous men wield

ing enormous public power claim to be immune from any public accountability 

for their actions".160 This he regarded as the prime danger above all 

others. After that came the loss of power by the Cabinet. Most of the 

Cabinet officers, said Udall. no longer had any regular and effective access 

to the President. They had to deal with staff underlings instead. "Most
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major policy formulation is now made by a kind of medieval court where 

the king's favourites struggle for power".161 The third danger related 

to the loss of power by Congress over the allocation of money, which sub

verted legitimate constitutional rights of appropriation. The fourth 

danger was the threat these developments posed to the Civil Service, with 

special regard to the Foreign Service and the rise of the NSC staff. 

Finally, the last substantial danger was simply that of too many high- 

level executive personnel. Functions that in the past had been performed 

by a small White House staff were now incorporated in new large staff 

entities like the Domestic Council or the Office of Telecommunications 

Policy (which raised special questions of possible Government censorship). 

If there was to be a large White House staff then where was the justifi

cation for the equally large increases in personnel in the departments and

OMB?

lbov. .11, M o m s  Ud.ll ... d..Ply <a.td«.d -, th. 1.0« of ln«on»«l» on
.hi, vital nro. of national govern«... HI. Interest p.rtleul.rl,

dr.» to the pro«,,., of n.ci.ion-.rting .hich he Id.ntifl.d a

"There is absolutely nothing 
available in public records 
which answer these questions, 
•phere is no information indi
cating how the President's 
courtiers function. Do staff 
loyalists have specific agency 
and program assignments or can 
they freelance - that is, meddle 
in any matter in which they arbi
trarily feel they have some 
expertise?"162

These

When,

were questions to which Congress s 

two years later during a debate on

imply did not know the answers 

the House floor, Udall again re-

ferred to .».• 1 « «  Information h. r.c.ll.d th.t ".hen 1 - d .  «... 

..„d,. John Ehrlichman „onld ... «11 «



573

that at the White House Congress was considered a bunch of clowns not

..I6 3entitled to this information.

As to remedies, Morris Udall advocated the restitution and reconditioning 

of existing constitutional machinery. First and foremost was the role of 

the appropriations committees. It should be their duty, he argued, to 

demand information and put a stop to any possible squandering of money or 

personnel.164 Failing that, he speculated that amendments should be 

introduced to the annual appropriation bill for the EOP limiting the 

amount of staff a President may employ and the upper rate at which they 

may be paid. As a corollary he recommended that Congress supervise more 

closely the employee requirements of the EOP - and acquire a complete 

list of all the ungraded positions, especially in the White House.

His final recommendation deserves special mention. This called for a 

complete and thorough congressional investigation of staffing in the White 

House and EOP ("what they do and how they do it"), to be undertaken by the 

House Committee on Post Office and Civil Service by means of full public 

hearings.165 It deserves special mention simply because Congress has 

never held such an investigation nor has such an one been instigated in 

the years since the Udall Report was published.

CONCLUSION
At best, the Udall Report remains only a partial precedent for congres

sional use of the oversight power. We have seen that the Refiort itself 

provided only crude figures on staff growth which in themselves were neces

sarily incomplete because precise and full information on this subject did 

not exist or was not made available to the Committee. Udall-s accompany

ing Letter provided an anlysis to match the figures. He succeeded in identi- 

of the major characteristics of the White House staff and how theyfying some
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had developed. In the aftermath of his efforts two questions come princi

pally to mind: What were the effects of his work? And what more could 

be done?

The immediate practical effects were surprisingly few. Udall’s inter

pretation of the importance of ungraded personnel both reflected previously 

articulated congressional concern^^ and sparked off further congressional 

interest.107 His other remedies were only gradually taken up. He himself 

sponsored an amendment to the 1972 appropriations bill covering The White 

House Office which called for an overall ceiling of 1,647 employees in the 

President's EOP.168 This action foreshadowed later attempts to pass 

authorization legislation. Other of his suggested remedies were either 

tried with limited success or not at all. For example, the appropri

ations subcommittees have not yet succeeded in extracting full and regular 

disclosure of fundamental facts and figures about the White House staff.

Udall's final recommendation that there should be a thorough congressional 

investigation of the White House staff only emphasizes what more there is 

that could be done by Congress to make the staff more accountable. Udall 

himself was particularly interested in how the staff was organized and how 

it operated in a day-to-day manner. But no such investigation has ever 

been undertaken. On the other hand, the potential benefits from a proper 

use of the oversight power were nowhere better illustrated than in the 

Senate Watergate Committee hearings in 1973 and the House Judiciary Com

mittee hearings in 1974. The potential for discovering how the staff was 

organized and how it operated proved considerable.

This was exemplified particularly well in the Judiciary Committee's exami

nation of Alexander Butterfield, a Deputy Assistant to the President on 

Nixon's White House staff.170 During the course of his testimony, which



575 -

extended to well over one hundred pages in printed form, the Committee 

(indeed everyone) learned for the first time a tremendous amount of 

essential detail about the workings of the Nixon staff. Butterfield 

talked, and was questioned at length, about his position and responsi

bilities on the Nixon staff; its organization and the chain of command 

in the White House; the daily routine of the Nixon Presidency in all its 

varied aspects; the President's procedures for decision-making and his 

working methods; the relationship between the President and his senior 

staff, and their relationship to each other; even about the physical lay

out of the West Wing and any significance thereof. In short, Butterfield 

provided an invaluable guide to the Nixon White House staff which trans

cended Watergate. Despite its impeachment setting, such testimony stands 

as the kind of congressional oversight investigation into the White House 

staff that Congress could very well have undertaken long before. Moreover 

had such information been known earlier, Congress may have been able to 

act earlier to prevent abuses of power.

In conclusion, the congressional power of oversight has not yet been put 

to proper use. The Udall Report testifies more to congressional inade

quacy than ability in this respect. Certainly its practical effect was 

in the short-term almost non-existent. Udall himself, however, was under 

no illusions. In conversation with this writer he once expressed the 

opinion that the growth in staff was checked less by his Re£2£i °r 

other tangible action than by "the decrease of thinking about the President 

„ 171as a monarch . Proper use of the oversight power could have accele

rated that process.
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THE POWER OF LEGISLATION

We now turn to consider the congressional power of legislation. For 

thirty-five years after the White House staff had been originally created 

no-one considered that the congressional power of legislation had any 

part to play in that staff's development. Yet the necessity for using 

this power in some form was eventually forced upon Congress, towards the 

end of the Nixon Administration. Legislation properly to authorize the 

White House staff was first introduced in 1974. This section examines 

and analyses its subsequent progress in the years 1974-78. The story of 

authorization legislation (particularly in 1974-75) provides the most 

fascinating study of congressional attempts to make the White House staff 

more accountable.

The need for authorization became evident after the discovery in 1973 of 

a loophole in the law through which the White House staff had somehow 

been allowed to slip. White House staff appropriations were found to be 

technically illegal. For years no-one had noticed. The congressional 

appropriations subcommittees certainly had no idea that this was the case, 

despite their being that part of the legislature most responsible for 

holding the White House staff regularly accountable to Congress. Succes

sive administrations were also ignorant. Thus their mutual ignorance was 

mutually reinforcing172 - until the beginning of Nixon's second term. 

During debate on the House floor in the summer of 1973 points of order 

were raised against the Treasury, Postal Service and General Government 

Appropriations Bill FY 1974 (which included all funds for the White House 

staff) on the grounds that certain items for which appropriations were 

being made had not been properly authorized by law. It was argued that

rules (designed to protect congressionalthis contravened House



authorizing committees). House Rule XXI Clause 2 states clearly. No 

appropriation shall be reported in any general appropriation bill, or be 

in order as an amendment thereto, for any expenditure not previously 

authorized by law".173 The Rule also states that the burden of proving 

the authorization for language carried in an appropriation bill falls on 

the proponents and managers of the bill. Tom Steed, Chairman of the 

relevant House appropriations subcommittee, could not so prove, and was 

thus obliged to concede the points of order. Funds for the White House 

staff were then struck from the bill. Although another way was found to 

provide the funds eventually,174 it was evidently not a satisfactory way 

of conducting business. The only realistic answer was to introduce legis

lation to close this loophole, clear up this anomaly, and return to the 

proper appropriations process.

Although originally introduced for purely 'technical' reasons, authori

zation legislation could not escape becoming invested with a political 

significance that its original proponents had not intended. It became 

embroiled in arguments not only about the rule of comity but also about 

the wider relationship between Executive and Legislature. Central to the 

debate were several important questions. How far should Congress go in 

making the President accountable for the structure and organization of 

his White House staff? Should authorization legislation be used as a vehi

cle for placing restrictions on the President's employment of White House 

staff? Should Congress legislate staffing levels at all? The debate on 

such questions was complicated by a division of opinion, and procedures, 

between House and Senate. Moreover the legislation itself was affected by 

the removal of President Nixon, his replacement by President Ford, and the 

election of President Carter. All these factors combined to upgrade the 

political significance of the legislation as the debate progressed.
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Despite the technicality that prompted authorization legislation it is 

difficult to escape the argument that its very discovery owed to the 

political circumstances of the time. By the summer of 1973 Watergate 

was a major preoccupation. Debate was already underway about the ex- 

tent to which comity had been abused by the President. It cannot

be considered entirely a coincidence that this loophole was finally un

earthed and brought to congressional attention. Hitherto it had been 

unwittingly protected, not out of conspiratorial secrecy, but by a 

simple disinterest borne of comity’s traditional interpretation. Water

gate forced Congress to re-examine that interpretation. One fruit of 

this process was the discovery that proper authorization for the White

House staff did not exist.

AUTHORIZATION LEGISLATION 1974

Congressional involve«« .1th authorization legislation significantly 

did „ot originate fro. eongres.ion.l proposals, »hen the flr.t points 

of order against the appropriations for the »hit. House staff had been 

raised in 1973 To. Steed, Chatman of th. Hons, appropriation, subco-.itte. 

.ost concerned, had mitten to David Henderson, then Vic.-Ch.ir.an of the 

„on.. Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, pointing out that this 

loophole had been found to ezist.176 Nothing resulted fro. this letter.

The Co-1,... leadership at that , 1 -  considered it «rely a "househeeping" 

problem, neither a Major nor a controversial one, and con.egue.tly tooh no 

i-edi.t. action.177 According to th. Chief Cou.a.1 of the House Co-ittee, 

John H. Martiny, Steed then appealed to OMB to "co.e up »1th seething to 

rectify th. situation" 178 during consideration of the suppl.-antal 

Appropriation, Bill FV 197»• «  O ' «  “ '>• ™
finally c .  the follo.lng spring »hen Boy Ash, at that tl« OMB Director,
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sent a proposed bill to Congress on 29th April, 1974.

In an accompanying letter to the then President of the Senate, Gerald

Ford, Mr. Ash explained that this provided "an updated basic authori-
180

zation for staffing and funding White House and related activities", 

the basic structure of which had long remained unaltered. He added that 

nothing in such legislation would alter the normal appropriations process 

and urged prompt consideration of the bill and its passage into law. The 

draft bill was duly introduced by Henderson who agreed to sponsor it as

a courtesy.181

There is no need to examine the Administration’s draft bill in detail but 

it is worth excerpting its most pertinent passages. As a whole, it con

ferred upon the President the greatest freedom of manouevre. The draft 

bill covered presidential staff appointments, the use of consultants, use 

of the Emergency Fund, use of staff by the Vice President, and the travel

ling expenses of the President. Taking the first of these areas, the key

wording was as follows:

"The President is authorized, 
without regard to the pro
visions of law regulating 
the employment and compen
sation of persons in the
Government service, _to_ag-
point and to fix the com- 
pensation of such adminis
trative and staff assistants 
as he shall deem necessary 
in the White House Office."11“
(author's emphasis)

The intent was clear: the President was to be given absolute discretion 

in whom he appointed to his staff, how many there should be, and how much 

they should be paid. (This would be subject only to the limit of Executive 

Level II of the Federal Executive Salary Schedule, which in 1974 was

$42,500 p .a.).
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This discretion was extended to cover consultants. By means oi similar

wording to the above passage, the President was authorized to employ con-
183

sultants "at such per diem rates for individuals as he may specify"

(author's emphasis). Furthermore, "other personal services" and "the 

procurement of other goods and services"184 were equally to be without 

regard for the provisions of law that applied to the rest of the 

government. In this draft there was no reference to the upper limit of 

such per diem rates of pay. The language applied to the Emergency Fund 

was no less explicit. It authorized the appropriation of "such sums as 

may be necessary to enable the President.... to provide in his discretion 

for emergencies".185 The one restriction here was that the President 

was not empowered to use this Fund to finance any project that the Congress

had specifically not approved.

This draft represented the Administration's ideal. But by the time that 

the first proper bill (H.R. 14715) was introduced on 9th May by Congress

man Dulski, Chairman of the House Committee on Post Office and Civil 

Service, certain important inroads had already been made into the 'ideal' 

of absolute presidential discretion. The most significant new feature of 

H.R. 14715 was specific ceilings on personnel salary levels. Thus the 

President was authorized to appoint and fix the pay of "not more than 

thirty-five administrative and staff assistants in the White House 

Office",186 none of which were to be paid at more than Executive Level II. 

But by contrast no limit was placed on the procurement of the "temporary 

or intermittent services of experts and consultants"187 so long as they 

were not paid more than the daily equivalent of the Executive Level II
„t<3 H R 14715 paralleled the Administration’s salary. In other respects H.R. 1 4 pttI

188draft bill.
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The hearing on H.R. 14715 was dominated, not surprisingly, by the Water

gate affair, which by 23rd May 1974 was nearing its climax. One conse

quence was the extensive attention the House Committee paid to the 

estimated cost in both money and personnel of the President's Watergate 

defence.189 But the Committee was aware that this was essentially a 

subsidiary question and most of the hearing was devoted to the main subject 

at hand. Indeed, at that time, the Committee Chairman was extremely keen 

to get H.R. 14715 onto the statute book as quickly as possible - certainly 

by the time that the Executive Office Appropriation Bill FY 1975 was
t  i 190scheduled to reach the floor of the House in June or July.

192

The principal witness at the hearing was Roy Ash of OMB, representing the 

Nixon Administration. In his opening statement he welcomed the bill, which 

he called "a cooperative effort between committee staff and our staff", and 

claimed that "it provides nothing unique or new, but merely ratifies what 

has been the existing practice in recent years".191 In the course of his 

testimony he hammered away at two basic points. The first was that 

H.R. 14715 represented a step away from the "long history" of comity be

tween the branches of government. He personally felt that the status quo^ 

which had existed for "many, many earlier years" had worked "fairly well" 1 

although he understood completely why Congress felt that it had now to bring 

The White House Office into line with general practice. He indicated that 

OMB had spent some considerable time preparing this legislation "because we

are taking quite an unprecedented step by moving away from what has been a
193

practised comity between the branches to a more formalized process".

His second point was the crucial one. The number one priority should be 

that H.R. 14715 "does not become so rigid and so fixed that we have pre

cluded the President from doing the most effective job that he is charged 

with doing".194 This he regarded as the basis of the new comity that was
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going to replace the old. Concomitant with this flexibility, Ash felt,

was the need to avoid debating the subject on an annual basis. He hoped

the final legislation would be flexible enough to allow any refinements

necessary to be handled by the appropriations process and that the Congress
195

"would not feel that it was necessary to have each year a reconsideration 

of the underlying principles. He correctly sensed that to do otherwise 

would be to make the White House staff more effectively accountable to 

Congress.

Although Ash was accorded a respectful hearing when he argued that The 

White House Office was not subject to "precision of forecast or control 

as to personnel",196 the Committee was obviously keen to have better infor

mation at its disposal than in the past. This feeling was shared right 

across the political spectrum, from Congressman Gross (a traditional 

Republican) on the one hand,197 to Congressman Udall (a liberal Democrat) 

on the other.198 As a result, this hearing elicited certain unprecedented 

information, which included not only the names of middle and junior-ranking 

staff members,1"  but also a brief summary of the duties of WHO Staff 

Assistants (hitherto a completely anonymous group).200 Everyone present 

at the hearing was aware that the bill would reach the floor at a sensitive 

time (to the extent that it might even be considered "an early yardstick on 

congressional attitudes towards impeachment"201), and therefore all members 

of the Committee felt they must have the full facts and figures. In the 

words of one senior Republican, "we just can't afford not to be completely

Jtl 202 equipped .

But the Committee was far from united in any other respect. Reflected at 

the hearing was a recognisable division between those Committee members 

who were essentially sympathetic to the Administration's request for flexi-

The most curious feature of the latterbility, and those who were not.
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group was the ad hoc alliance between men of such traditionally different 

viewpoints as Gross and Udall. Two years earlier Morris Udall had spon

sored the only oversight investigation ever held into the Executive Office 

and he had been concerned "for a number of years about the increasing num
• .. 203 Hber of White House staff and the costs related to that explosion . 

was quick to point at the danger, as he saw it, of the Ash line of argu

ment. "It seems to me”, said Udall, "you are suggesting that under the 

rule of comity the President simply sends us a budget and we rubberstamp 

itti204 Gross, for his part, approached the situation in an opposite 

sense. Although he was "not sure where comity begins and comity ends ,

he could not agree with Ash that the President "should automatically sign
205

bills coming from Congress, no matter what they might be , including 

appropriations for the White House staff. Gross was more concerned with 

across-the-board budget-cutting, while Udall's main concern was with the 

structure of government at the centre and its proper accountability to 

Congress. Nevertheless they threatened to combine as an effective oppo

sition to the 'comity group' on the Committee. At first, any such 

opposition was ridiculed. One senior Republican frivolously imagined 

them to misguidedly consist only of those with presidential ambitions - 

the very people, he claimed, who should be objective because once in the 

White House they "obviously wouldn't want to inherit a totally gutted

staff".2°6

Yet Morris Udall, at whom this barb was primarily aimed, emerged as the 

most prominent of those supporting stricter control over the White House 

staff. He was "appalled"207 that the Administration should request no 

less than 35 positions at Level II ($42,500 p.a.), which, as he pointed 

out, was equal to the salaries of distinguished congressional committee 

chairmen. He particularly dwelt on the numbers and salary levels of 

ungraded personnel and his prodding did at least lead to the publication
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208of previously unreleased material. More substantial than his

questions about the cost of Watergate209 was his clash with Roy Ash on 

the reorganization of the executive branch. Ash had argued that the 

President could either "abrogate his responsibilities under the Constitu

tion" or "create an in-house mechanism"210 like the White House staff.

Udall challenged this with a third option, that of working through a 

strengthened Cabinet system, which Ash, in turn, labelled as unrealistic. 

This exchange could not be pursued in depth through lack of time but it 

marked the first in a series of major debates on this theme.

The first round went to Udall. When H.R. 14715 was reported by the House 

Committee on 11th June 1974 211 it proposed two changes: one substantial 

and the other trivial. The latter amounted to a change in the bill’s title, 

while the former was soon labelled "the Udall amendment". This substi

tuted for the 35-man limit at Level II a series of limits for a series of

levels. There were to be no more than 5 employees at Level II, 5 at Level
213

III, 10 at Level IV, 15 at Level V, and 30 between GS-16 and GS-18. In

addition, the bill as reported drew up a code of procedure to govern the 

use of detailed personnel. Every request for a detailee was to originate 

in the form of a written request from the President who would then inform 

Congress of their names and general duties. No detailee would serve full

time for more than one year, and The White House Office would be obliged to

reimburse any department or agency for any detailee who spent more than six
„  214

months on the White House staff.

The bill was not reported out without disagreement (indeed four members had 

voted against reporting the bill at all). Seven out of the Committee’s 

eleven Republicans signed a "Supplemental Views" statement which was mainly 

devoted to challenging Udall’s position. It criticized his amendment as "an 

unusually reactionary step"215 on the grounds that it represented a return
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to the days prior to 1964 (when pay distinctions among the top White 

House staff members had been removed in an act of egalitarianism). On the 

main question, however, this minority did not themselves advocate complete 

abolition of the concept of ceilings on personnel at certain levels. They 

proposed not more than 14 at Level II (as in the Johnson Presidency); not 

more than 21 at Level III; but, below that, a return to absolute presi

dential discretion for "such other personnel as he considers necessary’ 

at not more than GS-18.

..„216

Although it was House Rule XXI that had prompted this legislation, what

occurred in the House was only half the legislative story. Two days after

the House had reported out H.R. 14715 Senator Hiram Fong (R-Hawaii), the

ranking minority member of the Senate Committee on Post Office and Civil
217

Service, introduced S. 3647 into the Senate on 13th June. This was

based on the Administration's draft bill. While it did not quite confer

the degree of presidential discretion that had adorned the original House

version, neither was it as restrictive as the bill that had been reported

out by the House Committee only two days previously. It was broadly similar

to that proposed by the Republican minority group in the House. It provided

for 15 employees at Level II, 25 at Level III, and gave the President abso-
- 21 8  +.

lute discretion for "such other personnel as he considers necessary 

not more than GS-18. The President was given blanket authority to procure 

goods and services, deal with emergencies, and receive whatever official 

and entertainment expenses necessary, "accounted for solely on his certi-

ficate„ 219

Unlike the legislative history in the House this bill lacked firm Senate 

sponsorship. Senator Fong himself had only introduced it as an act of 

Republican courtesy to a Republican Administration and played no real part 

in its history thenceforth. The general feeling in the Senate, according
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to Richard G. Fuller, Associate Director of the Senate committee with 

jurisdiction over the bill, was that it was essentially a House matter 

best left to the House.220 Indeed, before the Senate bill could be 

further considered, H.R. 14715 arrived on the floor of the House.

On 25th June 1974, H.R. 14715 was, significantly, passed by the House on 

a voice vote.221 At that time it was not an issue on which many congress

men wished to have their votes against placed on the record. The final 

House version fully incorporated the amendments which Udall had added to 

the bill in committee, and in addition contained further restrictions on 

the President's use of personnel. These deserve to be enumerated here.

The series of ceilings on staff employed at the Executive Level salary 

scales was retained. Consultants were not to receive more than the per 

diem equivalent of Level II. The procurement of goods and services was 

made subject to the provisions of the Federal Property and Administrative 

Services Act of 1949. Entertainment expenses were allowable only on con

dition that the Comptroller General have full access to all records, papers, 

documents and books to make sure that the expenditure was proper. Staff for 

the Vice President was made subject to similar restrictions as those for Ibe 

President. The limit on presidential travelling expenses was raised to 

$100,000 p.a., but where it had been proposed that the money be accounted for 

"on his certificate solely"222 it was now to be subject to audit by the 

Comptroller General. The detailing of personnel was firmly restricted and 

"an employee may not be so detailed for full-time duty on a continuing basis 

for any period of more than one year".223 After six months all detailees 

were to be reimbursed out of White House Office funds. A new feature was 

that the President was to give Congress a full list of all those on detail: 

their names and duties. Moreover, as a general rule, the President was re

quired to submit to Congress, and make public, a full statement of the ex

penditures for the White House staff employed by The White House Office.
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This was to include the names, salary, job title, and general job descrip 

tion of each.224 Finally, there was included a so-called "Grandfather 

Clause" which provided that nothing in the Act would prejudice the position 

or salary level of those presently employed at the time the legislation be

came law.225 In other words, no-one on the staff would lose their jobs or 

be demoted directly as a result of the Act.

What had become House Act H.R. 14715 was introduced in the Senate on 26th

June 1974, on the same day that the Senate Committee on Post Office and

Civil Service held its own hearing on S. 3647. Once again, Roy Ash

of OMB appeared on behalf of the Administration. Much the same ground was

covered in this hearing as in the House hearing a month earlier. However,

Ash did take the opportunity to articulate the Administration's opposition

to the House legislation so recently passed. "I would like to state for

the record", said Ash, "that---we do have certain difficulties with the

version passed by the House yesterday. We strongly prefer enactment of
228

S. 3647",227 Which he described as "basically a housekeeping bill".

This general expression of view was backed up by a long and detailed letter 

on 8th July (included in the printing of the hearing ) from Stanley Ebner, 

OMB's General Counsel and Ash's subordinate, addressed to Gale McGee, the 

Senate Committee Chairman. This stressed the need to preserve the Presi

dent's "flexibility":230 the need to preserve confidentiality ("The impli

cation that oversight by GAO is necessary to insure proper use of these 

funds is we think unwarranted"231)s the need to avoid "the administrative

burden and printing costs involved"232 in making a public statement about
233

all facets of the staff; the need to restore the Emergency Fund; and

finally, the letter even went so far as to claim that, despite the grand

father clause, the House version "would significantly affect the ability

of any President to attract and retain top quality people as his senior 
234

advisers".
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The tenor of these objections was considerably stronger and more austere 

than the testimony actually offered by Roy Ash at the hearing, which was 

tempered by the need to appear solicitous of Senate support for S. 3647. 

Committee questions to Ash touched on the President's travelling expenses 

and, at length, on the thorny question of detailed personnel. Ash took the 

view that the harsh imposition of limits at Level II ’would create real 

problems" 2 3 5 for the President. Pending a complete reorganization of the 

entire government structure, Ash commented on the President's current posi

tion: "I do not know of any way he can do with much less than he now 

has" . 2 3 6  On the question of pay in general, Ash argued that the House 

version would involve forgoing "the opportunity that we now have to get 

the best people we can get because it would be a reduction of pay from even

what they are now getting, and the level they are now getting is less in
237

comparability to the outside and would require some sacrifice". Th1*

plea appeared to touch a sympathetic chord for it spurred the Committee

Chairman to remark that congressional pay itself had fallen six years be-
238

hind the general rise in the cost of living.

By far the most interesting and important part of the Committee hearing 

... the appearance before it of (the then Senator) »alter F. Mond.l. 

(D-Mina. ) . 2 3 9  »1 . porpo.e was lees to be cross-questioned <for there ...

no cross-examination: senatorial courtesy doe, no. normally permit such 

behaviour b.t.e.n its own member.) ratter to put before the Committee a 

long prepared statement. This ™  very strongly worded. Calling the pro

ceeding. "historic" h. asserted that the traditional appropriation of 

money b, Congress for th. »hit. House staff "ha. been badly abused to the 

point of threatening American democracy" . 2 1 0  For him, the real question 

... not so much th. number, of staff ("although that may be a part of it") 

-an issue ef Executive usurpation" and »heth.r or not Congress could do 

Viewed from this perspective, he described thesomething about it.
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„241
Administration's proposals as "extraordinarily important and dangerous 

and strongly urged the adoption of more restrictive legislation which 

"would represent another major application of responsibility by Congress 

in our battle to preserve checks and balances in our constitutional 

system" . 2 4 2 Were Congress to pass S. 3647, Mondale argued it would 

amount to a "major victory for the White House's efforts to enlarge the 

size and power of the EOP" . 2 4 3  And furthermore: "This legislation is not

neutral. In my opinion, it is worse than nothing, and endorses what has 
244gone on before".

This strong language permeated the more detailed parts of Mondale's state

ment which dealt with four areas in greater depth: the level of authori

zation; executive privilege; the Emergency Fund; and the rule of comity. 

He did not absolve past Presidents from their share of the blame in pro

moting the growth of the staff but he did believe that Nixon had used the 

staff "to aggrandize and centralize power to a degree never before 

experienced in our history" . 2 4 5 8 . 3647 would give "a blank authorization 

check" to the President and would thus legitimize this runaway staff. To 

hammer his point home he reminded those present of the original intent of 

the Brownlow Committee when it recommended a small staff.

246
Mondale was no less severe on S. 3647 when he came to "bloated notions"

of executive privilege. Referring to statistics published in a recent

Library of Congress study2 4 7  he said: "What they are doing is telling us

to go to hell. And what they are asking us for this morning is to give
248

them all the authority by which they can continue to do so". As a mem

ber of the legislature, he observed, "the real decisions, we found, were 

being made in the White House" by staff members who were not subject to 

confirmation by the Senate, who didn't have to answer any questions put 

and yet who were in a position to influence so muchto them by anyone,
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national policy. "I regard it as most dangerous”, Mondale continued,

"to embody in permanent legislation the concept that this or any futu
249President can hire unlimited numbers of personnel" with no proper

safeguards. This he applied with equal force to the Emergency Fund. He

was amazed at the audacity of the appropriation language currently in

force. Drawing the Committee's attention to the abuses that had been

committed in the name of 'national security' he argued that it was too

dangerous to entrust any administration with the sole power to interpret

its meaning. In a more light-hearted vein he suggested that its title be
25°

changed to "The Daniel Ellsberg Memorial Break-in Fund” .

Finally, he had something to say about the rule of comity. He clearly 

challenged the orthodox view: "....for too long, comity has been used 

as an excuse by the Congress to shirk its responsibility. We have the 

power of the purse. We have the power to authorize programs. And unless 

we use these powers, comity becomes a cruel joke, slowly sapping the 

vitality out of our system of checks and balances". To this, Senator

Dole remarked dryly: "Democrats do not investigate Democrats, they in-
252

vestigate Republicans".

Leaving aside the rhetoric, what was the substance of his proposals for 

reform? Mondale proposed three changes to S. 3647. The first 

of 65 staff paid at "key salary levels" . 2 5 3  The second was a requirement 

that all White House staff except Level II staff be fully subject to the 

Hatch Act . 2 5 4  The third was that this legislation should be subject to 

review after four years. He cited reforms advocated along similar lines 

by the National Academy of Public Administration, 2 5 5  and declared his aim 

to force key decisions back to the Cabinet departments and create a White 

House staff "which is composed of personal advisers to the President, rather 

than policy-makers robbing the Cabinet departments of their vitality".
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When the Senate Committee reported the bill on 11th July 1974 it

was clear that severe critics of S. 3647 like Mondale had not managed to 

carry the day, although their criticisms had not entirely fallen on deaf 

ears. The original personnel ceilings on Level II (15) and Level III (25) 

were retained, but the Committee did propose a ceiling of 35 staff at not 

more than GS-18.258 This was a considerable amendment, although it fell 

short of the restrictions in the House version. Unlike the House, the 

Senate deleted in full the broad appropriation language of the Emergency 

Fund to which Mondale had objected so strongly, and substituted instead 

a new fund entitled "Unanticipated Personnel Needs" which was devoid of 

that vexed phrase "national security". But on closer examination this 

was more a cosmetic change than one of substance. The new language made 

no mention of any restrictions on the President in the hiring of staff 

259and their pay.

Other, less important changes, included the raising of presidential

travelling expenses but not making them subject to GAO audit, while the

formal title of the White House was changed back from "The Executive

Mansion" to the less exalted "Executive Residence", in keeping with the

movement away from the Imperial Presidency. 2 6 0 More substantially, the

Senate reported out a procedure similar to that passed by the House for
261

an annual "Statement of Expenditures for Employees". The President

was to transmit to both houses of Congress, within 60 days after the be

ginning of each Fiscal Year, the name of each staff member, a job title, 

a general job description, and the amount of reimbursement for each 

detailee together with their names and duties. 2 6 2  Finally, the operation

of this legislation was scheduled to lapse on 1st July 1978 to give Con-
v., . 263gress the opportunity to review the entire subject.

Until this point the progress of authorization legislation had been
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reasonably smooth. Disagreements between House and Senate on the precise 

nature of the ceilings to be placed on various salary levels remained to 

be resolved, but there was general agreement on the principles involved 

and the need to pass some law by the end of the summer. It was at pre

cisely this stage that a new factor entered the situation which was 

ultimately to wreck passage during the 93rd Congress . This new factor 

was the addition of an amendment proposed by Senator Weicker which proved 

totally unacceptable to the House. In the words of the Staff Director of 

the Senate Committee, "the deadlock which developed over the 1974 Bill 

stemmed from a non-germane amendment proposed by Senator Weicker, which 

would have restricted access of all executive personnel to IRS data with 

the exception of those agents actively engaged in the investigation and 

prosecution of income tax cases" . 2 6 4  Weicker's interest and concern on 

this non-germane issue sprang directly from the revelations of Watergate, 

and indeed John Dean confirmed such abuses (and Weicker's ire) in his book 

Blind Ambition. 2 6 5  But was S. 3647 the proper vehicle for this issue?

On 18th July 1974 the Senate passed their own version of H.R. 14715 by the

simple device of striking out everything after the enacting clause and
266

inserting inste.d the provision, of S. 3647 .. «.ended. The vote ...

a convinein, 85-3. » Conference C o t « . .  . . .  duly appointed (the House

having agreed to one on 22nd July) and the Conference Report .a, filed on 

1st August and printed the following day . 2 6 7  The ».ichor «..nd«nt ... 

o.i,ted. But the issue —  f ~  fro. shelved. I, had been o.itt.d be

cause of the "very strong feeling" 2 6 8  by House confer... that it did no, 

belong in the bill. As the Staff Director of tb. Senate confer.es admitted 

to this writer: "»bile there —  ~  objection to the substance of this 

amendment, it. irrelevance to the gue.tlon of »hi,, ».us. authorisation 

mad. it unacceptable to the House" . 2 6 8  »»ever, »eider, (who was not, 

incidentally, a -ember of any of the commit,... most c*»“ 1» concerned
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with this legislation), had been mollified by a letter from the Chairman 

and ranking minority member of the House Ways and Means Committee explain

ing that they were already looking into the matter of access to IRS data 

and that the Department of the Treasury was expected to make recommendations 

shortly . 2 7 0  At that point it seemed that the way was clear for final pas

sage, given that the Conference Report had produced an acceptable compromise 

from the two versions H.R. 14715 and S. 3647.

The first element of this classic compromise was that the stricter limits 

on personnel at the various salary levels were to be introduced gradually 

over a period of years. Thus, prior to January 1976, there were to be 

allowed 14 staff at Level II; between January 1976 and January 1977 this 

was to be reduced to 12 staff; and after 20th January 1977 (when the next 

elected President was due to be sworn in) there were to be no more than 8

staff at this level. 271

Similarly, the shaving down for Level III positions on the White House 
staff were to be as follows: from 21, to 10, and to remain at 10. For

Level IV, beginning after 1st January 1976, there were to be 9 staff, 

rising to 11 a year later. For Level V it was to be exactly the same, 

in this manner, the total numbers of staff between Levels U - V  were to 

remain constant (at 40) but they were to be progressively distributed 

further down the pay scales. 2 7 2  As regards other senior staff the 

Conference Report authorized no more than 35 staff at GS 16, GS 17 an 

273GS-18 combined.

0„ tt. question ot . » « h e r  on no, President oould only procure good.

„ d  s e r v ic e s  s u h le c , «  « »  ~  S* rV l“

A«  19«, con ferees  . . « l e d  f o r  . .— >■« c o . p r o . l . e . They

.dopted . Sen.« .hied, .»hough deleting the 1-ngu.g, » -  he
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considers necessary", thus implying that the President was not entitled

to absolute discretion, also omitted any reference to the 1949 Act. That

this combination of deletions was supposed to convey the intention that

presidential procurement would be subject to the Act in spirit was (no

doubt deliberately) left in the wording of the Report but not in the 
274

bill.

The compromise over the Emergency Fund was more clear-cut. Where the House 

had completely eliminated it, and the Senate changed its title and authori

zation language, the conferees settled for a deal that involved House 

acceptance of the fund, but with the changed title and language, and a cut 

in its annual funding by half, from $lm to $500,000. The President was

also required to submit to Congress a detailed report on the names and 

general duties of any staff employed by this fund. This matched the more 

general requirement for the President to produce annually a "Statement of 

Expenditures" for all members of the staff employed by The White House Office 

as well as for all detailees . 2 7 6 This concluded the Conference Report.

Once the Conference had been agreed the managers of the bill lost no time 

in scheduling it for floor action. The House managers, in particular, were 

anxious that final passage be secured before final action was taken on the 

Executive Office Appropriation Bill FY 1975 on which points of order had 

not been raised so far, pending the outcome of H.R. 14715. By coincidence, 

the Conference Report was agreed by the House on 6 th August 1974, the same 

day that the Conference Report on the Appropriations Bill was also pub

lished. 2 7 7  The Senate tabled the Conference Report on H.R. 14715 the 

following day . 2 7 8  But on 8 th August 1974 Senator Weicker re-introduced

. on the floor of the Senate, where he succeededhis non-germane amendment on tne

ln getting It ,.-ln..rt.d Into th. bill. »  >■ »*«> «  "*
.«, able to do tbl. 1« »»• r».ll. that thl. —  « «.nltuou. day la
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American political history. President Nixon, having been finally ’caught 

in possession' of what a majority thought was the 'smoking gun’ that com

pletely implicated him in the Watergate affair, was on the verge of resig

nation. Bi-partisan feeling against his Presidency was at its height and 

it seemed that Nixon was indeed guilty of most of the things of which he 

had been accused, including abuse of the Internal Revenue Service (IRS).

The general sentiment in the Senate was that strong and immediate action 

was imperative to ensure that no President could ever behave in such a 

279manner again.J

Consequently, the Senate managers asked for another conference committee. 

But despite the fact that the House stood willing to agree to any further 

reasonable Senate amendments, the existing House conferees were adamant 

against accepting the non-germane amendment. In the dry but accurate 

words of the Senate Post Office and Civil Service Committee's "Report on 

Legislative Review Activities" 2 8 0  for the 93rd Congress, "The refusal of 

the Senate to relinquish its position on this amendment and the House’s

refusal to accept it resulted in a deadlock which was unresolved at the
281

close of the 93rd Congress".

The .os. serlon. stte.pt ev.r ..de by Congress to hold the Whit. House 

staff .or. ..count,bl. thus ended 1. failure at the eleventh hour. The

situation embraced several Ironies, not least that «he specific reason
, came eeneral concern that broughtfor the bill's failure stemmed from the same gene

it to the brink of success: namely, the actions of the Nixon Adminis

tration. But the biggest irony threatened to take a different form. 

Failure In 1974, a, «be P « ~  of overreact..» to the reputation of the 

Nixon Presidency, Jeopardised sue... 1» >»79. at prlc <•< under-

reaction to the reputation of it. successor.
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AUTHORIZATION LEGISLATION 1975

It was again the Administration - not the Congress - which made the first 

moves in 1975 towards putting authorization legislation back onto the 

agenda. Yet it was a sign of the times that President Ford considered it 

necessary personally to sign letters to both houses of Congress urging 

passage of his Administration's new draft bill, in a submission dated 26th 

March 1975.282 The new draft immediately made clear that this Adminis

tration had learned at least one important lesson from the experience of 

the previous year. This may not necessarily have derived entirely from 

the change in President from Nixon to Ford, but Ford was certainly much 

more solicitous of Congress in his dealings with that body than was his 

predecessor. At all events his proposals did not embody the kind of abso

lute discretion which had marked the Nixon Administration's first draft put 

forward by Roy Ash in 1974. The opening 'bid' was lower and framed in such 

a way as to give the impression that it merely legitimized the status quo.

in Ford's words, his proposals were "consistent with the present levels
283

approved by the Congress in annual appropriation acts".

A close reading o< the dr.lt bill broadly support. Ford's Interpretation.

m .t, «ben, did it Involve? «ucb the sa», by no. i-iliar. ground .as

cove red : for „ « l e .  the notion o, a ceiling on the »»ber. of top » « •

„on., staff. Ford propo.ed 14 positions a. Level ■ ■ > together..« ".ucb

other administrative and staff assi.«»«. •• - »  necessary" 2 8 4  a. rate.

less , h »  Level II. This ... subtle, *», It omitted the contentious phrase

be (tb. President) consider, necessary" and yet «be underlying principle

f  „e «till firmly lodged in the new wording. This was confirmed of discretion was still nrmxy
by a later reference to »assistants, clerical, and other personnel"

no more than OH-18, .blob .1.. 8 - «  ~  » N a t i o n  »' * “ “ “ * 11"  “
Other import»« provision, of the Ford bill -ere tb. employment of
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consultants at not more than Level II, and the procurement of goods and

services "necessary" . 2 8 6  On the matter of Unanticipated Needs (the extra

word 'Personnel' having by now been dropped from the title) Ford sought to

restore much of the wording that had proved unacceptable to the Senate

(and especially Mondale) the previous year. Henceforth, Ford proposed,

money was to be appropriated "to respond to and deal with unanticipated
287

needs for furtherance of the national interest, security or defe 

Ford was thus prepared to risk raising the spectre of executive abuse of 

■national security' but he counted on a very different atmosphere in Con- 

gress when compared to 1974.

Th. 1975 debate ... certainly not «r.l, . co.plet. re-run of the debate

o„ authorization .blob too* pl.co in 1974. To begin .i«h, « •  of 1 «

application .a, wider than before. The most .ignifioant new a.p.ct of

Ford's draft bill the inclusion for the first ti.e of th. Domestic

Council as an entity to be e n d e d  .1th appropriate authority. The pr.a-bl.

. «  exactly .bat .PPlyl« *» »it. House Office, the. incidentally con-

finning that the Oo.estic Council and it. staff . «  « ■ > » * «  considered tc

b. a legitimate par« of the President's »1«. House staff. Ford proposed

. oHm-i rvi strative and staff assistants as may be that "there should be such administrative an
„288 at rates not to exceed Level HI. Other staff were not to necessary" at rates nut

be paid at more than GS-18.

Unlike 1974. this Ford hill ... introduced in exactly its draft form, a,

H.H. 5747 on 8 th April 1975.2®9 »  —  bi
, „«„kins minority member of the legislative committee the chairman and ranking mi n o n  j

granted Jurisdiction over the h i l l . -  but also by the chair.» -  rank

ing .inority m e - «  of «he House appropriation, subcommittee responsible

for appropriations for the White House staff. If nothing e

„.lied th. fir. intention of House leads« to proceed in all seriousness
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with the bill in the new session. Two weeks later, on 22nd April, the

House held its hearing on H.R. 5747 . 2 9 1  One noticeable difference with

1974 was the considerable turnover among the participants resulting from

a mixture of the change in Administration and the mid-term congressional

elections. David Henderson was now Chairman of the House Post Office and

Civil Service Committee, and he also chaired the Subcommittee on Manpower
292

and Civil Service which was specifically entrusted with H.R. 5747.

Morris Udall had by now reached the position of Vice Chairman of the full 

Committee, although the full significance of his seniority was to take an 

unexpected turn. The chief Administration witness was James T. Lynn, 

Director of OMB, but he was accompanied, in a departure from precedent, 

by two serving members of the then White House staff including the Staff

Secretary.

The hearing opened with a general statement of explanation by the Chairman 

as to the necessity of authorization legislation in which he made no secret 

of the fact that "this bill has been developed by the White House in con- 

a c t i o n  with the Appropriations Committee".293 Tom Steed, Chairman of 

that Committee's Subcommittee on Treasury, Postal Service and General 

Government, »«s scheduled to epp.nr .s » »ltn.es but . sudden toothache

prevented hi. nttendence end hi. p i -  ™
Subcommittee's S t . «  Girector. Gunnel, m.d. cle.r th.t hi. Subcommittee 

h.d in the pest su«.red ». eonelder.hl. .mount of criticism .**■» *—  

,e did no. h.ve .s much lnto™.,lon .s possibly ~  ■»»“«  »*«" •'•o'1*

,h. . » « .  As testimony to hl. o.n »llllns»... to m ^ e  « » A «

5747 Gunnel, ottered to hold up hi. o»n Subcommittee he.rlns, on the 

Shite Hens. 1» «ntlclp.tlon th.t the bill »ould be »ell on it. ».y
2 9 5

to the statute book.

7 b. main burden ot Blvl»S evidence tell on « -  by»» -  - •  ‘ “
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did not prove to be as conversant with the details of the bill as the
296Staff Secretary from The White House Office. Lynn's main purpose

was to trot out the old familiar argument: that Congress "give due recog

nition to the fact that the staff is the personal staff of the President,

that the practice of comity and the requirements of the Office necessitate
297

that the President have maximum flexibility in staffing his Office.

It was not only the witness that was new to the subject. Some of the 

Committee members, as freshmen congressmen, were self-acknowledged green

horns . 2 9 8  As a result much well-worn ground had to be covered anew (such 

as the basic outline of staffing in the White House) although it must be 

said this was done with great precision by representative Stephen Solarz

(IVN Y ) . 299

Solarz also touched on matters of substance relevant to the wider debate.

He suggested that the very size of the White House staff served to inter

pose a barrier between the President and the reality outside. When he put 

it to Mr. Lynn that the President's capacity to respond thoughtfully might 

be enhanced if he were surrounded by less people, the OMB Director offered 

a reply that deserves full quotation. Lynn thought that whether or not 

barriers were created between the President and his Cabinet officers "is 

mUch more the function, the style, of the man, and how he wants to perform

rather than any magic number" . 3 0 0 He continued: "If there are barriers to

the President, I think it's a function of let's say the top 10 or 20 people, 

not the number of staff in total that are needed for assignments". His real 

argument was that he didn't see any "reasonable relationship between the 

President being isolated and the number of staff that he may have". In this

had a good deal to do with the prevention of such barriers.

T were significant because they constituted theThese remarks by James Lynn were signixicaj
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only intelligent and coherent justification that any Administration ever 

put forward in favour of its preferred form of authorization legislation. 

Arguments restricted to talk of 'flexibility' had of course been a well- 

worn feature of past debate, in 1974 and beyond. But none had ever sought 

to meet head on the latent assumption that there was a definite connexion 

between the overall numbers of White House staff and the degree of presi

dential isolation. Lynn deserves credit for dissenting from that analysis 

in the most intelligible terms of any Administration spokesman.

On other matters where Lynn was closely questioned by the Committee, such 

as the use of ungraded personnel, he was equally forthright in defending 

the President's position. Classifying these staff, he argued, would tie 

the President's hands unnecessarily. "The President should have the power 

to reward by changing titles by way of changing positions". He asserted

that this power should include the ability to differentiate between staff 

by the alteration of their salaries (adding that there was "great sensi

tivity within the White House staff" to pay differentials no matter how 

small) . 3 0 2 One further useful contribution was that by Jerry Jones, the 

Staff Secretary, who explained the various differences on the White House 

staff between "permanent", "ungraded", "classified" and "career" personnel.' 

Such a clear explanation as he gave was long overdue.

This hearing propelled the House Committee to action in several ways. The 

first manifestation was its decision that it was no longer content to work 

from an Administration-drafted bill. As a result of pressure from, among 

others, representatives Herbert E. Harris and Patricia Schroeder, Chairman

, j o now "clean" bill and introduced H.R. 6706 on 6 th David Henderson ordered a new clean
May 1975.304 But was this really a case of Congress wresting the initia

tive or was it more a case of "H.R. 5747 is dead. Long live H.R. 6706!" 7

303
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The first distinguishing feature of this new bill was a reversion to the 

concept of ceilings for certain levels of the White House staff. Although 

H.R. 6706 did away with absolute discretion for the President it substi

tuted more generous provisions than had characterized the final Conference 

Committee version of 1974. In the new bill the restrictions were less res

trictive. There were to be 12 staff positions at Level II, 13 for Level III, 

15 at Level IV, 25 at Level V, not more than 30 at up to GS-18 (these 95 

positions taken together were known as "supergrades"); and finally, "such

number of other employees as the President may determine to be appropri- 
305ate" at rates not to exceed those of GS-15. This therefore reintroduced

presidential discretion but only at the GS-15 level ($26,000 to $34,000)
306rather than at the top levels (Level II was still $42,500). So far the

new bill gave the President a better deal than in 1974.

Other provisions of H.R. 6706 differed slightly from H.R. 14715. For

example, on the use of experts and consultants, which were not to be paid

at more than the equivalent of Level II, there was a new provision that

they may not be employed for more than one year "unless the President deter-

mines it necessary". This ambiguous language more than compensated for

the supposed restriction. As to the procurement of goods and services, this
308was to be accounted for solely on the President's certificate: which is

to say there was to be no official audit. By contrast, prior to any obli

gation or expenditure of funds from Unanticipated Needs, the President was 

to justify this in writing to Congress. This would involve firstly the 

"specific purpose" 3 0 9 of the expenditure, and secondly that in the Presi

dent's opinion "the necessary delay which would normally occur in enacting 

appropriations for such purpose...would be detrimental to the national 

Interest, security, or defense". Once again, an apparent restriction

on the freedom of the President was qualified by an ambiguous loophole.
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The pattern was repeated yet again on the question of detailing personnel

onto the White House staff. This practice was authorized by H.K. 6706 sub-
J 311ject to the proviso that after 6 months each detail was to be reimbursed. 

This restriction was offset by the lack of any time limit governing the 

duration of detailees, thus opening the way for an indefinite series of 

"temporary" assignments. The President was not required to submit a public 

statement on their names, titles and job descriptions, neither was he re

quired to submit a similar statement covering his employees on the Domestic 

Council staff. Ceiling limits for salary levels did apply to the Domestic 

Council staff, as to The White House Office staff, but there were stricter 

limitations: only one employee at Level II, and one at Level III; 4 at 

Levels IV and V; 5 at not more than GS-18; and finally "such number of

other employees" necessary at not more than GS—15. Insofar as staff 

positions at GS-15 were not regarded as serious policy-making positions, 

this degree of presidential discretion did not appear to amount to an un

accountable blank cheque. The remainder of the bill can be quickly dealt

with. It raised the travelling expenses of the President (in practice the
313expenses of the White House staff travelling with him ) to $100,00 p.a.,

and dealt with the Vice President's staff along the same lines as it had
314the President's staff.

The House Committee Chairman scheduled the mark-up session on H.R. 6706 

for 15th May 1975.315 It was at this point that the first big attempt 

was made within the Committee to make H.R. 6706 a "tighter" Bill: to make 

the White House staff more accountable to Congress by insisting on fewer 

of them, on full disclosure of who they were, and on adequate external 

safeguards. Underlying particular criticisms of the bill lay some members' 

conviction that Congress must reassert its constitutional powers to force 

the Presidency 'back' towards a more accountable organization of the 

executive branch of government. For this reason it would be appropriate
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complemented the existence of what may be termed the "comity group" 

which favoured placing the least possible encumbrance upon the President 

by Congress in providing him with authorization for his staff.

At this stage of the legislation, in Committee, the chief proponents of

the constitutional group were representatives Udall, Herbert E. Harris II,

and Patricia Schroeder. They, and their respective congressional staffs,
316acted very much as a team. For example, at the mark-up stage they pre-

317pared a series of interlocking amendments to H.R. 6706. They also

pooled their lobbying efforts by dividing up those other Committee members

that they identified as possible supporters and allocating to each of them-
318 .selves the most appropriate as targets for further persuasion. Among

those members of the Post Office and Civil Service Committee that were 

identified as supporters, one was not going to be present at the mark-up, 

which left the constitutional group with ten firm supporters out of a total 

Committee membership of twenty-eight. Three of those were also members of 

the Subcommittee that had dealt in detail with the bill so far, and had 

conducted the hearing, but of those three was included the one who would 

not be present. That left only two firm supporters out of ten on the Sub

committee. If the constitutional group was going to have any success they 

had to persuade at least four others to join them.

Udall, Harris and Schroeder tabled amendments to all parts of H.R. 6706

(as reported to the full Committee), with the sole exceptions of those

sections changing the name of the White House back to "Executive Residence"

and providing for a grandfather clause. Each of them took the lead on a

particular area of the bill. Thus Morris Udall's amendments concentrated

on the level of staffing in The White House Office and the Domestic Council
319together with the need for a full statement of expenditures. Herbert
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Harris tabled amendments on Unanticipated Needs, the reimbursement of

detailees, and the provision of goods and services in The White House

Office . 3 2 0  Patricia Schroeder concentrated on consultants to the White
321House staff and expenses for presidential travel. A better grasp of

the extent to which these amendments aimed at a 'tighter' bill is evident 

from a more detailed examination.

Udall's amendments on staffing levels in The White House Office attacked

head on the provisions of H.R. 6706. At every level of salary grading he
O O Qadvocated a reduction. For example, instead of 12 staff positions at

Level II (the top level) Udall recommended only 9; he wished to cut the 

13 Level III positions down to 4, and the 15 at Level IV down to 9. He was 

prepared to agree to the 25 staff positions at Level V, but recommended a 

reduction from 30 to only 7 of those employed at GS—18. In other words, he 

wanted an overall cut in the "supergrades" from 95 to 54. Finally, he 

wished to strike out the discretionary wording "such number of other em- 

ployees as the President may determine" and insert instead a restriction 

limiting to 446 the number of staff that could be paid at up to level GS-15.

Udall proposed a similar pattern of reductions for the Domestic Council 

staff . 3 2 4 He accepted the case for one employee at the top Level II posi

tion, but his amendments called for the elimination of Level III positions 

altogether, a reduction from 4 at Level IV to one, to be only slightly 

made up for by an increase at Level V from 4 to 6 staff. Once again, at 

the lowest levels (up to GS-15) he wanted the discretionary language 

allowing a potentially unlimited number of junior-level staff replaced, in 

this case by a ceiling of 18 positions. The second kind of amendment that 

Udall put forward was that providing for a "Statement of Expenditures for 

Employees" . 3 2 5 The operative wording was to be as follows: "The President 

shall transmit to each House of Congress, and make available to the public,
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reports with respect to expenditure for employees in The White House 

Office....Each such report shall be transmitted no later than sixty days 

after the close of each fiscal year". This report was to include,

among other things, the name, salary, general title and general job des

cription of each employee on the White House staff whether permanent or 

detailed.

The Harris amendments as tabled32^ called for a reduction in the fund for 

Unanticipated Needs from $lm to $500,000; the reimbursing of all detailees 

to The White House Office from the time of detail (not only after 6 months 

as in H.R. 6706 328); and for the Comptroller General to determine the 

validity of claims for presidential expenses, including the procurement of 

goods and services, instead of having them "accounted for solely on his 

certificate" as at present . 3 2 9 What Harris advocated for the President's
330

official expenses Schroeder attempted to apply to his travelling expenses. 

She too wanted the Comptroller General to be furnished with all the infor

mation necessary to be able to judge the validity of claims on this account. 

One other amendment called for the striking out of the President’s ability 

to keep consultants on the staff for more than one year.

All the amendments were put forward at the Committee mark-up session on 

15th May 1975. It was no coincidence that in apportioning out these 

amendments, Harris and Schroeder should have allowed Udall to take the 

lead on the most contentious. As Vice Chairman of the full Committee he 

was in an influential position. The Chief Counsel of the Committee, John 

H. Martiny, has related that Udall played a large part in the mark-up 

session and indeed was "instrumental" 3 3 1 in securing passage of one of 

the amendments. But the fact remains that the constitutional group were not 

nearly as successful as they had hoped to be. They were defeated on a 

number of important points.
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The first amendment to go down to defeat was the Udall series of reductions

in senior staffing levels. With 24 members of the full Committee voting

Udall suffered the narrowest defeat of the session, losing on a record vote 
•5 * 5 011-13. Mrs. Schroeder suffered a bigger defeat for her amendment to pre

vent the employment of temporary experts and consultants for more than one
333year, which lost a record vote by 8 to 15. Harris' amendments lost on

334a record vote of 10 to 13. This was a disheartening series of defeats

which was only partly alleviated by the success of congresswoman Schroeder

in having passed by voice vote an amendment (based on Udall's) which limi—
335ted the number of staff employees below GS—16 to 480 (Udall had advo

cated 446). This proved to be the only amendment that the constitutional 

group was able to carry, and one of only two amendments to H.R. 6706 overall. 

The other was sponsored by Stephen Solarz (D-NY), whose position was unique 

in that he - alone of all the Committee members - served on the appropri

ations subcommittee covering the White House staff. His amendment required 

that the President's report to Congress on the use of the Unanticipated

Needs fund be submitted at the time the funds were "allocated” rather than
3 36when they were "obligated or expended". This was a technical amendment

without significant political repercussions. Although it appeared to con

fer greater discretion on the President, in that "allocation" is less 

immediately definable than "obligation" or "expenditure" (both of which 

have precise budgetary meaning), the reverse is in fact the case. The 

Committee Report pointed out that it had become presidential practice 

to allocate the funds some time before obligating them, so to that (small) 

extent the Solarz amendment required the President to report to Congress 

sooner rather than later.

The Committee Report on H.R. 6706 was published a few days later on 20th 

May 1975.338 Like the previous year the bill was not reported out without 

strong dissenting opinions. (At this point the Committee's Chief Counsel
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339called the bill "very controversial".) But in 1975 the boot was on the

other foot for it was the turn of the constitutional group to vent their

feelings at a bill which they did not think went far enough. In fact, two

separate dissenting statements were filed: a joint one by Udall and
340Schroeder; and an additional one by Harris.

Udall and Schroeder argued strongly that the central question was not

whether "the present incumbent" could be trusted or not, but whether "the

Congress should continue to acquiesce, indeed approve of, the increasing

trend toward the centralisation of power and policymaking authority in

the White House" . 3 4 1 They cited the Founding Fathers in their constitutional

argument in favour of a Cabinet-type government which they said was "far

preferable to a medieval court system where the king's favourites struggled
342for power, owing no allegiance except to their master". What was happen

ing instead, they claimed, was that the staff were replacing the Cabinet and 

the career civil service.

343Udall and Schroeder concentrated on "two serious potential loopholes".

The first was that there was no limitation on the length of time that con

sultants could serve on the staff (which had been the subject of one of 

Schroeder’s amendments). In their view, for a person to serve on the staff 

for more than one year rendered the description of "consultant" as at best 

inappropriate. The second loophole was the "potential for abuse" of the 

language covering Unanticipated Needs: "H.R. 6707 fails to limit the

ominous proliferation of power in the White House--- approves of this type

of nonaccountable government, and therefore, is a bad bill. It rubber-
344

stamps the White House's recent proliferation of high level positions". 

Herbert Harris took much the same line. He commended President Ford for 

having "cleaned house" but pointed out that in calling for lower staff 

levels he was neither engaged in partisan "nitpicking" nor in attacking
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345agencies where decision-making belongs".

But the Committee Report did not just spur the constitutional group into 

voicing their objections and reservations. By now the Ford Administration 

had become concerned that H.R. 6706 was gradually slipping away from their 

control. Three weeks later, at hearings on The White House Office before 

the House Appropriations Subcommittee on 11th June 1975, Mr. Jerry Jones, 

Staff Secretary in the White House, took the opportunity to appeal to the 

comity group for support. "We have several objections , he said in 

reference to H.R. 6706. "One is the ceiling on personnel...Our feeling is 

that the Appropriations Committee, as it always has done, should not determine 

the number of personnel in The White House Office. We feel that the 

flexibility is required year to year rather than having it written into 

our authorization legislation" . 3 4 6  This prompted a very sympathetic res

ponse from the Subcommittee Chairman, Tom Steed, as well it might for he 

himself was the undisputed leader of the comity group in Congress.

No doubt the Administration had been worried not only by what they could

see in H.R. 6706 itself but also by comments on the bill made by congress-
„ . 347

man Jack Brooks (D-Tex.) which were included in the Committee Report.

As Chairman of the House Government Operations Committee Brooks was an 

important figure in the House whose influence could well be brought to 

bear on H.R. 6706 when it reached the House floor. Chairman Henderson 

had written to Brooks asking for his comments on H.R. 6706 and Brooks had 

replied with several, among them that the President’s procurement of goods 

and services should be restricted. Although Brooks’ reply had come one 

day too late to play any part in the Committee mark-up it was not too late 

by any means for his opinions to carry weight at a later stage.
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That later stage was not very long in coming. On 22nd May Henderson

requested an open rule for a one-hour debate from the House Rules Com- 
348mittee. H.Res. 512, which granted this request, was reported by the

349Rules Committee on 4th June 1975. Floor action was later scheduled for

9th July, on which day H.Res. 512 was agreed to by a roll-call vote of 
350408-2, thus clearing the way for debate. Before that debate took 

place, however, there were strong lobbying efforts mounted by both sides.

While the Udall-Harris-Schroeder group planned their joint strategy on the 

one hand, the comity group benefited from the efforts of a newcomer to 

their cause, congressman Jimmy Jones (D-Okla.).

On 8 th July 1975, the day before the debate on H.R. 6706, Jones had pro-
351posed his own version of the bill under clause 6 of House Rule XXIII.

This amounted to a straightforward legitimization of the status quo grant

ing the President complete discretion over his White House staff. The 

Jones version was almost a complete copy of the Ford Administration's 

draft bill which had been submitted on 26th March. As such it was even 

more favourable to the President than anything that the House Post Office 

and Civil Service Committee had ever sanctioned.

The constitutional group, meanwhile, prepared a two-tier lobbying plan of 

action. Several individual congressmen were targeted for a personal 

approach on the grounds that they had shown a favourable interest. For 

example, Udall undertook to approach Phil Burton (D-Calif.) and Les Aspin 

(D-Wis.) because they had written to the Comptroller General about detail

ing employees to the White House staff (albeit that they had done so more
352than two years previously on 30th January 1973) . Harris was to contact

congressmen Dingell (D-Mich.), who had raised points of order against pre-
353vious appropriations bills for the staff. Don Terry, an Assistant to

congresswoman Schroeder, was to get in touch with congressmen Roybal (D-Calif.)
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and Addabbo (D-NY) who were both members of the appropriations subcom

mittee that dealt with the staff. Roybal, together with Tom Bevill (D-Ala.),

had also been identified by two federal budget analysts as having taken an
354interest in some of the areas that H.R. 6706 covered. These analysts

cooperated with the constitutional group by providing them with a compre

hensive briefing on authorization for the staff, although they had to do 

so clandestinely to avoid prejudicing their position inside the Ford

Administration. 3 5 5 One final example of someone whom the constitutional
356group considered a strong supporter was representative Harkin (D-Iowa), 

one of a large group of freshmen who were generally sympathetic to the 

cause.

The second stage of the lobbying campaign was more straightforward. On 

7th July Udall, Harris and Schroeder signed a joint letter to every member 

of the House calling for support on H.R. 6706 and their proposed amend

ments . 3 5 7  This letter was drafted in such a way as to alert the reader 

to the fact that the Bill was not just a "housekeeping" matter. In a sense 

their primary aim was to try and make the bill as controversial as they

could in order to galvanize a wide section of the House who were "confused
358as to what the whole thing was about". Thus the letter hammered home

their theme: that the central issue of H.R. 6706 was "the increasing trend

toward the centralisation of power and policymaking authority in the hands
359of a few presidential advisers in the White House". They summarized

their proposed amendments but sought to reassure their colleagues that

they were not out "to tie the hands of the President or deny him the nec-
360essary expertise to cope with the problems of the Nation .

The constitutional group was not the only side to lobby in this manner.

On the day of the debate itself congressman Jimmy Jones circulated an 

urgent letter of his own. He announced that he was offering a substitute
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to H.R. 6706 which gave the President the same flexibility for his staff
361"that we as Members of Congress have with our own staffs". This care

fully calculated line of argument was designed to revamp the appeal of 

the rule of comity by restating its mutual convenience. With bipartisan 

aims in mind Jones explained his motives with a rhetorical question. Why 

was the Democratic Assistant Majority Whip helping out a Republican 

President? The answer was "because of my experience as White House Chief 

of Staff during President Johnson’s last year". More dubious, however,

were the figures of White House staff growth that he quoted in support of 

his case, although his comparison with increases in congressional staff 

had some substance. 3 6 3  His final plea rested on trust: on the necessity

to trust "our Appropriations Committees---in monitoring and reviewing the
„ 364White House staff budget and structure .

Meanwhile the Ford Administration was conducting its own soft-sell lobbying 

which mainly found expression in an interview on the evening of 8 th July 

given by Donald Rumsfeld, Ford's White House Chief of Staff. He indicated 

that while he might not fill all of the senior staff positions that H.R. 6706 

made provision for, he wanted the authority to do it just in case it became 

necessary . 3 6 5 There could be no doubt that the Administration warmly sup- 

ported the Jones substitute.

The Udall-Harris-Schroeder group had been alerted to the Jones "initiative

(Jones' own term) and Glenda Surovell, Legislative Assistant to Herbert

Harris, drafted a specific "Response to Jimmy Jones" setting out a specific

rebuttal for each of his main arguments. 3 6 6 For example, where Jones had

claimed "a definite decline" 3 6 7  in the number of White House staff over the

past five years Surovell adequately demolished his argument on factual

grounds. 3 6 8  She also pointed out that Jones' pleas for trust were out-
369

flanked by the need for authorization under Rule XXI Clause 2. To
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supplement their letter to colleagues, their staff also prepared a
370"Summary of Udall, Schroeder, Harris Amendments to H.R. 6706" which

was circulated before and on the day of the debate. This informative 

Summary listed four areas: high-level staff positions; accounting and 

reporting requirements; payment and reporting of consultants and detailees, 

and the Unanticipated Needs fund. A considerable amount of background in

formation in the form of tables was added, and the Summary ended with a 

"Policy Question" to the effect that H.R. 6706 clearly placed before Con

gress the responsibility to reform or condone the growth in staff, with

the emotional reminder that the latter course would perpetuate the Water- 
371gate situation.

With the main battle lines thus prepared the stage was set for the debate 

itself on H.R. 6706. This took place in the early evening on 9th July 

1975.372 It was a debate in which all the major participants took part 

and it stands as an exceedingly interesting and authoritative guide to the 

range of congressional opinion on this subject. The debate itself can be 

said to divide into several identifiable stages, but these provided no more 

than the skeleton on which were hung the flesh of substantive argument and 

discussion. There is one preliminary point, however, that we should take 

on board before launching our examination. Evidence in the Congressional 

Record must be analysed with care, for its essentially fraudulent repre

sentation of the actual proceedings in the chamber is well known. But 

whether the speeches were delivered 'live' or merely inserted into the 

record the statements of opinion on every side were forcefully expressed. 

They deserve closer examination.

No sooner had the Post Office and Civil Service Committee Chairman intro

duced the bill than the ranking minority member, Edward J. Derwinski 

(R-Ill.), rose to offer Republican support for what was "good and basic



613

legislation designed to correct an awkward situation". While he hoped

H.R. 6706 would not be the vehicle of attempts to further restrict the 

flexibility of the President, he nevertheless anticipated such attempts.

Those who claimed that the bill was about the centralisation of power and 

policymaking in the White House he attacked as advancing "a specious argu

ment" which conveniently overlooked the "awesome responsibilities on the 

President" . 3 7 4 Derwinski then himself advanced a proposition that appeared 

to support those very arguments. Presidents, who must have access to criti

cal analysis and advice, could not rely for this on their Cabinet officers 

because, by definition, "Cabinet members, who are responsible for the oper

ations of their own departments, are ill-equipped to provide such advice and 

counsel" . 3 7 5 This proved to be the only serious contribution in a speech 

peppered with random attacks on the bill's detractors as, for example, people

who "prefer to deal in quibbles which at best are of questionable entertain- 
376.ment value".

Congresswoman Schroeder was the first to speak for the constitutional group.
377"What we are talking about is in the Constitution", she said. While Con

gress mandated Cabinet government the Executive was making it harder and 

harder to find out what was going on and being decided. She was also at 

pains to defuse any notion that she sought to dictate to the President whom 

he may hire, drawing a comparison as she did so to the conditions under 

which members of the House had to operate as regards their own staff. She 

detected two principles which she thought should govern one's approach to

this question. The first was that government was "a sacred public trust...
378it is a privilege to be there. It is not anybody's duty". The second

was a democratic interpretation of the rule of comity. The traditional in

terpretation had resulted in "a phenomenal increase" in staff in recent 

years. "Let us not wink our eyes at it and continue saying: 'We will scratch

, 3 7 9 On the bill itself she argued that ityour back, you scratch ours » I»



614

would authorize almost double the numbers of senior White House staff, 

and warned against succumbing to the Ford Administration's soothing words 

about not filling all the top staff positions that H.R. 6706 would legiti

mize. She indicated that amendments would be introduced to halt the 

"creeping imperialism and empire building" which, unless something was

done, would mean that "the system - inevitably - will explode, or perhaps, 
, 3 8 0

simply dissolve . These were perhaps melodramatic words, but the same

cannot be said of her conclusion:

"This is not a partisan issue; 
it is not a question of whether 
we trust the present incumbent; 
nor is it a question of trying 
to tie the hands of the President.
And H.R. 6706 is certainly not 
simply a housekeeping matter.
The question before us goes to 
the very essence of how our 3gl 
Federal Government operates".

The following speaker exemplified that body of opinion for which "trust", 

on an individual basis, was the touchstone. John Rousselot (R—Calif.), 

the third ranking Republican on the Committee, praised President Ford as a 

President the Congress could trust. The problems of the 1970s had thus dis

appeared with Nixon's departure. Ford, by contrast, had "operated judi

ciously", he said, as regards the staff and "has been very accessible to
382our committee in answering questions". More than once Rousselot re

ferred to his "belief" in the President's honesty. He claimed that "Ford 

has made substantial use of the Cabinet personnel, and he does not try to 

shuttle to the White House staff responsibilities that truly belong to the 

Cabinet" . 3 8 3  It was clear in several exchanges across the floor with 

Mrs. Schroeder that he failed to see any significance in the raising from 

5 4  to 9 5 the number of supergrades on the staff, although he pointed out 

that he had, in committee, voted for an amendment that set an overall ceil

ing of 575 employees in The White House Office.
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Rousellot's speech was marked by an almost unbroken series of exchanges.

No sooner had Mrs. Schroeder sat down than congressman Harkin (a freshman 

from Iowa) got up to challenge him on staff salary levels. He questioned 

Rousselot's assertion that the White House had suffered "attrition” because 

of inflation. "If President Ford is looking for well-qualified people who 

will work for less than $23,000 a year", said Harkin, "then I know where 

he can get them" . 3 8 4  He then referred to the 800 applications he had re

ceived for the 16 positions available on his own congressional staff. Harkii 

in turn was followed by another Democrat from the plains states, congressman

Roncalio (D-Wyo.), who intervened to defend the reputation of Kennedy and
385

Johnson against charges that their staffs had been as big as Nixon's. 

Unfortunately neither Roncalio nor Rousselot had done their homework. 

Derwinski was obliged to intervene to prevent further charges that Roncalio 

could neither properly make nor Rousselot properly defend.

Rousselot eventually gave way to Herbert E. Harris II (D-Va.), one of the 

foremost members of the constitutional group, albeit himself only a freshman. 

To Harris H.R. 6706 was a challenge and an opportunity. "The time for comity 

and benign neglect is over", he said . 3 8 6  But he saw "too much leeway" for 

the President in four key areas: firstly, the number of high-level staff 

positions; secondly, the accounting and reporting requirements; thirdly, 

the employment of experts and consultants; and fourthly, the Unanticipated 

Needs fund . 3 8 7  Again and again he stressed that Congress must return gov

ernment to the people "to our Cabinet officials where decisions should be

made out in the open, and where top officials are accessible and account-
389

able" . 3 8 8  He was alarmed at the congressional "undersight" in monitor

ing appropriations for the White House staff and urged the adoption of a 

series of amendments to be offered later which would place more stringent 

reporting requirements on the President.
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Where Harris had identified comity with benign neglect, Tom Steed, Chairman 

of the House Appropriations Subcommittee that Harris was obliquely slight

ing, proceeded to construct the opposite argument. He did so in his own 

idiosyncratic way. He produced a book of computer printouts measuring six

inches in thickness and announced to the House that it represented the list
390 „ , .of duties that Congress had imposed on the President. People under

estimated, he said, the "chores" that fell upon the President and, in a

phrase reminiscent of Winston Churchill’s during WWII, he called on Congress
391to pass the bill "and give the President the tools to do the job." From

a more personal viewpoint, bearing in mind that he hoped to take the

Executive Office Appropriations Bill FY 1976 (which covered the White House

staff) on the floor of the House in two days time, Steed called H.R. 6706
392"badly needed legislation".

Badly needed amendments, retorted congressman Harkin in his speech, were 

what was really necessary to prevent The White House Office from further 

growth. As a self-confessed "fiscal conservative" Harkin was particularly 

interested in the purely budgetary side. But overlaying this concern was 

an equally strong attachment to "the Cabinet form of government that our 

forefathers developed".393 He advanced the standard arguments of the con

stitutional group, but also stressed that "there is a point where the size 

of the staff ceases to contribute to the effectiveness of the executive 

operation".394 One example that came to mind was the success of the staff 

bureaucracy in hiding from the President a widespread conspiracy. This was 

certainly one of the more favourable references to President Nixon’s posi

tion in Watergate. "The President with so many important matters to attend
395to cannot possibly control this huge staff", he said, with the result 

that authority and action which should be reserved for the President was 

often exercised by aides acting in his name. If FDR could face the

handful of aides Congress should at least holdDepression with only a
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White House staffing levels to those currently in existence and refuse to 

grant the increase from 54 to 95 at the top level as provided by H.R. 6706.

The last to speak on the first part of the bill was Jimmy Jones. He

announced his intention to propose a substitute for H.R. 6706 in which the

only restrictions on the President would be a limit of 14 staff positions at

Level II. He reiterated his belief was that "our appropriations committees
396can monitor and review the White House personnel requests". The way to

prevent an imperial Presidency, in his view, was "to assure a responsive,

active Congress" which passed legislation like the War Powers Act or the

Budget Control Act. Jones made no secret of the fact that his views were

affected by his personal experience. "My experiences in the Administration

of President Johnson certainly influenced my reactions to H.R. 6706", he
397later wrote to this writer. He cited his two predecessors, Kenny

O ’Donnell under Kennedy and Marvin Watson under Johnson, as further support

for "the importance of maintaining administrative jurisdiction for the White
398House staff within the Executive Branch". Such was the purity of Jones'

devotion to the rule of comity that it could not on this occasion be matched 

even by Tom Steed.

With the first stage of the debate concluded, the House proceeded to consider

the first of the amendments offered which would materially alter the nature

of the bill. Morris Udall took the floor to propose his reduced staffing

levels. He had no wish to impede the President but "where I draw the line is
399when a President begins to destroy other values". One of these was "a

Cabinet system of government" run by president!ally appointed advisers con

firmed in their positions by the Senate and available to the Congress. He 

was particularly incensed by the numbers of supergrade staff positions that 

were provided under H.R. 6706, and the major part of his speech was devoted 

to highlighting comparisons between these supergrade staff and other positions
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in the executive branch. These comparisons were striking. For example, 

he pointed out that the President's Press Secretary and Director of Legis

lative Liaison earned as much as a member of Congress. The President's 

"gag writer" was paid the same salary as the Commissioner for Education 

who was entrusted with an annual budget of six billion dollars. The 

Solicitor General of the United States and the Chairman of the Civil 

Aeronautics Board received even less, and the Under Secretary of the Navy 

was paid less than the Third Assistant Counsel to the President. While 

Udall accepted that Ford should have his present staff Congress should not 

allow him to expand his top layer by the dimensions allowed for in the bill.

Chairman Henderson attempted to defuse Udall by reminding the House that

his Committee had considerably 'tightened' the original draft bill that

the Administration had initially proposed in March. He warned against

"substituting our judgement for the President's" Ranking Republican

Derwinski was more severe, accusing Udall of "engaging in an unnecessary

legislative overkill".401 He pointed to the increasingly status-conscious

titles currently in use for staff on Capitol Hill. In his colloquial manner

he argued that since the White House staff was his personal staff it was
402"his personal responsibility; let him have the hot potato". Unable

as he was to advance more serious arguments, Derwinski hit upon the frivo

lous notion that supporters of Udall's campaign for the Presidency should 

perform Udall a service by voting his amendment down in order that he 

might have a good issue on which to campaign.

Mrs. Schroeder sought to advance the serious debate a stage further by 

reminding the House that the structure of all government depended upon 

restrictions. She strongly supported the underlying premise of the Udall 

amendment that the time had come to call a halt. She was again particu

larly critical of the comity issue which she claimed had almost become a



619

"comedy issue" operating on the basis that "We will let you do what you

want to do and not expose you if you let us do what we want to do and do 
403not expose us". There were other sides to the question that other

404speakers wanted to expose. "This is not a political issue", claimed 

congressman Harkin, meaning in the party political sense of the term.

For him, interestingly enough, the main division of opinion lay between 

"those of us who are fiscal conservatives and those of us who are fiscally 

irresponsible",40  ̂ Here was a very different brand of analysis. It was 

the voice of middle America. It was not that Harkin did not appreciate 

or support the constitutional arguments about the organization of govern

ment at the centre. Rather his thinking was dominated by the old (some 

would say naive) ideals of rural America. Yet his closing remarks be

trayed a prescient glimpse of opinion in the later 1970s: "Let us give 

our taxpayers, let us give our overburdened small businessmen a break.

Let us give them all a treat, and not the 'bureaucratic treatment' ". 06

But widespread support for the constitutional group was simply not to be 

found, despite the fact that their opponents could not match their argu

ments. Congressmen like Taylor (R-Mo.), and Frenzel (R-Minn.) took 

refuge in the Committee version. Others, like Goodling (R-Pa.), made

accusations of "demagoguing". Frenzel was at least more honest.

Where he parted company with critics of the Committee bill was in their 

wish to treat the White House "just like any other Federal Agency. I 

strongly disagree".409 He thought that the appropriations process provided 

enough checks against abuse of power. This was emphasized in Chairman
.,, 410

Henderson's final plea, who praised Tom Steed's "excellent track record .

It was clear that a majority of fellow members were inclined to go along 

with this assessment, for Udall’s amendment went down to defeat by 234 

votes to 157: a vote of 3 to 2 against.



The second major stage of the debate was now over, whereupon three short 

amendments were dealt with. The first two were offered by Jack Brooks 

(D-Tex.), Chairman of the House Government Operations Committee. Both 

involved tightening up procedures for the expenditure of funds, that being 

a subject within the jurisdiction of his Committee, and both were accepted 

by Chairman Henderson and the minority. The first was designed to stop 

any future President from using White House funds to redecorate their 

"San Clementes" or "Key Biscaynes".411 The second provided for the Comp

troller General to have the power to check that funds for official enter- 

tainment were properly expended. The third short amendment, offered

by Mrs. Schroeder, had the effect of requiring an expert or consultant 

who had served on the staff for a whole year to be withdrawn from consult

ancy status and transferred to the permanent list of staff employees. This 

was not accepted, however, on the grounds that the Committee bill required

the President to notify Congress of any consultants continuing beyond one
„ 413year - a sufficient restriction and "sufficient authority .

The third major stage in the debate was the submission of the Jones sub

stitute. Jones had hoped to be recognised before Udall, but the consti

tutional group had taken the precaution of being well briefed on House 

procedures. On the day of the debate, Schroeder had sent Udall a Memo

randum414 outlining the likely sequence of events on the floor, pointing 

out that Udall would be recognised ahead of Jones. He had been. It might 

be thought that Jones gained from following Udall in that it had by then 

become clear that majority feeling was distinctly against placing too firm 

a restriction on the President. But Jones found the going difficult. He 

managed to provoke the Committee Chairman, Henderson, into making his 

strongest intervention in the whole debate. "It will undo what our 

committee did to eliminate the open-end request of the President", said
415

Henderson, and even he warned against signing a "blank check • He was
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followed by Udall who attacked his "total irresponsibility". But 

Derwinski broke precedent by rising to offer official Republican support 

for what he managed to call "a work of legislative art". Even this was 

outshone by his remarkable expression of complacency:

"We now have passed the era of 
abuses. I think we have a Presi
dent and I think that future 
Presidents are going to operate 
the White House staff in the416most open manner possible". u

This must stand as a classic expression of faith in the individual as the

repositry of accountability rather than in a system of democratic checks

and balances. Contrast this with Herbert Harris, who wanted a nation of

laws and not a nation of men, else "we are saying that there is an imperial
417presidency, go ahead and let it run itself".

It transpired that even Jimmy Jones had had second thoughts about the 

openness of his substitute, for he welcomed in quick succession two amend

ments offered by congressmen Solarz (D-NY) and Pickle (D-Tex.) designed to 

tighten it up. Both were also supported by the Committee leadership on both

sides and by Udall and the constitutional group. The Solarz amendment was
418designed to prevent unwarranted use of the Unanticipated Needs fund,

419while the Pickle amendment (already anticipated by Schroeder and Udall )
420required the publication of a full statement on the staff. It was the

ease with which these amendments were added, together with the atmosphere 

on the floor of the House, that prompted Udall to intervene. He admitted 

that he had not intended to speak on the Jones substitute, but he had 

sensed that "maybe some people are taking it a little more seriously than 

I thought would be the case".421 Udall then found himself unexpectedly 

cast in the position of defending the Committee bill, and in this he was 

joined by Chairman Henderson who was ever mindful of the prerogatives of 

his authorizing Committee. Udall need not have worried, for the Jones
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substitute went down to a heavier defeat, by 242 votes to 146, than 

had his own amendments.

H.R. 6706 had thus successfully fought off attacks from both the consti

tutional group on the one hand, and now the comity purists on the other. 

It had the familiar hallmark of compromise designed to appeal to the 

middle-roaders among the House membership. All that remained were the 

addition of a few uncontested amendments and one belated amendment that 

went down to defeat. Congresswoman Schroeder put forward a Brooks-type

amendment to provide for audit of travel expenses by the Comptroller 
499General. Secondly, Pickle re-introduced his amendment on a proper

423statement of expenditures for the whole staff. It was left to Harkin

to have the last word, on behalf of fiscal conservatives everywhere. But

his forlorn attempt to cut funds for Unanticipated Needs by half to
424$500,000 was even refused a recorded vote. The bill itself was there-

425upon read a third time and H.R. 6706 had become An Act. Authorization

legislation had thus passed the House for a second time.

This House version was duly introduced into the Senate on the following

day, 10th July 1975, where it was read twice and referred to the Senate

Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. There it joined S. 1697
426which had been formally introduced by Senator Fong on 8th May 1975.

S. 1697 was nothing more than the Ford Administration's draft bill intro

duced into the House as H.R. 5747. The scene was set for another stage 

in this constitutional battle. But no action had been taken on S. 1697 

and none was ever to be taken on H.R. 6706.

The simple question is: why? There appear to be a series of answers, 

none of which can individually explain away the subsequent inactivity, 

but which together added up to a blockage. First, the Senate does not
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have a rule such as House Rule XXI. Thus there was never the sense of 

urgency in the Senate as there was in the House. As far as the Senate 

was concerned it was "their" problem. Second, the fact that Senate in

action on H.R. 6706 did not deprive the President of any of his staff 

further militated against immediate consideration. Third, despite any 

difficulty and awkwardness for the House, appropriations could still be 

granted to the President and Senate action on H.R. 6706 was not impera

tive on that score. Fourth, the White House made no attempts to lobby 

the Senate to pass the bill, which undoubtedly affected Senate think

ing.427 Fifth, the Senate Post Office and Civil Service Committee was 

very involved in 1975 with a major Post bill. This had carried over into 

1976 to the extent that, in the absence of any pressure for any other 

bill, it had dominated the Committee's agenda. Sixth, the Senate is even 

more mindful of the rule of comity than the House. In the words of the 

Associate Director of the Senate Committee, Richard F. Fuller, "in a
428matter like this everyone would treat each other very respectfully".

This was especially the case given the large senatorial staffs and the 

degree of freedom any Senator enjoys in their pay and terms of employ

ment.429 Seventh, the question of access to IRS tax returns, which had 

blocked action in 1974, had still not been cleared up. Senator Weicker 

was threatening to attach another such non-germane amendment to H.R. 6706 

in the Senate. The Staff Director of the Senate Committee explained at 

the time to this writer "the fact that this question of information access

has yet to be resolved has largely contributed to the failure of the
„ 430

Senate to take final action on the bill during this Congress .

But there was one further explanation for the inaction which carried no

little weight with many Senators.431 Richard Fuller put it this way.

There was, he said, an "inclination to wait and see who's President in
432the new session before going ahead with anything • At that time the
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presidential election campaign was on in earnest and Carter was on the 

record as favouring a much reduced White House staff. Fuller's impli

cation was that the Senate would not take precipitate action.

The ultimate turn of events in 1976 were, however, still undiscernible 

in the wake of H.R. 6706's passage through the House. Forming a coda, 

as it were, to those efforts was an incident that took place two weeks 

later. On 23rd July 1975 the Wall Street Journal took upon itself the 

task of voicing concern in an editorial over the substantial increase in 

the number of high-level staff positions inside the White House made pos

sible by H.R. 6706, and belabouring the failure of the House of Represent

atives to prevent it. Udall, Harris and Schroeder immediately engineered

a joint letter to the Editor, Robert L. Bartley, pointing out that they
433had tried and failed to prevent that very increase. At the time they

saw this as an opportunity to begin a more public campaign. Their letter 

sought to justify this wider appeal: "There is without question a direct 

correlation between substantial increases in the White House staff in
434

recent years and the serious deterioration in the role of the Cabinet".

They recounted their recent efforts to hold the staff to its present levels

and "hold President Ford to his rhetoric" but they had had to be content

with the small victory of requiring an annual statement on the staff from

the President. The letter ended by expressing the hope that the Senate
435

would "finish the job that we, unhappily, failed to complete". As we

have noted, the Senate did no such thing.

In summary, 1975 proved to be a year of qualified failure. H.R. 6706 

was in certain respects a watered down version of H.R. 14715, in that it 

allowed far more staff at the supergrade level than in the 1974 bill.

Part of the explanation for this, according to John H. Martiny, the House 

Committee’s Chief Counsel, was that Udall was often away from Washington
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campaigning for the Presidency and was not able to maintain such a close
436eye over the 1975 legislation as he had over the 1974 bill. H.R. 6706 

was also less severe on the use of detailees, which in 1974 were forbidden 

from serving for longer than one year. On the other hand, H.R. 6706 did 

cover the Domestic Council staff whereas they had been omitted altogether 

from H.R. 14715. This had the potential for improving the all-round 

accountability of the White House staff to Congress. Perhaps the single 

most effective part of both bills towards this end was the inclusion in 

both of a requirement to publish a full statement of expenditures, cover

ing the names, salary, reimbursement, job titles and general job des

criptions of the White House staff. But it was all wasted. Having passed 

the House H.R. 6706 languished in the Senate with no sign of any action by 

that body during the rest of the year. Whereas 1974 had ended with a bang 

1975 ended with a whimper.

AUTHORIZATION LEGISLATION 1976

The history of authorization legislation in 1976 began exactly where 1975 

had left off. We have already noted some of the forces at work which ex

plained why the Senate took no notice of H.R. 6706. Richard Fuller told

this writer (in 1976) that, had the Senate Post Office and Civil Service
437Committee wished to "move" on the bill, events could have moved quickly.

As Associate Director of the Committee staff, Fuller had had a draft report 

ready for the Committee since 1975. The Committee would probably have dis

pensed with a hearing as the ground had been well covered already. And yet 

for months and months nothing happened.

Nearly one year after H.R. 6706 had passed the House the Senate Committee 

Chairman finally stirred. Senator Gale McGee (D-Wyo.) sent a formal
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request to three agencies on 15th June 1976 for their comments on 

H.R. 6706.438 They were the Congressional Budget Office, the Office of 

Management and Budget, and the Civil Service Commission. The first reply 

received was from the CBO, in the form of a "cost estimate" pursuant to 

Section 403 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974. This turned out to 

be merely a one-page affair which projected the costs caused by increases 

in personnel positions from FY 1977 to FY 1981. The CBO conclusion was

that the bill would cause "only a slight increase in expenditures over
439the current 1976 level".

J . . 440 TOver a month later 0MB managed to submit its considered views. in a

letter from James M. Frey, Assistant Director for Legislative Reference, 

dated 30th July 1976 it was noted that H.R. 6706 "would help avoid delays

in these appropriations" but that it would also "impose fixed limits---

thus denying him (the President) essential flexibility respecting the 

organization and compensation of staff". 0MB then made its pitch:

"We believe the President is entitled to reasonable discretion”, the 

letter said, and therefore 0MB "strongly support the provisions of S. 1697 

and urge its prompt enactment".442 S. 1697 was of course the Ford bill 

itself which, in the form of the Jones substitute, had been decisively 

defeated in the House.

By September 1976 the CSC reply had not been received by the Committee

and the 94th Congress was fast drawing to a close. By then, too, the

appropriations for the White House staff for FY 1977 had already been

passed, despite Congressman Steed's warning that without an authorization
443

act Congress would be "faced with some very serious problems". Whose

problems they would be, whether Ford's or Carter's, was very much on every

one's mind at that time, and H.R. 6706’s hope of reaching the statute book 

fell foul of that preoccupation for want of any more concerted interest in

it.
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AUTHORIZATION LEGISLATION 1977

The 95th Congress that began in January 1977 may have marked the begin

ning of a new era as far as congressional relations with the Chief 

Executive were concerned, but this did not extend to authorization legis

lation. It was perhaps understandable that there should have been a 

period of settling down but less so that nothing at all should have been 

done after more than six months.

The arrival of President Carter was not the only personnel change of sig

nificance in the 95th Congress. Morris Udall, for example, who had 

played a major part in drafting both H.R. 14715 and H.R. 6706, was sche

duled to become Chairman of the House Post Office and Civil Service Com

mittee. John H. Martiny, that Committee's Chief Counsel, expressed the

opinion that under Udall's Chairmanship the Committee's next authorization
444bill would "definitely be tighter the next time around". Yet in the 

event Udall was not to become that Committee's Chairman, for he was also 

in line to chair the more prestigious House Interior Committee and he 

chose the latter of his two options. This removed him from the centre of 

the scene.

In the new circumstances of the 95th Congress the initiative was taken up 

by congressman Herbert Harris. On 5th April 1977 he wrote a letter to 

President Carter, for the attention of Frank Moore, Carter's Assistant 

for Congressional Liaison, enclosing a copy of the bill Harris was intro

ducing on the White House staff.445 He briefly drew the President’s 

attention to the history behind attempts to pass such legislation and

pointed out that it was still as necessary as ever. What provision there
446was for the staff, said Harris, was "woefully out of date". He ex

pressed pleasure in having read news media accounts of the Carter
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Administration's intention to reduce the numbers of White House staff,

and emphasized that his own interest in the subject stemmed from his

"long-held belief that the primary policy-decisions of the executive

branch rest with the President and his appointed Cabinet officers, who
447are confirmed by the Senate".

These sentiments also dominated the statement, which Harris issued on 

19th April when he formally introduced H.R. 6326, entitled "Returning 

Government to the Cabinet and to the People".448 In the interests of 

"legislative integrity" Harris said that Congress would be "acting irres

ponsibly if it approves funds for purposes not clearly authorized by 

law",44® Thus his first major point was directed at his fellow legis

lators. His second point was his "Watergate" argument: that unlimited 

numbers of staff carry the "inherent dangers of an unelected ’palace 

guard' ” .450 He coupled this with the admonition that "we must not let 

Watergate quietly fade from our memories". After reviewing the major 

aspects of his bill he entered a last appeal for haste: "because of the 

May 15 budget deadline for reporting all authorizing legislation, we must

act quickly".451 By that time, Harris had real hopes that such a bill
452would pass in the new Congress.

The Harris bill H.R. 6326 is worth considering in some detail for it

represented a curious contrast with previous bills on this subject. As

a leading member of the constitutional group one would have expected it

to be a relatively "tight" bill. But it cannot quite so easily be chara-
453

cterized as such notwithstanding its support from Udall and Schroeder.

The major respects in which it was a "tighter" bill than its predecessors 
were these: first, it abolished the Domestic Council entirely: sscond,

it cut by half the funds for Unanticipated Needs;455 third, it required 
The White House Office to reimburse all detailees to the White House staff
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456from the moment of being detailed on a full-time basis; fourth. a

specific ceiling was set on the funds that could be used to pay experts 
457and consultants; and fifth, as regards the provision of consultants,

the procurement of goods and services, Unanticipated Needs, and travel
458expenses, authorization was limited to three years only. Together

these added up to a significant tightening of the accountability of the 

White House staff to Congress.

But the heart of H.R. 6326, like its predecessors, lay in its treatment 

of the numbers of staff in the senior policymaking positions. The sur

prise of the Harris bill was that it altered the former approach of 

imposing a series of restrictions at a series of levels, and substituted 

a much cruder - and arguably less restrictive - system. Harris' bill

called for a limit of 44 staff at no more than Level II, 21 between GS-16
459and GS-18, and a ceiling of 336 on staff up to the GS-15 level. This

combined into a total limit of 401 for the entire White House staff. In 

one sense this did represent a more severe restriction on the President 

in that Harris called for only 44 where H.R. 6706 had allowed 65; for 21 

instead of 30; and for 336 instead of 480. Leaving aside the last compari

son which undoubtedly involved a considerable prima facie reduction in 

staff, the fact remains that the Harris bill envisaged much more freedom 

over the employment of top staff than did H.R. 6706. Whereas H.R. 6706 

only allowed 12 staff at the top level of Level II Harris’ bill allowed 

for up to no less than 44. That amounted to much more flexibility for the

President. It also contrasted with the new restriction that Harris placed
460upon the pay of consultants, which was not to exceed GS-18, whereas

previous bills had put the ceiling at the top Level II. All in all, it

hardly seemed like progress to allow up to 44 staff at a salary level which
461by 1977 had been raised to no less than $57,500 p.a.
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The legislative fortunes of H.R. 6326 did not get off to as good a

start as Harris had hoped. Although a hearing was held on 26th April

by the House Post Office and Civil Service Subcommittee on Employee Ethics 
462and Utilization, "the Administration testified that since they were

undertaking a reorganization of the entire Executive Office of the
463President, they could not take a position on the bill", in the words

of Harris' Legislative Assistant Glenda Surovell. Secondly, the May 16

budget deadline passed by without the full Committee having reported out 
464the bill. As a result of this slow progress the annual appropriations

bill for the White House staff (H.R. 7552) was once again subjected to 

points of order on the floor of the House - a move led by Harris him

self.465 By that time it was clear that the Carter Administration's in

action was causing considerable irritation on all sides. Harris recounted 

a problem reminiscent of the old Nixon days: "We have urged the White 

House to tell us what it is that they do want, how they do react to this 

legislation. We have not received a response from them. We have in fact, 

in subcommittee hearings where we reported out the bill, received virtually 

no information from them". A month later, on 14th July 1977, during

the debate on the Conference Report on H.R. 7552, Tom Steed warned very

seriously that unless authorization legislation was passed without further
467delay "we are going to be faced with some very serious problems". But

the Carter Administration had still not taken 'a definitive position at 

that present moment in time* (to use the jargon then in vogue).

The experience of 1977 was instructive. The momentum necessary for this 

legislation had yet to be re-established. Attempts to do so met with a 

leisurely response from the new Carter Administration. One may surmise 

that this owed not a little to a natural restoration of the spirit of 

comity, concomitant upon the arrival of a Democrat to the White House. Time 

alone was to tell whether such restoration would have permanent effect.
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AUTHORIZATION LEGISLATION 1978

If H.R. 6326 had made no progress of a substantial kind during 1977, the 

Carter Administration, on the other hand, had, since April, been making 

some progress with its reorganization of the Executive Office. For example, 

in the process of dismantling the Domestic Council, President Carter est

ablished a new Domestic Policy Staff under the general direction of his 

Assistant to the President for Domestic Issues. Carter also hived off cer

tain functions formerly performed by the Chief of Staff in the Nixon-Ford 

years into a new Office of Administration. That these two new entities 

were still being considered as essential constituents of the White House

staff was duly reflected in yet another authorization bill which congress-
468man Harris introduced on 31st January 1978.

Harris introduced H.R. 10657 on behalf of himself, congressman Udall and 

congresswoman Schroeder — together the core of what we have termed the con

stitutional group. The Carter Administration made clear that, unlike 1977, 

they were at last ready to take an active interest in the subject. (The

Director of White House Operations, Valerio L. Giannini, wrote to this
469writer to say that "we are working with the Congress" on H.R. 10657).

The reason for the Carter Administration's willingness to work on the bill 

was more than clear when its provisions are examined in the light of pre

vious bills. The comparisons are striking.

H.R. 10657, as it was introduced, was a 'weak' bill. This was especially 

significant considering who its sponsors were. In a sense it had more in 

common with earlier bills produced by the Nixon-Ford Administrations than 

it did with its sponsors' predecessor bills and amendments. This was 

clear in seven major respects.



Firstly! H.R. 10657 did not seek to impose any cut on the fund for Un

anticipated Needs. It provided for an annual appropriation of $1,000,000,470
471whereas H.R. 6326 had proposed only $500,000. Moreover H.R. 10657 omit

ted entirely the qualification enshrined in H.R. 6326 that the President be 

not allowed to allocate any appropriation from this fund before submitting 

a report to Congress setting out (a) the specific purpose for which the 

allocation was to be made, and (b) that the necessary delay in going through

the normal appropriations process would be detrimental to the national
472interest, security, or defense. In short, H.R. 10657 represented a

return to the old days when the President could use the fund exactly how he 

liked.

Secondly, H.R. 10657 relaxed the regulation and reimbursement of detailees.

Only after a period of six months would it now be necessary to reimburse the
473 ,original Department of Agency. H.R. 6326 had proposed that such reim-

474bursement begin immediately the person was detailed.

Thirdly, H.R. 10657 relaxed the regulation of the employment of temporary 
or intermittent services of experts or consultants. It provided no fixed 

ceiling on the funds available for such services (H.R. 6326 had set a limit 

of $75,000)475 and raised to Level II the pro rata salary level476 (from 

H.R. 6326's GS-18 level).

Fourthly. H.R. 10657 did not include the three-year proviso (which figured 
prominently in H.R. 6326)477 that certain aspects of the proposed authori

zation would be subject to review after a period of three years.

Fifthly. H.R. 10657 relaxed the senior White House staff personnel limi-
4'tations. Where H.R. 6326 had provided for 44 at Level II and 21 at GS-18, 

the new bill provided for 25 at Level II, 25 at Level III, and 50 at
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GS-18. In other words the limitation on the supergrades was to be

raised from 65 to 100 - by no means an inconsiderable increase.

Sixthly, H.R. 10657 dropped entirely the requirement that the President

issue a "Statement of Expenditures" covering basic information on the

White House staff. H.R. 6326 had proposed that such a statement be issued
, 480no later than 60 days after each fiscal year.

Seventhly, H.R. 10657 restored the concept of presidential discretion vis- 

a-vis the staff as reflected in the language of the proposed authorization. 

The crucial phrase "such number of other employees as he may determine to 

be appropriate" recurred again and again. This was the language of the 

'blank cheque' against which the proponents of several previous bills, in

cluding H.R. 6326, had campaigned vigorously.

This enumeration should make it quite clear that the 1978 version of 

authorization legislation was decidedly watered down from earlier legis

lation proposed by the same group of liberal Democratic congressmen. When 

one compares H.R. 10657 with H.R. 14715, the original 1974 version which 

failed at the last moment, the latter can be seen as by far the tougher of 

the two. This is not to pre-judge the final form that H.R. 10657 may even

tually take (as of this writing); not to mention the possibility that it, 

too, might fail to reach the statute book. On the other hand, if this 

marked tendency away from firm restrictions on a President's staff is main

tained then this can only ease its passage. It would then be an innocuous

measure, and a real opportunity for Congress to make the White House staff
480a

more accountable would be seen to have slipped away.
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CONCLUSION

We have seen in this chapter that Congress has played virtually no effect

ive part in shaping the growth or development of the White House staff 

since its creation; still less did it check that growth. Those consti

tutional powers that it has had at its disposal Congress has not yet 

chosen to exercise in any truly effective manner. Its record to date in 

holding the White House staff to account can only be described as bad.

Firstly, in the thirty-five years between 1939 and the beginning of 

President Nixon's second term Congress took no action to check or reduce 

the growing number of White House staff. Congressional appropriations 

subcommittees recommended and endorsed everything that every President re

quested in the way of staff or money. These requests were rarely, if ever, 

challenged on the floor of either house, and were never denied. Never did 

a senior member of the White House staff ever appear before a congressional 

appropriations subcommittee to justify presidential budgetary requests for 

the staff. Never did any President volunteer, nor Congress require, a full 

and complete listing of the White House staff employed. Never did any 

President provide, nor Congress require, a full and detailed accounting of 

the funds provided for the White House staff. In short, Congress neither 

knew exactly for whom funds were being appropriated, nor for exactly what 

purposes that money was being spent. No-one asked the right questions 

about the growth in staff, nor questioned the right people. Congressional 

agreement was usually preceded by little debate.

Secondly, Congress has yet to conduct a serious oversight investigation 

into the development, purpose or operation of the White House staff. The 

full measure of such an omission can be gauged by the extent to which the 

knowledge unearthed about the White House staff as a by-product of the
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Watergate investigations came as a complete surprise.

Thirdly, attempts to pass authorization legislation for the White House 

staff from 1974 to date have not been successful. To paraphrase Tolstoy, 

the reasons for a bill's failure are after a fashion to itself. That is 

to say, the reasons for failure in 1974 were different from the failure of 

1975-76, and different again from the failure in 1977-78. But there has 

been one common thread: the existence of a substantial body of opinion in 

the Congress which has not wished, for whatever reasons, to make the White 

House staff more accountable beyond the procedures that exist in the appro

priations process and whatever safeguards against abuse that the President 

may or may not adopt or promise. The arrival in 1977 of a Democratic 

President solidified adherence to this view in the Democratically-controlled 

legislature.

This has not been a creditable congressional track record in retrospect.

Yet it must be added that congressional attitudes towards the appropriations 

power had begun to alter by the end of the Nixon Presidency. For the first 

time certain staff appropriations were subjected to serious challenge and 

in some cases eliminated or cosmetically reduced. Appropriations sub

committee hearings betrayed a noticeably tougher line on the Administration, 

which eventually began to upgrade the seniority of the witnesses it called 

upon to justify the staff budgets. More information on the staff was pro

vided than had formerly been considered necessary by any previous Congress. 

But the true and lasting extent of such improvements are open to debate. 

Underlying the overall congressional failure has been an attitude towards 

the Presidency, expressed as comity, which relied excessively on common 

standards of trust and decent behaviour that were themselves too imprecise 

to ensure that abuses could be sufficiently detected. This was aggravated 

over the years by the secrecy which progressively surrounded all aspects of
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the staff, especially its true size and cost. Several Senators told this 

writer that, even in the 1970s, they had assumed that the size of the 

President's political staff was roughly analogous to that of a Senator’s 

own office staff.481 Responsible oversight could have effectively 

demolished such an erroneous impression considerably earlier.

Even Watergate has not succeeded in shaking such attitudes out of their 

essential complacency. The extent to which the traditional interpretation 

of comity - which still relies on self-accountability in place of proper 

democratic checks and balances - has survived intact is indeed remarkable. 

Thus representative Tom Steed, traditional comity's leading proponent, 

takes comfort in its future. "It is my feeling", he wrote to this writer, 

"that, in the long range, this (i.e. comity) is the most reasonable and 

responsible manner in which to consider these matters. The recent unfortu

nate Watergate episode did tend to undermine this consideration but, in my 

opinion, that does not represent any long range change of attitude concern

ing these matters".482 This is corroborated elsewhere. The Senate appro

priations subcommittee's Staff Director expects that the White House staff 

budget will return to its "sacrosanct" status. Robert Taft II, the 

Senator from Ohio (1969-77) expressed the opinion to this writer that Con

gress would do nothing to "interfere with the President's right to pick 

and organize his own staff", nor do anything to force more members of the

staff to appear before congressional committees. By contrast, this
485

writer received a different outlook from Congressman Udall and Senator 

(later Vice President) Mondale,486 both of whom professed the belief that 

the time would come when the congressional power of confirmation would be 

extended in some way to cover the President’s senior staff.

In conclusion, it can be said that in the 1970s the arguments for the
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greater accountability of the White House staff to Congress have been 

carried a significant stage further forward. The debate has been widened 

to embrace deep-seated and perennial questions about the accountability 

of power. These may subside but will not disappear. And yet these argu

ments have not yet convincingly carried the day among those - in Congress - 

who still count heavily. As long as traditional comity holds sway, and 

the evidence presented strongly suggests this to be the case, the essential 

lesson of the staff's history since 1939 will have been forgotten: namely, 

that it is not enough merely to trust the President. Congress must make 

available its own constitutional powers and must use those powers to main

tain a higher degree of scrutiny than it has exhibited to date. The spirit 

of comity must be reinterpreted to ensure this. Above all, it is not

enough to breathe a huge collective sigh of relief after getting rid of a 

"bad king" only to seek refuge in the hope that his successors are good and

honest men.



POSTSCRIPT

White House staff authorization legislation did finally reach the statute 

book. President Carter signed Public Law 95-570 on 2nd November, 1978.

This postscript (with the benefit of a hindsight not available when this 

chapter was completed in early 1978) briefly addresses itself to the 

question of whether or not this legislation in its final form confirms or 

denies the central thesis of this chapter.

The full chronology of events in 1978 is given at Appendix 7.1, from which 

it is clear that H.R. 10657 did indeed fail. After House hearings on 7th 

February, 1978, the Subcommittee on Employee Ethics and Utilization of the 

Committee on Post Office and Civil Service voted to produce a 'clean' bill. 

This was subsequently introduced as H.R. 11003 on 20th February, 1978, 

sponsored by Herbert Harris, (D-Va.), and thereafter referred to, and con

sidered by, the full Committee. It was this bill that eventually succeeded 

where seven previous bills had failed.

H.R. 11003, as first introduced, was only marginally 'tighter' than its 

immediate predecessor H.R. 10657. For example, it re-introduced the require

ment that the President report every fiscal year to Congress the purposes
487for which he had used the Unanticipated Needs fund. A further tightening

488 _
was provided by amendments added during debate on the House floor. They

converted the "Personnel Report", that the President was required to submit 

annually to Congress from a rather anodyne item into a specific listing of 

the names, salaries, job descriptions, and numbers of all staff in The 

White House Office, Domestic Policy Staff, Office of Administration and Vice 

President's office.

* The full text of this legislation is set out in Appendix 7.2.
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It was precisely this section of the bill, to which the House had at least 

managed to give some teeth, that was subsequently watered down during 

Senate consideration of H.R. 11003. The Senate Governmental Affairs Sub

committee on Civil Service and General Services held a hearing on 2nd May,

1978, which gave the Carter Administration the chance to place on the
489record its objection to the House version. Two new arguments were

advanced. Firstly, that to reveal even the names and job descriptions of

employees detailed to the White House might prematurely jeopardize "ongoing
490Administration initiatives... prior to the time for public kickoff".

Secondly, too specific a listing of names of staff "would infringe upon 

the(ir) privacy".491 These arguments obviously carried weight with the 

Senators who reported out the bill. The requirements of the "Personnel 

Report" were greatly diluted. Only the overall numbers of staff, not their 

names or their salaries or their job descriptions, were to be reported 

together with aggregate figures only for the total cost of detailees (the

numbers of whom serving more than 30 days were to be recorded) and experts 
492and consultants.

During debate on the Senate floor one amendment was added: a so-called

'sunset' provision which was to limit the operational life of the legislation

to the end of FY 1983.493 It passed on a voice vote (although a similar
494amendment had been defeated in the House debate on a recorded vote ). The 

ease with which it passed was slightly surprising because it represented a 

tightening of the bill. However, quiet lobbying took place between July 

and the Conference Committee's deliberations in September (described as a 

"brief and harmonious conference" ), and the House and Senate conferees 

quickly agreed to drop the two more obvious restrictions remaining in their 

respective versions. Both the strict reporting requirements and the sunset
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495provision were cut out. On this basis the Conference Report was

virtually nodded through both houses shortly thereafter and forwarded for 

Jimmy Carter’s signature.

How should the final outcome be interpreted? It can be argued that the 

mere fact that authorization legislation reached the statute book is suf

ficient proof that congressional checks and balances have at last been 

brought to bear on the President's White House staff. In support of this 

argument it can rightly be said that there is now some limitation on staff 

numbers where none previously existed; some restrictions on the use of 

detailees, experts and consultants, where none previously existed; some 

reporting requirements where none previously existed; and some degree of 

independent access to White House records where none previously existed.

But these provisions are so generalized that, except for the fact of their 

existence, they cannot be said to represent the most effective congressional 

oversight. Besides, it is not convincing merely to argue that its passage 

into law represents an advance. If only for technical reasons, viz. the 

requirements of House Rule XXI, legislation of some kind quite obviously 

had to be passed eventually.

A close examination of the congressional record during 1974-78, which bears 

witness to the progressive dilution of the legislative versions discussed 

and debated over that period, leads to a very different interpretation.

Seen in this context the degree to which authorization legislation was the 

means by which the President could be held more strictly accountable for 

the use of his White House staff became weaker. It is impossible to escape 

the observation that the further removed from Nixon and Watergate the more 

lenient the attitude of Congress became to arguments advanced for the 

greatest possible flexibility for the President in regard to his staff.
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This leniency expressed itself in such ways as raising the ceilings imposed 

by the legislation on the numbers of staff allowed at senior salary grades; 

removing altogether overall ceilings on lower-level staff numbers and 

allowable expenses; and resisting strict reporting requirements.

Distance from Watergate was not the only factor at work. The general pre

sumption by a Democratic Congress in favour of the preferences of a 

Democratic President pervaded congressional consideration of H.R. 11003 as 

it wound its way through the legislative calendar in 1978. That this was 

not without a price to be paid was a fact not lost on several Republicans.

In their view Democratic attitudes reeked of political expediency. It was 

a charge they rammed home. One of the most revealing moments of the debates 

on H.R. 11003 came in the Senate when both Robert Dole, (R-Kan.), and William 

Roth, (R-Del.), attacked by name those members of the constitutional group 

in the House, such as Udall and Schroeder, for now co-sponsoring a bill

whose provisions were similar to those in earlier bills which Udall et al.
496had strongly attacked as being a sell-out to the imperial presidency.

Dole and Roth coupled these valid points with a no less valid attack on the 

spurious nature of Carter's alleged reductions in White House staff numbers. 

The Carter Administration, and the bill's sponsors in both House and Senate, 

argued that the President had lived up to his campaign promises by making a 

28% cut.497 But the evidence, when carefully considered, simply does not 

bear this out. Much of the reduction was merely a paper reduction in the 

size of The White House Office staff achieved by the simple transfer of a 

number of staff to the newly-created Office of Administration within the 

EOP.498 (The transparency of this device only adds to the discredit 

attaching to those Democrats whose previous stands of principle appear to 

have evaporated in favour of the partisan expendiency of supporting a 

Democratic White House.4" )  Republican arguments against the bill also
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touched on what was called the "open-ended" nature of the authorization 

provisions which it was feared would retain the potential for abuse. But 

these were easily shrugged off by the managers of the bill (in both 

houses) with the classic assurance that Congress would be relying "on the 

vigilance of the appropriate Appropriations Committees". Here we have

it: the call to give traditional comity a renewed lease of life. It will

as surely apply to a Republican Senate's treatment of President Reagan's 

White House staff as it was here intended by a Democratic Senate to apply 

to President Carter’s.

This chapter has produced ample evidence to support the view that reliance 

on the vigilance of Congress has in the past proved insufficient in holding 

the President's White House staff properly accountable. Public Law 95-570 

certainly represented a step forward - on paper. But after five years in 

the making it also represented several distinct steps backwards from what 

it might have been; and its application in practice remains to be judged. 

The validity of the conclusions reached in this chapter remain and to that 

extent its central thesis is upheld.
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THE WHITE HODSE STAFF

CONCLUSION

"Organizations have a life of their own, independent of the intentions of 

their founders." 1 The words of Bertrand Russell can well be applied to 

the White House staff whose role has changed out of all recognition from 

their original purpose. They have become a permanent and vital element of 

the American Presidency, buttressed by their unique proximity and accounta

bility to the President, and now occupy a pre-eminent position in the 

presidential decision-making process. An understanding of the White House 

staff is absolutely essential to an understanding of the framework of advice 

that culminates in any presidential decision. The staff may have no formal 

power in their own right but when they telephone, write, speak or act on 

behalf of the President they invoke presidential power which in turn gives 

them their powerful influence. The scale and level upon which the staff 

now operate enables them to acquire and sustain a dominance in each 

Presidency fully commensurate with every other institutional part of 

presidential government. Not only has this been achieved over a remarkably 

short period but in the wider context the White House staff have formed the 

vanguard of an even more significant political phenomenon, tantamount to 

the establishment of a new branch of government: the Advisory Branch.
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The President of the United States manifestly does need help and advice on 

the exercise of his awesome power and responsibilities and the demands of 

modern government have created an essential need for advisers. No 

President could possibly be asked, or would agree, to undertake the 

Presidency without access to the advice he needs from those whom he wants 

to give it. This applies as much to the President as it does to every 

elected Member of Congress. It is this need that is now being met in a 

variety of ways by this new Advisory Branch of government that takes dif

ferent forms in different political contexts: whether executive, adminis

trative, legislative or judicial. In each can be found advisory or staff 

assistance to those who hold official responsibility. That the United 

States Constitution, although containing no specific provision for such 

advisers, has proven to be sufficiently flexible over the last fifty years 

to accommodate this Advisory Branch is well shown by the modern President’s 

dependence upon his staff.

Why then has this been a matter for concern? Quite simply because the 

development of the White House staff has in some senses breached the 

cherished principles of that same United States Constitution. Two hundred 

years ago the birth of the Republic symbolised the overthrow of autocracy 

by democracy. At that time the British governmental system against which 

the American colonies rebelled was based upon monarchical patronage and 

favouritism without a counterbalancing representative Parliament. The classic 

exposition by the Founding Fathers in the Declaration of Independence and in 

the Constitution of a system of government founded on the separation of 

powers between its three different branches coupled with a system of checks 

and balances marked a milestone in the development of modern democracy. But 

these gains are at risk in an age where the sheer scale and complexity of 

political life threaten to overwhelm the capacity of that original system 

to cope with modern problems.
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This new Advisory Branch, with its mushrooming political advisers and 

staff assistance, could become a direct threat to the principles of 

accountability that should bind the elected to the governed. Seen from 

below the lines of communication between the people and their President 

are lost in a complex web as one nears the higher reaches of government.

Many of those with power or influence over the destiny of the nation 

effectively escape from much of the process of regular public scrutiny 

without which no democracy can remain healthy. Seen from the Oval Office 

the governmental pyramid is too huge and unresponsive a monster to give 

the President any confidence that pulling the conventional levers will 

yield adequate results. Both policy initiatives and implementation seem 

to get bogged down in a morass of conflicting and competing interests.

This helps to explain the irony of resurrecting certain features from the 

past, and injecting them into the democratic process, that are more remi

niscent of the Medieval era than the modern.

This has been dramatically demonstrated by the growth of the White House 

staff, their visible operational involvement, and their lack of public 

accountability. All three of the Brownlow Committee Report’s original 

recommendations have been overturned. The staff have not remained small 

in number, they have not remained completely anonymous, and they have been 

interposed between the President and his government. They have broken 

through the system of checks and balances intended to provide against the 

possibility of abuse of power. None of these features has been accidental. 

Presidents deliberately encouraged the staff , safe in the knowledge that 

there would be no effective challenge. Congress deliberately chose not to 

exercise their constitutional powers because it was rarely in their own 

interests to intervene when it could rebound against their own growing needs
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for advice and staff assistance. Many outside observers with a claim to 

represent the public interest, whether journalists or academics, deliberately 

did not criticize the concept of staff assistance perhaps because they had 

self-interested reasons in perpetuating what they thought beneficial to 

themselves or others. As a result the staff flourished in a constitutional 

vacuum and an atmosphere of benign neglect in which their significance 

remained largely undiscussed.

The growth of the Advisory Branch of Government has been welcomed by those 

with political power but there has been a price to be paid. In a famous 

phrase during Watergate the President was advised by a member of his White 

House staff that there was a 'cancer' growing close to the Presidency. In 

an analagous sense the Advisory Branch represents a potential cancer, grow

ing close to the United States Constitution, that has yet to be brought 

fully under control. Yet the misuse of presidential power involved in 

Watergate was an aberration that has disguised the real problems created 

by the President's need for advice, and the reconciliation of that need 

with the traditional constitutional framework of openness and balanced 

powers that are the hallmark of the American Constitution. Until the real 

nature of what the staff have developed into has been fully grasped, as 

this thesis has sought to do, it will threaten self-government. No people 

can be said to be self-governing unless and until they know the reality of 

the system of government under which they live. If eternal vigilance is 

the price of liberty then this knowledge is self evidently its prerequisite.

It is the provision of this very knowledge which this study has set out to 

provide. For any pioneering student of the White House staff there are 

considerable obstacles to successful research, such as the often conflicting
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and incomplete nature of official records and the difficulties encountered 

in answering apparently simple questions of definition. The inaccessibility 

of life inside the White House is yet another. Despite the celebrity status 

of senior presidential aides many vital areas of the White House staff have 

long remained unknown and uninvestigated. Not until this essential ground

work has been thoroughly marked out, which this study has attempted, can 

the subject become clear.

The White House staff have long been far more extensive in size and scope 

than commonly supposed or officially indicated. A measure of political 

realism is necessary to understand that those listed by the White House or 

included under budgetary headings of "The White House Office" represent 

only the tip of the iceberg. To complete the picture there must be included, 

for example, the domestic and foreign affairs components of the White House 

staff which are essential for any realistic definition. By the 1970's each 

of these two groups of staff was well established as a separate organizational 

entity under the direction of a senior member of the White House staff. There 

have also been other groups of staff over the past five decades, employed 

both directly and indirectly, who must be added to the total. Throughout 

this period, with minimal interference from Congress, the staff were almost 

never directly considered as a whole, but only disparately as though a 

collection of unconnected parts. Unrealistic definitions of the White 

House staff were a by-product of this general neglect such that by the 

1970’s the vast majority of staff positions were technically unauthorized. 

While this mattered little in practice it highlighted the extent to which 

the staff had positioned themselves beyond the reach of normal congressional 

powers. Although the very flexibility of a President's White House 

organization precludes any easy formula for defining the White House staff,
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several straightforward principles can be combined to yield a realistic 

political definition. Broadening the definition of the staff gives a much 

clearer and more accurate picture of their growth in size and cost over 

five decades.

This argument is supported by the factual material provided by this thesis. 

In each major area - whether staff numbers, job titles, turnover, cost, 

salaries, or support services - the fact of extensive growth is now estab

lished beyond doubt. No explanation of this growth that seeks to place a 

disproportionate responsibility upon one or two Presidents has any lasting 

credibility. This has been a fashionable myth but one which is now convin

cingly demolished by the evidence that, despite some variation over time 

in the rate of growth, all Presidents from Roosevelt onwards both nurtured 

their existing staff and in various ways added new staff.

A real understanding of the way the staff operate and are organized was 

for many years as generally lacking as an appreciation of their growth.

There have been considerable gaps in basic information and research. Much 

of the literature in this field, with rare honourable exceptions, has been 

no substitute for the direct personal experience of those who have served 

on a President's staff. Relatively few have written about their time in 

the White House. Of those, only a select group (often combining their 

personal experience with an academic or journalistic background) have 

written anything of lasting value. Until the 1970's few outside observers 

had the foresight to predict the development of the staff or to warn against 

the constitutional difficulties this might bring. Not only were these 

detectable as early as the 1930’s, when President Roosevelt effectively laid 

the foundations of the staff, but precursors of the staff and the
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American history. Partly because Roosevelt consciously downplayed it at the 

time, most did not grasp the real significance of his creation of The White 

House Office, which was fundamentally a political, and not an administrative , 

act.

Why the White House staff grew and how they have been organized by succes

sive Presidents are questions whose answers are interwoven with the growth 

and development of the Presidency and nation state power. President 

Roosevelt established what, for his own time, seemed a welcome and needed 

improvement in the array of advisers available to the President. As the 

domestic and foreign roles of the United States government got larger and 

more complex, the Presidency needed more help to assist it in governmental 

tasks never previously attempted. Presidents found they could not get this 

help from their continual attempts to reorganize the Executive Branch to 

make the official machinery more responsive to presidential policy. They 

have searched instead for alternative advisory systems for foreign and 

domestic affairs to further presidential power. The influence of the 

Cabinet has declined and individual Cabinet members have had, for the most 

part, no option but to accept this new centre of power even though it 

inevitably led to some decline in their own control over major areas of 

policy and operations. The President is now much better armed to intervene 

to impose his will when he wishes to do so.

These developments raise questions of constitutional importance because the 

staff have superseded the historically established official advisory system, 

principally revolving round the Cabinet, whose principal collective merit 

in a democracy is that it is subject to a degree of public scrutiny.
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Moreover, its members are subject to a rigorous process of Senate confir

mation. Here the White House staff stand in marked contrast. Their 

appointment, their role and their advice is surrounded by a degree of 

secrecy for which there is no precise parallel. This enables the staff 

to establish themselves, in comparison with every other major source of 

advice and assistance available, as the most valuable to the President, 

in whom he has most confidence. This has been strengthened still further 

by their progressive functionalisation to cover major areas of presidential 

concern: domestic affairs, press public and media relations, congressional

affairs, economic affairs, and White House operations (the administrative 

heart of the modern White House). The bond of mutual confidence has been 

strongest when applied to foreign affairs where the National Security 

Adviser and his staff have often provided a genuine alternative source of 

advice and implementation to the State Department and the Pentagon. What 

the staff have lacked in formal executive powers is outweighed from the 

President's perspective by their flexibility of organization, capacity for 

expansion, and personal loyalty. Their proximity to the President brings 

them a knowledge of his thinking and policies that no other constitutional 

rival for the President's ear can possibly hope to match. The rise of the 

White House staff was inevitable because they became essential to any 

President concerned to extend his own power.

All Presidents have realised the importance of organizing their staff to 

obtain the maximum benefit of their help. The two principal models of 

staff organization depend primarily on the President's personality, political 

style and working methods. These are usually settled features by the time 

he assumes presidential office and can often be detected as much in his
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preferred pattern of campaign organization as in his political beliefs, 

his policies, and the very conception of his role as President. Some 

Presidents have from the first preferred the 'Pyramid' model: an 

hierarchically organized staff operating under the direction of an 

acknowledged Chief of Staff. Others have attempted the 'Spokes of the 

Wheel' model: a more collegiate staff with a greater number of senior 

staff given access to the President, who thus effectively acts as his own 

Chief of Staff. Some Presidents, consciously or not, have gone for a 

balance between these contrasting approaches. All have acknowledged, 

whatever any other differences, that an effective staff needs to have a 

functional division of staff responsibilities.

From the President's point of view decision-making lies at the heart of 

his presidential role, as recent Presidents have acknowledged. The President 

must establish his control over his White House staff, as over every other 

part of the institutional Presidency, and it is here that he faces a choice. 

No President can really afford to spend too much of his time managing his 

own White House and those that do not or cannot delegate their workload 

will suffer. But it is a diversion of a President's scarce time and 

resources, as most recent Presidents have found, to become enmeshed in the 

minutiae of running the staff. Either way there are risks to be run. 

Presidents can become isolated or, just as important, give the appearance 

of being isolated. They can become prisoners of too few channels of 

information, or hopelessly deluged by too many. Too little dominance by 

a President of his staff could metamorphose him into a 'Chairman of the 

Board' rather than a 'Chief Executive' with the real danger that over time 

his power is ceded to a staff machine that progressively processes 

decision-making for him, leaving him a formal role. Too great a dominance
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by a President of his staff could metamorphose him into an 'Imperial 

President' rather than a 'Constitutional President' with the real risk of 

weakening the quality of the advice he receives from a staff that are 

too susceptible to being yes-men. A great deal still depends upon the 

individual President in question, yet it is equally clear that circumstances 

tend to pressure a President into adopting a system of organization that in 

some form embodies the concept of a Chief of Staff.

Staff accountability to the President has accordingly undergone an important 

change. While the staff numbered literally a handful accountability was 

straightforward, but since the staff have grown to hundreds it has become 

a fiction. There are now far too many for the President personally to 

hold them accountable, which is one of the reasons why the need for a Chief 

of Staff eventually arose. Devolving the responsibility for staff organi

zation has been a solution gratefully seized upon by some Presidents more 

than others, but in so doing staff accountability to the President has in 

practice largely been superceded by staff accountability to the staff. It 

is an exceptional President who can hold personally accountable more than 

a dozen or so senior staff members at any given time. Consequently, most 

staff effectively operate at one or more steps removed from their President 

and this has introduced serious complications of constitutional importance. 

The invocation of presidential power by staff at second or third or fourth 

hand dilutes its legitimacy, weakens the extent to which it is accountable, 

and can lead to disastrous results. The most dramatic events provide the 
simplest proof. Watergate arose for reasons that had much in common with 

those prompting the acts of King Edward II's Knights who heard his cry 
about Beckett, 'Who will rid me of this turbulent priest?'. When filtered 

down the staff organization, President Nixon's frustration resulted in
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abuse of power by his staff because the presidential duty to preserve 

protect and defend the Constitution had not for them the same personal 

meaning, believing as they did that their loyalty to the highest authority 

was sufficient justification for their actions.

Such abuse of power was not created out of thin air. Something had begun 

to go wrong well before Watergate and it would be a mistake to think that 

the problems of the White House staff can be characterized in terms of a 

need to root out a few corrupt practices or a few corrupt people when there 

are much broader issues at stake. The accountability of the staff to the 

Congress was in practice as nearly absent as their accountability to the 

President was in theory nearly total. Thus the growing influence of the 

staff has been powerfully protected as much by the willingness of 
Presidents to invoke executive privilege as by the unwillingness of 

Congress to invoke its powers of oversight and appropriation. This has 

long been a crudely convenient policy of 'live and let live' dressed up 

in dubious constitutional clothing. The research in this thesis has re

vealed a rich vein of material highlighting the relationship between 

President and Congress in an area of great mutual sensitivity. Presidents 

have been as anxious to protect their power, embodied in the hundreds of 

White House staff, as members of Congress have been to protect their 

power, embodied in the thousands of congressional staff.

There is clearly a pressing need for the White House staff to be accommo

dated within a proper constitutional framework. One approach that has been 

advocated involves action to neutralise the President's need for staff

assistance at its present level. This could perhaps be achieved either
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by a revived traditional Cabinet, a radical new Cabinet system, or a 

revolutionized Executive Branch. While not impossible to imagine, they 

all require substantial political change and upheaval.

After the downfall of President Nixon there was renewed pressure for the 

Presidency to revert to the so-called historical tradition of exercising 

its powers principally through the Cabinet. Presidents Ford and Carter 

both consciously tried to project the image of the Cabinet re-established 

as the President's pre-eminent advisory body. Both began their terms of 

office with a pledge to work primarily with their Cabinet officers in the 

formulation and execution of presidential policy (as indeed President 

Nixon had originally promised in his time). The spirit behind those

pledges may have been genuine but in practice they could not be honoured. 

The complexity of government is itself sufficient to overwhelm the capacity 

of the Cabinet, as presently structured, to meet the needs of Presidents 

who face modern problems that cut across all traditional departmental 
boundaries. For their part many Cabinet members risk becoming 'captured' 

by firmly entrenched Cabinet 'constituencies' or find that bureaucratic 

inertia makes it impossible to implement presidential policy even if they 

give it their personal commitment. Nor is the Cabinet even able to direct 

the full range of government machinery for there are dozens of major 

agencies quite outside their control. Finally, so long as the criteria 

for the very selection of Cabinet members continues to be subject to the 

range of political pressures that it is at present this will dilute any 
President's confidence in his Cabinet and thus his willingness to accept 

it as his principal source of advice.



There have been numerous suggestions for radical reforms from academic,

political and business circles designed to make a more dramatic impact
2upon the modern Presidency. Some can be dismissed out of hand such as 

the idea of a constitutional amendment restricting each President to a 

single six-year term of office. This would drastically alter the democratic 

process by openly freeing the President (and his staff) from one of the 

most effective checks and balances that exists: the desire for re-election. 

Other ideas are equally unlikely to succeed, such as the hopes of career 

bureaucrats that the staff be completely dismantled in favour of a career 

bureaucracy. Alternatively it has been suggested that Cabinet members 

should acquire a congressional perspective and be appointed from the legis

lature, while others have argued that the centre of government should be 

strengthened and that Cabinet members should assume a more presidential 

perspective. All three ideas are politically naive: the first two would 

forfeit the confidence of the President while the latter fails to recognise 

the practical difficulties. A more realistic objective would be to 
strengthen presidential confidence in the Cabinet by making its present 

structure more suited to presidential needs. Such an attempt need not 

require changing the Constitution, whose existing reference to the 

"principal Officer" of a department is sufficiently vague to justify a 

system of 'super Cabinet officers’ or a substantive role for the Vice 
President in policy making. Some have gone further and suggested a consti

tutional amendment to create a whole array of Vice Presidents each entrusted 

with separate policy areas on behalf of the President. Whatever their 

merits, these 'reforms' all fail one crucial test in varying degrees. None 

could in practice be imposed upon an unwilling President.



Presidents themselves have encountered failure in their attempts to impose 

reforms upon the bureaucracy. From Roosevelt to Carter they have grappled 

with the problems of reorganizing the Executive Branch. What Roosevelt 

said nearly fifty years ago - that no President could adequately handle his 

responsibilities, that he was overworked, and that it was humanly impossible 

under the present system for him fully to carry out his constitutional 

duty - is even more true today. Nixon took the view that you could either 

continue to tinker with the machinery to make marginal improvements or 

'step back and take a careful look at what the government ought to look 

like in the last third of the twentieth century' - in which case he thought 

the nation should be sure the Presidency was properly equipped. He devised 

the most revolutionary of recent plans, at least on paper, to structure the 

government on up-to-date functional lines, although there was no doubt of 

the huge organizational upheaval this would have wrought. Nixon himself 

argued that his reorganization plan could reduce the need for a White House 

staff which had 'grown like Topsy'. Sceptics thought that the President 
never had any serious intention of investing his time and political capital 

in its success, and that its failure was deliberately designed to provide 

a convenient alibi for later administrative changes that bypassed the need 
for congressional approval. Whatever the truth, it remains an interesting, 

even if unsuccessful, example of a challenge to the prevailing liberal 

consensus of governmental organization. The experience of office has 
prompted nearly all Presidents to search for the best means of organizing 

the Presidency and the government. They have all encountered the same 
difficulty, for executive reorganization can never be guaranteed to achieve 

their objectives, and some have sought alternative solutions by further

developing their staff assistance.
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The Backgrounds of the White House Staff

In seeking this alternative solution what kinds of people, collectively 

and individually, have Presidents turned to for help? What qualifications 

have the White House staff brought to the task of organizing the 

Presidency? While no comprehensive study is possible on the backgrounds 

and previous experience of all members of the staff (because it is 
impossible accurately to compile a complete record of them), one cannot 

study the modern Presidency without discerning certain major categories 

into which most of the senior staff can be divided: lawyers, journalists 

and media specialists, party and political professionals, academics, 
military personnel, businessmen, political figures, campaign and homestate 

aides.

Lawyers

The dominant professional background of senior White House staff is the 

law and a significant number of lawyers are always to be found on any 

modern White House staff. Over the years this has included men like Tom 

Corcoran in the Roosevelt White House, Clark Clifford in the Truman White 

House, Theodore Sorensen in the Kennedy White House, Joe Califano in the 

Johnson White House, John Ehrlichman in the Nixon White House, and Phil 

Buchen in the Ford White House, as well as scores of second-tier staff 

like Kennedy's Myer Feldman, Nixon's Len Garment and Carter's Robert 
Lipshutz. Lawyers now predominate in the White House as they do in the

Congress. Most sections of the White House staff, especially those
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working on policy issues, contain well qualified people with a high 

proportion of lawyers. This is even true of the political aides. For 

example, many of the Nixon staff indicted becaused of Watergate were 

lawyers, including John Dean, Egil Krogh, Charles Colson, and Gordon 

Strachan.

Journalists and Media Staff

There have always been journalists on the White House staff. With one 

exception every Press Secretary to the President has had a journalistic 

background. These have included Roosevelt's Stephen Early, Truman's 
Charlie Ross, Eisenhower's William Hagerty, Kennedy's Pierre Salinger, 

Johnson’s George Reedy, Bill Boyers and George Christian, Ford’s Jerry 

terHorst and Ron Nessen, Carter's Jody Powell, and Reagan's Larry Speakes. 

Only Nixon's Press Secretary Ron Ziegler did not have this background.

His experience was primarily as an advertising executive and student of 

the media. Indeed, Nixon and Haldeman deliberately passed over journalist 

Herbert Klein for this post, despite his being the obvious choice in terms 

of experience and standing. (Instead Klein was shunted off into a 

backwater, away from day-to-day Press relations, and consoled with the 
staff title of Director of Communications for the Executive Branch.) 
Experienced journalists have frequently been hired as speechwriters. A 

good example was Nixon's speechwriting team, headed by James Keogh, which 

included Ray Price, Patrick Buchanan, and William Safire. Occasionally, 
Press or media people have been appointed to carry out wide-ranging staff 

roles, such as Douglass Cater, who specialized in health and education 

issues for President Johnson.
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Originally a genetic offshoot of conventional journalism, those with a 

special expertise in TV image-making and opinion-polling have steadily 

become more important. In an age where TV is so dominant and so apparently 
influential it is not surprising that recent Presidents have looked to 

their trusted staff to handle their overall image. For example, Nixon 

relied upon Haldeman (whose assessment of the TV management of his 
President's triumphal visit to Peking in 1972 he described as his 'Sistine 

Chapel'). Carter placed great faith both in the image-making expertise of 

Gerald Rafshoon (whom he eventually persuaded to join the staff in 1978) 

and in Pat Cadell, the opinion pollster (who appeared so often in the 

White House that he was virtually a staff member). Reagan's opinion 

specialist, Richard Wirthlin, was also a frequently consulted adviser and 

regular visitor to the White House.

Party, Political and Professional Staff

Most Presidents need the advice and help of seasoned party or political 

professionals whose special contacts with the party outweigh their 
relative lack of personal loyalty. In past years examples have included 

Lawrence O'Brien and Robert Strauss, both chairmen of the Democratic 

National committee in their time and valued presidential advisers.
O'Brien served on the White House staff of both Kennedy and Johnson. Lyn 

Nofziger, who worked successively for Nixon and Reagan (and in between 

served as deputy chairman of the Republican National Convention) had a 
strong, ideological party commitment which proved both a strength and 

weakness for the Presidents he served.
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The modern President can also expect to draw from a pool of people who 

have developed "advisory careers" based upon skills professionally 

acquired from working in the Washington environment. Every President now 

needs those skills at his disposal, for example, in the field of 

congressional relations. Men such as Bryce Harlow (under Eisenhower and 

Nixon), Mike Manatos (under Kennedy and Johnson), William Timmons (under 

Nixon and Ford), and Max Friedersdorf (under Ford and Reagan), were all

appointed to staff posts on the strength of their experience on Capitol 
Hill.

Among the most outstanding examples of those who have carved out entire 

careers for themselves in the lobbying business was Bryce Harlow. He 

helped to build the first distinct White House congressional relations 

team under Eisenhower in the 1950's, waited out the Kennedy-Johnson years 

as chief lobbyist for the large Proctor and Gamble company, moved back 

into White House service under Nixon, leaving again for Proctor and 

Gamble, only to be recalled during Watergate, and then again leave 

government service (this time for good) and return to corporate lobbying. 

Meanwhile, one of the top Kennedy-Johnson lobbyists, Mike Manatos, did the 

reverse, by starting up in private practice while Nixon was in office.

Some of those who worked in a junior capacity in the Nixon congressional 

relations office reappeared in more senior positions in the Ford White 

House, after a sojourn in private business or an attachment to other 

members of Congress. For example, Max Friedersdorf, one of Ford's team, 

returned to work with Reagan as his top congressional lobbyist.

Similarly, had Walter Mondale been elected President in 1984, this would 

have brought back familiar Democratic faces to West Wing offices.



Academics

Certain Presidents, such as Roosevelt and Kennedy, have attracted a 

notable number of academics to their staff. In the New Deal years, 

professors such as Raymond Moley or Rexford G. Tugwell were typical 

examples of Roosevelt's 'Brain Trusters', while Kennedy's 'Best and 

Brightest' comprised a remarkable collection of Ivy League brainpower. In 

other presidencies there has usually been someone with the appropriate 

credentials to act as a link with the academic community. But if hiring 

academics has entailed a risk, because they have often been unfamiliar to 

the President, so too has their ostensible objectivity been deliberately 

used. Academics have been brought on board with an eye to future history, 

whether it was Emmet John Hughes under Eisenhower, Arthur M. Schlesinger 

Jr. under Kennedy, or Eric Goldman under Johnson, all of whom wrote books 

about the Presidents they served.

When searching for a particular expertise that they need, Presidents do 

not always pick people well known to them. Both Kennedy's and Nixon's 

Assistants for National Security Affairs were barely known to them on 

their appointment. These key staff positions normally demand of the 

occupant proven intellectual skills. But in recent years the obvious 

academic credentials of Kennedy's McGeorge Bundy, Nixon's Henry Kissinger, 

and Carter's Zbigniew Brzezinski have been tempered by the less obvious 

merits of Reagan’s William Clark. Academics have sometimes been appointed 

to the domestic counterpart post of chief domestic adviser. Examples have 

included Daniel Patrick Moynihan in Nixon's Presidency, Stuart Eisenstadt 

in Carter's, or Martin Anderson in Reagan's. Finally, some of the most
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perceptive academics to have written about the White House staff 

themselves once occupied junior positions on the presidential staff, such 

as Richard Neustadt in Truman's Presidency, Thomas Cronin in Johnson's 

Presidency and Stephen Hess in Nixon's Presidency.

Military Staff

Staff with a military background have been present in every White House 

and can be divided into two categories. One has comprised the non

political military liaison personnel consisting of Armed Forces, Naval, 

and Air Force aides. In the second have been those performing a political 

role. Some, like Roosevelt's General 'Pa' Watson or Truman's General 

Harry Vaughan, were primarily personal friends. By contrast, Eisenhower 

appointed a succession of military men to substantive posts including 

Generals Persons, Carroll and Goodpaster. Kennedy valued the advice of 

General Maxwell D. Taylor as a military man whose style was compatible 

with his own. Nixon and Ford both used military men, like General 

Alexander Haig and Colonel Brent Scowcroft, in key White House staff 

positions.

Businessmen

Some presidencies have featured businessmen more than others. Eisenhower 

used them extensively as Special Assistants while Kennedy only made 
occasional use of them. Nixon, and more particularly Reagan, brought more 

of them into the White House. But businessmen who have reached the top 
have been few and far between. Administrative skills are certainly 

needed in the White House but to be really effective they have to be 

combined with acute political skills. Rarely have businessmen acquired

both.
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Moreover, some staff have had to resign or be denied high position, like 

Greg Schneiders in the Carter White House, because their past business 

track record fell short of the higher ethical standards now preferred in 

the post-Watergate political world.

Politicians

Every White House staff has occasionally contained those who have either 

sought, or subsequently seek, elected political office in their own right. 

Examples of politicians as staff members have been relatively rare but 

they have included, from the Truman years, Averell Harriman, a future 

Governor; from the Eisenhower years, Sherman Adams, a former Governor, 

and Nelson Rockefeller, a future Governor; from the KennedyJohnson years 

George McGovern, a future Senator, and Pierre Salinger, an aspiring 

Senator; and from the Nixon-Ford years Robert Finch, a past Lieutenant 

Governor, John Connally, a former Governor, Daniel Patrick Moynihan, a 

future Senator, Donald Rumsfeld, a former Congressman, and others who 

either tried for congressional office, such as Richard Cheney, or hoped 

for presidential office, such as General Alexander Haig.

Virtually none of the most senior staff have ever achieved elected 

political office in their own right. Only a handful have even achieved 

appointed office. Alexander Haig did become Secretary of State under 

Reagan, and other former White House staff later to reach the Cabinet 

included Lawrence O'Brien, Marvin Watson and Clark Clifford (all in 

Johnson's Cabinet), and Henry Kissinger and Donald Rumsfeld (in the Nixon 

and Ford Cabinets). Devoted service to one man has generally proved
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incompatible with any independent ambition. The advisory relationship 

breeds a mutual dependence between the adviser and the advised. Most of 

the key staff had invested years of their life in their hero before he 

reached the White House. That commitment, and that dream of eventual 

success, has usually been their prime motivation.

Campaign and Homestate Staff

Campaign and homestate staff together form another major category which 

encompasses some of the most influential White House staff. Over the past 

fifty years Presidents of the United States have been drawn from three 
principal political launchpads: the Senate, a Governorship, or the Vice 

Presidency. Thus the Truman, Johnson and Ford presidencies featured 

former congressional staff; the Roosevelt, Carter and Reagan presidencies 

featured former aides from the Governor1s Mansion; while the Eisenhower, 

Kennedy, Nixon, Carter, and Reagan presidencies all utilized former 

campaign staff. Modern classic examples include Nixon's 1968 campaign 

manager H.R. Haldeman and his team, Carter's 1976 campaign strategist 

Hamilton Jordan and his staff, and the architects of Reagan's 1980 

victory, Edwin Meese, Michael Deaver, and James Baker.

For the aspiring President, campaigning as a private citizen frees him 

from what would otherwise be the competing demands of holding office as 

Nixon, Carter, Reagan, and Mondale have amply demonstrated. Campaigns 
like these are now the main unifying force binding the senior staff to a 

new President and to each other. The geographical origin of members of 
the White House staff often coincides with that of their President even if 

some Presidents, like Eisenhower and Nixon, retained a more tenuous
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connexion with their home states than did others. But loyalty matters 

more than geography. Staff from their home state usually display a strong 

personal loyalty through thick and thin and have often invested years of 

their lives in helping to get 'their' President elected. Examples have 

included Kenneth P. O'Donnell and Dave Powers under Kennedy, Wally Jenkins 

and Jack Valenti under Johnson, Robert Hartmann under Ford, Hamilton 

Jordan and Jody Powell under Carter, and Edwin Meese and Michael Deaver 

under Reagan.

Consequently, the Press have often used the suffix "mafia" to express this 

closeness and jealously guarded loyalty. Staff have been labelled as 

Kennedy's "Irish Mafia"; Johnson's "Texas Mafia"; Carter's "Georgia 

Mafia"; and Reagan's "Californians". Some Presidents escaped a 

geographic soubriquet only to find, like Nixon, that far more pejorative 

terms were employed like "the Berlin Wall' , the Teutontic Knights or the 

"Palace Guard" - terms used to describe the Haldeman- Ehrlichman-Kissinger 

trio (the first two of whom came from Nixon's home state of California).

The President's friends (to the extent that it is possible to have them) 

often comprise homestate aides. For example, President Kennedy used to 

relax in the company of Dave Powers, whose prodigious memory for the 
minutiae of Kennedy'e electoral successes Kennedy used to enjoy. President 

Nixon, during the final fifteen months of his Presidency, progressively 

turned to his Press Secretary, Ron Zeigler, for conversational support, 

because Zeigler was one of the few remaining top aides with whom Nixon 

could recall old and happier times. Johnson, too, enjoyed 'chewing the 

cud' with Texas friends (which was often synonymous with long presidential 

monologues at odd hours of the day or night) while Reagan s Kitchen 

Cabinet' comprised several Californians with whom the President felt at

ease.
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If these are the major categories into which the staff can be broken down, 

what do we know about the individual backgrounds of senior staff members? 

How did they come to work for their President? What important role did 

they perform? A few examples from each Presidency will illustrate the 

categories we have identified.

The Roosevelt Presidency

As the President who created the White House staff Roosevelt had for most 

of the 1930's officially to make do without one. But he gathered around 

him a group of staff and advisers that combined strong personal loyalty, 

intellectual ability, and energy. Old friends and longtime trusted 

advisers were joined by a new generation of academics, troubleshooters, 

legislative strategists, domestic affairs aides, and foreign policy 

advisers. Each category had strengths and weaknesses but together 

Roosevelt was able to fashion them to suit his purposes • His need for 

advice varied and the long span of his Presidency was reflected in those 

staff who at different times were the most important to him.

Louis Howe's relationship to Roosevelt stretched back to 1911 when as a 

young reporter Howe first came across the twenty-nine year old first-term 

State Senator. Within a year of Roosevelt employing him he was organizing 

Roosevelt's re-election campaign, and within ten years observers could 

hardly separate the two. "They operated as parts of one political 
personality.... between themselves, they understood that they rose and 

fell together."6 Their association lasted beyond Roosevelt's Cabinet 

service in the Wilson Administration, into private life and the Governor
ship in the 1920’s. Howe arrived in the White House more one of the family 

than a mere political adviser: he actually lived there with the Roosevelts.
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He created the post of Secretary to the President, installed himself in a 

room next to the Oval Office, and set about organizing other staff support. 

Habitually the behind-the-scenes manipulator, Howe emerged both as the 

administrator of several New Deal programmes and also as a public 

spokesman, accepting invitations to write magazine articles, and appearing 

on the radio. He nevertheless downplayed his own importance, allied 

himself to the conservative group around Roosevelt, and displayed an 

outspoken loyalty that uniquely earned him the right openly to disagree 

with a President whom he could, and sometimes did, tell to go to hell. But 

his frail health eventually robbed him of further influence and he died in 

1936. The gap he left was never quite filled for he set a standard of 

dedication that few would equal.

Raymond Moley, who was a middle-aged professor by the time Roosevelt was 

elected President, was destined to become Roosevelt's most influential 

policy adviser for the first year of the New Deal. His connexion with 

Roosevelt went back to the 1920's when Louis Howe used him to brief 

Roosevelt on policy issues. Sam Rosenman, another long-time Roosevelt 
aide, suggested that Moley would be the appropriate person to organize what 

became the 'Brain Trust' which in 1932 tutored the presidential candidate 

on economic policy. After the election this group, though officially 

dispersed, survived into the early New Deal. A means had to be found to 

pay them so they were given government posts. For Moley, Roosevelt settled 

on the position of Assistant Secretary of State. Not only did Moley act as 
a link with Cabinet members and congressmen he was also a speechwriter and 

acquired the reputation as the "one-man reception committee through whom 

ideas had to go to reach Roosevelt."  ̂ For a time he had the first 
scheduled daily meeting with the President. Moley was also important for
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his sponsorship of the people he brought with him into the Roosevelt White 

House. These included two other academics, Rexford G. Tugwell, an 

economist, and Adolf Berle, a law professor; Felix Frankfurter, a jurist 

brought in to draft legislation; and Frankfurter's associates, the lawyers 

Tom Corcoran and Ben Cohen.

Rexford Tugwell's payroll job was Assistant Secretary of Agriculture (which 

he took seriously) but his real importance lay in being perhaps the most 

radical intellectual adviser in Roosevelt's staff circle between 1932 and 

1936. He made his mark on policy in a wide range of areas showing concern 

for the consumer, the sharecropper, and the conservationist, but failed to 

convince Roosevelt of the need for ideological consistency. Instead 

Tugwell suffered attacks in the Press, being depicted as a communist and 

anarchist. The price he paid for his service was the ruination of his 

public reputation.

Tom Corcoran had come to Washington before Roosevelt's victory, and his 

legal ability secured him a foothold in the New Deal team when he was asked 

to help draft legislation in 1933. He first caught Roosevelt’s personal 

attention the following year for the expert way he testified before 

Congress. The heyday of "Tommy the Cork" lasted from 1935 to 1940 and well 

illustrates the changing needs of Presidents in choosing the staff they 
have about them. Corcoran's influence was derived from combining the 

roles of legislative and political aide. He also recruited scores of young 

lawyers into government posts and thereby developed an information network 

which he put at the disposal of the President — and himself.
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The credentials which he brought to this task were impressive. He graduated 

top of his class at Harvard Law School, clerked for an outstanding Supreme 

Court Justice, and worked in a prestigious Wall Street firm. His intellect 

was nearly matched by his charm. During his time at the White House he 

served as a speechwriter, legislative draftsman, lobbyist, political fixer, 

policy adviser, and personnel supremo - all of which was achieved in his 

nominal capacity of counsel for the Reconstruction Finance Corporation. His 

real power flowed less from his ability to draft legislation or speeches 

than from his rapport with Roosevelt, his extraordinary energy, his 

catalytic effect on others, and his exceptional ability to be the most 

well-informed person in Washington after the President. But Corcoran's 
public career had ended by 1941 amid the resentment that the years of 

wheeling and dealing almost inevitably brought in its wake. In leaving 

Roosevelt's service to get rich as a corporate lawyer he left unfulfilled 

his hopes of higher government service.

A former Washington reporter, Stephen Early, first came across Roosevelt in 

1913 at the Navy Department. After war service he enlisted in Roosevelt's 

1920 campaign and after a series of other jobs received the call from 

candidate Roosevelt to join the nascent White House staff. Stephen Early 

was the Press Secretary, although his official title (in deference to Howe) 

was merely Assistant Secretary. Early firmly established the importance of 

this post to the President. For example, he succeeded in broadening the 
groundrules for President—Press relationships, a task made easier by 

Roosevelt's natural affinity for Press relations. He briefly stayed on to 

help the incoming President Truman, but left only to return as Under 
Secretary of Defense, before departing again only to return again to act as 

stand-in Press Secretary when Truman's dropped dead at his desk (as Early 

himself did within the year).
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The President's Personal Secretary was Missy LeHand, who has been described 

as a woman who chose "spinsterhood at the heart of public affairs...
g

(instead of) married life in suburbia." She became a close adviser of 

Roosevelt's and an indispensable part of the inner circle. As Roosevelt's 

Personal Secretary since the 1920 Vice Presidential campaign she 

subsequently went to live with the family at Hyde Park as his Secretary.

Like Louis Howe she literally moved into the White House with the President. 

With Eleanor Roosevelt often away Missy LeHand would act as a surrogate 

First Lady. She played an essential role in dealing with the friction that 

Roosevelt's competitive staff system habitually created. Only towards the 

end, when her health failed, was she reinforced and then replaced in her 

role by her deputy Grace Tully.

Major General Edwin Watson (known affectionately as "Pa") should properly be 

described more a companion of the President than a staff member. He had 

been introduced to the President by Woodrow Wilson's doctor and their 

personal compatability was the key to their life-long friendship. Officially 

Roosevelt's Military Aide, and later given the added title of Secretary, the 

reputation he cultivated as a court jester helped to hide his real contri

bution as someone who knew Roosevelt well.

By comparison with a President's unofficial family, Presidents employ their 

real family only at a cost, as Roosevelt was the first modern President to 

discover. For a period of eighteen months James Roosevelt, the President s 

eldest son, was made one of three Secretaries to the President. The 
experiment, which Eleanor Roosevelt strongly opposed, was not a success.

His ready access to the President, combined with his tendency to make 

promises that seemed to have special authenticity but in fact did not, 
caused friction within the White House and by the time he departed his 

health and his marriage had both broken down.
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Among all presidential aides the name of Harry Hopkins will survive as a

classic example. For the last six years of Roosevelt's life Hopkins was

his most highly valued adviser, described by his biographer as "the second
9most important individual in the United States government . Hopkins,

who grew up in the farm state of Iowa, had known Roosevelt since being 

appointed by him in 1930 as the Chairman of the Governor's Emergency Relief 

Administration. Having acquired a good reputation as an administrator 

Roosevelt brought him into the New Deal as head of the Federal Emergency 

Relief Administration.

It was the War which propelled Hopkins to his greatest role. To say he was 
the go-between, the buffer, or the interpreter between Roosevelt, Churchill 

and Stalin is seriously to understate the unique contribution Hopkins made. 
In 1941 he was appointed a Special Assistant on the newly-created White 

House staff and was soon entrusted with responsibility for all wartime 

agencies. He got things done. Many leading figures of the time, including 
Generals Marshall and Eisenhower, Churchill and Stalin, testified to his 

ability. His access to the President was unsurpassed. He could interrupt 

Roosevelt at any time. He actually lived in the White House (even after 

his remarriage) and once remarked that this enabled him to see the 

President "when he is alone and tired, and a half-hour then is worth two 

hours any other time."

If Hopkins's influence was primarily based on his understanding of 

Roosevelt the man, which was probably matched only by Mrs. Roosevelt and 
Missy LeHand, several other factors still played a part. He had ability, 

and in his ambition to serve the President he was willing to make a total 

commitment to Roosevelt's cause (perhaps made easier by the sadness and
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Incompleteness of his personal life; his first marriage ended in divorce 

and the second ended with his wife's death from cancer). The timing was 

also right. Roosevelt found he needed an 'alter ego' figure once Louis 

Howe had died. But Hopkins eventually became a more substantial adviser 

than Howe ever was. After Roosevelt appointed Hopkins as Secretary of 

Commerce in 1938 there was even talk of Hopkins as the Democratic candidate 

in 1940 but this disappeared along with his health in 1939. Then given 

only weeks to live, Hopkins nevertheless managed just to outlive his 

mentor. His last public service was as a special emissary of President 

Truman in 1945.

The Truman Presidency

Truman's staff were a mixed bunch. He managed to combine Roosevelt 

holdovers, cronies, crooks, and political professionals, with sophisticated 

rising stars of undeniable quality. With this mixture Truman began to 

institutionalize the White House staff by fashioning the key staff 

positions of Chief of Staff, and those for national security and domestic 
affairs. There was a strong element from his home state Missouri. These 

included General Harry Vaughan, his Military aide; Jake Vardaman, his 

Naval Aide from St. Louis; Charles Ross, also from St. Louis, his Press 

Secretary; Edward McKim, from Kansas City, his chief Administrative 

Assistant; Donald Dawson, his Missourian personnel chief; his personal 
Physician Wallace Graham; and another young lawyer from St. Louis, Clark 

Clifford.

Political staff from elsewhere included his Personal Secretary, Rose 
Conway, recruited from his Senate staff; Matt Connelly, another Senate 
aide; Charles Murphy, a former legislative assistant; Dr. John Steelman, 

domestic affairs chief, from Arkansas; and his deputy David Stowe from
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North Carolina. Roosevelt 'holdovers' were David Niles, who dealt with 

minority groups; George Elsey, Military aide and writer/researcher; and 

Bill Hassett, who dealt with routine correspondence. Other staff included 

David Lloyd, a lawyer hired by Clifford as a speechwriter; David Bell, an 

economist; and Averell Harriman, a Special Assistant.

Some Truman staff were important because they won Truman's loyalty on 

merit; others because they retained his loyalty despite their lack of 

merit. The latter included men like Matt Connelly, a former Senate aide who 

became Truman's Appointments Secretary and a political operative who forged 

an embryonic two-man congressional relations team. Although not himself 

from Missouri (being a graduate from Massachusetts) he was easy-going, fell 

in with Truman's 'Missouri Gang', and was eventually convicted in 1956 for 

perjury arising out of a 1951 bribe. Another staff member, Donald Dawson, 

Truman's White House chief of personnel, was implicated in loan-peddling 

(though not convicted). Truman's personal physician, Wallace Graham, was

another who went astray. He admitted to commodity speculation in 1947. It 

was having staff such as these which gave rise to the Republican cry of the 

'mess in Washington'.

Truman's loyalty was never more obvious than with Harry Vaughan, a 
long-time crony who used his White House influence in return for small 

gifts (but never for corrupt personal gain). Loud, jovial, boastful, 

cunning, likeable, a buffoon and a boozer, he dabbled in politics when he 

wasn't Truman's companion at cards. His official White House responsi

bilities were as a Military aide responsible for liaison with the War 

Department, liaison with the FBI, the co-ordinator of Veterans' Affairs, 
and as an administrative troubleshooter. Originally from Oklahoma he was
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an old World War One army pal of Truman, for whom he had worked in the 1940 

re-election campaign. During World War Two he was the War Department's 

liaison with Truman's Senate Committee from which he subsequently graduated 

to Military Aide when Truman became Vice President. Despite his lack of 

judgement (he wheeled and dealed in military war surplus), and despite his 

verbal blunders and ethical transgressions, he retained Truman's support, 

staying throughout his Presidency to retire with his old friend in 1953.

Not all Truman's staff fell into the crony mould. For example, John 

Steelman was an economics graduate who had worked with Labor Secretary 

Frances Perkins in the New Deal. He arrived at the White House after the 

War to help with labour problems, was promoted to Director of the Office of 

War Mobilization and Reconversion, and shortly thereafter was the first 

holder of the newly-created job title of Assistant to the President (an 

embryonic Chief of Staff post). With no political experience, and little 

intellectual finesse, Steelman nevertheless had a great capacity for hard 

work and a tactful sensitivity towards Cabinet members. Although he 

claimed to be non-political (in his day-to-day operational role) he became 

as natural a channel for conservatives who wished to influence the 

President as did his arch rival Clark Clifford (in his forward planning 

role) on behalf of the liberals.

Clifford ranks as a classic of his genre. From an upper middle class back

ground in St. Louis, trained in law, he first came to the White House (aged 

38) the month Roosevelt died. His initial role was to help Rosenman with 

speeches and legal matters. In 1946 he served as a Naval Aide but in reality 

was already performing a political and legislative role and authored the 

legislation that created the CIA, the NSC, and the Defense Department.
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Later in 1946 he was made Special Counsel (an early forerunner of the top 

domestic affairs post). He battled for New Deal liberalism in the Truman 

White House against such foes as Treasury Secretary John Snyder and John 

Steelman, organizing weekly meetings of liberal White House staff members 

to coordinate their approach. He contributed to both domestic and foreign 

policies and to the 1948 election victory by advising Truman to come out 

fighting (by vetoing Taft-Hartley, recognising Israel, and standing up to 

Labour leader Lewis). Regarded as the Golden Boy of the Truman years 

with one of "the most flawless public facades in Washington", Clifford 

dazzled President, Press and Washington's political community alike, and 

was a most influential all-round adviser.

He himself put his success down to the fact that "I was there all the

time. I saw the President often, and if he wanted to discuss an issue, I

was at hand." He operated in strict secrecy with no public appearances or

speeches. Referring to their shared background he said: "The whole

relationship between the President and me was a highly personal one... We
12were both from St. Louis. He was comfortable with me. Clifford

combined service to Truman with an influence on the Democratic Party 

establishment interpreting each to the other and to the intellectuals. 

Growing disenchanted in 1948, and turning down a draft to run for the 
Senate from Missouri because it was too uncertain, his departure from the 

White House in 1950 disheartened the liberals (although he was replaced by 

the arch Eastern establishment figure Averell Harriman). Clifford s 
subsequent private law practice enticed many corporations and he grew very 

rich. He remained a behind- the—scenes adviser to all subsequent 

Democratic Presidents (up to Carter) and served briefly as Johnson1s

Defense Secretary.
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The Elsenhower Presidency

President Eisenhower brought a noticeable number of businessmen, 

professional political people, and military personnel into the White 

House. Although Eisenhower had no overt party political background he had 

been a very political General whose professional expertise had been forged 

by working closely with civilian governments and political leaders. Ike 

believed in delegating authority and had definite ideas about the kinds of 

personnel and staff system he wanted. He appointed a whole new range of 

specialist staff largely drawn from business and Republican party circles. 

He also created new White House posts, such as Staff Secretary and 
Secretary to the Cabinet (with their own secretariats). Given such an 

hierarchical system of orderly staff work supervised by a single Chief Of 

Staff, students of Eisenhower's Presidency can be in little doubt whom 

were the most important staff or why.

Sherman Adams was unquestionably the most important staff member in the 

Eisenhower White House. A former Governor of New Hampshire and before 

that Speaker of the New Hampshire State House of Representatives, he had 

hooked his star to Ike without meeting him (at the 1951 Governors' 

Conference), helped in the crucial New Hampshire primary, became Ike's 

floor leader at the Convention, and took a leave of absence from the 

Governorship to help with advance work during the election. Created The 

Assistant to the President the day after Ike's Inauguration the new
I need you to be my assistant in running my office.President told him:
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I'd like you to continue on at my right hand, just as you've been doing in 

the campaign. You would be associated with me more closely than anybody 

else in the government." He later added: "A man like that is valuable 

because of the unnecessary detail he keeps away from the President. A 

President who doesn't know how to decentralize will be weighed down with 

details and won't have time to deal with the big issues." They shared an 

instinctive understanding. Adams himself said that Ike "exemplified the 

American character as no contemporary has approached, and as nearly 

attained the American ideal of what a President should be as any man since 

Lincoln". ^

Adams was the first fully- fledged White House Chief Of Staff. His role, 

which was more administrative and operational than policymaking, was 

partly shaped by doing what Eisenhower didn't want to do, such as handling 

patronage (where it's been estimated Adams took the final decision on 75% 

of the 15,378 patronage appointments made). Perhaps most important he 

said "No" on behalf of the President and took the 'heat' for everybody 

(including other members of the staff). He operated in total secrecy, 
rarely gave interviews, made no speeches, declined requests for congres

sional appearances, and was aloof and ascetic (a reaction to Truman's 

'Mess in Washington'). If he made decisions that in previous years would 

have been made by Presidents themselves, it was equally true that the 
President made sure that everything should be cleared with Adams first and 

had "OK SA" on the documents. Adams ordered that nothing be taken to Ike 

until it had recommendations or a solution. One measurement of Ike s 

dependence on Adams was the three months it took in 1958 before either 

accepted the universally acknowledged truth: namely that Adams had become 

a serious political liability to the President and would have to go.
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Eisenhower's Press Secretary James Hagerty was the only other obviously 

prominent staff member in Eisenhower's White House and it would be hard to 

underestimate his influence. His instinct for news manipulation had been 

honed as a political reporter on The New York Times before joining 

Governor Dewey as his Press Secretary. Having handled Dewey's 

presidential campaign press relations both in 1944 and 1948 he was 

considered by Republican party professionals the natural choice as General 

Eisenhower's Press Secretary. Hagerty stayed with him throughout his 

Presidency. The consistently high standing that Eisenhower always enjoyed 

in the opinion polls could in part be traced to Hagerty's ceaseless work 
and sheer professional competence. Eisenhower trusted him completely. 

Hagerty attended Cabinet meetings and succeeded in placing 'his' men at 

the Departments of State and Defense. Among his achievements were the 

pioneering of presidential TV coverage, and his skillful handling of 

Eisenhower's two dramatic illnesses.

Eisenhower also brought with him into the White House men with an Army 

background. General Wilton B. Persons was an old friend and former 

military aide, half of whose career had been spent as a liaison man for 

the Pentagon. The brother of the Democratic Governor of Alabama, he was 
on first-name terms with countless congressman and was nicknamed 'Slick'. 

This made him invaluable in fashioning a congressional relations team 

(with the young Bryce Harlow), and when Adams resigned he took over the 

Chief of Staff position for the rest of Ike's Presidency. Another General 

was Paul Carroll, who had served under Ike at SHAFE, whom Ike appointed to 

the new post of Staff Secretary. Carroll's job was to act as a clearing 

house for all papers and documents before they were checked for lateral



coordination' by Adams. Carroll was replaced as Staff Secretary by yet 

another military man, Lieutenant General Andrew Goodpaster, under whom for 

a time worked Ike's son Major John Eisenhower.

Eisenhower's predisposition towards businessmen is evident from his 

appointments of Special Assistants. For example, Clarence Randall, Special 

Assistant for Foreign Economic Policy, was the retired Chairman of the 

Inland Steel Corporation. Meyer Kestenbaum, Special Assistant on adminis

trative and governmental affairs, was another businessman. Special 
Assistant Stanley Rumbough was an industrialist. Robert Merriam, a Deputy 

Assistant for Interdepartmental Affairs, was a business executive and 

Republican politician. Edward Peck Curtis, Special Assistant for Aviation 

Facilities, had been a Vice President of Eastman Kodak. Robert Cutler, who 

served two spells as Special Assistant for National Secretary Affairs, was 

a lawyer and financier.

Eisenhower's staff team contained more people of independent political 

standing than in most presidencies. Apart from Adams, who had been 

Governor of New Hampshire, other politicians included Val Peterson, former 

Governor of Nebraska, who joined as an Administrative Assistant before 

being promoted to Civil Defense Administrator; Harold Stassen, former 

Governor of Minnesota, created Special Assistant for Disarmament 
Negotiations; Fred Seaton, former Senator from Nebraska, who worked as a 

Special Assistant before his promotion to Secretary of the Interior; and 
Howard Pyle, former Governor of Arkansas, who served as an Administrative 

Assistant. Future politicians included Nelson Rockefeller. Originally 

chosen as Under Secretary of HEW, he joined the White House in 1954 as a 
Special Assistant for Cold War Strategy, having worked on Inter-American 

affairs for both Roosevelt and Truman. He left the White House to run 

successfully for Governor of New York.
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Lawyers and journalists were less prominent than in some other presidencies 

although Ike's senior staff did contain Maxwell Rabb, the first ever 

Secretary to the Cabinet, who had been a lawyer and a former Senate aide. 

Nor were there many with a journalistic background. Apart from Press 

Secretary Hagerty most notable were C.D. Jackson, an executive Journalist, 

who was the first Special Assistant for Cold War propaganda and 

psychological strategy; and Emmet John Hughes, a liberal journalist and 

writer for the magazines Fortune, Life (and later Newsweek) , who worked as 

a speechwriter and whose eye for history found expression in his book The 

Ordeal of Power.

The Kennedy Presidency

President Kennedy's staff were accorded the "Best and Brightest" image 

almost from their arrival onto Washington's centre stage. Yet they 

embraced widely-differing elements including Massachussetts politicos, 

former Senate aides, campaign workers, experienced Washington political 

operators, party professionals, and a strong intellectual East Coast Ivy 

League element. Kennedy's treatment of his senior staff was collegiate and 

they each had a particular importance. Few among them had not shared a 

close connexion with Kennedy going back several years.

Theodore Sorensen was probably the closest political adviser that Kennedy 

had. It was intentionally significant that he was the first White House 
staffer to be appointed, holding the unique title of Special Counsel to the 

President. A teetotaler from Nebraska, Sorensen gained a law degree before 

joining Kennedy as a Legislative Assistant in January 1953 (aged 24).
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Politically, he merged his liberal heritage with Kennedy's realism to 

produce a pragmatism that became their hallmark. He planned JFK's 

presidential campaign from 1956 onwards, travelling extensively with 

Kennedy and handling the advance work (building up a 70,000 card index 

system en route). Sorensen greatly influenced Kennedy's thinking on 

issues such as civil rights and international affairs.

Much of this influence was exercised through his speechwriting abilities. 

Having virtually co-written Kennedy's Pulitzer Prize-winning book Profiles 

in Courage Sorensen succeeded in perfecting a style of rhetoric with which 

Kennedy captured the national imagination (even if revisionist historians 

have attacked it as mechanical and phoney eloquence). Sorensen's role 

expanded from mere speechwriting to shaping the legislative program. He 

also acted as spokesperson for domestic affairs to such an extent that as 

early as June 1961 it sparked a Cabinet agenda item entitled "A candid 

discussion with the President on relationships with the White House staff". 

Kennedy ignored it. Although Sorensen claimed the White House staff were 

not interposed between the President and the government he did build up a 

staff of his own, some of whom established individual working relationships 

with the President.

Sorensen's importance to Kennedy stemmed from the fact that he adopted the 

intensely personal role of 'alter ego' to the President. Sorensen 

completely submerged his own interests and personality in those of Kennedy 

(even to the point of adopting similar mannerisms and habit of thought). 

Their relationship was like a political marriage (his real marriages ending 

in divorce) with Sorensen's career entirely dependent upon the appointive 

office that Kennedy could bestow. Sorensen’s total dedication was on a par
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with Roosevelt's Louis Howe and Harry Hopkins, or Wilson's Colonel House. 

Proof, if proof were needed, was that Sorensen never recovered from 

Kennedy's death. In his own words "I had given eleven years of my life to 

John Kennedy and for those eleven years he was the only human being who 

mattered to me.” 15 So much had he identified with Kennedy that in the book 

Sorensen wrote he actually claimed it was "my substitute for the book he 

was going to write”, prompting some to remark 'Who does he think he is?'.

Kenneth O'Donnell, who was at Harvard with Robert Kennedy, helped John 

Kennedy's Senate bid in 1952 (aged 28). In the 1950's he worked with 

Robert as his Administrative Assistant, emerging as a key figure in JFK's 

1960 campaign as schedule-planner, appointments secretary, and political 

confidant. He carried this role into the White House where as a Special 

Assistant he developed a reputation as JFK's "No' man. He resembled 

Sherman Adams both in controlling access to the President and in exercising 

White House operational functions like the use of limousines and heli

copters, office space, and privileges. Considered rude, abrasive and 

introspective, he was also acknowledged as perhaps the most fiercely loyal 
to Kennedy personally. He combined total commitment to the President with 

the right to disagree. He also acted as a sounding board. Some have 

downplayed his policy influence by saying that "Ken was orientated towards 

people, not issues". He survived the transition to Johnson longer than

most Kennedy intimates by serving as a link with the Kennedys and with 

big-city Democratic bosses.

McGeorge Bundy embodied the Eastern Establishment par excellence. A 

graduate of Harvard (of which he was later Dean), he worked on the Marshall 
Plan and on Dewey's 1948 campaign and became a political analyst for the
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Council on Foreign Relations. Although nominally a Republican, Bundy had 

campaigned for Kennedy in 1960 and was rewarded in 1961 with the post of 

Special Assistant for National Security Affairs. He proceeded to hire a 

glittering professional staff recruited from law firms, the universities 

and government.

Bundy took advantage of his own position and of Secretary of State Dean

Rusk's non-competitive nature to exert a real influence on foreign policy.

He had a valued ability to get to the core of a problem and clearly to set

out the alternatives. Kennedy signalled Bundy's importance to him when he

said: "First, you can't beat brains, and with brains, judgement. Then, he

gets the work done. He does a tremendous amount of work. And he doesn't
16fold or get rattled when they're sniping at him."

After the Bay of Pigs not only was Bundy's office moved from the EOB to the

West Wing Basement, the NSC staff also got vital communications equipment.
This was "a tremendous breakthrough, and they (the State Department) fought

us like crazy on it" .17 It proved an absolutely essential vehicle for

direct White House intervention. Virtually every State Department memo to

Kennedy henceforth came with covering note from Bundy (summarized in

Kennedyesque political language) and gradually it was Bundy who decided

which foreign policy issues did or did not reach the President. In

addition, Bundy acted as a buffer between the White House and day-to-day

military and diplomatic problems. Kennedy often preferred to work through

Bundy saying "Damn it, Bundy and I get more done on one day in the White
„ „ 17a

House than they do in six months in the State Department.



Pierre Salinger was one of the two senior staff who probably saw Kennedy 

most often each day (the other was Kenneth O'Donnell). He was a journalist 

from San Francisco whose first contact with the Kennedys came from working 

for Robert Kennedy on the Senate Rackets Committee. He joined the Kennedy 

team as Press Secretary in the 1960 campaign but felt "very much like an 

outsider during those first months." As the Administration's most

publicly visible figure, he brightened the JFK image and was responsible 

for the first live TV presidential Press Conferences. He played the part 

of court jester: a clown but never a fool. Unlike Eisenhower's Hagerty, 

Salinger did not become an intimate adviser. Indeed Kennedy often 

deliberately kept him in the dark (as in the Cuban missile crisis) to 
protect Salinger's credibility as spokesperson and Kennedy's own 

flexibility as President.

Lawrence O'Brien was a seasoned political professional whose importance to 

Kennedy (and subsequently Johnson) stemmed from his loyalty and links to 

the Democratic party. By background Boston Irish, O'Brien had known 

Kennedy for years. In the 1950's he gained Capitol Hill experience as an 

Administrative Assistant but turned down Kennedy's offer of a top Senate 

job to run a public relations firm in Massachussetts. Nevertheless he 
served as Director of Organization in Kennedy's two Senate races and the 

1960 campaign (as he was to do for LBJ in the 1964 campaign). In 1961 he 

was created a Special Assistant for Congressional Relations with the 

crucial task of steering Great Society legislation past the Southern 

conservatives. Delegating O'Brien considerable authority was "a measure of

Kennedy's self-knowledge that he found an O'Brien for the job he lacked
t« 19time, talent, or desire to perform.
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O'Brien perfected lobbying techniques developed in previous presidencies, 

spending hours and hours at cocktail parties in his quest to meet every 

member of Congress, and kept a card index file on every one. He 

established a small staff including Mike Manatos, a long-time Senate 

staffer who covered the Senate, and Henry Hall Wilson, who covered the 

House. O'Brien handled Federal 'pork barrel' patronage and supervised the 

legislative contacts of government departments: forty congressional 

liaison officers had a weekly meeting under O'Brien and submitted written 

reports.

Mrs. Evelyn Lincoln joined Kennedy as his Personal Secretary when he

entered the Senate having volunteered to work in his campaign. The

combination of being a woman and coming from Nebraska was enough for many

people to downgrade her contribution. She herself believed that the

Kennedys had an inbuilt bias against women with the result that the White

House was a man's world where women were only hired for clerical work. But

Lincoln brought several qualities to her job besides having a law degree.

She was highly efficient and totally dedicated to JFK. Part of her role in

the White House was to guard one route into the Oval Office. If her

'open-door' policy was more liberal than Appointments Secretary Kenneth

O'Donnell's (who controlled the other main door) it was, she later wrote,
•• 20"because he wanted me to do it. It was his way not mine.

Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr. was an academic whose political commitment to 

Adlai Stevenson meant that he was never at home politically in the Kennedy 

circle. Kennedy appointed him one of his Special Assistants partly as a 

bridge to the Stevenson wing of the Democratic party, in which role 

Schlesinger did open up a channel of communication to Eastern liberals and
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intellectuals. He also added a speechwriting role, was dubbed the 'court 

philosopher', and became one of the few staff to socialize with the 

President after office hours. In general his political advice was freely 

given and rarely followed, a fact reflected in his being assigned an office 

in the backwater East Wing of the White House.

But Schlesinger's most important contribution to JFK's Presidency came 

after and not during it. Kennedy shrewdly realized that history depends 

not least upon who writes it and after the Bay of Pigs asked him to record 

the Administration at work.21 Schlesinger took this opportunity with both 

hands and proceeded assiduously to cultivate the Kennedy legend in his book 

1000 Days.

The Johnson Presidency

Lyndon Johnson inherited a difficult situation not least among the White 
House staff. Many of Kennedy's staff were resentful of the new President 

and had no loyalty to him personally. President Johnson tried for a while 

to balance the Kennedy holdovers with the influx of Texans but with little 

success. Johnson's own staff comprised cronies, a few intellectuals and 

journalists, and men of talent. His White House was notable for some 

young, hard-driving, energetic, dynamic workaholics in whose capacity for 
sheer hard work Johnson saw an opportunity to exert total control over his 

surrounding environment. As Senator and as President Johnson habitually 

judged staff in terms of their unswerving personal loyalty to him. This 
increased the pressure on the staff (which exhibited a high turnover rate 

during his Presidency) and those that Johnson most valued consequently

changed over time.
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Jack Valenti came from Houston and could best be described as a profes

sional image-maker. He did chores for Johnson when Vice President and had 

married Johnson's favourite Secretary. Valenti happened to be in Dallas 

on that fateful day, flew back to Washington with the new President, and 

stayed until May 1966 when he left to become head of the Motion Picture 
Association. His speciality was not government but Lyndon Johnson. His 

duties were therefore largely personal not governmental. Johnson sometimes 

treated him like a slave. He was known and courted for his access to the 

President and the access he could give others. He took a hand in speech

writing and editing and some general troubleshooting in congressional 

relations while remaining popular with the other staff because he wasn't a 
threat to any of them. The Eastern liberal Press ridiculed his Texan style 

and Valenti sealed his reputation as a sycophant by saying in a speech in 

1965 that he slept a little better each night because Johnson was his 

President. Johnson's limitless thirst for adulation found in Valenti a 

ready provider.

Bill Moyers was 29 when he joined Johnson's White House staff on the night 

of the assassination and stayed over three years. Moyers was enormously 

influential during the period in which he most enjoyed the President's 
confidence. Moyers brought with him to the White House a clear understand 

ing that "you aren't a man in your own right when you are working for a 

President. To be most effective you have to have an umbilical cord right 

to his character, nature, and personality.” For a while his complete

loyalty to LBJ was described as a father—son relationship.

His background was in journalism and after getting his degree he worked for 

Johnson's TV station in Austin Texas before attending Southwestern Baptist
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Theological Seminary (where some say he acquired his political and moral 

certitude). Moyers joined Johnson's Senate staff as a summer intern, helped 

with Johnson's own presidential quest, and in the 1960 campaign served as a 

liaison man with the JFK staff (a role he was to repeat after the 

assassination). He turned down a job with the Vice President to join the 

Peace Corps where he worked his way up to Number Two under Sargent 

Shriver.

Moyers was determined to be involved in the detail of big issues. He 

played a major role in the 1964 campaign, acted as the organizing architect 
of the Great Society legislative programme, served for a while as Press 

Secretary, and even developed a role in foreign affairs and Vietnam. He 

discovered that the people who really ran the government were the Assistant 

Secretaries and top- level bureaucrats (rather than the Cabinet). He built 

a formidable network of contacts with the federal bureaucracy and organized 

from the White House the fourteen Task Forces that produced the Great 

Society legislation of 1965-66.

Moyers also made his mark in other ways. Firstly, he directed all campaign 
speechwriting, hiring and assignments, and was the White House contact for 

all advance men. He also orchestrated the Democratic Plank at the 

Convention and the TV attacks upon Goldwater. Secondly, he helped with 

congressional liaison. Thirdly, he tried to improve LBJ's image during the 

Vietnam build-up and repair the damage to President-Press relations. 

Fourthly, he developed an informal arrangement to channel alternative views 

on foreign affairs to the President. However this failed to culminate in 

his appointment as National Security Affairs adviser and relations with LBJ 

cooled in the summer and autumn of 1966. Moyers, who had by then got fed up 

with the routine and chores of Press Secretary, accepted an offer to be 
Publisher of the Long Island paper Newsday and announced his departure in

December.
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But Johnson was not without a replacement workaholic. Joe Califano was 

perhaps the best example of the powerhouse staffer on whom the President 

heavily relied to inject a Johnsonian perspective into the work of govern

ment. Johnson once proudly boasted of him: "There aren't any stories 

about Joe. He just performs."23 Califano graduated Magna Cum Laude from 

Harvard Law School and worked for a New York City law firm. His rapid 

progress in government took him from service as Special Assistant to Cyrus 

Vance at the Department of Defense to Special Assistant to Secretary Robert 

McNamara, in charge of liaison with the White House. Califano joined the 

staff (aged 33) in July 1965 and took over the legislative programme from 

Moyers.

Johnson enormously boosted Califano's influence by telling the Cabinet. 

"When Joe speaks, that's my voice you hear". 24 Although he couldn't count 

on arguing with the President quite as Moyers had done, because he didn't 

know him as well, Califano soon achieved an excellent rapport. While the 

President masterminded the legislative strategy he left Joe to do the hard 

graft (most of which he did in secret). Califano's role thus echoed that 

of past strategists such as Tommy Corcoran, Clark Clifford, Theodore 

Sorensen, and Bill Moyers.

Whereas Moyers had initiated the creative phase in 1964-65 Califano 

presided over the implementation phase of 1967-68. Califano's real 
contribution to the Johnson legislative legend (as in the battle to create 

a Department of Transport) was to overcome bureaucratic resistance, 

arbitrate interagency disputes, negotiate with outside pressure groups, 

rally congressional support, and supply much of the information necessary 
for tactical decision-making on how far to go without risking congressional

defeat.
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Califano and his staff exercised White House supervision over nearly all 

the domestic Cabinet Departments. They tried a combination of techniques, 

including the McNamara systems analysis approach to domestic affairs known 

as PPBS: the Planning-Programming-Budgeting System. In creating a 

domestic equivalent to the Bundy NSC staff Califano assembled a domestic 

affairs staff, almost all of whom were lawyers. These included Lawrence 

Levinson from Harvard Law School as Deputy Special Counsel (and Califano's 

own alter ego); Jim Gaither of Stanford Law School; Fred Bohen, a 

graduate in political science at Princeton; and Stan Ross and Matthew 

Nimetz of Harvard Law School. Califano's real skill lay in implementing, 

not formulating, ideas. His influence and reputation as an action man 

grew in proportion to the extent that Johnson's time and attention were 

diverted away from domestic matters by Vietnam.

Harry McPherson was considered one of the most attractive, reflective, 

cultivated and well-intentioned men to serve on any White House staff. 

Though never particularly close to Johnson, his influence in part was 

derived from their shared Texas heritage. He gave up an academic career in 

literature for the Air Force and then Law School. In the 1950's he worked 

for Johnson as Assistant Counsel for the Senate Democratic Policy 

Committee. After a spell in both the Defense and State Departments he 

joined the White House staff as Counsel, succeeding Lee White as Special 

Counsel in February 1966. His work mainly involved speechwriting (he 

negotiated and wrote most of the Presidential Executive Orders) and liaison 

with the Justice Department on legal matters. He was useful to Johnson in 

providing a link to academia at a time when Vietnam was rupturing the 

President's credibility, and his charmingly polite evasiveness was 

reminiscent of Clark Clifford.
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Marvin Watson was a very different character. A Texas businessman who had 

helped Johnson in his 1960 campaign, his enduring importance to President 

Johnson lay in being the de facto Chief of Staff and "No" man. Originally 

hired as the Appointments Secretary, his role evolved to include a range of 

related functions. He handled the President's schedule, ushered visitors, 

juggled phone calls, oversaw the flow of paperwork, directed the White 

House budget, helped hire top-level employees, kept in close touch with the 

Democratic National Committee and other Democratic leaders, and was White 

House liaison man with the FBI.

Attacked for his provincial nature and conservative views he was labelled a 

'neo-McCarthyite' whose self-appointed task it was to purge liberals from 

the LBJ White House. He was also attacked as 'crude' and 'politically 

ignorant' by the Press who reacted strongly when he once tried to record 

the names and numbers of all callers to the Vihite House (the so-called 

'Switchboard Affair'). He was also unpopular with the staff (like Sherman 

Adams and Kenneth O'Donnell before him) for his meanness in regard to 

status symbols like the use of limousines and other perks. Johnson 

particularly relied upon the Texas-based political grapevine that Watson 

cultivated and eventually rewarded him with the Cabinet office of 

Postmaster General in 1968.

Walt Rostow was an academic and Kennedy holdover• He had been active in 

Kennedy's campaign and became Bundy's deputy in 1961, replacing him in 

April 1966 after a spell in the State Department as Head of the Policy 

Planning Council. Rostow neither equalled Bundy's intellect nor person

ality and his appointment by Johnson was taken to be a sign that he wanted 
the NSC Adviser's role to be more subservient to the Secretary of State.
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Douglass Cater has been desribed as a "unique combination of journalist,

intellectual, academic, bureaucrat, political scientist, and presidential 
26confidant." Alabama born and Harvard educated, he developed a career as 

a journalist, coming to Johnson's notice by writing sympathetic pieces on 

the Senator in the 1950's. Johnson hired him in May 1964. His speech

writing role in Education and Health led him to become the White House 

liaison man with both the Task Forces in these areas. His was an 

influential voice both in shaping legislation and in the oversight of 

education policy in government. Cater was not an 'empire builder' within 

the White House, seeking instead ideas from the bureaucracy and academia. 
His usefulness to the President was as a 'packager' of workable ideas and 

proposals.

The Nixon Presidency

The Nixon White House was an impenetrable and remote place to most out

siders, especially the Press and news media. Nevertheless, more is 

probably known about the people who served under Nixon than about any other 

President's White House staff. Nixon began his first term with a high 

profile team of respected men of substance and standing in business, 

government, and intellectual circles. These included economist Arthur 

Burns, management specialist Roy Ash, experienced politicians like 

Counsellors Robert Ellsworth and Donald Rumsfeld, and also some surprise 

choices from academia, like domestic affairs adviser Daniel Patrick 

Moynihan and foreign affairs adviser Henry Kissinger.
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But simultaneously, under the surface, a more extensive, initially low 

profile, and younger team was being fashioned. As the years went by the 

'dignified element' of the White House staff (for example, those with 

cosmetic Cabinet-rank like Counsellors Donald Rumsfeld, Bryce Harlow, John 

Connally, and Clark MacGregor) were 'booted upstairs' away from the 

operational chain of command inside the White House. They were replaced by 

the 'efficient element', led by White House Chief of Staff H.R. Haldeman 

and including many of the Watergate cast of characters like John 
Ehrlichman, Charles Colson, Jeb Magruder, Ron Ziegler, John Dean, Larry 

Higby, Dwight Chapin, and Gordon Strachan.

Those on the staff that stayed unchanged and untarnished throughout Nixon's 

Presidency included the speechwriting team, which revolved around three 

people of different political attitudes: liberal Ray Price, rightwinger 

Patrick Buchanan, and centrist William Safire. Other specialist staff, 

such as Special Consultant Len Garment and Assistant for Congressional 

Relations William Timmons, stayed contentedly within their given orbits.

By 1973 Nixon had been forced to create a new 'Watergate' legal staff, 

directed by the President's lawyers Fred Buzhardt and James St. Clair.

An essentially private man, President Nixon's working methods led him to 

prefer working from paper rather than with people. He dealt in person with 

a relatively small number of White House staff on a one-to-one basis. By 
the end of 1969 he had developed the pattern that was to dominate his White 

House staff system had been fixed. Fimbedded in that system were, by 

definition, the most important members of his staff, pre-eminent of whom 

were Chief of Staff H.R. Haldeman, Assistant for Domestic Affairs John 
Ehrlichman, and Assistant for National Security Affairs Henry Kissinger.
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Bob Haldeman, from a comfortable business-minded conservative family, came 

from Nixon's home state of California. He acquired "a zest for regimen and 

rigid command structure” at private school. He graduated from UCLA (where 

he met John Ehrlichman) in business administration, and spent the 1950's 
building a career in advertising, becoming Vice President of J. Walter 

Thompson in 1959.

Haldeman's rise to White House influence was entirely founded upon his 

commitment to a succession of Nixon political campaigns. His first contact 

with Nixon came in 1956 when he did advance work for the then Vice 
President. Four years later, Nixon's Campaign Manager, Robert Finch, made 

Haldeman chief advance man. In 1962 Haldeman managed Nixon's campaign for 

the Governorship of California (despite initially opposing it).

Haldeman’s personal relationship with Nixon was cemented when he helped 

Nixon with his book Six Crises. He had proved his loyalty and now earned 
Nixon's trust. In the 1960's he resumed his career in advertising where he 

perfected his gift for recognising exactly what advertising and publicity 

techniques would be most effective. In 1968 Haldeman became Nixon's 
Campaign Manager and worked out a tightly controlled schedule of structured 

contact with the Press, TV and public audiences. This was the basis of the 

"new Nixon" and the selling of the President.

Haldeman brought these campaign skills into the White House where he 

combined crisp organization, precise attention to detail and a strong sense 

of image, with a fervent personal commitment. He retained his overall 

supervision of Press and media relations. He strictly controlled access to 

the President, as he had done to the candidate, and was the human link 

between the President and the staff machine. Haldeman had no schedule of
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his own but was at the service of the President 24 hours a day. Haldeman 

saw his own role as a 'coordinator' rather than an innovator, a technician 

rather than 'a policy man', and observers thought he had an intellectual 

preoccupation with the techniques of modern management. He was invaluable 

as a "No" man for a President who personally abhorred the difficult 

personal decisions (like firing people). Haldeman also controlled
20

personnel selection and staffed the White House with many campaign aides. 

Haldeman's importance to Nixon was even reflected in Haldeman's knowing 

when to delay implementation of a presidential decision long enough to give 

the President a chance to think again.

Above all, Haldeman combined personal loyalty with a complete absence of

personal political ambition. His wife said after 1968, Thank goodness
•• 27Nixon won, because now Bob will have something to devote his life to.

This loyalty was reciprocated by the President for as long as he could do 

so. When Watergate finally obliged Nixon to require Haldeman's resig

nation, Nixon called it one of the most difficult decisions of my 

presidency" and described Haldeman and Ehrlichman as "two of the finest 

public servants it has been my privilege to know. 2®

John Ehrlichman, from a Christian Scientist background, grew up in 

California, studying at UCLA and Stanford Law School, from where he went to 

Seattle to practise law. His college friend, Haldeman, asked him to help 

in the 1960 campaign and by 1962 he was a Nixonite. After helping to train 

advance men, in 1968 Ehrlichman signed on full time and was made Tour 

Director in charge of logistics. Haldeman sponsored his appointment in 

1969 as Counsel to the President, which Nixon welcomed.29 In the White 
House Ehrlichman developed a reputation as a troubleshooter and internal
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referee between the different Nixon domestic advisers. Nixon liked him and 

trusted him (in a White House which was long on advocates and short of 

honest brokers) which was especially important, as Nixon did not like to 

work closely with too many people.

In November 1969 Ehrlichman was promoted to Assistant for Domestic Affairs, 

a role Ehrlichman described as "essentially operational". All the 

President's messages to Congress, his speeches, administrative policy 

statements and specific legislative proposals on domestic affairs had first 

to be cleared by Ehrlichman. If Ehrlichman was not as creative as 

Kissinger, his policy influence was just as crucial (especially as Nixon 

lacked a detailed and sustained commitment to domestic affairs).

Ehrlichman established the Domestic Council staff as a formidable machine. 

In January 1973 Ehrlichman was promoted again and, for a time, was formally 

placed above several Cabinet officers in the hierarchy of domestic policy
making. But Watergate removed him within months, and he was convicted and 

served a prison sentence. On the evidence of his subsequent books, he 

turned against Nixon.

Henry Kissinger was born into an orthodox Jewish family which fled Nazi 

Germany in 1938. After serving in Army Intelligence during the War, 
Kissinger went to Harvard where he wrote his PhD on Metternich s secret 

diplomacy and a balanced European world order (embracing two themes that 

strongly featured in his White House role). During the 1960's he served as 

a consultant to the State Department and the Arms Control and Disarmament 

Agency, lectured, and wrote books. For a brief period he worked on the 

Kennedy NSC staff.



656.41

Politically, Nelson Rockefeller had 'adopted' him from 1956 onwards and 

Kissinger wrote speeches for his unsuccessful presidential bid in 1968. 

These attracted Nixon's attention and Kissinger was persuaded (reluctantly 

at first) to act as a foreign policy consultant during the campaign. After 

the election Nixon's decision to appoint Kissinger as his Assistant for 

National Security Affairs surprised everyone (including Kissinger) and won 

Nixon praise from unexpected quarters. It was also considered a shrewd 

political move to open a channel to intellectuals and the liberal 

Republicans simultaneously. Once in the White House Kissinger discovered 

both that he and Nixon shared a similar world view and that Nixon approved 

and encouraged the strong organized build-up of the NSC staff machine that 

Kissinger wished to create. Their partnership is history.

Apart from the three major staff figures, the Nixon staff featured many 

others of importance. Most, however, were drawn into the Nixon orbit by 

their involvement in his political campaigns. Charles Colson was a lawyer 

with Capitol Hill experience as a congressional aide, and a prominent law 

practice in Washington D.C., who had helped in both the Goldwater and Nixon 

campaigns. In 1969 he was brought to work on the White House staff as a 
political strategist under Haldeman, with the task of winning support among 

the conservative labor vote, to which end he utilized some highly dubious 

and unethical means. For a spell between 1970 and 1972 Colson emerged as 

an influential aide with a direct working relationship to the President 

that challenged Haldeman's supremacy.

Ron Ziegler came from California, where he combined his degree in marketing 

with volunteer work for Republican campaigns, including Nixon s guber

natorial race in 1962 where Ziegler joined as a junior assistant to
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Press Secretary Herbert Klein. During the 1960's he worked as an executive 

with the J. Walter Thompson advertising agency, from where in 1968 Haldeman 

again recruited him to work as Klein's assistant, specialising in TV 

coverage. After the election Klein was shifted sideways to make room for 

Ziegler to become the youngest ever Press Secretary to the President. His 

PR expertise and efficiency was valued inside the White House but his 

obscurantist style irritated the Press Corps. His deteriorating 

credibility disappeared completely with his use of the word "inoperative" 

to describe the earlier of Nixon's contradictory statements on Watergate.

By June 1973, when the National Press Club condemned Ziegler as "a totally 

programmed spokesman without independent authority",*̂  Ziegler was 
becoming one of the last confidants of an increasingly isolated President.

Not all the Nixon staff were "Yes" men. Some demonstrated an independence 

of thought. Bryce Harlow had earned Nixon's respect during the eight years 

Harlow worked for Eisenhower on his congressional relations staff, and was 

among the very first staff appointments that Nixon made after the election. 

Both as an Assistant and as Counsellor, Harlow directed congressional and 

legislative affairs for the Nixon Presidency. Len Garment was a lawyer who 

met Nixon during the 1960's when Nixon lived in New York. After joining 

his campaign staff, Nixon made Garment a Special Assistant for minority 

affairs, on which Garment worked steadily and unobtrusively for several 

years. Nixon turned to Garment for advice during Watergate and eventually 

he replaced John Dean as Counsel to the President.

Of all the sub-units of the Nixon staff one of the most interesting was the 

speechwriting staff. This was headed by James Keogh, a distinguished 

journalist and former executive editor of Time magazine, who had got to
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know Nixon as Vice President when writing a complimentary book about him. 

Keogh directed a small staff, three of whom deserve special mention.

Ray Price was one of Nixon's top speechwriters. Originally from rural Long 
Island, Price worked in newspapers during the 1960's in New York where he 

met Nixon. He was writing a novel when in February 1967 Nixon asked him to 

join the small staff planning Nixon's 1968 campaign. Entitled Special 

Assistant, Price worked on most of Nixon's major speeches, and headed the 

speechwriting staff from 1970 onwards. In 1973 he was named a Special 

Consultant with new responsibilities but these soon became overshadowed by 

Watergate, and it was Price who drafted Nixon's resignation speech.

Patrick Buchanan, the second of Nixon's top speechwriters, was born in 

Washington D.C. and became a journalist. In 1966 he joined Nixon's nascent 

campaign for the Presidency. In the White House Nixon would turn to 

Buchanan for his hard-hitting style and conservative analysis. Buchanan's 

dislike of the Press was reflected in the speeches he wrote for Vice 

President Agnew, and he cooperated with Colson's political initiatives 

aimed at grass roots 'tin hat' Democrats. Upgraded to Consultant to the 

President in 1973 he too found his time consumed by Watergate. He stayed 

on under Ford for a few months before leaving to become a nationally 

syndicated columnist.

William Safire was the third element of Nixon's speechwriting triad. A 

native New Yorker he had been a Press and radio journalist before leap

frogging his way to Nixon's attention as the photographer who in 1959 

snapped the famous 'kitchen debate' picture showing Vice President Nixon 

waving his finger at Nitika Khruschev. From then on Safire worked for
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Nixon's 1960 campaign, set up his own PR firm, and in the 1960's worked for 

New York Republican office holders. He volunteered his services to Nixon 

as an unpaid speechwriter, joined the White House staff after the election, 

and left in 1973 to become a widely-read newspaper columnist.

The Ford Presidency

President Ford's staff were dominated both by the Nixon staff structure and 

by Nixon holdovers ('Nixon's 3rd or 4th team' as they were known). For 

example, Henry Kissinger was an unshakable link between the two presi

dencies. Others included Chief of Staff Alexander Haig, NSC adviser Brent 

Scowcroft, domestic affairs chief Kenneth Cole, Staff Secretary Jerry 

Jones, congressional relations staffer Max Friedersdorf, and subsequent 

Chiefs of Staff Donald Rumsfeld and Richard Cheney. Ford also brought his 

own people, like legal counsel Philip Buchen, congressional adviser Henry 

Marsh, speechwriter Robert Hartmann, and Press Secretaries Jerry terHorst 

and Ron Nessen. The staff that were most important to Ford owed much to 

the similarity of the staff system that had been fashioned by his 

predecessor.

Little needs to be added about Kissinger except that Nixon's parting advice 

to Ford was to retain the "indispensable" Secretary of State and NSC 

Adviser. Accepting this judgement for over a year, Ford subsequently 

decided to remove Kissinger's dual role by conferring the post of Assistant 

for National Security Affairs upon Brent Scowcroft (a career military man 

and former Kissinger deputy). Besides Kissinger, the only other person 

whom Nixon advised that Ford should retain was Alexander Haig. But Haig, 

more than anyone else, represented the discredited Nixon staff system,
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which President Ford wished, and initially thought he would be able, to 

dismantle. After several staff clashes, between Nixon holdovers and Ford 

newcomers, Haig was speedily shipped off to Europe as NATO Commander. 

Kenneth Cole was another figure from the Nixon White House. Formerly 

Ehrlichman's deputy, Cole emerged under Ford to become the Assistant for 

Domestic Affairs and Executive Director of the Domestic Council (before 

eventually giving way to Vice President Rockefeller's aide James Cannon).

Donald Rumsfeld came from the Midwest, served briefly in the Navy after 

studying politics, and worked for several Congressmen before himself 

winning election to Congress in 1962. On Capitol Hill Rumsfeld came across 

Congressman Gerald Ford, whom he backed for the Minority Leadership in 

1965. Appointed by Nixon first to the Office of Economic Opportunity, and 

then to his White House staff as a Counsellor (with Cabinet rank), Rumsfeld 

served loyally in a succession of management posts, being conveniently out 

of Washington (and the country) during Watergate. Within hours of Ford's 

accession, the new President summoned his former House colleague to head a 

five-man transition task force charged with devising a new White House 

staff system. Eventually, Rumsfeld succeeded Alexander Haig as Chief of 
Staff. Although Rumsfeld preferred to call his role 'staff co-ordinator', 

he soon established himself as primus inter pares. But he chafed at not 

being his own man, and gladly accepted Ford's Cabinet offer of the 

Secretaryship of Defense in November 1975.

Philip Buchen was Ford's old fraternity brother and law partner from their 

home state of Michigan, who had first helped Ford's election to Congress in 

1948. In March 1974 he came to Washington to serve as counsel for a 

Domestic Council committee, chaired by Vice President Ford. By May 1974,
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Buchen was secretly planning (without Ford's knowledge) the transition 

arrangements that he thought would be needed upon Nixon's likely 

resignation. Appointed as Counsel to the President, Buchen handled 

residual Watergate matters and performed a valuable advisory role.

Ron Nessen grew up in Washington D.C. and studied journalism before joining 

NBC as a Washington correspondent in 1962. He first came into close 

contact with Ford having been assigned to cover the Vice Presidency, and a 

friendly relationship developed between the two. NBC paralleled Ford's 

elevation to the Oval Office by upgrading Nessen to the post of White House 

correspondent. His appointment as Ford's Press Secretary was made possible 

when Ford's original choice, Jerry terHorst, resigned over the Nixon 

Pardon. At first, Nessen adopted a very open approach to President-Press 

relations, and provided greater access to the President. But it proved 

difficult easily to erase the suspicion of the Watergate years, and 

Nessen’s credibility deteriorated to the detriment of President Ford.

Richard Cheney, although only 34 when he was appointed by Ford to replace 

Chief of Staff Donald Rumsfeld, had amassed a rich administrative 
experience in the previous nine years. After graduate work in political 

science at the University of Wisconsin he served on a congressional staff 
before joining the Nixon Administration from 1969-1973, attached to Donald 

Rumsfeld. Cheney proved more adept at the Chief of Staff role than his 

predecessor partly because of his low profile. He almost had that 
celebrated 'passion for anonymity' until he left to run for Congress.
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The examples of Robert Hartmann and John Marsh, both old associates of 

Ford's, well Illustrate the different needs that a President has by 

comparison to a Vice President. Hartmann had been the Minority Sergeant at 

Arms of the House of Representatives whom Ford had initially installed as 

Chief of Staff of the Vice Presidential office. He was soon transferred to 

the post of Counsellor to the Presdent when Ford discovered that he had 

made a disastrous choice. Hartmann, with his Capitol Hill experience and 

speechwriting skills, remained a valued, albeit difficult, member of the 

Ford team. By comparison, John Marsh, who was a former Democratic 

Congressman, was a 'team player'. Originally chosen to be Vice President 

Ford's liaison man with the Pentagon, when Ford became President Marsh took 

over the office of congressional relations and performed his role 

diligently and well.

The Carter Presidency

President Carter's election brought a completely new group of people both

to Washington and the White House. Predominantly, the senior staff came

from his home state of Georgia. Few had had any previous experience of
national government, but not until his Memoirs did Carter acknowledge that

.. 31"most of my staff and I were inexperienced in the ways of Washington.

Significantly, Carter chose his senior White House staff, to whom he 

referred as his "political family", 32 before choosing his Cabinet, 
originally thinking that his broadly-based Cabinet would compensate for any 

lack of experience in his personal staff. Conscious of what he believed 

had been the tendency of previous Presidents to pick cronies for their 
White House staff, Carter later concluded, "when I considered the alterna

tives, I decided without any doubt that my predecessors had chosen wisely.
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The selection of loyal and well-known associates is the result of a need 

for maximum mutual confidence and a minimum of jealousy and backbiting 

within a President's inner circle." 33 He was proud of the "experience, 

competence, and compatibility with me and with one another"3'* that their 

common background and campaign experience had provided. His most important 

aides were those that had shared this with him.

Foremost among them was Hamilton Jordan, who had known Carter since the 

1960’s and was a fellow Georgian. He was the campaign manager of Carter's 

successful gubernatorial race in 1970 and then served as the Governor's 

Executive Secretary. He then repeated this at national level. Carter 

described him as "a brilliant political analyst who had devised and managed 

my presidential campaign".33 After the election Jordan became Carter s 

"chief staff aide... because of his qualities of leadership and sound 

judgement". Always considered "the senior man", Jordan was, in effect,

the Chief of Staff. In 1978 an in-house study by White House staffer 

Harrison Wellford called for substantial changes in the internal organi

zation of the Carter White House. Although Carter and Jordan had resisted 

the idea for two and a half years, Carter "eventually acquiesced to the 

requests of other staff members and officially designated him Chief of 

Staff." 37 But Carter retained direct access to his other senior 

advisers.

The basis of Jody Powell's relationship to Carter went beyond that 
described by his official post of Press Secretary. Carter himself said 

Powell was "even closer to me personally" than Jordan. They had known each 

other since 1969 when Jody was a graduate student. Powell started out as 
Eventually (through pressure of events) Carter startedCarter's driver.
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letting Powell handle some of his Press relations "when the issue was not

too important38 After Carter became Governor he searched for a

qualified journalist to be his Press Secretary but none was "completely

satisfactory", so Powell was asked and agreed to take the job. From 1975

Carter and Powell travelled almost everywhere together on the long, arduous

campaign trail and after the election triumph Powell was "the natural

choice for Press Secretary”. Powell was a member of Carter's inner

circle, and only "very rarely was he excluded by the President from
39discussion of the "most sensitive issues”.

Frank Moore was a professional management specialist by background. He had 

known Carter since 1966 when Carter hired him as Executive Director of a 

Georgia development and planning commission. He later replaced Hamilton 

Jordan as the Governor's Executive Secretary when Jordan joined the 

Democratic National committee to help organize Carter's presidential 

campaign. Moore helped co-ordinate the 1976 campaign in several southern 

states and spent some time in Washington where he became a link person to 

Carter. Carter knew "well before Inauguration Day" that "one of the most 

important staff members would be the leader of our congressional liaison 

group."40 He also knew he needed to recruit "knowledgeable people". 

Unfortnately Moore's lack of adequate experience of Capitol Hill and 
dealing with Congress initially caused considerable trouble for the Carter 

Presidency.

Jack Watson was an attorney from Atlanta who had served as chairman of the 

Georgia Human Resources Board while Carter was Governor. Carter asked 

Watson to take charge of the Presidential Transition 1980-81, during which 
time there was a brief struggle for position between Watson and Jordan for
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the role of Chief of Staff, which Watson lost. Carter then chose him for 

the dual task of Cabinet Secretary (a revived post) and Assistant for 

Intergovernmental Relations. In July 1980 he was finally appointed to 

succeed Jordan as Chief of Staff when Jordan left the White House to 

co-ordinate the campaign.

Stuart Eisenstadt was another Atlanta lawyer whose connexion with Carter 

went back to his organization of a small group of volunteers during the 

1970 gubernatorial campaign. He had gained some experience in domestic 

affairs and legislative drafting while working for Lyndon Johnson and 

Hubert Humphrey and the DNC. During Carter's 1976 campaign he organized 

the analysis of all national and international issues, and prepared the 

briefing books for the three presidential debates. Having made that 

contribution to the campaign, Carter considered it "logical" for Eisenstadt 

to be responsible for the preparation and monitoring of legislative 

proposals as Assistant for Domestic Affairs.

Zbigniew Brzezinski was perhaps the most important non-Georgian among the 

senior staff. Carter had first met him in 1973 when both were participants 

in various conferences on foreign affairs. Zbig was someone with whose 

views Carter found himself in agreement. "He was able to express compli
cated ideas simply", Carter later wrote.41 Brzezinski bad demonstrated 

his personal commitment to Carter during the election by compiling position 

papers and briefing the candidate for the foreign affairs presidential 
debate with Ford. Carter had no hesitation in offering him the post of 

Assistant for National Security affairs, nor Brzezinski in accepting.
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Robert Lipshutz was another native Georgian. He had a long association 

with Carter and had practised law in Atlanta for thirty years. He was 

appointed Counsel to the President, having served as Carter's legal adviser 

and treasurer of his presidential campaign. Because of his age he 

initially presided at meetings of the Carter senior staff. He left the 

White House in 1979 to return to his law practice.

Midge Constanza was the first woman both to be appointed to the senior 

staff of a President and to be given an operational role in the staff 

command structure. As Assistant for Public Liaison she initially enjoyed a 

large and prestigious West Wing office. Carter had been aware of his own 

"caution about bringing new people into our most intimate circle . But

Constanza, although she came from New York (and had been Mayor of 

Rochester), had earned her appointment by serving during the campaign as 

Chair of the New York State Carter for President Campaign. Nevertheless 

she did not get on with the 'Georgia Mafia' or the President, with whom she 

clashed on a variety of issues. Soon her role was reduced to dealing with 

women's organizations only, her office was moved to the basement, and 

eventually her resignation was forced in 1978. She was replaced by the 

more sophisticated Anne Wexler, a former Associate Publisher of Rolling 

Stone magazine, and Sarah Weddington, a Texas lawyer.

Carter's other important advisers were also drawn largely from his home 

state. Charles Kirbo was an Atlanta Lawyer, and Carter's acknowledged 
"closest friend",43 who had declined to come to Washington, preferring to 

remain in his Atlanta law office, but who was a frequent visitor to the
Gerald Rafshoon had handled Carter's public relations everWhite House.
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since his gubernatorial candidature, and eventually joined the Carter staff 

in 1978 as Assistant to the President for Communications. Patrick Cadell, 

by contrast, never officially joined the staff. As a public opinion 

specialist who worked as a pollster for the DNC, Cadell worked unofficially 

for the President.

The Reagan Presidency

Reagan's greatest strength in relation to the organization of his White 

House staff was a product of one of his most obvious weaknesses. While he 
knew less about substantive issues than most of his predecessors, he did 

not regard policy conflict between advisers as an expression of disloyalty. 

To this sense of personal security was nevertheless added an intense 
dislike of acrimony and staff maneuvering. He had learned the hard way, 

during his presidential campaign, how debilitating staff conflict can be 

and had suffered a major personal wrench in late 1979 when forced to choose 

between aides who completely disagreed on the best campaign strategy 

(making a decision he soon regretted and subsequently reversed on the day 

of his vital New Hampshire primary 'comeback' victory). Consequently he 

entered the White House with a definite preference for aides with whom he 

was personally comfortable. He wanted his senior staff to smooth out 

potential difficulties for him. Election to high office had not distorted 

his personality and he had a firm sense of the working environment he 

needed to succeed.

To achieve this, Reagan created a triumverate of staff at the top whose 

collective influence in the early part of his Presidency was unsurpassed. 

Their three-way relationship survived extremely well and their influence
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was well reflected in the highly structured daily meeting schedule they 

established. They met each weekday at 7.30am for half-an-hour; then met 

the senior White House staff; then met the President alone at 9.15am; met 

the President again between 5.30pm and 6pm; after which they would again 

meet each other privately before leaving. No-one can have been left in any 

doubt of the three men Reagan considered his most important White House 

staff.

Of these three Michael Deaver was closest to the President personally. He 

had known the Reagans for years and had been among those few people working 

for the Governor with whom Reagan socialised. In his post of Deputy Chief 

of Staff Deaver was widely thought the "perfect adjutant" for the way in 

which he submerged his identity in the interests of Reagan's career. "I 

have a sense about him", Deaver said in 1981. "He and I have been together 

for so long that I think I almost instinctively know how he will react.
And he knows that. And so, he has put confidence and trust in me and 

others in our structure see that. I am able to cut out an awful lot of 

time." Deaver had led the life of a drifter after leaving college, 

sailing round the world and contemplating the life of an Episcopal priest, 

before becoming a political aide in Sacramento. After Reagan left the 

Governorship, Deaver opened a public relations firm with Reagan as chief 

client, before joining him on the campaign trail full-time.

Nominally Deaver’s superior, James Baker was least familiar with Reagan in 

personal terms. But he was chosen for the job of Chief of Staff rightly, 

as it turned out, because he was a far better organizer than any of the 

Californians. Baker used Deaver to bridge the gap of personal unfamili

arity with Reagan while Deaver smoothed over any ripples caused by Baker's
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managerial approach. Baker's Texan background, from one of the oldest 

Houston families, and his financially highly successful career as a lawyer, 

gave the urbane Baker "a type of security that makes you a more powerful 

person because you don't need the job to be somebody back in your home 

town." Baker's duties included White House administration, personnel,

communications, and supervision of speechwriting, the Press office, 

intergovernmental relations, legislative liaison, the White House counsel, 

scheduling and advance work. Baker's powers included the hiring and 

firing of all staff, which eventually demonstrated the truism that whoever 

controls the staff ultimately controls the White House.

Of the top three, Edwin Meese was initially considered the main policy 

adviser, the synthesizer and translator of Reagan's ideas to others, and 

the funnel through whom policy options were transmitted to the President.

A long associate of Reagan he had served from 1968 for six years as the 

Governor's Executive Secretary. Meese brought a lawyerly veneer to 

Reagan's unsophisticated ideas, and Cabinet members and other legislators 

learned that Meese spoke for the President. Other staff aides called him 

the "Prime Minister" and reporters tagged him the "deputy President as 

his official staff title of Counsellor to the President conveyed a 

seniority not bestowed on anyone else.

For the first year the cohesion achieved with Baker and Deaver was 

astonishing to outside observers. Meese directed the two principal policy 

staffs, the Office of Policy Development and the NSC staff, and exerted an 

enormous influence on the development of policy. Meese understood how 

Reagan approached decision-making and observed that Reagan had "an 

instinctive understanding of management in the sense of knowing how to
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delegate, knowing what to delegate, knowing how to make decisions himself 

and knowing that he wanted lots of information."45 But Meese overreached 

himself. His grand ideas of White House staff structure, including the 

idea that both the domestic affairs Office of Policy Development and the 

NSC staff should routinely report to the President through him, were 

unworkable and overloaded his personal capacity to manage. He perceptibly 

lost ground to Baker.

Looking to the Future

Having taken a snapshot look at some of the most important staff aides to 

Presidents from Roosevelt to Reagan, what lessons can one draw for the 

future? In general, the common patterns outweigh the individual 
differences between presidencies. Firstly, the White House staff will 

neither decrease in size nor importance. Despite all the good intentions 

since Watergate, the staff continues to grow. In 1981, for example, 

President Reagan*s published list of White House staff was the largest in 

history (see Appendix 5.17). No matter how much Presidents try to shore up 

a Cabinet system, they will turn to their staff for advice, policymaking 

and policy implementation whenever they think that the problems and the 

opportunities facing them are better managed from the White House. No 

President is ever going to go back to the pre-Roosevelt days of a few 

clerks and typists. The staff are here to stay, and they have already 

supplanted the Cabinet in crucial respects. The top staff will continue to 

have enormous prestige, wield considerable power, achieve great public 

prominence, and be able to count on lucrative careers when they leave the

White House.



Secondly, the most Important staff will still consist of those staff 

operationally responsible for the key functional areas (irrespective of the 

nomenclature used to describe them). This will generally demand of the 

staff a greater degree of specialization. Important and influential senior 

staff with the appearance of being generalists are in reality highly 

specialized in their knowledge of the way their President thinks and works. 

The major functional staff areas have always included White House 

operations, national security affairs, Press and media relations, domestic 

affairs, and congressional relations. In the future they will be joined by 

public liaison, intergovernmental affairs, personnel, political and legal 

matters, and economic affairs. Whether or not future Presidents want a 
formal Chief of Staff, the pressure of events and the burden on themselves 

of trying to manage their own staff will together force most Presidents to 

confer this role upon someone.

Thirdly, the majority of the White House staff closest to the President 

will continue to be drawn from those who have played a part in the campaign 

for the Presidency. From the President’s perspective, loyalty will still 

count first and foremost, of which there can be no better test than their 

devoting years of their life to the uncertain prospect of eventual success. 

Fourthly, the competence of the staff will still be influenced by the 

previous political experience of the President. Each launchpad for the 

Presidency has its strengths and weaknesses when translated into the 
collective competence of the President's staff. Competence cannot be 

measured in academic terms alone. Virtually all the senior staff are 

college graduates, and many have higher academic or legal qualifications. 
The key to individual influence lies in proven loyalty combined with 

intelligence and political skill.
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Fifthly, Presidents will continue to need the practical, political, and 

personal help that only their White House staff can give them. In 

practical terms this involves organizing his schedule and appointments, 

keeping track of the paperwork, handling personnel and patronage, and 

managing the White House machinery of day-to-day presidential government.

In political terms this means giving him access to the kinds of staff 

expertise that a campaign does not necessarily provide or promote, 

especially in national security and domestic affairs. In personal terms 

this means that individual staff will continue to provide the range of 

personal relationships that most Presidents need, whether this involves 

acting as his 'alter ego', his "No" man, his sycophant, his sounding board,

or simply his companion or friend after office hours.

Sixthly, the President's needs and requirements from his staff will change 

over time. The modern Presidency needs access to a full range of skills 

but the balance, the emphasis, between them will change depending on the 

circumstances. A certain pattern can be discerned from the past and 

predicted of the future. While campaigning, presidential candidates will 

draw heavily on the political strategist, logistical and media skills of 

their staff. Once elected, Presidents will continue to adjust their staff 

system to the realities of office. Initially, staff skirmishes for power 

will probably be muted but will tend to increase over time. While a

President's need for Press and media expertise will never vanish, they will

discover after their election that they also need creative policy experts, 

innovators, and legislative skills. Over time this will tend to give way 

to a greater preference for sheer administrative competence and an orderly 

staff system. A tendency towards presidential delegation will manifest

with different Presidents, different aides, anditself, but will vary
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different issues. Speechwriters will be vital at all times to interpret to 
the World outside the Oval Office the mood and the aspirations of the 

Presidency. As the next campaign gets nearer, Presidents will increasingly 

rely upon political strategists, opinion pollsters, and TV image-experts 

for guidance on presentation if not on substance. If re-elected, Presidents 

will progressively appreciate troubleshooters among their staff as their 

presidential political leverage begins to lessen and their public support 

subsides .

Seventhly, certain broad conclusions can be drawn, and predictions made,

about the staff's age structure, psychological structure and sex structure.

The vast majority of the White House staff under any President will

continue to be young and energetic — in their 20's, 30's or 40's. This age

range will tend to rise the older the President, but in general they will

be about a generation apart. "Unlike most politicans, wrote one astute

observer, "they sometimes have a little spontaneity and irreverence left in
„ 4 6them. This accounts for much of their charm and most of their problems.

In psychological terms, the most influential staff are often those who 

completely forego their own careers for, and even subsume their personality 

in, the President they serve. Those staff of independent mind will tend 

not to survive for the duration of a Presidency. Virtually every member of 

the senior staff will suffer withdrawal symptoms after leaving because 

their White House years will have been the most exciting of their lives. 

Nothing can replace the feeling of being at the very political nerve centre 

of the country and the Western World. Whatever career they subsequently 

seek, especially if it is a political career in their own right, it will 

inevitably seem dull by comparison.
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In terms of the sex structure of the staff it seems certain that women will 

play a greater role in the future than they have done up to now. This will 

hardly be difficult. For fifty years almost none of the senior White House 

staff have been women. Where women have been appointed they have 

traditionally either occupied the positions of Personal Secretary to the 

President and social secretaries to the First Lady or they have been 

shunted off and 'ghetto-ized'. Johnson appointed the first woman to a

substantive staff post when Esther Peterson became Special Assistant for 

Consumer Affairs. Since then, staff posts for women have been mainly 

concerned with two areas: consumer affairs and public liaison. The 

consumer affairs brief was retained during the Nixon-Ford years when it was 

held by Virginia Knauer, before Peterson returned in the Carter 

Presidency.

This is not to decry the importance of Personal Secretary to the President. 

Apart from it being a position of obvious sensitivity and trust, the 

occupant has usually gained control of one of the doors to the Oval Office. 

Not for nothing did many Kennedy staff prefer the more liberalised access 

policy of Kennedy's Secretary Evelyn Lincoln (as compared to Kenny 

O'Donnell), or Haldeman try so hard to lever Nixon's Secretary Rose Mary 

Woods out of her room adjacent to the Oval Office.

It was not until Carter's Presidency that a woman held any senior 
operational position. In 1977 he appointed Midge Constanza to the new post 

of Assistant for Public Liaison. The post proved more long lasting than 

its first occupant. Constanza was replaced, after an eighteen-month 

semi-public running battle with the President over policy, by Anne Wexler. 

Reagan retained the post and appointed Elizabeth Dole. During the Carter
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years the First Lady's staff achieved greater recognition because of the 

political role played by Rosalynn Carter. No woman has ever yet been 

counted one of the very top staff even though some have been given 

prestigious titles, as "Counsellor" was bestowed by Nixon upon Anne 

Armstrong, for their symbolic significance and not their actual power. Had 

Walter Mondale and Geraldine Ferraro won the 1984 presidential election the 

White House would undoubtedly have seen an influx of women into staff 

positions not previously occupied by women.

The likely increase in the numbers of women on the staff is in one sense 

only part of the broader trend that will force Presidents to make their 

White House staff more representative of the population at large. More 

minorities, such as blacks or hispanics, will undoubtedly be appointed to 

visible staff positions. Few have been so far. It was President 

Eisenhower who appointed one of the first blacks to the staff, Frederic 

Morrow, who was Administrative Officer for Special Projects. Kennedy s 

Associate Press Secretary, Andrew Hatcher, was black. Nixon's appointment 

of a Special Assistant for Black Capitalism was 'ghettoism' and none of his 

successors either continued the post or appointed blacks to prominent staff 

positions. White House staff liaison with single issue groups will also 

increase with the influence of these groups on American politics.

Eighthly, there will be a greater regard to individual ethical standards 

(at least in relation to business practice and conflict of interest) and 

personal standards than in the past. Periodically members of the staff 

have had to resign under a cloud of alleged personal misconduct, like 

Johnson's Wally Jenkins or Carter's Peter Bourne. In relation to the 

political abuse of power, Watergate has at least had some deterrent effect.
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This will not have been achieved by greater congressional oversight but 

only by the self-regulation of the White House staff themselves, under the 

auspices of the legal staff. The older the staff the less likely that they 

will act in an improper manner.

Ninthly, there are certain recognised factors which affect the organization 

of the White House staff, on the basis of which observers can make 

predictions with a reasonable degree of confidence. Among them are that 

presidential campaigns are now so long, arduous and complicated that they 

demand the creation of what turns out to be an embryonic White House staff. 

The best clues to the future organization of a President's White House will 

continue to be furnished by the organization of an aspiring President's 

campaign.

In addition, the presidential character plays a decisive part in staff 

organization. Adapting, for example, James David Barber's arcbtypes of 

presidential character, the shape of their White House staff can be 

predicted in outline. Almost instinctively each President decides which 

staff system best suits his purposes. Each choice has benefits and risks. 

How will the President spend his time? What are the issues to which he 

will really devote his attention? Only a few Presidents, like Eisenhower 

and Reagan, have made a positive virtue out of being known not to read 

every memo and know every detail of presidential decisions.

The Active-Positive Presidents, like Roosevelt and Kennedy, have been 

unwilling to cede White House power to a single Chief of Staff, preferring 

instead to be actively involved in the detail of directing their competing 

Future Presidents of the same type will tend to organize theirstaff.
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staff on this spokes-of-a-wheel basis. The Passive Positive Presidents, 

like Eisenhower and Reagan, have in contrast been entirely content to allow 

a Chief of Staff to manage their staff and have delegated to them 

considerable power in matters of detail. With the same character, any 

future President will tend to preside over an hierarchically and well 

organized White House staff.

While both these sets of Presidents were successful in their own terms in 

managing their White House, the Active-Negative Presidents, like Johnson, 

Nixon and Carter, have never been able to achieve the right balance Their 

negative personalities, whether expressed as medieval kingship (like 

Johnson), withdrawal and isolation (like Nixon), or the excessive 

preoccupation with detail and the inability to delegate (like Carter), have 

usually a distorting effect upon their staff. In any such future cases, 

the President's personality will tend to become magnified and to distort 

the staff system created.

Finally, the White House staff will remain politically unaccountable and a 

potential threat to the democratic principles that underpin the United 

States Constitution. At a time when President Reagan has succeeded in 

turning the Presidency into a televisual constitutional monarchy, it is 

even more vital that presidential advisers be properly held accountable for 

the power they wield in his name. Watergate may now be past history, but 

Congress has already convincingly demonstrated its incapacity or 

unwillingness to take firmer action to hold the staff to account. This

need not be so.
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If the White House staff are to be kept within a proper constitutional 

framework the only practical approach should be targeted at three major 

areas: the size of the staff, the secrecy surrounding them, and their

political role. Full disclosure is the most urgent objective because 

there is a clear constitutional duty to know who the White House staff 

are, what they do, how they are organized, and how much they cost. A 

complete listing of the entire White House staff should be made publicly 

available on a regular basis. The President's White House staff system 

must be brought fully into the daylight. (A detailed listing of the 

minimum information required is given in Note 3 .) There should also be 

a similar requirement for all advisory staff in all the offices of all 

branches of the government: executive, legislative and judicial. Much 

necessary information is still hidden despite the rare exceptions over 

the years that prove what could have been made a matter of public record 

on a regular basis. Thus it was possible for the Truman and Johnson 

presidential libraries to provide for posterity a greater amount of 

information than was ever released at the time. Moreover, what information 

the Nixon White House only provided under duress during Watergate, the Ford 

White House only provided as a public relations gesture after Watergate; 

what the Carter White House only provided to fulfil a campaign promise, 

the Reagan White House only provided to fulfil a congressional request.

Until this thesis, essential background information on all staff had not 

been brought together in one place to build the complete picture. That 

the staff have been allowed to flourish for so long with this degree of 

secrecy should be unacceptable in a democracy.

Ending the secrecy is the first step. Properly interpreting the information 

uncovered is another. Evidence should be evaluated with care as it is
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necessary to distinguish clearly between the reality and the mere appear

ance of a remedy designed to reduce the risks of abuse of staff power. No 

President has acknowledged the need for the White House staff to be more 

closely supervised within a constitutional framework, much less volunteered 

the means of so doing. External pressure on the President to do so has 

clearly lessened since the heady atmosphere of the Watergate era when it 

seemed for a while as though Congress was going to insist on tough measures 

to make the White House staff more accountable. That pressure soon evapo

rated and only succeeded in raising expectations which were not met. The 

ameliorative measure introduced in its wake were more cosmetic than 

profound.

The cosmetic option has not been without its attractions for the President. 

In the aftermath of Watergate, a press and media relations gain awaited 

any President able successfully to present the cosmetic image of a more 

'open' White House and a less 'isolated' Presidency by means of apparent 

reductions either in White House staff size or their exclusivity of access 

to the President. Carefully chosen symbolic acts were projected as sub

stantial change. For example, President Ford deliberately contrasted the 

atmosphere in his White House with that of his predecessor, although it 

subsequently became clear that the Ford White House remained a prisoner 

of the Nixon staff system it inherited. President Carter's celebrated 

remedies were also more apparent than real. For example, Carter's success 

in reducing staff numbers on the payroll of The White House Office and his 

abolition of the Domestic Council were largely paper reductions and book

keeping transfers. The majority of staff positions 'lost' to The White 

House Office were simply transferred to the newly-established Office of 

Administration, while a new Domestic Policy Staff emerged phoenix-like
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from the ashes of the old Domestic Council staff. Even where there was 

a clear initial reduction in Carter staff it subsequently proved to be 

temporary rather than permanent. Carter's Presidency may be judged less 

a period of substantial reform than yet another exercise in tinkering 

with the machinery.

The most immediate remedy against the potential for abuse lies in making 

the existing constitutional safeguards work better. The main responsibility 

rests with Congress whose powers of appropriation, oversight, and legis

lation provide the means necessary for holding the staff to account. It is 

also the one constitutional remedy that could be applied with a consistency 

of purpose which recent history demonstrates has been badly lacking. It 

should not have been left to the House Judiciary Committee hearings on 

Nixon's impeachment to prove that what was then discovered about the 

decision-making structure of the modern Presidency could have been known 

earlier if only existing congressional powers had been restored to serious 

use. Some consideration could also be given to their extension. For 

example, the power of 'advise and consent’ to appointments might be extended 

to cover senior designated White House staff positions (as it was some years 

ago to the powerful position of Director of the Office of Management and 

Budget within the EOP). Obvious candidates would include the position of 

National Security Adviser, whose occupants have exercised enormous influence 

over the past decade. It would probably be attacked by any President as too 

great a breach of executive privilege and the 'rule of comity', while the 

implied case for reciprocal arrangements covering the advisory staff and 

assistance in other branches of government could be resented and resisted 

by five hundred and thirty-five members of Congress and nine Supreme Court 

Justices as an unacceptable infringement of their personal political freedom 

to recruit, sustain and use the Advisory Branch of government.
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Whether or not Congress only relies on the exercise of its conventional 

powers through appropriations subcommittees, by oversight or through legis

lation, those powers could uncover the real structure of advice and decision

making that surrounds the Presidency. Without that understanding Congress 

and the American people cannot play their full part in the governance of 

their country. The Presidency remains the sole fount of legitimate 

executive authority and it is a constitutional duty of the highest order 

that Congress know and show how the President's power is exercised and 

what part is played by his White House staff. It is simultaneously the 

greatest constitutional safeguard against abuse of power that this duty 

is openly seen to be fulfilled. What is needed, to borrow the phrase with

which Professor Samuel Finer of the University of Keele ended his book
4Anonymous Empire, is: "Light! More Light!"

The questions that have been raised in this thesis extend far beyond the 

American Republic. They are directly relevant to other Western democracies 

irrespective of differences in their structure of government. Political 

advisers are a prominent and still growing feature of modern political life. 

The United States may only be the example par excellence of where this is 

leading, as democratic countries struggle with the complexity of a world 

that threatens to overwhelm the capacity of their traditional forms of 

representative government to cope. The growth of an Advisory Branch in 

each political system poses exactly the same questions of the accountability 

of power. All democracies will have to find ways of coming to terms with 

the growth of political advisers. All will have to develop procedures and 

safeguards against the possibilities that the power of unaccountable

advisers may be abused.
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Power attracts advice in any political system - and Britain is no 

exception. There is no doubt that the American experience of staff 

assistance has already had some effect upon British politics although 

the British Prime Minister appears to be trailing about forty years behind 

the American President in terms of the resources personally available to 

the holder of that office. Yet the influence of American experience is 

already clear as the powers, resources, behaviour, and media projection 

of the Prime Minister assume a more presidential character. Political 

advisers of various kinds are now a well established feature of No. 10 

Downing Street and the growth of a British-style Advisory Branch can already 

be detected with the appearance of advisers both in Whitehall and at 

Westminster. 5 Political advisers are here to stay in British politics 

and the scale of their presence and political role will undoubtedly grow.

The British historical experience may in time prove to have something to 

offer the United States. Parliament progressively insisted that those 

exercising powers in the name of the Crown, whether advisers or Ministers, 

should be more accountable to the sole source of legitimate legislative 

power. This included the right to decide who should be the government 

and who should occupy the offices of state through which this executive 

power was principally to be channelled. This idea was translated into 

the present day constitutional theory that the Queen solely exercises her 

powers on the advice of Ministers accountable to Parliament, advice which 

is binding upon her. Thus over time a system of political advice based 

originally upon Privy Counsellors accountable only to a Monarch has been 

replaced by a system based primarily upon a Cabinet accountable through
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Parliament to the people. This tradition of struggling to create a more 

democratic structure for the exercise of political advice and power needs 

to be resuscitated if the Advisory Branch in modern government is not to 

degenerate into a modern equivalent of the Medieval system of court 

favourites.

When President Roosevelt put forward his original request for staff 

assistance for the President he argued that he was only asking for the 

tools to do the job and claimed he was not asking for more power for the 

Presidency. History can and should judge differently. In 1939 it seemed 

a small step for a President to take. But it has taken the Presidency a 

very long way. The White House staff, which are now entrenched at the 

heart of the American Presidency, are both powerful and not properly account

able for their power. They have escaped sustained scrutiny and have 

flourished in a virtual constitutional vacuum. When Roosevelt signed 

that original Executive Order there was created in the White House staff 

a political force for the Presidency that can evade the system of checks 

and balances that characterize, strengthen and underpin the whole American 

Constitution. Power attracts advice but democracy demands accountability.

If it is the growth of presidential power that made the White House staff 

necessary, it is the capacity of the United States Constitution to hold 

power to account that makes democracy possible.
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