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exceed five months. Thus, for example, John­
son's first year ran from 11 / 22/ 63-1/19/ 65; 
Nixon's last year ran from 1/20/74 through 
8/ 9/74, while Ford's first year was from 8/ 9/74 
through 1/19/75. Ali other years stretched from 
January to January. Secondly, the percentage 
of presidential speeches delivered to each con­
stituency during each presidential year was cal­
culated . This rendered our data more amenable 
to analysis using the assumptions necessary for 

/ 

parametric statistics, since we now have interval 
data. However, the author will readily concede 
that he is making these assumptions for explora­
tory purposes. The series of ANOV As was used 
lo ascertain whether for different constituencies 
the differences between presidents, parties, and 
eras exceeded the differences within presidential 
years. 

19. Neustadt, p. 16. 

THE CARTER-REAGAN TRANSITION: 
HITTING THE GROUND RUNNING 

by 
JAMES P. PFIFFNER 

Associate Professor of Pol/tics/ Science 
Csllfornla State University, Fullerton 

I. Introduction 

Electoral mandates are made, not born. 
What a President does after his election 
and in his first several months in office 
sets the tone for his administration and 
may determine whether or not he is able 
to deliver on his campaign promises. 
While President Reagan's transition was 
marked by some successes and some fail­
ures, he took office under a favorable set 
of circumstances. No major domestic or 
foreign crises were pending, and the U.S. 
hostages had been returned from Iran. 
The nation had elected him in a landslide 
victory and had presented him with the 
first Republican Senate in several de­
cades. Although the electorate had 
spoken emphatically, it had not articu­
lated its preferences very precisely. The 
analysis of public opinion polls showed 
that the public did not necessarily support 
the conservative goals or drastic budget 
cuts the Reagan administration had prom­
ised, though it did want increased defense 
spending, reduced taxes and overall re­
ductions in spending. 1 

But in an important sense electoral 
mandates are made in office, not born in 
the election. President Reagan pursued 
his policy priorities in his early months in 
office and received positive approval rat­
ings in opinion polls. The electoral "man­
date" was an opportunity to lead the 
country in the direction he wanted to go, 
and he took that opportunity to accom­
plish much of what he had set out to do in 
his first eight months in office. 

The goals of any presidential transition 
are to take over the government in order 
to direct national policy toward the priori­
ties of the new President. This article will 
focus on the transition of governmental 
power rather than on the many other roles 
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and functions a President ·performs. In 
order to achieve his policy goals a Presi­
dent must first gain control of his major 
tools of power: legislation, the budget, 
personnel, and administration. 

This article will analyze the early experi­
ence of the Reagan administration in its ' 
attempts to gain control of the govern­
ment in these four crucial areas. It will 
conclude that in achieving its legislative 
and budget goals the administration's 
careful planning and consummate politi­
cal skills can serve as a model for future 
transitions. This is not to assert that it 
gained these goals with no costs to other 
priorities. Early personnel choices by the 
administration put a heavy emphasis on 
personal loyalty to Ronald Reagan. This 
was done at the cost of professional expe­
rience and the ability of many chief execu­
tives to choose their own management 
teams. The personnel process involved a 
series of clearances that helped assure that 
all bases were touched, but this was done 
at the cost of time. Subcabinet personnel 
appointments dragged on into the sum­
mer of 1981 at the cost of administrative 
leadership and managerial direction. This 
extended the period of bureaucratic drift 
that is involved in any change in top lead­
ership. This article will also examine the 
view from the bottom up, that is, what 
happens in the bureaucracy during a pe­
riod of presidential transition. 

II. The Lam•Duck Eleven Wffks 

Policy direction and control can come 
to a presidential administration only after 
the inauguration on January 20th. But the 
groundwork for the takeover of power 
must begin well before November, and be 
under way in earnest immediately after 
the election. The foundation for the tran-
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sition is laid during the lame-duck eleven 
weeks between election and inauguration. 
As the outgoing administration ties up 
loose ends, the President-Elect scrambles 
to put together a governing team, and the 
bureaucracy slips into neutral gear while it 
awaits its new bosses. 

The Outgoing Administration 
After the election new policy initiatives 

stop as agencies become reluctant to make 
agreements that may become moot on 
January 20. The outgoing administration 
is usually sensitive to the need to give the 
incoming President as clean a slate as pos­
sible. On the other hand, there is a flurry 
to complete those policy decisions well 
underway so that they cannot be easily re­
versed by the new people. One example of 
this was the litigation over the Profes­
sional and Administrative Career Exam­
ination (PACE), the professional level en­
try examination that had been challenged 
in court as discriminatory. The Justice 
Department and the Office of Personnel 
Management were handling the case, and 
in the final days of the Carter administra­
tion, negotiated a consent decree that 
committed OPM to develop Civil Service 
entrance examinations that did not have a 
discriminatory impact on minority 
groups. ' While the outgoing Carter offi­
cials felt they were minimizing the cost to 
the government and still upholding the 
spirit of non-discrimination, the Reagan 
people felt they made an eleventh hour 
deal that committed the government to a 
form of reverse discrimination. 

A major concern of all newly elected 
administrations is that the outgoing ad­
ministration will attempt to seed the bu­
reaucracy with its own people, either to 
save their jobs or to leave behind people 
sympathetic to the old and hostile to the 
new administration's goals. One way this 
can be done is to have people who entered 
the government as political appointees 
converted to career status in the Civil Ser­
vice or to career Senior Executive Service 
appointments . 

In the past this could be done wholesale 
and was .called "blanketing in." It oc­
curred when a President staffed a new 
agenc~ ith officials from his own party, 

and then issued an executive order that 
put the personnel of the new agency under 
the jurisdiction of the merit system and 
under Civil Service rules. The next admin- ·' 
istration thus could not throw out the po­
litical appointees upon taking office, and 
could remove them only for cause through 
cumbersome Civil Service procedures. 
Most presidents since the Pendleton Act 
was passed in 1883 to World War II en­
gaged in this practice to a greater or lesser 
extent. 

This option is no longer readily avail­
able to presidents, but individual political 
appointees can try to immunize them­
selves from being ousted by the next ad­
ministration by getting for themselves 
"career status" with all the attendant pro­
cedural protections of the Civil Service. 
This maneuver is called "burrowing in." 
On January 4, 1980 OPM sent out FPM 
(Federal Personnel Manual) Bulletin 
273-18 to remind agencies that during 
election years they ought to "carefully re­
view all personnel actions to be certain 
they meet all civil service rules and regula­
tions and also that these actions arc free 
of any st,igma of impropriety." The bulle­
tin urged agency personnel directors to re­
view carefully any actions that would 
place incumbents of positions in the ex­
cepted service in the competitive service.' 
In a follow-up Operations Letter to OPM 
officials on September 17, 1980 it was re­
iterated that "before any competitive 
staffing action is initiated involving a con­
version of an excepted service employee" 
it should be ascertained that there is a 
"bonafide vacancy" and that, "In no in­
stance should vacancies be announced 
solely to convert an excepted service em­
ployee to a position in the competitive ser­
vice."• 

Despite OPM policy there were some 
attempted conversions of political ap­
pointees to the career service. OPM inves­
tigated 43 conversions in three agencies 
during the transition period and con­
cluded that 13 were improper. Conver­
sions are legitimate if there is a genuine 
competitive selection process or if the em­
ployee had a prior competitive service ap­
pointment. Not all conversions arc at­
tempts to "burrow in." The General Ac-

counting Office did an investigation of 
conversion cases during the transition pe­
riod that covered four additional agen­
cies. While it found no improper conver­
sions, it found that some attempts were 
made but stopped by OPM or the agency's 
personnel monitoring system. The GAO 
report suggested that a more comprehen­
sive monitoring system be instituted for 
future presidential transitions.' While the 
problem of potential conversions from 
political to career status is a serious one, 
the number of such attempts during the 
Carter-Reagan transition was small, and 
the OPM monitoring system seemed to 
pick up most improper actions. 

President Carter named Jack Watson 
his deputy for the transition. On Novem­
ber 10 Watson sent a memo to cabinet and 
agency heads reminding them that the pur­
pose of the Presidential Transition Act of 
1963 was to provide for "the orderly trans­
fer of the executive power." He admon­
ished those preparing materials for the in­
coming transition teams not to innundate 
them with excessive detail or unsolicited 
advice. "Our guideline is simply to be 
helpful and forthcoming in every way pos­
sible, without burying the new people 
under mountains of briefing books and pa­
per.'" Thus the official presidential line 
was to be as helpful as possible to the in­
coming administration. There were, how­
ever, some undercurrents advocating the 
minimum of help and cooperation. These 
probably reflected attitudes of individuals 
who still felt bitter about the campaign or 
who received less than full cooperation in 
the transition from the outgoing Ford ad­
ministration four years earlier. ' 

On November 12, 1980 Watson sent out 
another memo reminding heads of depart­
ments and agencies that the President 
wanted to give the new administration 
"appropriate latitude" in filling career 
SES vacancies or making transfers. Since 
the 1978 Civil Service Reform Act pro­
hibits new agency heads from transferring 
career Senior Executives until 120 days 
after taking office, the memo instructed 
that "the President expects all department 
and agency heads personally and carefully 
to review all recommendations for new 
SES appointments and transfers of career 
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SES employees between now and January 
20, 1981.''' In addition to this the director 
of OPM bad been carefully monitoring all 
new SES appointments for the last several 
months of the Carter Presidency to avoid 
even the appearance of improper political 
appointments to the career ranks. In this 
period some entirely legitimate personnel 
actions were held up or cancelled in order 
to eliminate any hint of partisan person­
nel actions. 

On Dccanber 10 a Watson memo re­
quested letters of resignation from presi­
dential appointees who expected to leave 
the government by January 20, although 
it pointed out that resignations were not 
technically required until requested by the ' 
new administration. It also asked for 
draft lettc:n of appreciation from the 
President to the appointees and for the 
names of the officials who would be act­
ing in positions the presidential appoint­
ees left.• Some of the final acts of the Car­
ter administration were to decide which 
political appointees were to get what type 
of gift as a token of appreciation for ser­
vice in the Carter administration. 

The Reagan Transition Bureaucracy 
The Presidential Transition Act of 1963 

provides that in order "to promote the or­
derly transfer of the executive power in 
connection with the expiration of the term 
of the office of a President and the inau­
guration of a new President" that the Ad­
ministratOI' of General Services (GSA) 
provide office space wherever the Presi­
dent-Elect wants as well as staff, travel, 
communication and printing expenses. 
The Act, as amended in 1976, provides $2 
million fO£ incoming administrations and 
$1 million for the departing President.•• 
While in 1976 President Carter returned 
$300,000 of his allotment to the treasury, 
the Reagan administration used the full $2 
million plus another million in private 
funds. When asked about the amount 
spent by an administration advocating 
lower government spending, deputy direc­
tor for transition administration, Verne 
Orr, replied "The dollar just doesn't buy 
what it did four years ago."" 

While President-Elect Nixon chose to 
run his transition from the Pierre Hotel in 
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New York City and Carter did much of 
his work from his home in Plains, Ronald 
Reagan chose a large government office 
building at 1726 M Street, several blocks 
from the White House." Reagan ap­
pointed Edwin Meese III to direct transi­
tion operations in Washington while his 
"kitchen cabinet" of business executives 
met on the west coast to recommend 
cabinet and other high level appoint­
ments . The main divisions under Meese 
were personnel, headed by Pendleton 
James; executive branch and Congres­
sional relations, headed by William E. 
Timmons; and policy issue groups in the 
foreign, budget, and domestic areas, 
headed by Richard Allen, Caspar Wein­
berger, and Martin Anderson, respec­
tively." 

Timmons was in charge of about 100 
transition teams sent into most federal 
agencies. They were organized into five is­
sue clusters: economic affairs, national 
security, human services, resources and 
development, and legal-administrative. 
The function of the teams was to set up 
shop in each agency (which some did the 
day after the election), examine ongoing 
operations and issues, report to the transi­
tion headquarters the status of agency op­
erations, and recommend changes and 
cutbacks. Other major functions of the 
transition teams were to test people for 
possible appointments in the new admin­
istration and to reward loyal campaign 
workers who would not be kept on. 

While the agencies and departments 
scrambled to prepare briefing books to 
acquaint the new teams with their func­
tions and operations, the team members 
were keeping tight lipped about their rec­
ommendations. The teams had full access 
to budget and operation files, though not 
to individual personnel files. Members of 
the career service in general were very re­
sponsive to the transition teams, since any 
member might become a new boss or col­
league. Some team members ended up 
heading the agency to which they were as­
signed, while some teams were dismissed 
when the new boss was named (e .g. State 
and Defense) . 

There were so many people working on 
the ~ n that the operation soon de-

veloped into a bureaucracy in itself. Tran­
sition press secretary James Brady said 
there were 588 listings in the telephone di­
rectory, but if people in agency teams 
were included there could be twice as 
many people." The Carter transition had 
312 people on the payroll." One of the 
problems with a staff of such size is trying 
to determine who speaks for the new ad­
ministration. Even though transition 
teams had no policy authority, and public 
statements were supposed to be funneled 
through the transition hierarchy; there 
were a number of embarrassing leaks as 
representatives of various interests began 
to push their own policy preferences. 

Early in the transition period members 
of the OPM transition team, Donald De­
vine and R. T. McNamar, met with 
agency personnel directors. The purpose 
of the meeting was to assure the career 
Civil Service that the Reagan administra­
tion would respect the integrity of the ca­
reer personnel system and promise there 
would be no "sweeping changes." They 
said they understood that career SES posi­
tions were not frozen but they expected 
that any appointments would be carefully 
scrutinized and filled only if absolutely 
necessary. They said they supported the 
Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 and 
promised its continued implementation." 
They asked for advice on how to make the 
transition a smooth one, but no useful 
comments were forthcoming from the 
group. Such advice usually got to the new 
administration via other channels; usually 
a high level person with credibility in both 
administrations was asked to relay by 
hand any advice or suggestions from the 
departing administration. 

Ill. Taking Over the Government 

Legislative Control 
President Reagan's early successes with 

the Congress have been considered com­
parable to those of Woodrow Wilson, 
Franklin Roosevelt, and Lyndon John­
son. He benefitted from the sense of eco­
nomic crisis felt by the public and from 
his land-slide victory. And he was able to 
overcome the fragmenting tendencies that 
frustrated his three immediate predeces-

sors in their efforts with the Congress. 
But his success was qualified by the fact 
that he focussed his legislative efforts on 
his economic program to the virtual exclu­
sion of other Republican priorities. This 
section will examine the basis of the im­
pressive, early legislative victories of the 
Reagan Administration in its courting of 
Congress, legislative liaison, and legisla­
tive strategy and tactics. 

Ronald Reagan began the careful court­
ing of Congress long before he became 
President-Elect. In 1977 he helped set up a 
political action committee, Citizens for 
the Republic, that funneled campaign 
money to Republican candidates. The 
payoff came when 62 of those he helped 
were victorious and could be expected to 
be grateful for his help and coattails." 
After his nomination his aides made early 
contacts with members of Congress and 
set up a network of advisory committees 
for the Reagan campaign that included 
160 members of Congress." He made a 
symbolic gesture to the importance of 
Congress during his campaign by staging 
on the steps of the Capitol a show of unity 
on his future legislative agenda. While not 
specific in substance, it was intended to be 
an important gesture. Of more substan­
tive importance was Reagan's inclusion of 
Senator Paul Laxalt and Congressman 
Thomas B. Evans, Jr. in weekly campaign 
strategy sessions at his headquarters in 
Arlington, VA. 

After the election Congress continued 
to be a major transition priority. The 
President-Elect held a series of dinners to 
which he invited members of Congress. 
With the realiza"tion that Democratic 
votes would be necessary for his legisla­
tive agenda he announced that he would 
retain ex-Senator Mike Mansfield as am­
bassador to Japan. He took particular 
care to court House Majority Leader Tip 
O'Neill who had chafed at perceived 
slights from the Carter White House. He 
and his wife were invited to a private din­
ner at the White House, and he was also 
invited to the President's small 70th birth­
day party. Republican members of Con­
gress were invited to advise the transition 
teams in the departments. And the Presi­
dent-Elect sought the advice of Senators 
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Robert Dole, John Tower, and Strom 
Thurmond in making his cabinet choices. 

The choice of Max Friedersdorf was an 
important decision in the new President's 
legislative strategy. Friedersdorf had been 
President Ford's chief lobbyist and had 
worked in legislative liaison for President 
Nixon. He was widely respected on the 
Hill and selected his lobbying staff from 
those with strong professional experience 
with Congress. The intention was to show 
a sharp contrast with President Carter's 
choice of Frank Moore who recruited a 
less experienced lobbying staff. In his 
dealings with Congress Reagan con­
sciously deemphasized his being an out­
sider to Washington. His advisors felt 
that the "outsider" concept had been one 
of the reasons for President Carter's lack 
of early success with the Congress. 

The main elements of the Reagan legis­
lative strategy were speed and focus. Old 
Washington hands and academics alike 
had warned that the scope of budgetary 
changes sought by the new administration 
would be virtually impossible to get 
through the Congress, particularly the 
Democratic House. The Reagan strate­
gists realized that if it was to be done at all 
it had to be done quickly, both to take ad­
vantage of public confidence and the elec­
tion "mandate" and to move before op­
position could coalesce. During the first 
months of 1981 the Democrats were in 
shock from the Republican electoral vic­
tory and were unable to unite on any co­
herent opposition to the Reagan economic 
program. 

The second element of the strategy, fo­
cus, was intended to avoid what they felt 
was the Carter mistake of sending Con­
gress too much, too soon. Thus the Rea­
gan strategy systematically neglected 
other Republican priorities, particularly 
"social issues," such as bussing, abor­
tion, school prayer, and crime. Since he 
could count on the Republican Senate for 
support, the keystone of his legislative 
strategy was his ability to carry the block 
of conservative Democrats known as the 
"Boll Weevils." They were a vulnerable 
target both because they were conserva­
tives and would likely be somewhat sym­
pathetic to his program, and also because 
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Reagan had carried many of their districts 
in the election. 

The winning of the votes of the Boll 
Weevils (and of other House members) 
covered the gamut of legislative tactics 
from softsell to hardball. To garner votes 
for his economic package the President 
systematically and personally dealt with 
wavering members. He called them re­
peatedly; he invited them to the White 
House and Camp David and gave them 
small favors such as cuff links or tickets 
to the Presidential box at the Kennedy 
Center. The President's personal ap­
proach was understated and soft pedaled. 
He dealt with general issues and did not 
get involved with the details of legislative 
horse trading. His aides would follow up 
with specific promises and threats." 

In addition to small favors and courte­
sies the administration made policy com­
promises to get votes, such as the 
"rental" of Democrat John Breaux's vote 
in exchange for a pledge on sugar price 
supports or a compromise on peanut price 
supports. 2° When the carrots of favors 
and compromises did not do the job, the 
sticks of political hardball were brought 
out. One of the main tactics was going di­
rectly to the voters . It is ironic that Presi­
dent Carter was criticized so severely on 
the Hill for threatening to go over the 
heads of Congress to the people if legisla­
tors would not give him what he wanted. 
President Reagan did not threaten, he just 
did it. He put pressure on Congress by a 
series of televised speeches to the nation 
as well as personal appeals to groups 
around the country by himself and mem­
bers of his administration. In the battle 
for the administration's tax bill, the Presi­
dent in a televised speech asked people to 
call their Representatives and demand sup­
port for his bill. With the help of donated 
corporate phone banks the volume of calls 
at the Capitol switchboard doubled." 

The "Southern Blitz" masterminded by 
Lyn Nofziger sent high administration of­
ficials into the districts of 45 southern 
Representatives in late April 1981 to pres­
sure them to vote with the administration 
on the first concurrent resolution. Con-

servative groups were organized, the me­
dia were blanketed with paid and volun­
tary messages, and even campaign con­
tributors of the Representatives were mo­
bilized. 

One of the most potent tactics was the 
use of electoral leverage. There was the 
threat that big political action money 
would be used against those who opposed 
the President's program." There was also 
the promise that conservative organiza­
tions, such as the Committee for the Sur­
vival of a Free Congress and the Fund for 
the Conservative Majority, would not 
campaign against Democrats voting the 
right way." There was even a presidential 
promise not to campaign against southern 
Democrats who consistently supported his 
budget program." Some have argued that 
these short term political victories were 
purchased at the price of long term Re­
publican renewal in the south." 

Thus by skillful courting of Congress, a 
coherent legislative strategy, and shrewd 
use of a wide range of lobbying tactics did 
President Reagan accomplish most of the 
legislative objectives he ~et in his first 
eight months in office. He even enjoyed 
greater party discipline in Congress than 
had his Republican predecessors Eisen­
hower, Nixon, or Ford. While his early 
success with Congress was comparable to 
those of Wilson, Franklin Roosevelt, and 
Lyndon Johnson; the range of his legisla­
tive goals was narrower. President Carter 
threw a plethora of difficult issues to the 
Congress and lost on many of them in his 
early months (though his overall success 
rate was not exceptionally low). President 
Reagan limited his legislative agenda to a 
few important, though difficult, issues; 
then with the virtuosity of an old pro he 
rolled through Congress with a battery of 
carrots and sticks. In order to concentrate 
on the economic plan, tough issues were 
put off until later. One of the few set­
backs in this early period of the Reagan 
administration was the failure to coor­
dinate with Congress the Schweiker­
Stockman proposal for Social Security re­
form, leading to its repudiation in the 
Senate." The payoff of all the efforts that 

went into the Reagan legislative program 
came in its budget victories, which are the 
subject of the next section. 

Budget Control 
Most previous incoming administra­

tions asserted their budget priorities by 
making marginal changes in the proposed 
budget of the outgoing President. It used 
to be considered impossible to do much to 
a budget proposal that had been a year in 
the making because of the complexity of 
the document and because of all of the 
political bargains that had been struck in 
arriving at the totals for each program. 
Yet by March 10, only 49 days after tak­
ing office, President Reagan submitted to 
Congress a complete revision of President 
Carter's FY1982 budget, including large 
defense increases, large tax cuts, unprece­
dented reductions in domestic programs, 
and even reductions in the then current 
FY1981 budget. Even more impressive, 
within six months he had achieved vir­
tually all of his budgetary, if not eco­
nomic, goals." The sharp reversal of po­
litical and budgetary priorities was no ac­
cident. It was the product of a carefully 
laid out plan that put political and gov­
ernmental machinery into high gear im­
mediately upon President Reagan's taking 
office. In the budgetary arena the admin­
istration did indeed "hit the ground run­
ning," much more so than with respect to 
personnel or management. 

The Reagan budget victories of 1981 
were the result of advance planning, sin­
gleness of purpose, and speed of execu­
tion. Much of the groundwork for the 
specific budget cuts that the new adminis­
tration would make was done by David 
Stockman during his two terms in the 
House as a Representative from Michi­
gan. Immediately after Reagan's victory 
he, along with Congressman Jack Kemp, 
wrote an economic plan entitled "Avoid­
ing a GOP Economic Dunkirk" that be­
came known as the "Stockman Mani­
festo ."" Stockman impressed President­
Elect Reagan so much that he selected him 
to be his Director of the Office of Man­
agement and Budget, the youngest person 
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to hold Cabinet rank in 150 years.'' · · 
Stockman's intimate knowledge of the 
budgetary process, his command of bud­
get figures, and his lobbying abilities with 
the Congress were crucial to the early 
Reagan budget victories. 

The new administration decided to re­
vise completely the Carter budget propo­
sals for Fiscal Year 1982 and submit its 
own budget to the Congress. Before the 
inauguration, plans for budget cuts were 
made by Reagan transition teams that 
were assigned to each federal agency and 
had access to internal budget and plan­
ning documents . After January 20 Stock­
man was in charge of the entire 0MB ma­
chinery which he put to work overtime 
tearing apart the budget they had just put 
together for President Carter. The overall 
strategy was to achieve most of the victor­
ies quickly in order to cow the opposition 
and stampede as many members of Con­
gress as possible on the winning band 
wagon.•• 

Immediately upon taking office the ad­
ministration took actions to implement its 
budget plans in the executive branch. 
0MB sent out bulletins to heads of execu­
tive departments and agencies freezing ci­
vilian hiring," reducing travel expendi­
tures, n making reductions in consulting 
and related services," and placing a mora­
torium on the procurement of certain 
equipment." On February 11 President 
Reagan sent out a memorandum stressing 
the short time that was available to revise 
the entire Carter budget and stated that 
any disagreements with the 0MB budget 
plans or personnel limits had to be con­
veyed to the 0MB director within 48 
hours of the agency's receipt of the bud­
get revisions, a process that normally 
takes weeks." 

A series of televised presidential 
speeches and official documents began 
the administration's political budget cam­
paign for Fiscal Year 1982. On February 5 
in a TV address the President warned of 
an "economic calamity of tremendous 
proportions" if his program were not 
passed. On February 18 in a speech to a 
joint session of Congress he presented his 
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"Program for Economic Recovery" 
along with an inch-thick document ex­
plaining his approach to fiscal and mone­
tary policy. This was followed on March 
10 by another address to Congress and the 
release of Fiscal Year 1982 Budget Revi­
sions, the Reagan budget proposal for 
Fiscal Year 1982, prepared by the Office 
of Management and Budget. The follow­
ing month 0MB released Additional De­
tails on Budget Savings, a document that 
specified budget projections for each pro­
gram being cut along with the rationale 
for the proposed cuts. During the same 
time members of the Cabinet and Council 
of Economic Advisers were actively seek­
ing appearances on TV and before various 
political, governmental, and interest 
groups in order to promote the adminis­
tration's budget plans. 

One source of potential opposition to 
the proposed cuts in domestic programs 
was the executive branch bureaucracies 
that were being cut. The administration 
used several approaches to neutralize this 
potential opposition: it delayed executive 
appointments and carefully orchestrated 
cabinet level acc·eptance of budget cuts. 
While some argue that the career service, 
the permanent bureaucrats, are a potent 
force in opposition to cuts; they were a 
negligible factor in this set of circum­
stances. They might have been able to ar­
gue convincingly against program cuts, 
but no one in the administration would 
listen to them, whereas the administration 
would have to at least listen to a Reagan 
appointee. In addition, career executives 
because of their role perceptions and ca­
reer interests, tend to be very responsive 
to new political appointees and their pri­
orities ." 

During the first few weeks of the ad­
ministration, before the newly appointed 
secretaries were fully able or willing to de­
fend their organizations, small meetings 
were held with Stockman, the President, 
and several White House aides present, 
along with the cabinet secretary. The new 
appointee was confronted with Stock­
man 's proposed cuts and given a chance 
to argue against them, but that was diffi­
cult because "they're in the position of 

having to argue against the group line. 
And the group line is cut, cut, cut."" Al­
though the new cabinet strongly sup­
ported the Reagan economic program in 
general and probably some cuts to their 
programs in particular, they may have felt 
railroaded to go along with decisions 
made by others before they were ready to 
take an active role in the process. Stock­
man admitted "That's a very awkward 
position for them, and you make them re­
sentful very fast ... . I have a little ner­
vousness about the heavy-handedness 
with which I am being forced to act."" 
But the cabinet was a small problem of 
bringing along the home team compared 
with the political challenge that faced the 
administration in Congress. 

After President Reagan sent his de­
tailed budget revision proposals to the 
Congress on March 10, the Congress had 
to take the first major step in the congres­
sional budget process by passing a first 
concurrent budget resolution, setting 
spending, revenue, and deficit targets for 
Fiscal Year 1982. The crucial strategic de­
cision had been made in February by the 
administration to use the reconciliation 
process in conjunction with the first con­
current resolution. Reconciliation was set 
up in the 1974 Budget Act to enable the 
House or Senate to require committees to 
change reported legislation in order to 
conform with the second concurrent reso­
lution. 

The Reagan plan was ambitious; it 
called for budget cuts-$48.6 billion ini­
tially-to be made by changes in the laws 
authorizing programs and extended the 
cuts over Fiscal Years 1983 and 1984. The 
usual budget procedure would call for a 
first concurrent resolution to set spending 
targets and then a second resolution in 
September to make the ceilings final . In 
the interim, the appropriations committee 
would pass spending bills within the tar­
gets of the first resolution, and if any indi­
vidual bill violated the final totals of the 
second resolution, a reconciliation bill 
could instruct the committees to report 
out a revised bill to conform with the sec­
ond resolution. The Republicans, how­
ever, felt that the only way to get Con-

gress to go along with the largest budget 
cuts in U.S. history was to put them all in 
one bill and pass it as soon as possible. 

The crucial votes came in the House on 
May 7, when it passed the first concurrent 
resolution and on June 26 when it passed 
the reconciliation package, including 
changes in existing legislation. In April 
the House Budget Co!Jlmittee reported 
out a Democrat backed budget resolution 
calling for more spending but a smaller 
deficit than the administration proposal. 
After several weeks of intense lobbying, 
however, sixty-three Democrats defected 
and passed the administration backed 
package known as "Gramm-Latta" by 
253-176 on May 7. This vote was crucial 
because it showed that President Reagan 
could control the Democratic House and 
get his unprecedented budget changes 
through the Congress. On May 14 the 
House and Senate conference committee 
agreed to the first concurrent resolution 
including reconciliation instructions re­
quiring authorizing committees to come 
up with the changes in law that would 
provide the $36 billion in budget cuts 
wanted by President Reagan. 

Over the next few weeks authorizing 
committees in both houses struggled to 
make the cuts required of them in the re­
conciliation instructions. As each com­
mittee made its changes the separate bills 
were referred back to the budget commit­
tees to compile them in a package and br­
ing them to the floor for a vote. In mid­
June each Budget Committee reported 
out the budget cut packages. As in the 
May vote on the first concurrent resolu­
tion, the crucial test came in the House. 
The House Budget Committee reported a 
bill compiled from the recommendations 
of 15 Committees that provided $37. 7 bil­
lion in savings and claimed the bill in­
cluded 85% of the cuts wanted by Rea­
gan. Republicans and conservative Demo­
crats, however, claimed that entitlements 
were not cut enough and not enough pro­
grams were put into block grants." They 
proposed a substitute called "Gramm­
Latta II" that conformed very closely 
with what the administration wanted . 

The adm_inistration again pulled out its 
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heavy guns in lobbying for the Gramm­
Latta substitute. The President himself 
telephoned or telegraphed each of the 63 
Democrats who had voted with the ad­
ministration on the first budget resolu­
tion.•• Compromises and concessions in 
the final package were made in order to 
win votes, some of them departures from 
the administration's earlier proposals. 
For example, David Stockman promised 
that the administration would not oppose 
the revival of sugar subsidies. He later 
said: "In economic principle, it's kind of 
a rotten idea," but "they don't care, over 
in the White House, they want to win.'"' 

The deciding vote came when the 
House defeated (210-217) a motion that 
would have allowed the Democrats to 
force votes on the separate pieces of the 
reconciliation substitute package rather 
than yes or no on the whole package as 
the Republicans wanted. The Gramm­
Latta reconciliation substitute itself 
passed 232-193 on June 26. The Senate 
had already passed a very simUar bill on 
June 25 by a vote of 80-15. The omnibus 
reconciliation package cut a total of $35.1 
billion from the baseline established by 
CBO for FY1982 for a total savings of 
$130.6 billion for Fiscal Years 1982-
1984." 

The FY1982 reconciliation bill was his­
toric in that it was a major reversal of the 
spending priorities of the past several de­
cades. House Budget Committee Chair 
James Jones called it "clearly the most 
monumental and historic turnaround in 
fiscal policy that has ever occurred." It 
provided the largest spending cut in U.S. 
history, affecting hundreds of programs 
and made some of the greatest changes 
ever made in a single bill by the Congress. 

Personnel Control 
Each incoming administration has the 

authority to appoint a number of officials 
who are responsible for the formulation , 
direction, and advancing of administra­
tion policies, or who serve in a confiden­
tial relationship to policy makers. These 
appointees are members of the "excepted 
service" since they serve at the pleasure of 
the President and are not subject to the 
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merit system requirements of the Civil 
Service. The top cabinet and subcabinet 
positions, numbering about 500, are 
ranked in the Executive Schedule levels 
1-111: cabinet, under, deputy, and asso­
ciate secretaries. Executive Schedule 
Levels IV and V, as well as General 
Schedule levels 16-18 are now included in 
the Senior Executive Service. Ten percent, 
about 700 of 7000 (8500 are authorized) 
of these are non-career members, that is, 
political appointees. The option is also 
available to appoint a number of "limited 
term" or "limited emergency" Senior Ex­
ecutives . Finally, there are Schedule C po­
sitions, about 1800 in number, at the GS 
15 level and below. Schedule C duties in­
clude policy-determining responsibilities 
or a confidential relationship to key of­
ficials. 0 

Each election year the House Commit­
tee on Post Office and Civil Service pub­
lishes Policy and Supporting Positions, 
the "Plum Book." It lists by agency each 
administration incumbent by name, posi­
tion, and salary. During every transition 
there is a scramble for this committee 
print because it identifies those specific 
positions that a new administration can 
fill and the names of the political ap­
pointees who must leave.•• 

In order to fill the top five hundred ex­
ecutive positions as well as hundreds of 
other positions on regulatory commis­
sions, advisory boards, etc., recent presi­
dential candidates have had personnel op­
erations going well before the election. 
Candidate Carter set up a "Talent Inven­
tory Program" before his election. 0 In 
April 1980 Edwin Meese asked Pendleton 
James, who headed a Los Angeles "head 
hunting" firm, to set up a personnel oper­
ation for the Reagan administration. 
James assembled a staff and organized 
the "Reagan-Bush Planning Task Force" 
located in Alexandria, Virginia in August 
1980." It was funded and run entirely 
separately from the campaign, and 
therein were planted the seeds of future 
discord in the Republican Party. Such 
conflict may be inevitable in any modern 
presidential administration. Governing is 
not the same as campaigning, and a presi-

dential candidate must have people plan­
ning future administration policy and per­
sonnel decisions in addition to campaign 
workers who are otherwise occupied. 

The conflict arises after the electoral 
victory when those who ran the campaign 
feel they ought be have priority in running 
the government. In the Carter administra­
tion this conflict erupted in the battle for 
White House turf between Hamilton Jor­
dan, who ran the campaign, and Jack 
Watson, who ran the transition opera­
tion. In the Reagan administration the 
conflict surfaced shortly after the in­
auguration when the right wing of the Re­
publican Party began to complain that lo­
yal Reagan campaigners were not getting 
their fair share of appointments. 

This conflict was not salient in Presi­
dent Reagan's selection of his Cabinet 
and immediate White House staff. Each 
President clearly must make these selec­
tions personally. The immediate staff 
must be tuned in to the President's per­
sonality and style and possess the com­
plete confidence of the President. •1 The 
criteria for cabinet positions are different 
and include important political and sym­
bolic considerations. President Reagan 
made his selections with the help of his 
"kitchen cabinet" that met on the west 
coast. John Ehrlichman has observed that 
Presidents begin their administrations 
with strong cabinets and weak White 
House staffs and end them with strong 
staffs and weak cabinets. 41 

While President-Elect Reagan promised 
to re-institute "cabinet government," as 
Carter had in 1976, the President's advi­
sors took extraordinary measures to as­
sure that new cabinet appointees were in 
tune with the White House. In the first 
few weeks of the administration, frequent 
cabinet meetings were held to set out the 
"party line." Budget cutting, as described 
above, was done from the White House 
with little participation from newly ap­
pointed cabinet officers or their staffs. 
The White House also decided to keep 
tight control over subcabinet appoint­
ments rather than let cabinet members 
pick their own people, as President Carter 
had. Whatever President Reagan meant 

by "cabinet government," it did not in­
clude the delegation of budget or person­
nel authority. 

The struggle over subcabinet positions 
created the greatest internal controversies 
in the early Reagan administration. Two 
main dilemmas dominate subcabinet per­
sonnel selection in any administration: 
will selections be made primarily by the 
White House or by department and 
agency heads and, what is the proper bal­
ance between political loyalty and admin­
istrative competence. Most executives nat­
urally want the discretion to put together 
their own teams; Robert McNamara said 
choosing his own subordinates was the 
most important request he had made of 
John Kennedy . ., President Nixon, imme­
diately after giving his new cabinet au­
thority over appointees, said to an aide, 
"I just made a big mistake."•• President 
Carter, as part of his approach to cabinet 
government, gave the primary discretion 
for personnel selection to his cabinet sec­
retaries." 

The Reagan administration, in con­
scious contrast, made it clear from the be­
ginning that subcabinet selection would 
be controlled from the White House. 
Meese, as Chief of Staff of the Reagan 
transition team, was favorably impressed 
with a study on organizing and staffing 
prepared by the Center for the Study of 
the Presidency. It pointed up the trials of 
the Carter administration in subcabinet 
appointments. "Nixon, like Carter, lost 
the appointments process," according to 
Penn James." This time it would be dif­
ferent: "When the cabinet secretaries 
were selected, Meese made it clear, 'Now 
look, this is how the appointment process 
is going to be run.' And they were fully 
aware as to how the White House was go­
ing to handle the appointment process 
before they were appointed . That was the 
package that they bought."" 

The intent was not to make all of these­
lections in the White House, but to assure 
that all selections made were fully accept­
able to the White House. The President's 
kitchen cabinet also played a role in the 
selection: "our most crucial concern was 
to assure that conservative ideology was 
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properly represented. The three criteria' 
we followed were, one, was he a Reagan 
man? Two, a Republican? And three, a 
conservative?"" The influence of the 
kitchen cabinet diminished, however, 
when it lost its offices in the Old Execu­
tive Office Building in March 1981. 

It was inevitable that such an approach 
would cause some conflicts. In general, 
those cabinet secretaries that were 
strongest had the best chance to win the 
disputed cases. Alexander Haig (with the 
exception of his deputy, William Clark) 
got his choices through the White House 
personnel process, if not through the Sen­
ate, with dispatch. Defense Secretary 
Weinberger is reported to have prompted 
the resignation of a White House person­
nel staffer by saying "I will not accept any 
more recommendations from the White ' 
House, so don't bother sending them."" 
Other cabinet members, however, did not 
have the political or personal clout with 
the White House to be able to insist on 
their choices when they disagreed over ap­
pointments. 

The question of who selected appoint­
ees was closely intertwined with the other 
major dilemma of loyalty versus compe­
tence. At the beginning of administra­
tions, new Presidents tend to have two 
fears: that "the bureaucrats" will under­
mine their policies and that their appoint­
ees will "go native" and become coopted 
by the departments they head. Thus per­
sonal loyalty is a centripetal force that 
helps counter the centrifugal forces that 
draw presidential appointees to the pro­
grams and colleagues in the agencies in 
which they work. The problem is that in 
order to have programmatic and manage­
ment control you need more than just 
"your guy" in the position. The person 
must also have a blend of substantive 
knowledge and administrative skill in or­
der to do effectively the President's bid­
ding in the very complex and competitive 
bureaucratic world. 

One indicator of knowledge and skill is 
previous administrative experience in 
business or government. Pendleton 
James, as head of the White House re­
cruitment effort, sought out executives 
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with proven track records who would be 
loyal to the President. "We had five cri­
teria all along-compatibility with the 
President's philosophy, integrity, tough­
ness, competence, and being a team 
player."" James, who had worked in the 
personnel operations of the Nixon and 
Ford administrations, naturally found 
many competent people among those who 
had served in previous Republican admin­
istrations. The problem with them, from 
the perspective of the Republican right 
wing , was that some of them had not sup­
ported Ronald Reagan soon enough. 

In late January and February 1981 con­
servative right wing supporters of Rea­
gan's candidacy began to complain vocif­
erously that Reagan campaigners were be­
ing systematically excluded from the per­
sonnel selection process. John Lofton in 
the February issue of the Conservative Di­
gest claimed that the Reagan administra­
tion was being filled with "retreads" 
from the Ford and Nixon administrations 
and called for James to be fired. He de­
clared, "There will be no Reaganism 
without Reaganites. "" 

The person carrying the conservative 
banner on the inside was Lyn Nofziger, 
who ran White House political operations 
from his office in the Old EOB. He met 
regularly with conservative groups, and in 
March 1981 told the President that con­
servatives were being frozen out of his ad­
ministration. His criteria for administra­
tion personnel differed significantly from 
those of James. He felt the personnel pro­
cess should root out not only Democrats 
but Republicans who in the past had sup­
ported other candidates than Reagan. "I 
have problems with them. This, damn it, 
is a Reagan Administration."" Nofzi­
ger's conception of competence also dif­
fered somewhat from that of James: "We 
have told members of the Cabinet we ex­
pect them to help us place people who are 
competent. ... As far as I'm concerned, 
anyone who supported Reagan is compe­
tent."" 

Due to Nofziger's efforts and pressure 
from conservative groups, after the first 
two months the appointment process took 
a turn to the· right, at least enough to mol­
lify right wing critics. ' 0 James' deputy was 

replaced by John S. Herrington, who was 
more acceptable to the right wing interest 
groups. Jame.s denied that any policy shift 
took place, saying that loyalty was always 
a primary criterion in hiring and that the 
recent conservative appointees were al­
ready in the personnel pipeline rather 
than the result of any policy shift. 

To keep things in perspective, not all 
administrative positions were the focus of 
pitched battles between Nofziger and the 
moderates, and the right wing did not al­
ways win. Caspar Weinberger was suc­
cessful in getting Frank Carlucci, a distin­
guished career public servant to be his 
deputy, though Alexander Haig was not 
successful in preventing the appointment 
of William Clark as his deputy. Clark, a 
justice on the California Supreme Court, 
had virtually no experience in foreign af­
fairs. Ironically, he was later to be ap­
pointed as President Reagan's national se­
curity advisor and was to be instrumental 
in Haig's resignation. 

The overall result of the personnel se­
lection process was an administration 
staffed with officials selected more sys­
tematically for their personal loyalty to 
the President than any other recent ad­
ministration. Not incidentally, it was an 
administration with relatively little prior 
government experience, at least at the 
subcabinet level. As of June 26, 1981, of 
those appointees confirmed by the Senate, 
76 of 112 (590Jo) of those in the subcab­
inet, 18 of 23 (780Jo) in independent agen­
cies, and 7 of 7 in independent regulatory 
agencies had no prior government experi­
ence." 

This reflected Ronald Reagan's anti­
government campaign and his promise to 
change "business as usual." "There's an 
awful lot of brains and talent in people 
who haven't learned all the things you 
can't do."" This should have made Sena­
tor Jesse Helms happy. One of his staff 
complained about the early Reagan ap­
pointments to the Wall Street Journal: 
"All these people are the experts of the 
mistakes of the past. Why can't he at least 
get some new people who could have a 
chance to make some different mis­
takes?"" The Reagan administration also 
made some unusual appointments in nam-

ing to positions people who were hostile 
to, or at least highly critical of, the tradi­
tional missions of the agencies they were 
to head, for example James Watt at In­
terior and Anne Gorsuch at the Environ­
mental Protection Agency. 

In addition to disputes over whom to 
appoint to which position, there were also 
complaints about the slowness of the pro­
cess itself. In the spring of 1981 there was 
a widespread perception that appoint­
ments were not coming as fast as they 
ought to.•• There were complaints from 
the Hill that officials who should have 
been available to testify on administration 
programs were not yet appointed. There 
were complaints from the administration 
that the few top officials on board were 
spending all of their time testifying on the 
Hill. And there were complaints from the 
bureaucracy that essential program lead­
ership was missing, resulting in policy 
drift and inefficiency. Pendleton James 
continued to deny that the pace of ap­
pointments was particularly slow and 
maintained that quality of personnel was 
more important than speed. 

Some of the delays were caused by fi­
nancial disclosure requirements and con­
flict of interest regulations that resulted 
from what James called "post-Watergate 
hysteria."" Some delay was inevitable, 
due to the range of clearances built into 
the personnel process. Each nomination 
had to run a formidable gauntlet running 
from the cabinet secretary and the person­
nel office to Nofziger to White House 
counsel Fred Fielding, to either Martin 
Anderson (domestic) or Richard Allen 
(national security) to the triad (James 
Baker, Michael Deaver, Edwin Meese) to 
the congressional liaison office, and fi­
nally to the President, himself." Some­
times names of candidates would make it 
most of the way through the process only 
to be vetoed at the last minute by the po­
litical affairs office or the kitchen 
cabinet. 67 Once through the White House 
personnel process, international affairs 
nominations requiring Senate approval 
were often held up by Senator Helms who 
thought State Department nominees were 
not conservative enough." 

Despite administration claims that it 
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was making major appointments faster 
than Presidents Carter and Kennedy," 
The National Journal reported that after 
ten weeks Reagan had submitted to the 
Senate 95, as opposed to Carter's 142 
nominations. 10 Time magazine calculated 
that, as of the first week in May, of the 
top 400 officials, only 550Jo had been an­
nounced, 360Jo formally nominated, and 
21 OJo actually confirmed." 

In January 1977 the Civil Service Com­
mission approved a rule allowing agencies 
to create another set of Schedule C posi­
tions identical to those already authorized 
for 120 days "in order to facilitate the or­
derly transition of duties as a consequence 
of a change in Presidential Administra- ' 
tion. " 12 Thus during a transition each de­
partment and agency can have twice as 
many Schedule C appointments as usual 
for its first 120 days. On June 16, 1981 
OPM Director Donald Devine authorized 
the extension of the period for another 
120 days "since a number of key political 
officials have not yet been appointed to 
federal agencies, thereby continuing the 
transition period for the new Admin­
istration."" 

Although the slow pace of appoint­
ments was disruptive in many ways, some 
administration officials saw the silver lin­
ing, or found virtue in necessity. They ar­
gued that the lack of appointees made it 
very difficult for agencies to resist the se­
vere budget cuts that the White House 
was advocating.,. While the slowness of 
appointments may have helped the Presi­
dent's budget program, it did little to fa­
cilitate the transition in the administration 
of the executive branch. · 

Administrative Control 
Most modern Presidents come to office 

with an abiding distrust of the bureau­
cracy. They are convinced that their pol­
icy initiatives will be delayed, ignored, or 
even sabotoged. After two decades of 
Democratic rule President Eisenhower 
felt the need for his own people at the op­
erational levels, not merely the top of the 
government. Schedule C positions were 
created for this purpose." 

John Kennedy felt that the career bu­
reaucracy was too stolid for his new initia-

' • 
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tives and drew domestic policy making 
into his White House staff. In one analy­
sis his administrative strategy amounted 
to guerilla warfare with numerous "back 
channels" and special task forces usurp­
ing the powers of the career bureau­
cracy." Richard Nixon's distrust of the 
bureaucracy was legendary. When his 
Congressional initiatives failed to fruc­
tify, he decided to "take over the bu­
reaucracy and take on the Congress" with 
tactics such as impounding funds and his 
responsiveness program." Jimmy Carter 
came to Washington as a self-proclaimed 
outsider promising to reduce the number 
of federal agencies from 1900 to 200. 
While this promise was quickly forgotten, 
the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 did 
create several important tools of adminis­
trative control that the White House 
could use, particularly the SES pro­
visions . 

Ronald Reagan also came to office as 
an outsider, claiming that government 
was the problem with U.S. society, not 
the solution. Aside from the administra­
tion's budget campaign and personnel 
strategies, there did not seem to be a sep­
arate administrative strategy. The admin­
istration, however, did make a series of 
tactical moves aimed at establishing im­
mediate and unambiguous control over 
the executive branch. A freeze was im­
posed on civilian hiring and lowered per­
sonnel ceilings led to the firing of 
thousands of Civil Service employees. The 
President also fired the striking air traffic 
controllers as well as the newly created 
inspectors general who had supposedly 
non-partisan roles . Finally, he "zeroed 
out" the Community Services Adminis­
tration, which had taken over the func­
tions of President Johnson's Office of 
Economic Opportunity. While each of 
these actions had important immediate 
consequences, the larger purpose was the 
symbolic statement that the Reagan ad­
ministration was in charge and there 
would be no more "business as usual." 

In his first official act after being inau­
gurated, President Reagan signed a mem­
orandum imposing a "strict freeze on the 
hiring of Federal civilian employees to be 
applied across the board in the executive 

branch." The purpose of the freeze was 
"controlling the size of government and 
stopping the drain on the economy by the 
public sector."" An accompanying White 
House press release said that compensa­
tion and benefits for _ Federal civilian 
workers comprised a "major" part of the 
Federal budget. 19 The administration saw 
the freeze as a means to show the bureau­
cracy who was in charge, show the public 
it would fulfill its promises, and begin a 
series of broader cutbacks aimed at do­
mestic spending and personnel. 

A memo of January 24, 1981 made it 
clear that the administration intended the 
freeze to be retroactive, when it included 
in the freeze all those who had not been 
formally hired by election day, November 
.S, 1980. Thus many (some estimate up to 
20,000) were caught in the freeze who had 
duly authorized letters offering them 
jobs, but who did not yet have formally 
signed Standard Form .SO's (Notification 
of Personnel Action). Several cases were 
brought in court challenging the retroac­
tivity of the freeze as a breach of contract 
with those who had good faith offers of 
employment, though not a signed SF.SO. 
They also charged that many prospective 
employees underwent extensive personal 
hardship in giving up their old jobs and 
traveling to Washington in order to accept 
jobs that were then retracted by the ad­
ministration. The petitioners, however, 
lost on February 2.S when U.S. District 
Court Judge Charles B. Richey ruled that 
the freeze was "not only constitutional 
and legally permissable but . . . essential 
to the well being and general welfare of 
the American people at this time."'" 

0MB Director Stockman explained 
that the freeze was made necessary by "a 
situation demanding sacrifices to help in 
bringing under control immediately the 
size and cost of government."" While 
this provided little comfort to those who 
gave up jobs on the basis of letters prom­
ising them positions, Director Stockman 
said cases of "severe hardship" would be 
considered for exceptions to the freeze. A 
memo on January 29, 1981 specified that 
potential exemptions had to demonstrate 
"severe and irreparable financial loss" 
and at the same time had to show the per-

son "was prudent in his or her actions 
(for example, in terms of timing of sever­
ing other employment; or taking on new 
financial commitments in anticipation of 
a new job)."" This catch-22 type condi­
tion, in addition to other restrictions, 
made exceptions to the freeze few and far 
between. 

The freeze was successful in showing 
the public and the bureaucracy that the 
administration was serious about cut­
backs . It was criticized by others for caus­
ing more disruption than it was worth in 
terms of saving money or reducing per­
sonnel. W. Bowman Cutter, who was Ex­
ecutive Associate Director for Budget in 
the Carter administration, wrote that the 
freeze was "fake, gimmicky symbol­
ism."" He argued that in his experience 
of running three freezes for the Carter ad­
ministration, he found that exceptions 
were always necessary (for example, in the 
Defense Department which employs half 
of the government's civilians) and that va­
cancies occur randomly, rather than in 
positions management wants to cut. The 
General Accounting Office in a series of 
reports has argued that the best way to 
manage reductions in government is 
through work force planning and budget 
control, rather than through the imposi­
tion of personnel ceilings and hiring 
freezes. In this way the managers closest 
to operations can decide how best to cut 
back activities without disrupting essen­
tial services." GAO contended that the 
Carter and Reagan freezes were not suc­
cessful in substantially reducing employ­
ment and that it was not·clear whether any 
money was saved." 

In the late spring and summer of 1981 
the hiring freeze was selectively lifted in 
agencies for which there were established 
personnel ceilings. For most domestic 
agencies these ceilings were well below 
those on board at the time. This necessar­
ily involved the reduction of employees by 
natural attrition (not replacing employees 
who leave voluntarily) or formal reduc­
tion in force (RIF). Both of these proce­
dures are costly and disruptive, though 
the administration felt that overall reduc­
tions were more important than the effi-
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ciency or smooth functioning of individ­
ual agencies." 

The Reagan administration also sought 
to assert its control over the government 
by firing all of the inspectors general 
whose positions were created by statute in 
1976 and 1978. The purposes of the posi­
tions were to centralize audit functions in 
major agencies and have the IG's report 
to Congress on their efforts to uncover 
fraud, waste and abuse. The 1G positions 
were intended to be apolitical, though the 
President could remove an incumbent if 
he communicated the reasons to Con­
gress. 

Some Democrats in Congress saw Rea­
gan's firing of all the incumbent IG's as , 
an attempt to politicize the auditing func­
tion by appointing his own people who 
could then suppress any embarrassments 
to the administration." The White House 
replied that it was a conscious attempt to 
establish the precedent that each Presi­
dent could name his own IG's. After mak­
ing the precedent-setting point, President 
Reagan reappointed some of the same 
IG's he had just fired. 

Later, in the summer of 1981, the Presi­
dent again asserted his administrative 
control by firing air traffic controllers 
who had voted to go on strike. His action 
established the principle that strikes 
would not be tolerated and effectively 
broke the Professional Air Traffic Con­
trollers Association (P ATCO). 

Finally, the administration established 
its direction by "zeroing out," i.e. abol­
ishing, the Community Services Adminis­
tration. There was a marked contrast with 
Richard Nixon's earlier efforts to do away 
with the Office of Economic Opportunity 
by impounding its funds. Nixon's efforts 
directly confronted a united Congress and 
were defeated in Federal court decisions. 11 

President Reagan was able to persuade 
the Congress to go along with his propos­
als and thus avoided any question of the 
constitutionality of the administration's 
appointment or spending decisions. 

On March 18 0MB Director Stockman 
sent a "Dear Mr. Director" letter to CSA, 
even though there was no appointed, or 
even acting, director. The letter stated: 
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"we will not seek to renew the authoriza­
tion of the Community Services Adminis­
tration," and that CSA plans "should 
provide for the separation of all personnel 
by the end of Fiscal Year 1981."" CSA 
functions were to be included in state ad­
ministered block grants proposed by the 
administration. Although there was much 
gallows humor at CSA in the last half of 
FY1981 , under the leadership of the vet­
eran Dwight Ink, agency managers ran 
the shutdown professionally, and CSA 
closed its doors on September 30, 1981.'0 

While the above actions, despite their 
drawbacks, were successful from the ad­
ministration's viewpoint, one big hole in 
its approach to administrative control was 
the slowness in getting new appointees 
into subcabinet positions. This was due to 
clearance procedures and the conflicts 
over particular appointees described 
above. This helped the administration's 
budget strategy by eliminating potential 
advocates for agency budgets, but it did 
little to give the administration program­
matic control of the government. 

One of the major drawbacks in any 
presidential transition is that bureaucratic 
agencies and programs tend to go into 
neutral gear until new leadership provides 
policy direction. This tendency toward 
policy drift is extended by delays in ap­
pointments. Career executives do not 
want to move too far in any direction for 
fear that the new boss will not approve. A 
consideration of this syndrome from the 
bureaucratic perspective is provided in 
subsequent sections. 

In one lesson it learned from the Carter 
and Nixon experiences, the new Reagan 
administration did not dissipate its ener­
gies pushing any grand scale reorganiza­
tion of the government. Carter had prom­
ised to reduce the number of federal agen­
cies from 1900 to 200. Nixon had tried to 
consolidate twelve cabinet departments 
into eight, but Congress would not go 
along. Reagan promised to abolish the 
Departments of Energy and Education 
but he did not squander his political re­
sources on these projects in his first two 
years. 

The general strategy of trying to reduce 
the span of control of the President by 

bunching similar agencies with similar 
functions together under one umbrella 
agency has the advantage of settling some 
turf battles before they get to the Presi­
dent's desk. Major policy disputes, how­
ever, cannot be swept under an organiza­
tional rug. The agency itself, its clientele 
groups, and Congressional committees 
will continue to dominate the action, and 
the President still will have to decide if he 
wants to throw his weight one way or an­
other. Thus major reorganizations are 
usually more trouble than they are worth, 
both in the Congress and in the executive 
branch. 

This does not mean that no reorganiza­
tions took place, only that they were im­
plemented at the micro-level, i.e. within 
departments and agencies, where they 
count. While large scale reorganization is 
often touted as a panacea, small scale re­
organizations are often effective tools of 
good management. They engender uncer­
tainty and thus inefficiency in agencies 
when they are implemented, so they 
should be used with sensitivity and only 
when necessary. But in certain circum­
stances they are useful in gaining control 
of an agency and can accomplish pur­
poses that personnel rules and regulations 
make difficult. In 1981 Budget cuts pro­
vided useful justifications for agency 
heads to reorganize their organizations 
for their own purposes." 

IV. The View From the Bureaucracy 

To career employees in the executive 
branch, the transition period is a time of 
uncertainty. The last few months before 
an election the bureaucratic machine be­
gins to slow until the election of a new 
President, at which time it is in neutral 
gear. In sharp contrast, internal maneuv­
ering increases to a high speed. The result 
is a machine operating at a high level of 
r.p.m.'s but with little direction to con­
vert all of the energy to useful productiv­
ity. 

During periods of presidential transi­
tion the upper levels of the bureaucracy 
are marked by active maneuvering; ca­
reers can be made or broken. Attitudes at 
lower levels are marked by cynicism and 
the feeling that there will be arbitrary 
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changes of policy and organization. Each 
set of attitudes results from the intense 
uncertainty. This condition does not usu­
ally preclude the carrying out of routine 
functions or the accomplishment of well 
established agency goals. The inefficiency 
comes at the cutting edge of policy formu­
lation and program innovation. 

The uncertainty at the top results from 
a lack of leadership and direction. Senior 
executives do not want to stick their necks 
out too far in any one policy direction for 
fear that the new boss will come in and re­
verse directions. Those who had come to 
occupy positions of trust and power over 
the four years of the out-going adminis­
tration are fearful that they will be identi­
fied as partisans of the previous discred­
ited and rejected administration. The re­
luctance to take any initiatives, even those 
that seem to make good political and or­
ganizational sense and that would be in 
the best interests of any new incumbent, is 
reinforced by uncertainty about who will 
be appointed to run the agency. 

Every career executive has seen a range 
of quality in presidential appointments, 
from the highly professional expert with a 
wealth of experience in government or 
business, to the complete neophyte who is 
also a political hack. The probable future 
actions of the former can be calculated 
much more easily than those of the latter. 
But people whose career depend on it tend 
to minimize their maximum losses rather 
than to pursue the high risk strategy of 
backing an initiative that may be repudi­
ated by the new boss. Senior executives 
want to jump on the band wagon of the 
new boss, but they do not yet know in 
what direction it is heading. 

The period of uncertainty can lead to 
opportunities to enhance one's career or 
settle old scores. Old animosities can re­
emerge, and colleagues can be seen as riv­
als. Areas of disputed turf can be again 
opened to challenge. There may be oppor­
tunities to reorganize one's bureaucratic 
enemies out of existence. The focus of all 
this maneuvering is, of course, the new 
agency head who will have the power to 
make or break policies and careers. The 
speculation about who the new President 
will appoint is intense, and at the first hint 
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of a rumor people scurry off the tele­
phone to contact their "inside sources" or 
to Who's Who to get a fix on the new 
boss. 

The people on the new administration's 
transition team are in an ambiguous posi­
tion because it is never clear if they were 
assigned to pay off a campaign debt or if 
they will be appointed the new leaders of 
the agency. The obvious bureaucratic 
strategy here is to act as if they had al­
ready been appointed and impress them 
with your responsiveness. One impresses 
the new (potential) boss with a positive 
and "can do" attitude. One must also ap­
pear professional and not overly obsequi­
ous. The usual tack in briefing new ap- · 
pointees is to present one's own operation 
as efficient and essential to the operation 
of the agency. In a high risk gambit one 
might offer up program or personnel cuts 
to show that one is not the stereotypical 
empire building bureaucrat. 

The executive branch bureaucracy is of­
ten portrayed as a unified, monolithic le­
viathan with the sole goals of survival and 
expansion. This leads to the expectation 
that a new political appointee will be 
faced with a united front . Political ap­
pointees who believe this will be at a dis­
advantage, because the bureaucracy suf­
fers from the same vulnerabilities as a car­
tel. One small leak can easily become a 
flood and break the whole edifice. In any 
agency there are enough senior managers 
who hold varying political, policy, and 
professional values that new appointees 
with any sense of character judgement 
will not have to face a unified opposition 
to their policy preferences, whatever they 
are. This includes the anti-government 
and anti-welfare policy preferences of the 
Reagan administration. 

In fact, the opposite is likely to be the 
situation. Senior executives can be ex­
pected to render professional and positive 
support to new political appointees for 
professional as well as self-interest rea­
sons. Career professionals accept the 
democratic and constitutional legitimacy 
of the incoming administration. They also 
see their own roles as neutral with respect 
to political party, if not always with re­
spect to programs or institutions. Self in-
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terest also provides a strong incentive to 
be responsive to the new leadership . Se­
nior executives are ambitious and want to 
be members of the management team. 
They will only be included if they actively 
and effectively support the administra­
tion's policies . 

For these reasons the typical fears of 
new administrations that "the bureau­
crats" will try to undermine their policies 
are usually exaggerated. There will prob­
ably be some dissidents, some personality 
conflicts, and some differences of opin­
ion; but there is little likelihood of bu­
reaucratic guerilla warfare waged by 
senior executives against an administra­
tion's policies. 92 There will undoubtedly 
be bureaucratic warfare, but the cleavages 
will flow along program, policy, and insti­
tutional lines with political appointees as 
well as careerists on both sides of the bar­
ricades . 

The Reagan administration is the first 
to come to office enjoying the new flexi­
bilities provided in the Civil Service Re­
form Act of 1978. Primary among the 
new management prerogatives are the 
SES provisions: These allow agency heads 
to transfer senior executives from position 
to position much more easily than in the 
past. Rank in person rather than position 
provides some security to the executive 
while allowing the agency head to match 
the executive to the appropriate position 
without being bound by the rank of the 
usual incumbent of that position. 

One of the restrictions, however, is that 
career senior executives cannot be moved 
involuntarily until 120 days after the new 
agency head is appointed. The purpose is 
to ensure that senior executives will have a 
chance to prove their competence and loy­
alty to the new administration. During 
spring in 1981, due to the Civil Service re­
forms, there was more than the usual 
amount of paranoia among senior execu­
tives. There were newspaper reports in the 
Washington Post and Star that the White 
House was planning "mass transfers" of 
senior executives at the end of the 120 day 
waiting period. These fears proved to be 
groundless, and there is no evidence that 
the Reagan administration abused its 
powers over the SES during the transi-

tion." Thus a strong precedent has been 
set for avoiding the politicization of the 
SES, particularly since the Reagan cam­
paign promised to end "business as 
usual," and had sharply contrasting pol­
icy preferences to the preceding several 
administrations. In fact, one of the major 
themes of the transition teams was to re­
assure the career service that the new ad­
ministration, despite its campaign rhet­
oric, valued, and would preserve, the in­
tegrity of the merit system. 

The new Reagan administration did, 
however, make systematic efforts to re­
new and enforce the split between politics 
and administration that the public admin­
istration community found so attractive 
in the earlier decades of the 20th 
century." Often the newly appointed ad­
ministration members of an agency would 
meet to make policy decisions without any 
input from career executives, bringing 
them in to implement decisions only after 
all important decisions had been made. 
This approach was due to the typical dis­
trust of the bureaucracy felt by most new 
administrations. 

This did little to enhance the quality of 
management decision making. For rea­
sons stated above, there is little to fear 
from most career executives. But more 
importantly, the administration deprived 
itself of valuable advice as well as support 
by excluding career executives from the 
early stages of policy formulation. In 
most cases career executives arc experi­
enced experts in their areas and have 
many good ideas for beneficial changes. 
Such potentially valuable input might be 
stifled if they are systematically excluded 
from consultation. In addition, career ex­
ecutives often have shrewd political 
judgement as well as valuable contacts in 
other agencies and on the Hill. Ignoring 
these resources at their disposal can make 
the job of political appointees much more 
difficult. No amount of consultation, 
however, can relieve members of the ad­
ministration of the authority or the duty 
to make fmal decisions." Each new ad­
ministration goes through a cycle. Grad­
ually, as the abilities and drawbacks of 
career executives become known and as 
trust begins to develop with the experience 

of working together, the artificial barriers 
of the politics/administration dichotomy 
break down. The sooner this happens, the 
sooner any administration will be able to 
mobilize fully the political and substan­
tive expertise of the career service to 
achieve its policy goals. 

Reassurances about the integrity of the 
merit system and the absence of abuse of 
the SES, however, were of little comfort 
to those at lower levels in the bureaucracy 
who were facing the uncertainty of reduc­
tions in force. The Reagan campaign 
promises to cut back federal agencies and 
personnel were always clear and were 
forcefully reiterated with the immediate 
hiring freeze. The new reduced personnel 
ceilings and the budget cuts established by 
0MB in March and April 1981 made it 
clear that personnel reductions would be 
necessary in most domestic agencies, 
either through natural attrition or formal 
reductions in force (RIF's). Either 
method would place government workers 
in jeopardy of losing their jobs or of being 
reduced in rank or position." The uncer­
tainty, needless to say, resulted in severe 
morale problems. 

Those who were not fired were never­
theless threatened because the programs 
they worked in were vulnerable to being 
eliminated, either by outright termina­
tion, or by the slow deletion of functions 
and authority. One of the problems here 
is that employees, particularly at mid and 
lower levels, perceive that the fate of their 
careers or their programs has nothing to 
do with their performance. This lack of a 
sense of efficacy can easily lead to cyni­
cism in which arbitrary "politics" seems 
to control everything. With this attitude, 
why should one work hard if one's own 
performance cannot control one's fate? 

Thus the cutbacks of the Reagan ad­
ministration in 1981 had the unfortunate 
effect of seriously undermining morale in 
many domestic agencies. While morale is 
difficult, if not impossible, to measure, it 
is an important factor in any organiza­
tion." When it drops, people become de­
tached from their jobs and do not see any 
need to work toward organizational 
goals. They become worried about their 
personal careers and look for opportuni-
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ties in other organizations. It is difficult • 
to recruit bright, young managers to or­
ganizations that seem to be in decline. 
This was probably the major adminis­
trative challenge the Reagan administra­
tion faced in its early years." 

All transitions cause sonie uncertainty 
and disruption, but within departments 
and agencies they can be handled with 
more or less grace. The incoming agency 
head can choose to handle appointees of 
the outgoing administration and career 
executives who will be replaced with pro­
fessional respect and can make their exits 
as smooth as possible. Giving them 
chances to find new positions and using 
selective options for early retirement are., 
ways to do this. The agency head can 
choose the least painful way to reorganize 
the agency or separate personnd. On the 
other hand, the new agency head can 
come with six-guns blazing and demand 
resignations of all holdovers by close of 
business that day. He can have their of­
fices locked and their desks cleared out. 
He can put heavy handed pressure on ca­
reerists to leave quickly, and can reassign 
them to undesirable geographic locations 
on the 121st day after his appointment. 

It probably takes an executive who is 
confident in himself and his position in 
the administration to take the low-key, 
gracious route. There is, after all, no 
question of who is running the agency, 
and there is plenty of legal power to back 
it up. Those who arc insecure in them­
selves or their positions may fed the need 
to assert their authority through heavy 
handed actions and abrupt firings. They 
will inspire fear in their subordinates 
rather than respect. While the Machiavel­
lian approach to control through fear may 
enhance personal power, it will not lead to 
the sort of teamwork necessary to run an 
organization in the complex and some­
times treacherous milieu of Washington. 
More importantly, it will be a disservice to 
the administration of which the appointee 
is a member. 

V. Concluslon 

The overwhelming fact about presiden­
tial transitions from a management per­
spective is that they arc extremely costly in 
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terms of productivity sacrificed and mo­
mentum lost. Important changes in policy 
direction mean writing off sunk costs. 
Changes in top management entail policy 
drift and turf battles at the agency level. 
The benefits of a representative govern­
ment, however, are well worth the cost of 
the disruptions involved in presidential 
transitions. 

While presidential transitions are neces­
sarily inefficient, they can be accom­
plished more or less quickly and effec­
tively and can be conducted with more or 
less grace. From this perspective, what 
can future presidents-elect learn from the 
Carter/Reagan experience? First of all, 
the transition must begin before the elec­
tion and be professionally staffed. The 
development of policy issues and the 
search for personnel cannot be left until 
after the election. It must be kept in mind, 
however, that the governmental transition 
staff and the political campaign staff will 
battle over who will run the government. 
The President-Elect must expect such con­
flict and make his choices clear. 

Watson and Meese both performed 
ably in the transition. Both are lawyers 
with good minds and experience. The 
Reagan administration must be given very 
high marks for the execution of its legisla­
tive and budget programs. (Whether or 
not these programs were successful in re­
viving the U.S. economy is another ques­
tion.") The political personnel process 
gets a mixed review. It selected loyal ad­
ministrators but sacrificed professional­
ism and time. Administrative leadership 
and managerial direction were sacrificed 
to budget, personnel, and cutback priori­
ties. Many agencies were so disrupted by 
the process that their operations were seri­
ously affected in the short run, and long 
term management recruitment may have 
been hurt. It is probable, however, that 
this was not an unintended consequence, 
as seen by the administration, but viewed 
as a necessary tradeoff. 

What can future administrations learn 
from the Reagan experience in the areas 
of legislation, budget, personnel and ad­
ministration. One lesson is that Congress 
will still pass a President's legislative 
package. Some had concluded that since 

Lyndon Johnson the fragmenting pres­
sures in Congress-structural reforms, 
high turnover, single interest pressure 
groups-had marked the end of the Presi­
dent's role as legislative leader. President 
Reagan proved that White House control 
of legislation was possible in spite of un­
popular budget cuts and a Democratic 
House. But it took most of President Rea­
gan's political resources during .his first 
six months in office to win the budget bat­
tle on the Hill. These victories, however, 
did not accomplish the economic turn­
around that supply-siders had predicted, 
and his budget policies led to the largest 
deficits in U.S. history. Not until the end 
of the second year of the Reagan adminis­
tration did the economic recovery begin, 
although the stock market proved an ear­
lier harbinger. 

What did the elaborate presidential per­
sonnel system accomplish? The White 
House kept closer control over subcabinet 
appointments than any other recent ad­
ministration. Thus many Reagan loyalists 
were appointed, but at the cost of admin­
istrative experience and letting cabinet 
members choose their own management 
teams. While the Carter and Nixon per­
sonnel systems may have been too lax in 
this regard, the Reagan system may have 
been too strict. The delay in appointments 
that was caused in major part by the ad­
ministration's political clearance proce­
dures took a toll in departmental leader­
ship and program development. How­
ever, the Reagan administration was 
spared the severe stress of staff vs. Cab­
inet which characterized the Carter ad­
ministration. Further, the Meese origi­
nated cabinet councils provided an effec­
tive system of relating Cabinet and staff 
in policy development. 

The larger question to be addressed is 
whether the above described actions 
amount to administrative, policy, and 
programatic control of the government. 
The Reagan transition period did provide 
significant budgetary cutbacks for domes­
tic agencies, and the personnel system en­
sured personal loyalty to the President 
from the subcabinet. But there did not 
seem to be much positive policy direction 
to set the tone for the Reagan administra-

tion. Even in defense, the early budget ac­
tions seemed to be the addition of more 
money to the previous administration's 
priorities rather than a carefully targetted 
redirection of defense policy. 100 

Setting a positive policy direction is dif­
ficult for an administration whose 
avowed goals are essentially negative. If 
government is part of the problem, then 
doing less is better. Major changes in do­
mestic policy were made at EPA and the 
Department of Interior, but these were ac­
complished primarily through cutbacks 
and the decision to modify enforcement 
of regulations. In cutback situations 
where government is seen as part of the 
problem, positive leadership is, at best, 
inherently difficult. Having "hit the 
ground running," this was the challenge 
confronting the Reagan administration. 
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Nothing has appeared more preposterous than Ronald Reagan's claim of 
kinship with Franklin Delano Roosevelt. While dismantling the New Deal, President 
Reagan has continued to venerate its author. Each of Roosevelt's successors has known 
that if he did not walk in FDR's footsteps, he ran the risk of having it said he was 
not a Roosevelt but a Hoover. 1 The Roosevelt precedent of effectiveness has condi­
tioned expectations among the opinions of Washingtonians and the public alike. 

With today's complex and fragmented political environment, FDR's one-hundred 
day legislative legend- fifteen mess~ges sent to Congress, fifteen major laws enacted, 
ten speeches delivered, biweekly press conferences and cabinet meetings held-cannot 
be duplicated. 2 Current administrations must confront many more budget and for­
eign policy decisions with significa~tly less time to organize than Roosevelt who was 
inaugurated in March, notJanuary.3 Consequently, decision-making and advice-giving 
mechanisms must be developed, refined and adjusted to the President-elect's own style 
and sense of purpose in order to extend the hundred days into a full Congressional 
session or more precisely, into an administration. Furthermore, the promissory expec­
tation of the hundred days analogy creates within itself seeds for its own demise. The 
proliferation of campaign promises will have resulted in public expectations which 
far exceed a President's capacity to carry them through. Yet, in spite of all these modern 
political handicaps of the impossible Presidency,• the Reagan Administration on the 
whole succeeded in creating the impression of direction, action and accomplishment 
during the 97th Congress. 

This paper is an attempt to explore Reagan's early effectiveness and to offer some 
generalizations for subsequent Administrations, whether Republican or Democratic. 
It is based on four propositions: 

First: The Reagan transition was the most carefully planned and effective in 
American political history. 

Second: The transition process was a crucial precursor for Reagan's legislative 
and budget successes during the presidential honeymoon. 

Third: In spite oflegislative blunders and a weak economy the Reagan adminis-
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tration extended the traditional "honeymoon" period further than any 
President since Franklin Roosevelt. 

Fourth: Reagan's use of the Cabinet council process has been a most imaginative 
endeavor, a process which extended the transition and promoted im­
plementation of the Reagan program. 

In order to defend these propositions an overall framework of the transition process 
will be discussed. Each of these propositions will then be examined. The focus here 
is on the strategies used by the Reagan Administration in domestic policymaking and 
implementation. Our conclusions are that these strategies were of whole cloth; that 
they fit together in a coherent fabric which provided Reagan spectacular early suc­
cesses. Subsequent legislative victories were then spun out from these early successes 
until the Administration could no long control the agenda. 

Thus the argument here is that one can best understand domestic policymaking 
in the first two years of a president's term as evolving out of the transition process. 
That process sets the loom out of which the fabric of programmatic success or ful.ure 
is woven. Some presidents have been able to pile success upon success, thereby ex­
tending their "honeymoon" with the Congress and the press. In fact the length of 
the honeymoon period is an important indicator of presidential effectiveness. Effec­
tiveness is assessed in the president's own terms. That is has he been able to achieve 
his priority goals in government and has he positioned himself and his party or coali­
tion for success in the next presidential election? 

The Extended Transition Framework 
By tradition and now by statut ry authority the presidential transition can 

· be narrowly defined as that eleven-week period between the election and the inau­
gural. 5 Presumably during this time period, a campaign organization must transform 
itself into an administration. Key staff, Cabinet and sub-Cabinet appointments must 
be made, working relationships must be ironed out, and an innovative legislative pro­
gram6 as well as a coherent foreign policy must be freed from the trappings of cam­
paign rhetoric and set into programmatic strategies. All of these tasks must be initi­
ated while often inexperienced and zealous campaigners are learning to govern from 
the very incumbents whose policies were attacked during the campaign. 

Eleven weeks seem woefully inadequate for the tasks at hand and fortunately 
not descriptive of the modern or extended transition process. 7 The modern or ex­
tended transition actually begins several months prior to the election and extends through 
the entire first session of Congress and perhaps into the midterm of the second. Most 
importantly, it coincides with the presidential honeymoon. The honeymoon is a period 
after the election in which mass approval and elite acceptance permit the president 
to achieve his goals for government. During this period the president can dominate 
policymaking because elites, cognizant of high mass support, have no reason to doubt 
his skill as sufficient to promote their preferred policies or, if of another ideological 
pursuasion, to defeat their predelictions. 

"To give the benefit of doubt" is the one phrase which best describes the honey­
moon period in government. During this period Congress and the bureaucracy antici-
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pate that the president will use his ability and will make use of his bargaining advan­
tages. This quadrennial atmosphere in government maximizes uncertainties for presi­
dential opponents and minimizes the insecurities of his supporters. Obviously, the 
larger the electoral margin, the longer the Congressional coattails, and the clearer 
the campaign issues, the more leeway or benefit of doubt will be created in govern­
ment. To extend this honeymoon advantage a president must protect this leeway in 
government. Nothing confirms this leeway more than quick legislative victories and 
rigorous implementation. On the other hand, legislative defeats or inaction, both of 
which lower public expectations, would hearten Washington resistance and end the 
honeymoon. Certainly the termination of the honeymoon is a subjective measure­
ment but it is also remarkable that the media appears to know when it has passed. 
Clear signals exist: a drop in popularity, an upsurge in supporter criticism, the disap­
pearance of the term "mandate;' and the shift of attention toward Congressional in­
itiatives. 

Continuity of the federal government and responsiveness to the new political 
leadership are hallmark objectives of the traditional transition process. While incor­
porating these objectives, the extended transition process has been refined to perform 
the functions of policy making, advice-giving and personnel selection simultaneously. 
The new administration must concentrate upon policy programs that are immediately 
relevant to show effectiveness on and immediately following January 20. Consequently, 
only two or three policy programs can realistically be initiated with any real vigor. 
Thus a selective list must be carefully winnowed from numerous campaign promises. 
Establishing presidential priorities in policy areas is a necessary function, but not a 
sufficient condition for effectiveness. Programmatic strategies to exploit and perhaps 
extend the honeymoon period of opportunity must be formulated to ensure eventual 
policy adoption by Congress. President Johnson reminisced: 

You've got to give it all you can that first year. Doesn't matter what kind of 
majority you come in with. You've got just one year when they treat you right , 
and before they start worrying about themselves. The third year, you lose votes 
.. . The fourth year's all politics. You can't put anything through when half 
of the Congress is thinking how to beat you. So you've got one year. That's 
why I tried. Well, we gave it a hell of a lick, didn' t we? 8 

The function of advice-giving to the president-elect during the transition eventually 
develops into the administration's decision-making process. Advice-giving is usually 
in disarray during transitions until decision channels are defined and a president's decision­
making style emerges. Adhocracy tends to triumph. Confusing signals and miscues 
proliferate as task forces, transition teams, campaign staffs, think tanks and the staffs 
of the Executive Office of the President jockey for power and positions.9 

Personnel decisions are always in the media forefront during any transition, but 
there is no operating reason why this function needs to be given priority immediately 
after the election. With task forces, trmsition teams and key staff aides already ap­
pointed, a president does not need Cabinet officers, agency heads and sub-Cabinet 
officials designated to get proposals for policies and programs prepared for introduc-
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tion to Congress. The only imperative is for a president to know his appointee before 
he makes the nomination. Transition teams and policy task forces not only provide 
rewards for the battle-scarred veterans of the campaign observed Harrison Wellford, 
veteran of the Carter and Reagan transitions, but the process "gives you a chance 
to try out a lot of people:•10 

As outlined here, the functions are by no means distinct, separate entities. In 
fact a goal common to all three functions, policy, advice, and personnel, is a negative 
one-to avoid blunders which would close the honeymoon window of opportunity. 
The missing legislative program of 195,3 (Policy), the Bay of Pigs (Advice) and the 
Bert Lance affair (Personnel) are all decisive examples of the hazards of transition which 
have rapidly stalled previous administrations.11 

Operating concurrently with these transition functions are two policy cycles de­
scribed by Paul Light. The first cycle, the cycle of decreasing influence, is the opportu­
nity curve described by President Johnson above and illustrated in Figure 1 below. 
Since all presidents have experienced decline in their public approval ratings over the 
term of office and since all presidents since Roosevelt in 1934 h;we suffered midterm 
losses of party seats in Congress, presidents have been advised to act in the first years 
of their term and as early as possible within each year. If a president fails to move 
early, Congress will fill the domestic agenda with its own intiatives. In short, since 
a president's resources of congressional support, public approval, electoral margins 
and patronage are at a maximum early in the first year, he must push his domestic 
proposals as soon as he enters office. Consequently, this puts tremendous pressures 
on the transition team prior to the inaugural to make decisions on the substance, timing, 
publicity and priority of legislative proposals to Congress. 12 

The second cycle, the cycle of increasing effectiveness, rests on the premise that 
presidents and staffs learn over time. Except for President Johnson's unelected year 
in the office (1964), a job training program for Presidents simply does not exist. Mech­
anisms to gain timely information, program expertise, and staffs to provide congres­
sional liaison and publicity take time to mature. Thus the cycle of increasing effective­
ness and the cycle of declining influence are incompatible. The cycle of declining 

FIGURE 1 
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influence encourages the president to move his domestic agenda quickly; the cycle of 
increasing effectiveness encourages caution to avoid the hazards of inexperience and 
miscalculation. Simply put, the president's key strategic choice in the first year is to 
learn or to move legislation. Washington and the public expect the latter. If a presi­
dent could temper unrealistic expectations, the first moments of the second year would 
provide the best blend of the two cycles. After all, it was early in 1954, not 1953, 
that President Dwight D. Eisenhower presented to Congress some 65 proposals for 
new legislation, representing his judgments in every major facet of federal action. 13 

The presidential life cycle aggregates these two policy cycles. The historical rhythm 
· of the modern presidency is said to find its crucial test during the third year. John 

Kessel notes that after a period of learning which takes about eighteen months, the 
president must face Congress without the glow of an electoral mandate. 14 The third 
year provides the re-election material for the fourth year. It is a time when a president 
either reaffirms old policies or takes new initiatives for which history will remember 
him. 15 Yet as Steven Hess has concluded, the president during the third year seems 
to devote more time to foreign policy initiatives, a policy area on which he has the 
most authority. For domestic policy, the first two years are deterministic. Thus the 
extended transition is critical, if not decisive for domestic policy. 

Figure 2 illustrates the extended transition process by identifying four compo­
nents over the first two years of an administration. The first component is that action­
forcing mechanism called the inaugural address. The second is labeled "studies and 
planning" where the functions of policy, advice and personnel are largely performed. 
The third is identified as "external response" and signifies the end of the presidential 
honeymoon. The fourth component is the adoption and implementation of policy 
programs. This paper discusses these components in the following sections. 

The inaugural, especially if it is a "memorable" one, announces the new presi­
dent's policies for the first time. It sets his agenda. It is not the promises of a candidate, 

FIGURE 2 

The Extended Transition-First Two Years of the Presidential Life Cycle 

Jan 20 I (3) EXTERNAL Response Lame Duck 

Campaign promises 
ideology established 

(2) STUDIES & PLANNING J +-'-..;.._-----'-------____.; 
to announced policies Session 

The Domest ic Program I 

I 
I 
I 

and promises 

I 12 Mo. 18 Mo. 24 Mo. 
I 2nd Session Mid-Term Congressional 

(1) Inaugural-Policy I 2nd Session Elections and 
_ __._~_4)_A_d_o_pt_io_n_an_d ________ __..Party Failure 

and Priorities Announced I Implementation Of Policy 
I Programs 

I ______ , 
'Window of Opportunity" 

6-9 mo. Presidential Honeymoon 
-Window of Vulnerability" 
Is the President Waffling? 

STRATEGIES FOR GOVER'riA CE 739 

but a formal set of priorities which defines his electoral mandate. In order to prepare 
for the inaugural, to re-work the first budget, and to refine campaign promises into 
successful legislative programs, study and planning groups must begin prior to the 
election and normally extend far into the honeymoon period. If a policy proposal is 
set in the inaugural agenda and specific legislation is refined to include a strategy for 
adoption before the termination of the honeymoon period, the proposal would stand 
a high probability of passage. Not only would a victory be achieved, but the honey­
moon would actually be extended-to allow for more opportunities. "People pay atten­
tion to [presidential] results. Talk does not impress them much."16 

Thus one strategy for a president is to time the legislative modification and adop­
tion sequences early during the cycle of decreasing influence, the honeymoon period. 
Unfortunately for presidents, this is not usually possible. Often campaign rhetoric 
and promises conflict with complex realities. Simplified campaign issues butt against 
unforeseen problems. Now real people with official responsibility have to produce 
policies which can be implemented. Congress expects bargaining and compromise. 
Bureaucrats are found to have expertise and experience which must be considered. 
Groups outside government demand to be heard. It often becomes impossible to com­
press the policy formation process to take advantage of the president's hon~~on. 
Thus the opportunity for innovative policy making can pass. Incremental decmon­
making, characterized by congressional committee and bureaucratic pulling and hauling 
becomes the norm. Without results, only talk, critics of the left and right of the 
adminis;ration begin to charge ineptness. "Is the President waffling?" "Is the Presi­
dent straying from the campaign path?" Public opinion polls begin to reflect mass 
dissatisfaction with presidential performance. Politics as usual, end of the honeyrnoon. 17 

Many have charged that Jimmy Carter's performance was sluggish, at best. How 
then was Reagan able to "hit the ground running?"18 

The Reagan Transition: Planning as a Precursor for Success 
Experience at managing transitions has produced a considerable institu­

tionalization of the mechanics-tasks to be accomplished, deadlines to be met, secu­
rity and diplomatic negotiations to be reviewed, budget and administrative procedures 
to be followed. The focus here will not be on mechanics, something others have al­
ready done extremely well.t9 Rather, the focus will be more strategic-how Reagan 
consolidated his victory, how a foundation was laid for the post-inaugural initiatives, 
and how Reagan managed to implement his conservative philosophy. The Reagan 
strategy was not always a well designed blueprint. Often events and decisions became 
strategy fortuitously. Regardless, the Reagan transition became the most carefully 
planned and effective one in American history. The elements for the success_ of the 
Reagan transition were: (1) organization; (2) early strategic planning and advice; (3) 
the appointment process; and (4) the transition team employment. 

The Transition Organization. At first blush the organization~! design of th_e Rea~an 
transition team appeared complex and overloaded with unclear lines of authonty. W~th 
numerous volunteers, the size of the organization ranged from 1,000 to 1,200 of which 
perhaps 450 were on the payroll. The $2 million in federal funds available under the 
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1963 Transition Act had to be supplemented by private funds through a Presidential 
Trust Fund. Yet the organization makes sense when one recalls Reagan's disposition 
to delegate details while preserving the major decisions to himself. 

Most obviously the transition structure maintained the campaign's command hi­
erarchy with William J. Casey, Edwin Meese III and Anne L. Armstrong holding 
similar positions as they had held throughout the campaign. By keeping his campaign 
team intact Reagan reduced potential hostility engendered during the Carter transi­
tion when staffers openly competed for senior positions. Also the Reagan team in­
cluded key deputies from the campaign as well as several old hands from the Nixon 
and Ford Administrations. Finally, the Reagan team contained a Congressional Advi­
sory Committee headed by Senator Paul Laxalt whose mission was to open the channels 
of communciation with Capitol Hill, something Carter never achieved.20 

Another strategic implication can be gleaned from the transition organization. 
While broad authority and coordinating responsibility were given to Richard Allen 
in foreign affairs, Martin Anderson in domestic policy and Caspar Weinberger in budget 
matters, a major role was delegated to the directors of five working groups designated 
as issue clusters. These working groups were to assess policy initiatives, budgetary 
questions, personnel needs, current legislative agendas and possible executive orders. 
In essence these were the' forerunners to the Cabinet councils which were designed 
by Meese and Baker to provide a forum for "collegial" advice on a broad span of issues. 21 

Strategic Planning. Preparation for the Reagan transition began some years before 
the Administration took office. Intellectual spade work on the proper themes and 
issues to be pursued by a conservative Republican Administration were generated by 
such think tanks as the Hoover Institute, Center for the Study of the Presidency, the 
Heritage Foundation and the Institute for Contemporary Studies, and by various scholars 
at the American Enterprise Institute and the Georgetown Center for Strategic and 
International Studies. For ex.ample, the Heritage Foundation's Mandate far Leadership, 
a 20-volume, 3,000 page work setting out specific policy suggestions, received a tribute 
from Reagan personally. So also Meese singled out Center for the Study of the Presi­
dency for high praise for its volume Organizing and Staffing the Presidency. 22 

Planning began in earnest in the Spring of 1980. As early as April 18, 1980 candi­
date Reagan asked an assembled group of foreign policy advisors, headed by Richard 
Allen, "to develop specific policy and budget recommendations for use in the first 
100 days of his Administration."23 In the realm of domestic and economic policy, Martin 
Anderson, assisted by Darrell Trent, developed a network of 17 advisory groups in 
domestic affairs and 6 advisory groups in budgetary matters. Also, Caspar Weinberger 
encouraged Robert Freer to develop a network of former political appointees. They 
prepared a series of papers summarizing agency issues, problems and opportunities.24 

What significance can we draw from this pre-election planning? Any administra­
tion runs off stored-up intellectual capital. The pace of events and the press of time 
almost precludes learning while in the White House; as one White House staffer 
noted, it is "life in the fast lane." The sources of ideas for an agenda are normally 
from policy analysts in Institutes, the campaign, Congress and its committees, agency 
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and department staffs and the transition teams. "The whole issue of running the Presi­
dency in the modern age is control of the agenda," commented Richard Beal. "We 
deal with what ought to be the building of things six to nine months out. It's a 
process question."25 In other words, make it your honeymoon, not theirs. Thus by 
early planning, the agenda was practically set in concrete by the election and more 
importantly it was set by loyal conservative thinkers and Reagan campaigners alone. 
Reagan had defined his mandate. Consequently, after November 4, efforts could be 
focused on how to get things done politically in Washington and not what policy 
issues should be stressed during the Inaugural Address. 

The ability to join policy and politics systematically in a realistic time frame has 
been called the strategic presidency.26 A strategic approach means to set a limited number 
of "first-order" priorities, to force action, to integrate the political considerations and 
to be master of the process. From November 4, 1980 to February 18, 1981, the Reagan 
team worked on this strategic approach to governance. 

The Reagan first order of business was to put some kind of tourniquet on govern­
ment spending. By mid-November, following the David Stockman memorandum en­
titled "Avoiding a GOP Economic Dunkirk," the method to control government was 
to be "supply-side economics'!._a combination of non-defense spending reductions, 
tax cuts, control over the money supply arid deregulation all meant to stimulate the 
economy and lead to a balanced budget. It was an act of conservative political theory 
to find big government as the chief cause of a malfunctioning government. But since 
supply-side economics offered sometbing for everyone, (monetarists, deregulators, and 
supply-siders) there was a considerable disagreement about the priorities. Thus, by 
January the Reagan advisors made a strategic decision by designing an action-forcing 
mechanism. They made a commitment to force a program by announcing a target 
date of February 3, 1981, for the unveiling of the Reagan economic program, a date 
which eventually slipped to the 18th when President Reagan delivered his economic 
message before a joint session of Congress.27 . 

The Reagan economic program became the only game in town. Other Repub­
lican issues such as school prayer, crime and abortion were neglected to avoid the Carter 
mistake of sending Congress too much too soon and usually to the same overworked 
committees. But if the program was to be passed, it had to be done quickly to take 
advantage of the presidential honeymoon and before the opposition could coalesce. 
To co-opt the opposition Reagan, met with some 60 Senators and Congressmen, in 
the first three weeks of his Administration.28 

Reagan forged his domestic program primarily through executive orders and the 
budget process. On January 28, 1981, Executive Order 12287 removed federal con­
trols on oil production. On February 5, Reagan reported to the nation that he had 
already placed a freeze on hiring government replacements. But most importantly 
under 0MB Director David Stockman's guidance, the Reagan Administration em­
ployed the first budget recon~ation process to set binding budget figures, . a p_rocess 
which required both.authorizing and appropriations committees to make significant 
spending cuts. The resulting committee recommendations were compiled into a single 
bill, the Omnibus Reconciliation Bill. Thus each member of Congress was confronted 
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with the decision "Are you for him or against him?" during Reagan's presidential honey­
moon. Obviously Stockman and the Reagan team understood the budget process better 
than their congressional counterparts. 

The Appointment Process. Once it became clear that Reagan had the Republican 
nomination, Edwin Meese called in Pendleton James and asked him to begin planning 
to fill positions in the administration. Thereafter Reagan and his advisors paid very 
careful attention to the selection process and Reagan personally reviewed and agreed 
on every significant appointee.29 He has also met and posed for pictures with each 
of his sub-Cabinet officers. The system was designed for thoroughness, not speed; 
for loyalty, not expertise; and for appointees with hostility toward government pro­
grams, not issue advocates. According to Calvin MacKenzie the appointment process 
"ended up with an administration quite like the one it set out to build, an administra­
tion, that is, composed primarily of people who seemed to share the President's polit­
ical philosophy and to possess a commitment to its rapid implementation."J0 

While the President received high marks for his quick hitting economic package 
he also drew fire for his slow process of staffing the government.31 Clearance proce­
dures were part of the problem. They included FBI background checks, financial dis­
closures, and several layers of White House political and loyalty tests. Additionally, 
the Senate confirmation proceedings extended the process to an average of three months 
for many sub-Cabinet officials. Yet the outcome of this slow process in naming offi­
cials was strategically fortuitous from the standpoint of competing agendas and of 
getting an agreement on budget cuts. Cabinet officers did not have time to develop 
competing department agendas before the announcement of the President's program. 
Thus they did not have the opportunity to "go native" as early as in previous adminis­
tration. Furthermore, without the support from hand-picked assistant secretaries, Cabinet 
officers were ill-equipped to understand the full implications of Stockman's cutbacks.32 

Transition Team Employment. Transition teams33 were used in a new precedent­
setting fashion. The transition teams were not the primary source for appointments, 
but a system to reward campaigners and to gather information. They also were not 
the tool to percolate new agenda ideas, but a mechanism ultimately used to freeze 
developing agency programs. Finally, the teams served not as instruments to evaluate 
agency performance, but as devices to promote better government relations with in­
dustry and to confirm Reagan's pledge to free enterprise. 

The Administration solved an enduring problem faced by all winning presidents: 
what to do with those who were of service in the campaign but not deemed beneficial 
for positions in the administration. Reagan solved this by giving them a place on 

. various transition teams, encouraging them to gather information and to write reports. 
The control mechanism employed was a series of deadlines. Each team was to submit 
a "first look" report by November 24, followed by an interim report two weeks later 
and by December 22, their final work in the form of a final brief was to be completed. 
There was so much pressure to meet deadlines for written reports that the "substance 
amounted to little more than preconceived notions they came in with. The stuff could 
ha~e been copied verbatim out of the Heritage Foundation report," commented an 
assistant secretary from the Carter regime.34 . 
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The teams were not universally loved by the new Cabinet members. Caspar Wein­
berger, angered by the public posturing of members of the Defense Department team, 
sent that team packing after one meeting. This happened all over town. Secretary­
designate Haig dismissed his after 30 minutes. Secretary-designate Edwards summarily 
dismissed his as well. In a few instances, Cabinet members with limited Washington 
experience made good use of the transition teams departmental knowledge; however, 
most followed the pattern set by Haig and Weinberger.35 

A primary function of departmental teams according to Darrell Trent, director 
of the Office of Policy Coordination, was to "freeze developing programs that would 
not be in accord with Reagan priorities."36 For example, Edward Noble, head of the 
transition team studying the Synthetic Fuels Corporation, came to a very strong con­
clusion that "the fledgling organization was an ill-conceived affront to free enterprise 
and was embarked on a dubious mission."37 Although other examples can be given 
to support Trent's assertion, it may be an exaggeration to label it as an explicitly de­
signed function of the transition teams. Most transition teams produced reports which 
could serve as agendas for subsequent initiatives. But by allowing incoming Cabinet 
officers the flexibility to dismiss them, Reagan let them take the heat and protected 
his policy agenda. 

Free enterprise was definitely in accordance with Reagan priorities. For example, 
transition team chiefs Michael Halbouty (DOE), Ben Plymate (DOD), and Richard 
Lyng (DOA) were all recruited from the ranks of industry and were all hostile to 
the current agency programs. Their message was clear-in Washington, industry wasn't 
going to be the enemy anymore.38 . 

Perhaps the best recapitulation of the Reagan transition was provided by Dick 
Kirsch ten: 

Remember that "bloated and inefficient" Reagan transition in office? You know, 
the folks who kept extending their deadlines for announcing Cabinet and sub­
Cabinet appointments; the over-populated outfit that had to raise money pri­
vately because $2 million in federal funds wasn't enough to cover its bills. 

Those memories have quickly faded in the backwash of Von Reagan's Express­
the rapidly assembled economic package and promotional campaign unleashed 
just 30 days after the President took office. At the start of any Administration, 
the time is ripe for bold initiatives, but the Reagan forces have taken unprecedented 
advantage of the drama of the moment. They have riveted public attention on 
a single issue-the economy-and have presented their policy agenda while cit­
izen interest is at a peak.39 

Thus the transition effort predicted later success. The transition organization also prophe­
sied Reagan's scheme for using people in his Administration. The many teams and 
task forces he employed reflected his disposition to "due process governance." That 

. is, all his supporters and appointees were to have their say in an organized way, but 
Reagan alone would be free to make the final decision. 
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The Long Honeymoon: Of "Short Lists" and Luck 
The preceding section focused on the statutory transition period in which 

planning for Reagan's domestic program was the dominant concern. This section con­
cerns itself with the extension of that transition to include the important honeymoon 
period. Reagan was able to time the legislative adoption of his economic programs 
during the honeymoon period. Although luck was involved, his timing was no acci­
dent. Early planning allowed early action. Constant attention to a limited number 
of priorities conserved presidential power which improved Reagan's prospects of in­
fluence when he needed it most. Reagan's ability to deflect criticism, to dissipate heat, 
extended his honeymoon advantages. Finally, his budget victories led to expectations 
of additional victories. In terms of the model, the Reagan strategies for governance 
involved the shifting of the second (Studies & Planning) and fourth (Policy Adoption) 
components to the right and the third (External Response) to the left. Such a shift 
requires a management team dedicated to the success of the presidency. 

President Reagan extended his honeymoon period of opportunity from the usual 
six months to an unprecedented post-Roosevelt duration of almost fourteen months. 
By February 1982, Reagan's popularity had nose dived from a peak job approval rating 
of 68 % to 46 %. One major reason for this dive was quite simple- the numbers in 
his budget and revenue projections didn't add up in a complex economic environment. 
In retrospect , other factors may have been almost as significant. An agenda buildup 
in the second year to include voting rights, Urban Enterprise Zones, crime, clean air 
and social issues all promised different congressional alignments from his first year 
budget and tax reduction victories. Furthermore, the Administration wasted valuable 
political resources on a poorly conceived and managed endeavor entitled New Federalism. 

The demise of the Reagan honeymoon was forecast several months earlier when 
critics from the New Right charged that Reagan was straying from the campaign 
path .40 Following the departure of Richard Allen and political advisor Lyn Nofziger, 
the conservative grassroots leaders led by Richard Viguerie charged that the Adminis­
tration was being pushed toward the political center by the "Bush factions '~Chief 
of Staff Baker and his assistant, Richard Darman. Viguerie complained that the White 
House staff strategy was "to make Reagan into an Eisenhower instead of a Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt of the Right ."41 The problem of course was that to "Let Reagan 
Be Reagan" meant that the White House advisors would have tremendous obstacles 
in trying to steer Mr. Reagan toward conciliation with Congress on the FY 1983 
budget. The pragmatism and strategic governing concepts of the transition which 
allowed GOP "Gypsy Moths" and southern Democratic "Boll Weevils" to unite with 
the mainstream Republican delegations would be in a state of paralysis with uncom­
promising presidential rhetoric and unprecedented deficits. For the matter of academic 
record, the honeymoon officially ended on February 11 when GOP congressional leaders 
met in the White House and asked Reagan to give them the running room to develop 
budget alternatives. The helm controlling the agenda was being seized from the White 
House.42 

Looking back on the first few years of the Reagan Administration, four distinct, 
legislative periods can be identified. As illustrated in Figure 3, the period from the 
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Inaugural to the August reconciliation roundup represented Reagan's successful at­
tempt to "hit the ground running." The second period's rhetorical beginnings can 
be traced to the President's September 24 televised address to the nation advocating 
a firm, steady, economic course and pointing the way to carry his mandate into the 
second year. It has been labeled a "breather period" in that policy planning for the 
domestic agenda was to be the major activity. But since the President plays every "role" 
at once, there was little room to breathe with national strategic issues such as the 
AWACs sale and nuclear freeze movements demanding immediate attention. 

Preparation for and delivery of the 1982 State of the Union Address marked the 
beginning of the third period. The Address was intended to control the agenda and 
to uphold the mandate as his Inaugural did previously. As Chief of Staff James Baker 
explained: "This State of the Union address represents the fifth installment on the 
President's mandate. last year, he cut spending, he cut taxes, he cut regulations and 
he strengthened defense. The fifth thing he wanted to do was return power to the 
states."43 Thus New Federalism became identified as part of the Reagan mandate, but 
also became hostage to the FY 1983 budget paralysis and consequently received virtu­
ally no congressional attention. 

The June 10, 1982 budget resolution marked the beginning of the fourth period. 
By squeezing the deficit below $100 billion and maintaining party discipline, the Repub­
lican alternative to the Reagan FY 1983 budget eked out a 220-207 victory. This also 
marked the beginning of the appropriation squeeze and the midterm recess rush. This 
period was filled with election year maneuvering. Social issues such as abortion and 
school prayer were finding their way into the congested agenda in the unlikely form 
of amendments to a debt limit resolution. On September 10, the Senate smacked Presi­
dent Reagan with his first veto override on the "budget buster bill." Of the eleven 
Republican senators up for reelection, seven voted against Reagan and two abstained. 
Finally, in an attempt to control the political damage and to affix deficit irresponsi­
bility squarely on the Democratic controlled House, President Reagan drummed up 
support for a Balanced Budget Constitutional Amendment. Throughout this period, 
President Reagan demonstrated an ideological consistency during the 1982 congres­
sional campaigns in an attempt to get Americans to "stay the course." In summary 
the first two year life cycle of the Reagan Presidency had an extended window of 
opportunity which rapidly diminished after the 1982 State of the Union Message and 
a window of vulnerability which foreclosed any possibility of the adoption of a second 
year domestic agenda. 

Period One: The First Four Installments. Soon after the election, Communications 
Director David Gergen assembled a thick volume entitled "The First 100 Days" which 
drew three conclusions. "One, the first 100 days is the time during which the Presi­
dent establishes his Presidential persona. Two, the general character of the Administra­
tion is established and lasts at least the first term. And three, the President is vulner­
able to making a big mistake." With these conclusions at hand both Wirthlin and 
Gergen advised President Reagan, "to keep a simple focus and go strong on the economy. 
Don't come up with other mischiefs."44 

Similar advice was given by Arnold Meltsner, In order to govern in the 1980s, 

Meltsner advised a president to: develop a sho~t list-three or four objectives he wants 
to accomplish; focus the White House staff on these objectives; consult extensively 
with congressional leaders, interest group representatives and bureaucratic experts to 
help adopt and implement these objectives; and shape public expectations by being 
rhetorically consistent and by blaming failures on inherited conditions. This blueprint 
was adopted by the Reagan Administration. 45 

The economy became the first, second, and third objective and Reagan staked 
his reputation on it. By choosing the economy, he added simplicity to both polict 
making and the policy process. All social and domestic issues were discussed not m 
terms of need, equity, or values, but in budget recommendations-how much can 
be cut back without causing an uproar. According to Hugh Hecla, "Defined in this 
way the program of the Reagan Administration possessed several substantial advan­
tages for creating unified political management. Much ofit was budget oriented, thereby 
tying programmatic actions to the one powerful, action-forcing process that exists 

on a government-wide basis."46 

Adding to the concept of a short list and policy and process simplification was 
the development of Reagan's legislative strategy_ team, a group charged with "working 
the Hill." Legislative strategy meetings were held almost daily during the fust year 
in James Baker's office to marshal presidential resources for negotiating with Con­
gress. Attendance at those meetings included Baker, Ed~n Mees~ ~d Michae~ Deav~r; 
Richard Darman, the group's coordinator; Ken Duberstem, the liasion to Capitol Hill; 
Craig Fuller, the liaison to the Cabinet and budget director David Stockman and Treasury 
Secretary Donald Regan. In spite of being enmeshed in day-to-day tactics, they main­
tained two clear priorities. First, keep contentious social issues on the back burner 
and second, base all discussions of the domestic agenda on the premise that spending 
cuts were needed to bring about economic recovery.47 

, 

Chief of Staff Baker and others felt that Reagan should muster his energies around 
the major economic issues that demanded his close attention, rather than being div~rted 
in several policy congested areas and "mischiefs." New Right causes were to be ~voided. 
As Baker observed, "There are some issues that are political losers. Abortion cuts 
both ways hard. If you come down one way or the other, you lose some people. Most 
of the social issues are polarizing. No President can govern effectively who can't build 
consensus."48 In short, consensus was to be achieved by focusing on the economy alone. 

When El Salvador began to demand more attention than the 1981 economic plan, 
luck intervened. The assassination attempt did a lot to endear the President to the 
people and thus extend his honeymoon. Widespread sympathy a~d ad~iration for 
the courage, calmness and humor of the wounded President made it pohtic~y more 
difficult for Democrats to obstruct the economic program. Additionally, aside from 
some rough moments by Secretary of State Alexander Haig, the daily rout~ne of the 
Executive Office continued as usual. The White House organization was bemg tested 
not by Congress and the bureaucracy, where experience gained means ~attle scars r:­
ceived, but by the President hospitalized just five blocks from the White House. Fi­
nally, it was no accident that President Reagan's first major public appearance after 



his hospitalization was a speech on the economy before a joint session of Congress. 
The hero who "forgot to duck" went to the rescue of Reaganomics.49 

Period Two: The Extension of the Honeymoon. The extensive planning before and 
after the November election, the employment of Meltsner's "short list;' White House 
organization and luck all contributed to President Reagan's successful honeymoon. 
But most honeymoons ep.d quickly and usually as a result of a blunder, which Reagan 
managed to avoid. His effectiveness can be explained by the three factors discussed 
below: publicized political pressure, the willingness to market legislative victories and 
the ability to dissipate heat generated from mistakes. 

The function of "Communicator-in-Chief' has seen an unprecedented develop­
ment in the Reagan presidency. Television has become a major organizing tool for 
the presidency. Every presidential effort must be planned around opportunities for 
TV coverage to assure a constant flow of positive visuals from the White House. As 
Steven Weisman concluded: "It is no longer enough for a President to have a vision 
of national purpose; he must be willing to spend most of his time selling it:•so 

As the archtypical modern grassroots president, Reagan's political success was 
built upon polling techniques. In essence polls provided Reagan with the script of 
what the people wanted to hear and the President then mobilized them through tele­
vision appearances. Since modern technology is also available to special interest groups, 
it was not uncommon for a Congressman to receive 75 to 100 calls from businessmen 
of his district within 24 hours after a Presidential television appeal for support. 

Commenting on the limited attention span of the electorate, Walter Lippmann 
observed: "The public will arrive in the middle of the third act and will leave before 
the last curtain, having stayed just long enough perhaps to decide who is the hero 
and who the villain of the piece."51 If the public arrives in the third act the president 
must have arrived during the end of the second. Rarely do presidents shape their own 
political context or environment. Thus, for a president to be effective within the con­
fines of Lippmann's play, he must point to a consistent if not repetitious direction 
to ensure audience retention, must portray optimisim to be identified as the hero who 
will restore public confidence and must explain why previous conditions or acts are 
the cause for existing problems. This has been the formula of Reagan's successful pub­
licized political pressure. Without question, he has been rhetorically consistent 
throughout his 20 years as a political figure. Reagan's optimism is legendary. 

Whatever the rhetoric, without accomplishment Washington would begin to 
resist Presidential initiatives. The signing of the Reconciliation Bill in August, 1981, 
represented the Administration's first major accomplishment and signalled a major 
change in policy direction. But just as important, Reagan was able to pile success 
upon success, thereby extending his honeymoon with Congress and the press. Fol­
lowing on the heels of the budget and tax cut victories, key votes were won on AWACs 
as well as military assistance, the B-1 and MX appropriations. After the AWACs vic­
tory, the President seemed invincible and his press office was eagerly marketing that 
image. In tribute Time magazine called him the "Great Persuader." The theme, "Reagan 
Does It Again!" became headline news in all media markets. Consequently, Reagan 
protected his public prestige thus guarding his prospective leeway in government. 
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President Reagan has been such a master at dissipating heat, at putting distance 
between himself and the mistakes and controversies of his Administration, that he 
has been called the "Teflon President."52 Such alchemy reflects an ~ggeration of his 
failures and an underestimation of his effectiveness. President Reagan can walk away 
from mistakes and never look back, because he can delegate authority and can conduct 
tactical retreats. 

Like President Eisenhower, Reag~n was willing to make broad delegations after 
enunciating general guidelines.53 By avoiding details and specifics, any identification 
of controversial issues went to department heads not the President. Thus the President 
was free to make mid-course corrections if necessary. A striking example of this was 
offered by a White House official in late 1981: -

The President feels that he ought not to be answering questions about the B-1 
bomber or anything else that specific. His job is to announce broad policy. Let 
Cap Weinberger take the heat on the B-1 or let Ted Bell take the heat for cuts 
in school aid. We believe in the delegation of authority. 54 

This lightning-rod effect of delegation, which allows subordinates to take responsi­
bility of unpopular administrative decisions, extended Reagan's public support and 
reinforced his scheme of _Cabinet government. 

If the situation precluded Cabinet member responsibility for errors, Reagan knew 
how to conduct a tactical retreat. The most egregious mistake of his new Administra­
tion was the proposed cutbacks in Social Security. On May 19, 1981, the Republican 
Senate rejected the proposal by a vote of 96-0. In an act of damage control the Presi­
dent acknowledged "that members of Congress on both sides of the aisle have alterna­
tive answers" and sent Secretary Schweicker to meet with congressional leaders to 
launch a bipartisan effort. The President explained to the nation in a televised address 
that he had appointed a bipartisan commission to study the needs of the Social Secu­
rity system. The deadline for the commission to report was after the 1982 congres­
sional elections, a proven tactic in retreats.55 Reagan's final episode in Social Security 
occurred in July, 1984. During a nationally televised news conference, the President 
proposed that Social Security recipients be guaranteed a cost-of-living increase even 
though the wage-earner price index was below 3%. But moreover, the Reagan Ad­
ministration then claimed a "savings" of more than $3 billion because its fiscal year 
budget had assumed a 4. 7% cost-of-living increase!56 

If a president can point the country in a direction and convince the electorate 
that it is the right one, if he can display optimism, decisiveness and grace under pres­
sure, and if he can get reasonably competent people to figure out the details and take 
the heat if necessary, then there is a good possibility that a president can build on 
victories and extend his honeymoon. The Reagan margin prevailed until February, 
1982. The failure of the fifth installment was due in part to the high risks of economic 
promises, a poor choice of domestic programs, improper planning, and an overwhelmed 
agenda. 

Period Three: The Honeymoon Ends. As the numbers were being calculated in 1982, 
the enthusiasm for supply-side economics waned. Of the five key economic indicators 
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listed in Table 1 only the inflation rate was a major success story dropping to 3.9% 
from 12.4 % during the last year of the Carter Administration. Production and growth 
were down, while unemployment and deficits skyrocketed to unprecedented levels. 

. Supply-side economics was a high risk strategy whose premises could be checked by 
monthly indicators aired on the network news. As talk of another depression circu­
lated, the President's popularity plummeted. By March 1982, more people disapproved 
of how President Reagan was doing his job than approved. 

The performance of the economy was an important, though not a decisive factor 
in ending in the Reagan honeymoon. Policy did have to change to confront the eco­
nomic realities of the growing deficit and unemployment in 1982. Strategic manage­
ment was imperative. Such management meant that the Reagan presidency consciously 
maneuvered to meet its opponents under favorable conditions while maintaining the 
appearance of the consistent theme-retrench government to revive the economy. h­
tion on the FY 1983 budget and the highway jobs bill during the lame duck session 
of Congress followed this typical script: · 

TABLE 1 

Economic and Public Opinion Indicators 

Consumer Approvav 
Price Federal• Capacity' Disapproval• 

Unemployment ' GNP' Index Deficit Utilization Rating 
1980 7.1 1,474.0 12.4 59.6 79.1 
1981 7.6 1,502.6 8.9 57.9 78.5 

Jan 7.5 0.8 51113 
Feb 7.4 1.0 55/18 
Mar 7.3 1,507.8 0.7 79.9 60/24 
Apr 7.2 0.6 67/19 
May 7.5 0.8 68/21 
Jun 7.4 1,502.2 0.9 79.8 59/29 
Jul 7.2 1. 1 60/29 
Aug 7.4 0.8 60/29 
Sep 7.6 1,510.4 1.0 79.3 52/37 
Oct 8.0 0.2 56/35 
Nov 8.3 0.3 54/37 
Dec 8.6 1,490.1 0.3 74.8 49/41 

1982 9.7 1,475.5 3.9 110.6 69.8 
Jan 8.6 0.4 49/40 
Feb 8.8 0.3 47/43 
Mar 9.0 1,470.7 -0.1 71.6 46/45 
Apr 9.3 0.4 45/46 
May 9.4 1.0 45/44 
Jun 9.5 1,478.4 1.2 70.3 45/45 
Jul 9.8 0.6 42/46 
Aug 9.9 0.2 41/49 
Sep 10.2 1,481 .1 0.2 69.7 42/46 
Oct 10.5 0.3 42/48 
Nov 10.7 -0.2 43/47 
Dec 10.8 1,471 .7 -0.4 67.6 41/50 

NOTES: 1 All civilian workers 
2 Billions of 1972 dollars 
3 Based on unadjusted indexes, both yearly change and changes from preceding month 
4 In billions of current dollars 
5 Percent quarterly data, seasonally adjusted 
8 Gallop polls 

Source: Economic Repon of the President, February 1983 
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1. The President would enunciate a simple conservative principle such as "stay 
the course." 
2. Reports would be issued that the President was resisting counterpressure with 
great stubbornness. 
3. Toal balloons such as "revenue enhancement" would signal compromise but 
always in a tentative manner and never attributed to the President. 
4. A compromise would be eventually worked out by the staff and Republican 
Senate without the President himself appearing to engage in any political bargaining. 
5. The White House would claim another victory and revert to its familiar anti­
tax and budget cutting themes.57 

Thus, the White House in 1982 made economic policy reversals without ever explicitly 
denying the merits of its original program. Presidential success and rhetorical con­
sistency were valued more highly than any school of economic theory. 

Reagan's effectiveness as a communicator and the efforts of his staff to make the 
Reagan presidency a successful one mitigated some of the unfavorable effects of the 
economic news. Opportunity existed for Reagan to push forward a domestic agenda 
in early 1982 before the appropriation squeeze and congressional recess for the November 
elections. He was unable to do so because of a poor choice of policy proposals, im­
proper political ground work and a congested agenda. 

In his January, 1982 State of the Union Address, President Reagan unveiled his 
New Federalism proposal which involved the federal government assuming full respon­
sibility for medicare and the states taking over Aid for Dependent Children and Food 
Stamps. It also provided for block grants to the states in lieu of several grants-in-aid 
programs. Thus, new Federalism was a means to achieve budget reductions as well 
as to reduce federal government interference. It also posed a host of new questions 
about federal-state relationships. "' 

The injection of federalism onto the 1982 political agenda presented a number 
of problems for the President. First, although opinion poll data indicated strong sup­
port for the idea of shifting cumbersome programs to the states, few respondents un­
derstood the term "federalism" or knew what President Reagan's position on feder­
alism was. ss Thus, unless a massive education program was launched to build grassroots 
support, and at the expense of the FY 1983 budget, the popular pressure necessary 
to obtain acquiescence from Congress and state and local officials would be missing. 
Second, unlike the first year budget plans, New Federalism meant a major effort in 
intergovernmental relations, a task beyond the capacity of the White House Inter­
governmental Affairs Office. 59 Consequently the Big Seven public interest groups which 
represent state and local interests were largely by-passed by the Administration during 
the initial formulation of New Federalism. In fact it was not until September 30, 
i982, after the Administration's proposals had floundered that the President met with 
representatives of these groups.6° Finally, with budget deficits soaring, 0MB Director 
David Stockman seized New Federalism as a means to achieve budget reductions. The 
face of the issue was being perceived by Congress and local officials as a method to 
pass on .the deficits to the states and not as a method to transfer authority. Congress 



was able to criticize the Administration's every move without fear of losing public 
support, because the people neither understood nor cared about the outcome.61 

The 1982 State of the Union Address contained other domestic agenda items 
as noted in Table 2. Of particular note were the Urban Enterprise 2.ones, Voting Rights 
and the Clean Air Act. All three of these issues involved different congressional coali­
tions and thereby diffused White House efforts. Only one, Voting Rights, passed 
through Congress and that was not a Reagan victory. After seeking to weaken key 
enforcement provisions of the Voting Rights Act, Reagan reluctantly signed the legis­
lation following Democratic Party charges of insensitivity. 

Unlike the transition period before the Inaugural address, the "breather" period 
before the State of the Union Address did not allow sufficient time to plan in detail 
and choose priorities wisely. The hopes and euphoria of the first year victories did 
not automatically carry over to the second year agenda. Most of the Administration's 
domestic proposals were never put into legislation. Those pursued became stalled by 
the FY 1983 budget process and had little grassroots support. 

Reagan Cabinet Government: Collegialty and Co-optation 
· To be effective a president needs advice and a decision-making mechanism 

to exploit his honeymoon advantages. Early in a transition adhocracy triumphs. If 
continued, confusing signals, miscues, and bickering would proliferate and tarnish 
the president's reputation. In the United States, Cabinet government has not been 
the solution but neither has it been an illusion. Under the Reagan Administration 

TABLE 2 
The Second Year Domestic Agenda From the State of the Union Address 

Issue 

1. Dismantle Department ol Energy 

2. Dismantle Department ol Education 

3. New Federalism 

4 . Urban Enterprise Zones 

5. Crime Legislation 

6. Clean Air Ad Reauthorization 

7. Voting Rights Extension 

8. Economic Policy-Stay the Course 

Outcome 

- Approved by Cabinet Council 12/15181 
No Action by Congress 

- Approved by Cabinet Council 11/13/81 
No Action by Congress 

- No Legislative Proposal Transmitted to Congress 

- Approved by Cabinet Council 12/22/81 
- Presidential Message 3/23/82 
- Deadlocked in Committee 

- Cleared Congress 12/20/82 
- Vetoed 1/14/83 

- Approved by Senate Environment and Public 
Works Committee 8/19/82 

- Deadlocked in House Energy and Commerce 
Committee 

- Cleared Congress 6/23/82 
- Signed by President 

...:. Reagan Budget FY 83 rejected; Budget 
Resolution passed 6/23/82 

- Reconciliation Bill PL 97-253 cut spending by 
13.3 billion 

- Tax Increase Bill PL 97-248 raised taxes $98.3 
billion over 3 years 

Source: Congressional Ouanerty Almanac. 1982 and Chester A. Newland. "The Reagan Presidency: Limitec 
Government and Political Administration; Public Administration Review (January/Februa,y 1983) pp. 1-21 . 

it has provided strong surrogates to take the heat while simultaneously has had high 
payoffs in promoting consonance between policy implementation and Reagan's con­
servative philosophy. Reagan's commitment to rapid implementation of his political 
philosophy was first recognized during his thorough appointment process. Increas­
ingly, Cabinet relations has become politics of implementation writ large. Implemen-

- tation, the last component of the extended transition framework has often been over­
looked by previous administrations. Yet in the current Administration, when Reagan 
issues an order no one seems to ask, "Is anybody listening"?62 

Cabinet officers and Administration officials when speaking behind the anonymity 
of "not for attribution" readily acknowledge that many of the Reagan decisions, like 
those of this predecessors, are made in private consultation of trusted advisors . and 
not in the Chairman of the Board style before his Cabinet. The Cabinet is a communi­
cation not a decision-making device. It carries information to and from the President 
and is useful for maintaining espirit de corps and unity.63 

The fabric and administrative machinery of Rtagan's Cabinet government rested 
on the premise that no man could rule alone. At the same time no purpose could 
be fulfilled by forcing busy Cabinet secretaries to waste time in meetings on issues 
which were tangential to their department concerns. From this perspective. Presiden­
tial Counsellor Edwin Meese divided the Cabinet initially into five and later seven 
councils in order to sort out and refine issues that involved multiple departments without 
wasting the time of disinterested department heads.64 The second dominant concern 
was the operational ability of President Reagan to translate policies and themes as 
defined by his mandate into actions without havi~g the bickering and tensions be­
tween "loyal" White House staff and "native" department officials. 

The process itself entailed Cabinet secretariats for each of the councils and working 
groups of assistant secretaries convened on an ad hoc basis to address a speci£c issue. 
Once the working group developed a report, the secretariat distributed :hat report 
along with an agenda in advance of each council meeting. The meetings themselves 
were usually attended by Cabinet members and senior White House assistants. Reagan 
sat in on about one-half of these meetings. · 

Such meetings were essentially planned and rehearsed encounters between the 
President and his Cabinet. Normally the Cabinet officers debated their point of view 
before Reagan, who then went off to consider his decision. Seldom did a Cabinet 
officer discuss issues one-on-one with Reagan outside the Cabinet council system. 
Instead, the President insisted on a point of view from each Cabinet member during 
a Cabinet council meeting.65 Thus Cabinet government was a flexible, policy advising 
network far the President and not necessarily a vehicle to serve the individual Cabinet 

member. 
Although proponents of Reagan Cabinet government have maintained that all 

issues come up through the Cabinet council system while the legislative strategy t~am 
handles how to sell, market and get adoption, this is surely for public consumption. 
Both Sotial Security and New Federalism proposals were developed by ad hoc groups 
and not through the three tiers of the Cabinet council structure. ~6 Obviously _s~ch 
issues decided outside the framework of the Cabinet denied the White House political 



advice on the probable reaction from Congress and the public. But since most fun­
damental Reagan initiatives - priority shifting budget bills, income tax reduction, 
deregulation and defense policy-were decided and planned by the transition organi­
zation, one should expect similar budget high priority issues to be communicated 
to the Cabinet not decided and developed by the Cabinet. 

The implications that follow from Reagan's Cabinet government are a better in­
tegrated effort betw~en department and White House staffs, and increased prestige 
for Cabinet officials. Quantitative evidence generated by John Kessel indicated that 
White House involvement with the seven Cabinet councils has broadened communi­
cations among the President's staff. The high participation rate of Cabinet and White 
House officials in a multiple advocacy format in which issues are sorted, sifted and 
then resolved means that decisions become more legitimate. 67 "There is some real 
advising that goes on from those who implement the decisions, particularly on issues 
where the President may not previously have focused:'68 The process also serves as 
an "action-forcing event:' in that it can cause departments to reconcile or moderate 
their disagreements, knowing that continued disagreements will go to the President 
for resolution. 

By keeping Cabinet officers and agency heads in a collegial process close to the 
President, the Reagan Cabinet system inhibits what many presidents have complained 
about-what one might call the iron law of departmental capture in which presiden­
tial appointees "go native" by becoming part of the department instead of the presi­
dent's emmissary to it. But ensuring that the Cabinet officer operates with a presiden­
tial perspective in daily implementation decisions assumes that the officer has a clear 
conception of what is in the president's interest. Thus the President must articulate 
consistent and clear goals, reaffirm political themes and bold bis appointees account­
able to them. By being the great communicator to his appointees through the Cabinet 
system, Ronald Reagan allows bis Cabinet officers to be great communicators to the 
bureaucracy. By keeping them closer, Reagan serves his needs as well as those of his 
department beads. That is be serves bis needs by providing a process for his White 
House staffers to proselytize the Cabinet and to monitor implementation. 69 

But the Cabinet council system also serves the needs of the Cabinet officers too. 
They need to be seen coming and going from the White House, to appear to have 
the ear of the President. Such appearances are important in Washington, because they 
confer legitimacy. That is, they promote the Cabinet officer to his department, to 
the Congress and the public at large. Appearances thereby give Cabinet officers credi­
bility and respect, both of which they desparately need to carry out their far-flung 
responsibilities. 

Drawbacks exist to the Reagan Cabinet system. The Cabinet council system, 
especially the first two tiers, removes the President further away from the raw materials 
of decision. By not being involved closely with the flow of policy debate in the early 
stages, the President risks not being informed on the issues and controversies within 
bis Administration. On the other side of the spectrum, by giving Cabinet members 
greater responsibility and visibility, the White House may have difficulty in control­
ling headstrong Cabinet otficials. If White House staffers lack political clout to cbal-
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' · lenge ideologically-charged Cabinet members and their aides, embarrassment to the 
administration may follow. 70 • · 

Thus the cabinet council system extended the transition by insuring more orderly 
implementation and a more coherent understanding by the Cabinet ~f the President's 
preferences. Collegial government became the answer for the Reagan Administration. 
In such a government, all have a chance to present their views; all become part of 
the process and are therefore co-opted. Structure and process have become policy. 

Speculations on Future Extended Transitions 
Domestic policy success demands that presidents move quickly in their first 

few months in office. To give it all you can in the first year requires a carefully planned 
transition. Thus great benefits will be given to that candidate who secures his party's 
nomination early in the Spring. A close race for the nomination followed by a tough 
general election simply puts additional constraints of time and resources on the ex­
tended transition process, a process already incompatible with the cycles of declining 
influence and increasing effectiveness. Consequently, that action-forcing mechanism, 
the Inaugural Address, may signal a call for planning and not action. Based on the 
extended transition thesis, calls for planning can destroy opportunities· for action. 

As a case study, the Reagan extended transition provides four strategic impera-
tives for future presidents, regardless of party affiliation. 

1. Concentrate on being effective immediately following January 20. 
2. Make it your honeymoon, not one for outsiders. This means presidents must 
key on a few issues. 
3. Extend your honeymoon by shaping public expectations, by marketing your 
legislative victories and by deflecting political heat. But guard against arrogance 
and ill-conceived programs. 
4. Consider Cabinet relations as the politics of implementation writ large. 

While presidential style, ideology, election returns, political skills and political envi­
ronment will vary among future presidents, to a large degree a President's political 
reputation among Washingtonians and the public at large will be based on his early 
choices and actions. 

The goal for any new administration is to extend the window of opportunity 
for new policies and programs. The recurrent dilemmas faced by all new administra­
tions in achieving this goal are a combination of inexperience and arrogance within 
the White House, and excessive public expectations and claims on the president's agenda. 
Thus, if a new administration wants to exploit, not forclose, its honeymoon, it must 
plan and operate as a team early, must develop strategies to clear the congested cam~ 
paign agenda and must focus on one or at most two issue clusters. Early legislative 
victories can extend opportunities, assuming the absence of egregious mistakes or un­
favorable and uncontrollable events in the international system. But legislative victo­
ries alone do not guarantee follow-through by the bureaucracy, nor allevi_ate the ~eed 
to manage external criticism from political opponents and supporters alike. Cabmet 
organization is needed to achieve those ends. 
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We should expect future presidents to begin programmatic planning prior to 
their election, to attempt to control the agenda by forcing action on a limited number 
of priorities, to freeze other agenda items for as long as possible and to take renewed 
interest in the appointment process as an insurance policy for effective implementa­
tion. By selecting a limited number of issues, a future president can define the terms 
in which his public will initially judge him. Selectivity will reduce the occasions when 
he goes on record with specific proposals which are likely to be refuted by events 
beyond his control. Selectivity requires detailed programmatic planning and coalition 
building along with damage control contingencies in the event of failure. Selectivity 
assumes that a president can deflect hot political issues which upset his sense of timing. 
Finally, selectivity cannot last. If successful, expectations will rise and supporters and 
other institutions will press for action based on their claims of the president. 

· Greater reliance on strategic planning by the transition organization, an ad hoc 
affair by definition, means a lesser role for Cabinet advice at the start of any adminis­
tration. Cabinet government will be increasingly seen as a mechanism to insure a coor­
dinated and ideologically consistent effort in implementation. 

As to Cabinet councils, one must conclude that institutionalization of struct~re 
is impossible to ask of presidents. Their personalities, styles, aspirations, and staffs 
differ too much. Furthermore, the problems modem presidents must face and the 
demands placed upon them are too slippery to expect consistency in structure. How­
ever, the diversity of these problems and demands, when combined with the inconsis­
tent nature of public expectations for the modern presidency, seem to assure that presi­
dential dependence on the Cabinet will persist. "There is;' as Gordon Hoxie observed, 
"need both for strong White House staffing, with experienced senior aides, and a 
revitalized Cabinet which can be the crux of the Presidency."71 As Aaron Wildavsky 
so accurately predicted in 1976: 

The Cabinet will undergo a visible revival because Presidents will trade a little 
power for a lot of protection. The more prominent a President's Cabinet, the 
less of a target he becomes. When Presidents wanted to keep the credit, they 
kept their Cabinets quiet; but they will welcome Cabinet notoriety now that 
they want to spread the blame. 72 

• The views contained herrin do nor necessarily represenc chose of che Uniced Scares Milirary Academy, che Depart· 
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''A Conversation-Interview on The American 
Presidency'' with Louis W. Koenig 

Conducted by Associate Editor 
THOMAS E. CRONIN 

Interviewer's Note 
Professor Louis W. Koenig retired in June 1986 from New York University 

where he had taught for thirty-six years. After earning his A.B. from Bard College 
and his Ph.D. from Columbia University Koenig worked during the war years in 
the Executive Office of the President. He later taught at Bard before joining NYU. 
Author and editor of several major books, students of the presidency are especially 
familiar with his classic text, The Chief Executive. He has served as a member of the 
Editorial Board of Presidential Studies Quarterly since its founding and since 1978 as 
Chairman. A mentor for scores of students of the presidency the Quarterly honors 
him with this conversation/interview on the occasion of his retirement and wishes 
him well in his future research projects and his Visiting Distinguished Professorship 
at Long Island University. This interview was conducted at Professor Koenig's office 
at N .Y.U. in late February, 1986. Interestingly, his L.I.U. office will be in Hoxie Hall, 
named for this Quarterly's founder. 

Question: Can you talk about some of the early influences that shaped your interest 
in the American presidency? 

Koenig: A major influence was my going to Bard College. The College went through 
a number of exciting changes and there were a lot of seminars and specialized tutorials. 
There was a spirit of educational innovation th~re that paralleled the New Deal spirit 
and atmosphere. · . 

Franklin Roosevelt was from nearby Hyde Park, and I had the opponumty to 
see him on several occasions, for example, right after he was elected in 1933, he passed 
through Poughkeepsie. I was with my father, as I recall, and I shook Roosevelt's hand 
and wished him good luck. Later, while in College, I saw him again. 

My family was a Republican family. And I went to Bard College with a Repub­
lican frame of mind. But that changed. It was probably a combination of the Depres­
sion and the severe poverty as well as some of our faculty and their views and the 
vivid impression and ties of FDR to our region-all these deeply affected me. These 
plus the innovative and experimental climate at Bard College all helped to change me. 

One other thought about FDR. My family knew the head caretaker~ at the 
Roosevelt home in Hyde Park. And while I was in high school I sometunes drove 
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Filling the White House's 'Empty Nest' 
Carter Ex-Aide Wants a Secretariat to Greet Incoming President 

By Judith Havemann 
Washington Pait Stal! Writer 

When Stuart E. Eizenstat walked 
into the White House with newly 
elected President Jirnmf Carter in 
1977, he found it denuded: no sec­
retaries, no files, no civil servants 
and no institutional memory °of what 
had gone before. 

"No corporate CEO would toler­
ate it," he said. "Issues tend to be 
repetitive," and no business exec­
utive would want every one of his 
top-level managers to be green and 
all records to be awaiting catalogu­
ing for the next presidential library. 

In a discussion of presidential 
transition issues conducted yester­
day by The Center for Excellence in 
Government, Eizenstat called for a 
White House secretariat. · 

His proposed secretariat would 
include perhaps 10 longtime civil 

· servants who would have respon­
sibility for an archival record sys• 
tern, who would be part of the loop 
of memos to the president and who 
would lay out precedents before a 
president made major decisions. 

The last two presidents, Eizen­
stat noted, had to deal with Iran and 
they made similar mistakes. "Issues 
are very much alike from one pres­
ident to the next.• 

According to Eizenstat, who 
worked in the White House as Car­
ter's domestic policy adviser, it · 
took a leap of faith to accept the 
idea. It began, Eizenstat said, as he 
talked to the secretary to then-Brit­
ish prime minister James Callaghan 
and found he had held the same post 
under Edward Heath. 

Callaghan's secretary said that 
his job was to keep the current 
prime minister away from the po­
litical and policy land mines other 
prime ministers had already 
stepped on, Eizenstat said. 

Although Eizenstat remains 
strongly committed to his idea, it 
has failed to catch on at Capitol Hill, 
which would have to approve it. But 
the secretariat is only one manage­
ment improvement that could be 
usefully handed to the incoming 
president, he said. 

The nonprofit center is writing a 
"Prune Book"-descriptions of the 
government's top 130 jobs and the 

QUESTIONS FOR GOVERNANCE 

Excerpts from a questionnaire fer 1988 presidential candidatu 
prepared by The Center for Excellenre in Government: 
■ Public opinion polls indicate that the public is looking for compe­
tent performance rather than flashy policy initiatives from their gov­
ernment officials. What do you think this means? How would it affect 
your administration if you win? 
■ Recent studies have found that political appointees to high-level 
federal positions serve for very short periods (an average of about 2 
years), are quite young, and seldom have extensive experience in 
managing large organizations .... If elected, you will have to make 
over 3,000 appointments. How will you find the talent to fill these 
positions .. . ? 
■ Transitions between presidents-even of the same party-tra­
ditionally have been chaotic, frenzied, and a short 10 weeks. It is an 
anxious time as well for career civil servants, sometimes prolonged 
by misunderstanding and distrust on all sides. Do you regard this as 
an inevitable part of our system . . . . What changes would you 
make? 
■ Government, in general, and specific federal agencies of all kinda 
have been under siege for some time; yet these agencies are expect­
ed to perform critical functions or deliver important services. If you 
become president, what are the most important steps you will take 
so that you can leave these agencies at the end of your term better 
off than you found them? 

qualifications necessary to hold 
them-and "we hope that this will 
have an influence on who is ap­
pointed," said center Chairman Wil• 
liam A. Morrill. 

The name is a takeoff on the 
"Plum Book"-the list of top polit­
ical jobs available at the beginning 
of each administration. • A prune is 
a plum with experience," said John 
H. Trattner, author of the forth­
coming volume. 

In an effort to draw attention to 
the importance of governing, the 
center, one of many organizations 
hoping to play a role in framing how 
the next presidential transition is 
conducted, expects to put a list of 
questions to the 1988 candidates in 
the coming months. 

Eizenstat said he thought it sig­
nificant that none of the ~dential 
candidates is running anti­
Washington, antigovernment cam­
paigns. "If it were politically pop­
ular, at least a couple of them would 
be doing it," he said. 

Yesterday's discussion partici­
pants agreed that candidates' man­
agement qualifications are tough to 

judge in advance. Eizenstat said 
that Herbert Hoover went to the 
presidency with a strong business • 
and management record, and 
Franklin D. Roosevelt's presidency 
was characterized by overlapping 
responsibilities and duplicative as­
signments, yet Roosevelt is judged 
as by far the more successful pres­
ident. 

"We are not electing a chief man­
ager," said Eizenstat, "we're elect­
ing a leader who will choose com­
petent people, reward them for 
good performance, and use the bu­
reaucracy as an important corpor• 
ate resource." 

"Obviously, it is difficult to mo­
tivate and cbeerlead when you' re 
cutting back," said Alan K. (Scotty) 
Campbell, former director of the 
Offjce of Per90llllel Management, 
"but the business world is going 
through that very same thing. and 
they spend a Jot of time thinking 
about motivatmg thoee who stay to 
work very hard and and maintain 
the system. 

"The signals have to come oat al 
the White House." 
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The Day After Election Day 
Harvard Project Aims at Easing -the Ttmzsition Between Presidencies 

By Gwen Ifill 
W;1~hlllMtOII Pn,1 St:irr Wr iter 

The fie ld of candidates remains 
unsettled, and the men who would 
be president are too busy jockeying 
among themselves to pay attention 
but, in one quarte·r at least, serious 
planning" has begun for the post­
Reagan presidential transition. 

Reasoning that an early start is 
the best way to avoid confusion lat­
er, a group of former government 
officials based at Harvard Univer­
sity's John F. Kennedy School of 
Government has devised a solution 
to "the quiet crisis of public ser­
vice." 

Members of Harvard's Pub­
lic/Private Careers Project said yes­
terday that Congress should ap­
prove higher executive salaries as a 
lure for government professionals 
and increase · by one-third the $2 
million budget alloted for transition 
activities, Transition teams, they 
said, should engage in more inten­
sive apolitical recruiting to fill 
top spots in an incoming adminis­
tration. 

The best way to attract qualified 
· and competent individuals to public 
service, project chief Carl M. 
Brauer said, is to employ a favorite 
private-sector tactic-head hunt­
ing. 

"Head hunting has become_ an 
accepted practice in the private sec­
tor," said Henry H. Fowler, a mem­
ber of the committee and a former 
secretary of the Treasury. "I don't 
see why the federal government 
should be barred" from using the 
same methods. 

I3ut the most important ele­
ments, Brauer is convinced, are 
timing and money. 

"You can't get people appointed 
ahead of time, but at least you can 
find out if they're interested," he 
said. 

Of those interested, Brauer not­
ed . that in the past only 20 peFCent 
of new offifials ·recei~ed orientation 
training. Pilso, he said, one-third of 
those selected for the roughly 
3,000 positions that the 'president 
fills stay on the job only about 18 
months. 

None of this bodes well for a 

Why Build 

swift start on an agenda that many 
new presidents find is often virtu­
ally in place well before Inaugu­
ration Day. 

"On Jan. 20, many of the prob­
lems that existed on Jan. 19 are 
already crying for attention," 
Brauer said, 

Brauer and other members of his 

"l&u can't get 
people appointed 
ahead of time, but 
at least you can find 
out if they're 
interested." 

-Carl ~1 . flrn urr, 
project chief 

group, however, concede that the 
main elements of their proposal 
could fall victim to the politics of 
money and patronage. 

The money process begins when 
Congress allocates $2 million for 
the president-elect's transition 
needs. 

In 1980, the Reagan team spent 
$1.7 million of the congressional 
approp'riation and raised at least 
another $1 million from the private 
sector. In 1976, Jimmy Carter's 
transiti01) organizaiion returned 
$300,000 of the-congressional al­
loca tion. 

In order to avoid thf' appearance 
1if a confl ict of in terest arising_from 
potential appointees making cash 
payments to au incoming adminis-

tration, the Harvard group is sug­
gesting that more money be made. 
available and allocated to the major 
parties' nominees prior to the elec­
tion. 

In addition, salaries for the new 
appointees, the committee said, 
should · be fattened-to $150,000 
annually for some jobs that are now 
paid considerably less-in order ·to 
attract older, more experienced 
people to government service. 

"You do have to look (at public 
service! as a public duty," Fowler 
said. 

"On the other hand, you have to: 
temper that with realism that peo-: 
pie in their late 30s, 40s or even ' 
50s are going to have certain 
minimum requirements, such as 
(paying] for children going to · 
college ... , " he added. - . 

In 1980, the conservative Her- · 
itage Foundation gave the incoming 
Reagan administration a 3,000-
page report on the transition that 
urged Reagan to select the admin­
istration's 400 top aides by Jan. 5, 
well before his swearing-in. 

That transition effort, headed by 
Edwin Meese III, later came under 
scrutiny when it was disclosed in 
1981 that lump-sum payments had 
been made out of transition funds to 
several top officials. 

Sen. John Glenn (D-Ohio) is spon• 
soring legislation that would also in­
crease the amount of money spent 
on transition planning, in part so 
that future presidents would be un­
likely to require private money to 
support a public function. 

"Politically it's never ·an easy 
sell," said Brauer of proposals to 
spend more money on planning and 
staff. "But we've reached the point 
where even academics are turning 
down appointments." 

l\·lembers of the project acknowl­
edged that political realities that 
give the victor the right to award 
the spoils of patronage could im­
pede any __ implementation of th~ir 
sug~estion:~. 

As project member Stanford 
Ross, a lawyer with Arnold & Por­
ter and former commissioner of the 
Soc ial Securitv Administration, put 
it , "Politics uliimately will work its 
will ." 

Tbe Superconducting Super Collider? 
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-------1!1 Executive Branch 

Shifting Authority: The Transition Begins 
His six-day post-election vacation on St. Simons 

Island, Ga., ended, Jimmy Carter flew home to Plains, Ga., 
ov. 11 and began preparations for assuming the presiden­

cy. "I'm t ired of vacation," he said. "I'm ready to go to 
work." 

He had mixed work with play during his respite with 
his family at the 1,300-acre estate on the Atlantic Ocean 
coastal island, reading t hrough an 18-inch stack of reports 
by his transition team. 

He had flown to the island on an executive jet provided 
by the government . It was the first and most obvious 
evidence of his victory . He flew home on a commercial air-
craft. • 1 ,, 

Awaiting him-there was less ostentatfous but more im­
portant evidence of his new power: a communications 
center built by the Army Signal Corps . Along with t he com­
munications center came the start of daily intelligence 
briefings by the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), to be 
preceded by a meeting with CIA Director George Bush. 

Also planned, at dates yet to be announced, were 
meetings with President Ford and Secretary of State Henry 
A. Kissinger. 

The President -elect will divide his time between Plains 
and Washington during t he period before his inauguration 
J an. 20. The Carter family has been offered t he use of a 
restored , federal-style brownstone house on Lafayette 
Square, across Pennsylvania Ave. from the White House. 

Much of the transit ional work will be handled by a 
staff that will move into a suite of offices at t he Health, 
Educat ion and Welfare building in Washington Nov. 17. 
J ack H. Watson, coordinator of the transition team, and 
Hamilton J ordan , Carter's campaign director, were 
scheduled to meet with Carter in Plains Nov. 15. 

Watson and Jordan had been considered rivals for 
power in what one report described as a " bloodless duel." 
Watson emerged from the maneuvering witn most of the 
responsibilities for the t ransition. 

He is a 38-year-old lawyer from Atlanta who has been 
in charge of Carter's t ransition planning staff since July. 
Jordan, a 32-year-old Georgian, has been close to Carter for 

Juk H. Watson Jr. Frank Moore 

Carter's Transition Chie f, Hill Liaison Man 

six years and was the architect of his successful presidential 
campaign. 

During the interregnum between administrat ions , 
Watson has oversight over Carter's Cabinet appointments, 
government reorganization, congressional liaison, budget 
analysis and personnel recruitment. Jordan is in charge of 
setting up a White House staff. 

J ody Powell, Carter's press secretary, said Nov. 10 that 
neither man would have a specific title. In announcing the 
.,~ ,ff of the transition team, Powell said it had been chosen 
oy Watson without being approved by Carter. It would be 
logical to assume, he told reporters, that the staff members 
would be given jobs in the new administration. "But I don't , 
believe there have been any commitments made to people," 
he added. 

Continuing as Carter's liaison man with Capitol Hill is 
Frank Moore, 40, of Dahlonega, Ga. But Powell said that 
Vice President-elect Walter F. Mondale and his staff would 
play an important role in Hill liaison during the transition. 
Moore, Carter's legislative lobbyist when Carter was gover­
nor of Georgia from 1971 to 1975, was his liaison with con­
gressional Democrats during the presidential campaign. 

Besides Moore, Powell announced Watson's selection 
of 11 other transition staff members: 

• Barbara Blum, 37, deputy director of the Carter 
presidential campaign and former vice president of the 
Restaurant Association of Georgia-director of the 
Washington transition office. 

• W. Bowman Cutter, 34, former assistant to t he presi ­
dent of the Washington Post Co.-coordinator of the transi­
tion staffs budget analysis group. 

• Harrison Wellford, 36, former legislative assistant to 
Sen. Philip A. Hart (D Mich.)-government organization 
and regulatory reform. 

• Landon Butler, Matt Coffey and Dick Flem ­
ming-recruiters for administration appointments under 
the " talent inventory program." Butler, 35, was political 
director of the Carter campaign. Coffey, 35, is a former 
president of t he Association of Public Radio Stations and a 
former staffer in the Johnson White House. Flemming is an 
urban development specialist. 

• Alfred Stern, Bruce Kirschenbaum and Curtis 
Hessler- policy development and liaison with federa l agen­
cies. Stern, deputy director of Carter's campaign issues 
staff, is a professor at Wayne State University in Detroit. 
Kirschenbaum, 36, is a former Washington representat ive 
for New York City. Hessler, 33, is a Los Angeles lawyer. 

• Lawrence Bailey and Jule Sugarman-transition 
planning staff. Bailey, 35, is an assistant director of the 
U.S. Conference of Mayors. Sugarman, 49, is a chief ad­
ministrative officer for t he city of Atlanta. 

Watson Nov. 11 named four leaders of Carter 's transi­
tion team in foreign policy: Anthony Lake, 36, a former 
Kissinger aide; Richard C. Steadman, 44, a former deputy 
assistant secretary of defense; David Aaron, 38, a former 
foreign service officer and Mondale aide; and Fred Bergsten, 
35, a former State Department official. I 
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-II Executive Branch 

Ford-Carter Shift: On the Right Track 
"Whatever the prerogatives of the executive power 

may be, the period which immediately precedes an election 
and the moment of its duration mu.st always be considered 
as a national crisis, which is perilous in proportion to the in­
ternal embarrassments and the external dangers of the 
country." 

-Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America 

The word in Washington these days is transition. For 
the 38th time in the nation's 200-year history, a new ad­
ministration is preparing to replace an old one. 

The most obvious sign of change is on Capitol Hill, 
where workmen are erecting the mammoth platform on 
which Democrat Jimmy Carter will be sworn in as the 39th 
President next Jan. 20. Soon, the bleachers for the quadren- -
nial inauguration parade will make their appearance along 
Pennsylvania Avenue near the White House. 

For-sale signs will sprout in suburbia as several thou­
sand Republican appointees return home, their government 
jobs filled by Democratic appointees. 

It is the 18th time in history that one party's President 
is replacing another's. It is the seventh such overturn in the 
20th century. --

Eleven other presidential elections have produced con­
tinuations of the same party. The last was in 1928, when 
Republican Herbert Hoover succeeded Republican Calvin 
Coolidge. 

The other nine presidencies, the latest of which is that 
of Republican Gerald R. Ford, have been filled by the 
accession of Vice Presidents. 

Of the three types of change, the party overturn is the 
most dramatic . But since de Tocqueville made his observa­
tion nearly 150 years ago, numerous steps have been taken 
to reduce the threat of crisis during the interregnums 
between administrations. 

Carter: Unprecedented Readiness 
o one has seen anything that compares with the way 

Carter and his staff have approached the coming transition. 
ever before have preparations been so thorough. 

Ford Carter 

A Strong Spirit of Cooperation 

The preparations began in July with the formation of 
an unpublicized transition staff under the direction of 
Atlanta lawyer Jack H. Watson Jr. The staff ·or about 15 
persons compiled a thick sheaf of background material with 
which Carter was able to start familiarizing himself as soon 
as he was elected. 

Watson met in Washington with designated represen­
tatives of the Ford administration 's executive branch the 
week after the Nov. 2 election . The 38-year-old attorney ap­
pointed 11 persons to key transition staff positions im­
mediately. Dozens more from the transition team started 
pouring into the capital the next week; the official opening 
date of the transition office in the Hea·lth, Education and 
Welfare building was Nov. -17. (Weekly Report p. 3187) 

Beyond the readiness of the Carter staff, however, 
there was a spirit of cooperation from Ford that was un­
usual, if not unique, in the long history of hostile tran­
sitions. (Box p. 3196) 

In his congratulatory telegram to Carter the day after 
the election, Ford set the tone. " Although there will con­
tinue to be disagreements over the best means to use in pur­
suing our goals, I want to assure you that you have my com­
plete and wholehearted support as you take the oath bf-of­
fice this January," he said. "I also pledge to you that I arid 
all members of my administration will do all that we can to 
assure that you begin your term as smoothly and as effec­
tively as possible. " 

Carter responded in kind, sayi ng that Ford's 
"characteristically gracious statement" would make his job 
easier. "I am particularly grateful for his offer of close 
cooperation during this transition period," said Carter, 
"and during the next administration Sen. Mondale and I 
will take full advantage of that offer." 

It was Carter's first mention, as President-elect, of the 
role he envisioned for Minnesota Sen. Walter F. Mondale, 
his running mate. He referred to Mondale again on Nov. 4 
at a press conference in his hometown of Plains, Ga., saying 
that he expected his Vice President "to play a larger role in 
the next administration than any other previous Vice Presi­
dent has ever played." (Text , Weekly Report p. 3188) 

Mondale underscored the point on Nov. 12 as he 
finished a week of post-election vacation . He said he would 
advise Carter on appointments to some executive jobs and 
on some budgetary decisions. "I intend to be working close­
ly with congressional leadership, with governors; mayors, 
state legislators and the rest and with party leadership 
around the country and ..yith a wide range of people in 
getting their advice and counsel on behalf of the President­
elect," said Mondale at a press conference. 

Carter said at his first press conference after the elec­
tion that he· would not start naming his Cabinet until 
December. But he has in hand a list, prepared by his staff, 
of names from which to choose. His selections will be made, 
he said, in the same manner he used in selecting Mondale: 
publicized interviews of those under consideration. The ap­
pointments will therefore not be surprises, said his staff 
leaders. 
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Latter-Day Civility 
Cooperation has only lately become a 

characteristic of the transitions between incoming and 
outgoing administrations. Before the 20th century, 
when issues were simpler and pressures fewer, at­
titudes of the rivals toward each other tended to be 
frigid if not downright hostile. 

This was true of both Adamses, for example. When 
father John, a Federalist, turned over the presidency to 
Democrat-Republican Thomas Jefferson in 1801, 
Adams refused to cooperate. He would not even at­
tend the inauguration ceremony for his successor and 
former friend. 

John Quincy Adams, a National Republican, 
adopted his father 's attitude 28 years later, when he 
shunned cooperation with the incoming Democrat, 
Andrew Jackson. John Quincy, too, stayed home on 
Inauguration Day. 

An exception to the arm's-length rule occurred in 
1853. The departin_g Whig, Millard Fillmore, hit it off 
quite well ..yith his Democratic successor, Franklin 
Pierce. He invited his replacement to a lecture by 
British writer William Makepeace Thackeray on Inau-
guration Day in that calmer time. -

Within a few years, however, calmness was on the 
wane as the union headed toward dissolution. 
Republican Abraham Lincoln and his predecessor, 
Democrat James Buchanan, differed diametrically in 
their approaches to the worsening crisis. After his elec­
tion in 1860, Lincoln did IJOt communicate with 
Buchanan. He kept in touch with developments 
through Gen. Winfield Scott, commander of the Army. 

Lincoln's successor, Andrew Johnson, was the Vice 
President who acceded after Lincoln's assassination. 
But he had little to say to Ulysses S. Grant, the 
Republican who was e~ected to replace him. On the 
morning of Grant's inauguration in 1869, Johnson 
defiantly held a Cabinet meeting in the White House. 

Woodrow Wilson devisecl the most radical plan of 
all for the transition that did not occur in 1917. 
Democrat Wilson was certain he would lose the 1916 
contest to Republican Charles Evans Hughes. His plan 
was to appoint Hughes Secretary of State immediately 
after the election, and then to resign along with his 
Vice President, Thomas R. Marshall. 

Under the rules of presidential succession then in 
effect. Hughes would have become President im­
mediately. The interregnum period, so important to 
Presidents for planning their succession, would have 
been eliminated. Wilson 's unanticipated election to a 
second term eliminated a potentially dangerous prece-
den t that has not arisen since. -

_ Not until t he 1932 election was a formal precedent 
established for cooperation oetween Cabinet-level ap­
pointees of the old and new administrations. Relations 
between Republican Herbert Hoover and Democrat 
Franklin D. Roosevelt were far from cordial. Roosevelt 
rebuffed Hoover's repeated pleas to endorse a 
program at odds with Roosevelt's New Deal concepts. 

The two rode to the Capitol together in near­
silence on Inauguration Day . Despite their personal 
differences, however, their advisers -had worked 
together on transition planning. 

Including Cabinet officers, Carter has about 75 major 
administration appointments to fill personally. For these 
positions, he said, he seeks advice from knowledgeable 
people around the country. He added that he will "try to 
achieve some geographical and other balance in the total 
Cabinet and the public servants there . I would guess that 
this would be a very careful, very slow, very methodical 
process." 

Also to be filled by political appointment. although 
probably not considered personally by Carter in some cases, 
are more than 2,000 lesser but still important federal ex­
ecutive jobs. 

Apart from the jobs are the programs that demand im­
mediate attention from Carter and his staff: taxes, welfare, 
energy, foreign policy, jobs, housing, inflation. And Carter 
and his advisers are already at work on the budget for fiscal 
year 1978. Ford will present his budget to Congress in 
January, but Carter will offer modifications that will leave 
his imprint on it, probably by mid-February. 

Price Tag: $2-million· 
The cost of Carter's transition into office will be paid 

- - from a $2-million appropriation . The appropriation for 
_ Ford 's departure is $!-million. T hat is five times more than 

the $200,000 Congress appropriated for Ford's disgraced 
predecessor, Richard M. Nixon, when he left office in 1974. 

No budget has yet been set for the inaugural 
ceremonies, many of which will be paid for with private 
contributions. But if all goes as planned, the differences 
between 1977 and 1973, when Nixon was sworn in for a 
second term, will be stark. -

Custom and protocol determine much of what happens 
at an inauguration . But the incoming President does much 
to set the style. Nixon's inauguration cost some $4-million 
and was among the most elaborate on record. 

_ The cochairmen of the Carter inaugural. Washington 
lawyer Bardyl _Tirana and Vicki Rogers. a longtime Carter 
supporter from South Carolina, promise a far less 
lavish-and less expensive-event. Carter has opted for a 
business suit, not a morning coat, for his swearing-in. His 
wife, Rosalynn, says she may wear to the inaugural ball the 
same gown she wore to her husband's inaugural ball when 
he became governor of Georgia in 1971. 

But the most striking feature of the Carter inaugura­
tion may be the hordes of people who descend on 
Washington Jan. 20. Between 300,000 and 400.000 cam­
paign workers will be invited personally to the ceremonies. 
The aim of this approach is to give the celebration the sort 
of touch that set apart the "people's" inauguration of 
Andrew Jackson in 1829. 

Learning from the Past 
One of the nation's leading students of presidential 

change is Laurin L. Henry, a professor of government and 
public administration at the University of Virginia. As a 
senior fellow at the Brookings Institution in Washington, 
Henry wrote a book, Presidential Transitions. in 1960, and 
he since has written articles about the later transitions. 

Henry gives high marks to the early preparations of 
Carter and his staff. "He's doing all the things I would have 
suggested and some of the things I wouldn 't have thought 
of," he said in a telephone interview with Congressional 
Quarterly Nov. 15. 
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Among the factors Henry singled out for praise were 
the large size of Carter's transition planning staff, its 
separation from the campaign operation and its ability to 
move quickly after the election . The initial Ford and Carter 
statements, he said, were "letter-perfect in setting the tone 
for transition ." 

Henry expressed interest but no surprise in reports of 
tension between Watson and Hamilton Jordan, Carter's 
campaign director. (The reports were denied by both men.) 
A President-elect, Henry observed, makes a mistake if he 
does not realize that the kinds of people who run his cam­
paign are not necessarily the kinds of people he wants to 
run his administration. One of Henry's concerns he said is 
whether, in the long run , "they can really ~chieve 'an 
amalgamation." 

Although Carter ran an anti-Washington campaign, he 
concluded it on a conciliatory note toward the career civil 
service in a speech at Alexandria , Va., a few days before the 
election. Henry said Carter's comments were well-advised 
because his administration will need help from the caree; 
employees who keep their jobs regardless of administration. 

- Johnson-Nixon 
Over the-years, presidential transition has been a fre-

- quently-slapdash process. Only in 1964, for example, with 
enactment of the Presidential Transition Act (PL 88-277), 
have federal funds been authorized to pay for the shifts of 
power. The 1964 act authorized $900,000. 

The law was first put to use during the 1968-69 in­
terregnum between the administrations of the retiring 
Lyndon B. Johnson and Nixon. Despite a few friction 
points, the changeover went quite smoothly. The depart­
mg Democrat and the incoming Republican achieved a 
solid working relationship, agreeing to consult one another 
during the interim and taking a realistic approach to the 
gap between Johnson's legal authority and Nixon's actual 
power. 

Nixon was aided by Johnson 's role as a retiree rather 
than a defeated incumbent. "It's easier to be a good loser 
~han a good winner," said Henry. " It's easier for the guy go­
mg out to take a cooperative line than for the guy coming in 
to take advantage of it." 

The Vietnam War also helped bring the two men 
together . The war, and Johnson 's failure to end it had 
driven him from office. Nixon had supported Johnso~'s ef­
forts to bring about a negotiated settlement. Johnson 
reciprocated by doing all he could to ensure a smooth tran­
sition . 

Truman Eisenhower 

At the Inauguration, Homburgs, Not Top Hats 

Executive Branch . 3 

Johnson Nixon 

Cooperation in Return for Policy Support 

Truman-Eisenhower 
The fairly cordial relationship between Nixon and 

Johnson was in marked contrast to the one between 
Democrat Harry S Truman and Republican Dwight D. 

_Eisenhower in 1952-53. Then the war was in Korea . 
'.fruman, his popularity at a low ebb, had announced early 
m 1952 that he would not seek a second full term. -

But the campaign was bitter, not conciliatory. Truman 
attacked Eisenhower, who took the attacks as assaults on 
his personal integrity. The Republicans attacked Truman 
a_nd the Democrats as the forces of "communism, corrup­
tion and Korea." The hapless Democratic nominee, Adlai 
E. Stevenson, was swamped by the popular former war 
hero. The people liked Ike. 

.- . _Eisenho~er had promised, as part of his campaign, to 
v1s1t Korea 1f elected . Truman was prompted to write _ 
Eisenhower one of his famous hand-written letters when the · 
general refused to meet with him to discuss foreign policy. 
"Partisan politics," Truman wrote , "should stop at the 
boundaries of the United States. I'm extremely sorry that 
you have allowed a bunch of screwballs to come between 
us ." 

Despite their differences, Truman tried earnestly to 
smooth out the shift of power. He ordered his Cabinet of­
ficers and department heads to cooperate fully with 
Eisenhower's transition staff. 

Coolness persisted to the end. The Trumans felt 
snubbed when the Eisenhowers did not come into the White 
House when they arrived for the ride to the Capitol. 
Truman favored the traditional silk top hats for the 
swearing-in; Eisenhower preferred homburgs . Thev wore 
homburgs. -

Eisenhower-Kennedy 
Eisenhower was the first President limited to two 

terms by the Twenty-second Amendment to the Con­
stitution. At the end of his eight years in -office, he greeted 
Democrat John F. Kennedy at the White House with 
military bands and an honor guard. . 

The transition was a smooth one. Kennedy made a 
point of starting his term on a rancor-free note by paying a . 
courtesy call on the defeated Nixon immediatelv after-the 
election. -

While the campaign was in progress, a Brookings In­
stitution study was under way, leading to the 1964 law that 
removed transition costs from the pocketbooks of influential 
contributors and placed the responsibility on the federal 
Treasury. -By Mercer Cross and David Speightsl 
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WHITE HOUSE REPORT 

The Reagan Tealll Collles to Washington, 
Ready to Get Off to a Running Start 

Where Jimmy Carter kept his transition and campaign staffs separate, the leaders of 
Ronald Reagan's well-organized transition staff were part of the campaign. 

BY DICK KIRSCHTEN 

T he making of the Reagan presidency 
is proceeding apace under tight dis­

cipline and careful planning that would 
be the envy of any efficiency-minded 
corporate manager. 

Now that the election is over and 
the spoils of victory-government po­
sitions of power and prestige-are near 
at hand, one might expect friction and 
fractiousness to surface among the am­
bitious and not necessarily like-minded 
supporters of the President-elect. 

Competition for Ronald Reagan's fa­
vor among both seekers of jobs and 
sellers of ideas is, to be sure, running 
at fever pitch, as always when there 
is a new Administration to be put ter 
gether. But the architects of the winning 
Republican's transition to the White 
House have so far clamped a tight lid 

',on outward signs of clamor or disorder. 
The decisions of the next few weeks, 

with respect to both personnel and policy 
initiatives will be crucial to the success 
of Reagan's expressed desire to change 
the government's course sharply to the 
philosophical right. When he takes office 
on Jan. 20, he will be riding the crest 
of a broad electoral mandate that also 
put in power the most conservative Con­
gress elected in many years. 

A key goal of the Reagan transition 
period will be . to prepare a direct assault 
on the spending plans for this year and 
next that he will inherit from the Carter 
Administration. The incoming Repub­
licans hope to move quickly to dem­
onstrate their determination to reduce 
government spending in the aggregate, 
yet at the same time add funds for 
"quick fixes" in what they see as the 
nation's lagging national security posture. 

These goals require that some very 
tough budgetary decisions be made in 
a relatively short period. Accordingly, 
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Reagan has said he will waste little 
time in filling key Administration po­
sitions and hopes to have completed 
his Cabinet selections by Dec. I if not 
sooner. 

In making the judgments of the tran­
sition period, Reagan will follow a path 
that contrasts sharply in several respects 
with that followed by J immy Carter 
four years ago. 

Both Reagan and Carter began to 
draft plans for their Administrations long 
before their victories were assured and, 
once elected, both qualified for $2 million 
in federal funds to cover transition 
costs-the first two Presidents-elect to 
receive such aid. There, however, the 
similarities end. 

eagan's pre-election planning for the 
transition was carried out under the con­
trol and management of' advisers who 
clearly were part of the campaign's com­
mand hierarchy. In 1976, Carter es­
tablished separate campaign and tran­
sition staffs, and the members of both 
groups fell into open rivalry and ill feeling 
when the time came to vie for choice 
jobs in the incoming Administration. 

Another contrast between 1976 and 
1980: partly by design and partly because 
the Democrats had been out of power 
for eight years, Carter, who gloried in 
campaigning as an "outsider," managed 
to insulate himself almost totally from 
advisers who knew what the inside of 
the White House looked like, much less 
what it was like to work there. Not 
so with Reagan, whose transition team 
includes an ample supply of veterans 
of the ixon and Ford Administrations. 

Finally, one of the most immediate 
results of the 1976 Carter transition 
was an early and violent collision with 
congressional sensibilities, especially in 
the new President's sudden attempt to 
yank the funds out from under a group 
of major water projects. A conspicuous 

feature in the 1980 Reagan transition 
structure is a congressional advisory 
group charged with opening channels 
of communication with Capitol Hill to 
avoid the rude shocks that Carter gen­
erated during his first months in office. 

TRANSITION HIERARCHY 
At fi rst blush, the organizational struc­

ture of the Reagan team appears need­
lessly complex and overloaded. In ad­
dition to a director and three senior 
transition advisers--one each for budget, 
domestic issues and foreign policy-it 
includes a half-dozen deputy directors 
and, at the top of the pyramid, a tran­
sition executive committee. 

Yet, in the light of the Carter tran­
sition's unclear lines of authority and 
Reagan's reputed penchant for delegat­
ing authority for all but the most im­
portant decisions, the complicated tran­
sition hierarchy begins to make sense. 
It also deals with some of the tensions 
and potential problems within the Rea­
gan advisory family itself. 

Most obviously, the transition struc­
ture maintains the chain of command 
that was established, after some early 
disorder, in the Reagan campaign or­
ganization. On the surface, at least, if 
offers no cause for any noses to be 
out of joint. 

Campaign director William J. Casey 
remains at the top of the organizational 
heap in his new role as chairman of 
the transition executive committee. Cam­
paign cerchairwoman Anne L. Armstrong 
holds the same title on the new executive 
group. 

Reagan's close friend , Sen. Paul Lax­
alt, R-Nev., who served as campaign 
chairman, was a natural to fill the role 
of chairman of the transition's congres­
sional advisory group. Edwin Meese III, 
who was Reagan's chief of staff in the 
California State Capitol and is likely 



to play that same role in the White 
House, has the main responsibility for 
running the transition operation. Meese 
was in charge ·of issues and research 
during the campaign and has now taken 
over as transition director. 

Three senior transition advisers are 
to exercise broad oversight and coordi­
nating responsil:iility: Richard V. Allen 
for foreign affairs and national security, 
Martin Anderson for domestic and eco­
nomic issues and Caspar W. Weinberger 
for budget and management. All three 
served in the Nixon Administration, and 
Weinberger was California's finance di­
rector during Reagan's governorship. 

Keeping his campaign team intact, 
Reagan has named seven deputy di­
rectors of the transition. They are James 
A. Baker, Michael K. Deaver, Drew 
Lewis, Franklyn (Lyn) Nofziger, Verne 
Orr, William E. Timmons and Richard 
B. Wirthlin. Nofziger, who will accom­
pany the President-elect during the tran­
sition, will remain the chief press spokes­
man during that period. James S . Brady 
will head the press office at the transition 
headquarters in Washington. 

has a clean bill of health with respect 
to recent charges of improprieties in 
his dealings as a private representative 
of foreign interests. Rumors persist, how­
ever, that Reagan was simply buying 
time and that Allen may not be given 
a post in the new Administration. 

Reagan has also retained E. Pendleton 
James, an executive talent scout from 
Los Angeles, to help recruit and screen 
candidates for the roughly 2,500 political 
job slots throughout the federal bureauc­
racy that the new President will get 
to fill. 

With assistance from Helene Von 
Damm, Reagan's longtime executive sec­
retary, James has been at work for a 
month preparing for the onslaught of 
resumes and job applications that already 
have begun to pour in. 

A major transition role will be played 
by Timmons, who heads an office of 
executive branch management. Report­
ing to him will be the directors of five 
·working groups, designated by "issue 
clusters," that will field small teams 
of .analysts who will be located in each 
of the federal agencies. These teams 

The Higher-Ups on Reagan's Transition Team 

ministration as a consumer affairs ad­
viser. She is the wife of Sen. Robert 
Dole, R-Kan. 

Fairbanks, a Washington attorney, was 
associate director of the Domestic Coun­
cil for natural resources, energy and 
environment during the Ford Admin­
istration. Smith, an associate professor 
of constitutional law at Widener Uni­
versity, served as counsel to the Reagan 
campaign committee. 

Timmons's staff will include Frank 
A. Whetstone (senior adviser), Stanley 
Ebner (coordinator) and John M. Nugent 
(assistant). Whetstone is a businessman 
and GOP activist from Cut Bank, Mont. 
Ebner is a corporate vice president of 
Northrop Corp. and former general coun­
sel of the Office of Management and 
Budget during the Nixon Administration. 
Nugent is a business associate of 
Timmons. 

EARLY PLANNING 
Reagan decided a long time ago that 

he wanted to hit the ground running 
when he entered the White House. He 
said as much on April 18, even before 

As director of President-elect Reagan's transition team. Edwin Meese Ill (far right) will work through three senior advisers. 
They are (from left) Richard V. Allen, Martin Anderson and Caspar W. Weinberger. 

Wirthlin, the top polling expert in 
the Reagan campaign, reportedly is 
drafting a "black book" on the strategy 
of governing for use of the transition 
staff. He was the author of a similar 
strategy document used in the campaign. 

As a group, the transition leaders 
bridge the gap between Reagan's core 
of conservative support, which includes 
national security hardliners such as Allen 
and the more moderate Republicans, 
such as Timmons and Baker, whq have 
close ties to Ford. The inclusion of Baker 
who earlier in the year headed the Bush 
for President Committee, also provides 
a show of solidarity between Reagan 
and Vice President-elect George Bush. 

The decision to retain Allen in a promi­
nent transition role was a sensitive call. 
Reagan declared that the security adviser 

will assess and report on policy initiatives, 
budgetary questions, personnel needs, 
current legislative agendas and possible 
executive orders. 

The five group directors are David 
M . Abshire (national security), Stanton 
D. Anderson (economic affairs), Eliz­
abeth H. Dole (human services), Richard 
Fairbanks (resources and development) 
and Loren A. Smith (legal and admin­
istrative agencies) . 

Anderson, an international lawyer, was 
a special assistant to Nixon and later 
a deputy assistant secretary of State. 
Abshire, chairman of Georgetown Uni­
versity's center for Strategic and In­
ternational Studies, was assistant sec­
retary of State from 1970-73. Dole, a 
former member of the Federal Trade 
Commission, served in the Nixon Ad-

he had the GOP nomination sewn up, 
when he met in Washington with a 
group of almost 70 defense and foreign 
policy advisers. 

A participant in that meeting, William 
R. Graham, an engineer with a California 
defense consulting firm, said Reagan 
asked the advisers to develop specific 
policy and budget recommendations for 
use in the first 100 days of his Ad­
ministration. "He said he didn' t want 
a six-month period of trying to get or­
ganized," Graham recalled. 

Under Allen's coordination, the ad­
visers, eventually numbering 132, were 
divided into 25 working groups. Uni­
versity of Southern California interna­
tional relations professor William R. Van 
Cleave headed up the national security 
study panels with assistance from retired 
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Lt. Gen. Edward Rowny, who had re­
signed from the Carter Administration's 
strategic arms limitation negotiating 
.team to protest concessions to the Soviets. 
Reagan's foreign policy advisers worked 
under the direction of Fred C. Ikle, 
whom Nixon had chosen to head the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. 

After the Republican convention in 
July, a similar planning effort was 
launched in the area of economic and 
domestic issues. Anderson, a former spe­
cial assistant in the Nixon White House 
who pushed for the concept of the all­
volunteer Army, played a leading role 
in bringing together 329 prominent ad­
visers to serve on 23 task forces . He 
was assisted _ by Darrell M. Trent, a 
colleague on the staff of the Hoover 
Institution on War, Revolution and Peace 
at Stanford University. 

Roughly a month before the election, 
the Reagan forces established a separate 
corporation for transition purposes that 
was eligible under the federal election 
law to receive contributions that would 
not be counted as campaign gifts. In 
1976, Carter used campaign funds to 
finance his pre-election transition plan­
ning operation in Atlanta. 

The new Reagan corporation, the Pres­
dential Transition Trust, opened shop 

in Alexandria, Va., in quarters formerly 
occupied by the Bush presidential cam­
paign. James and Von Damm operated 
out of this location, getting a head start 
on the development of procedures for 
handling the expected task of doling 
out federal patronage jobs. 

In the meantime, Meese had called 

ADVISORY NETWORKS 

The magnitude of Reagan's electoral 
mandate and his party's unexpected cap­
ture of the Senate suggests that the 
climate is ripe for testing the theories 
of political scholars who believe that 
the Democratic liberalism of the ew 
Deal era has run its course. ot sur­
prisingly, a great many Reagan advisers 
have been recruited from centers of con­
servative scholarship. 

Reagan met last April with his defense 
and foreign policy advisers at Wash­
ington's plush International Club, which 
is located in the same building as the 
Georgetown University Center for Stra­
tegic and International Studies, a fertile 
source of advice for the Reagan camp. 
A spokesman for the Georgetown center 
listed a half-dozen associates who have, 
on their own time, assisted the Reagan 
effort to address important issues that 
will face the new Administration. 

Similarly by happenstance, the Rea­
gan transition staff is being housed in 
a building next door lo the American 
Enterprise Institute for Public Policy 
Research, another center of conservative 
scholarship and source of Reagan ad­
visers. 

On the West Coast, the Hoover In­
stitution is a leading source of Reagan 
advisory talent. Besides Anderson and 
Trent, the institution has supplied as­
sistance from its director, W. Glenn 
Campbell, and its associate director, 
Richard T. Burress. 

Another rich source of information 
and proposals for action is the Heritage 

No matter how carefully it is put together, the Reagan 
transition team faces a monumental task as it prepares to 

deal with the issues that the new President will face. 

upon a Washington attorney, Peter Mc­
Pherson, to find office space in the capital 
for 250 or more transition employees 
expected to move into action after the 
election. McPherson obtained seven 
floors of a downtown office building, 
and on ov. 4, as the voters were going 
to the polls, the telephone company had 
already begun installing phones for the 
confident Republ icans. 

Carter moved quickly on Nov. 5 to 
lesignate White House chief of staff 

fack H. Watson Jr. as liaison to the 
incoming Reagan forces. Watson, who 
had been Carter's transition director four 
years ago, has asked each federal agency 
to name a top-level official to work 
with the coufiterparts who are to be 
designated within the Republican tran­
sition team. 
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Foundation, a conservative think tank 
located on Capitol Hill that has strong 
ties to Republican Members of Congress 
and their staffs. The foundation has un­
dertaken an extensive study of steps 
that might be taken by a conservative 
Administration. This work was carried 
out independently of the Reagan advisory 
apparatus but made available to the 
new Republican transition team. 

The aerospace and defense industries 
also have provided a network of advisers 
for the Reagan team. In many instances, 
industry engineers and ~cientists also 
have Defense Department backgrounds. 
(See this issue, pp. 1950-51 .) 

LOOKING TOW ARD JAN. 20 
No matter how carefully it is put 

together, the Reagan transition team 

faces a monumental task as it prepares 
to deal with the issues that the new 
President will face. As a candidate, Rea­
gan suggested an ambitious agenda of 
tax cuts, general spending reductions 
and beefed-up defense spending-along 
with a firm commitment to balancing 
the budget. 

While the new Congress promises to 
be relatively sympathetic, the relation­
ship between the White House and Cap­
itol Hill seldom is a smooth one. Reagan's 
transition advisers certainly seem sen­
sitive to that. In addition to setting up 
the congressional liaison group during 
the transition, Reagan also included two 
Democratic and two Republican Sen­
ators on the interim foreign policy ad­
visory committee that he formed to track 
international developments between the 
election and the inauguration: Minority 
Leader Howard H. Baker Jr. of Ten­
nessee, who is likely to be Majority 
Leader next year; John Tower, R-Texas, 
slated to be chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee; Henry M. Jackson, 
D-Wash., and Richard (Dick) Stone, D­
Fla., who was defeated for reelection 
in his state's primary. 

The bipartisan makeup of the interim 
group has been taken by some as a 
signal that Reagan may seek to include 
at least a few Democrats in key spots 
in his Administration. The selection of 
a Cabinet, as well as a team of top 
White House aides, is the first order 
of business for the transition officials. 

Once the Cabinet is named, there 
comes the delicate task of selecting the 
top echelon of sub-Cabinet officials. This 
clearly must be done in consultation 
with the designated Cabinet officers, 
but as the Carter Administration found 
out the hard way, the President-elect 
must also have a strong hand in those 
selections. The Carter White House dis­
covered to its regret that it did not 
know some of its key sub-Cabinet officers 
very well in the early days of the Ad­
ministration. 

If Reagan is to charge off to the 
fast start that he has promised, with 
legislative proposals to amend the 1981 
budget and to second-guess Carter's 1982 
budget, he will need to have a well­
coordinated and finely tuned team work­
ing for him. The transition period i~ 
only 11 weeks long, and there is much 
to be done, including the preparation 
of Reagan's inaugural speech. Some ad­
visers have hinted that Reagan might 
also wish to deliver his own State of 
the Union speech in late January-fol­
lowing the one that Carter delivers. 

Ed Meese and his associates have 
a formidable task to perform. But they 
are riding the crest of a formidable 
mandate. D 
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WHITE HOUSE REPORT 

The Other Side of the Transition­
Leaving Office Isn't As Much Fun 

The Carter Administration seems to be doing its best to prepare President-elect 
Reagan's transition advisers for the day when they will be running the government. 

BY DOM BON AFEDE 

With _the change in -Administrations, 
all eyes turn to the victors. During . 

the two and a half months of the tran­
sition, they dominate the national stage 
and their every move is perceived as 
a harbinger. The interregnum serves as 
both a time for them to design and 
tool up their Administration and for 
the country to get to know the people 
who will manage the government for 
the next four years. 

Almost forgotten is the other side 
of the transition: the outgoing Admin­
istration that tries to complete as much 
business as possible, assist its successor 
in settling in and await the judgment 
of history. The change is . immediate, 
profound and sad: defeat suggests fa ilure. 
Losing a presidential election may not 
be like death, but it surely marks the 
irrevocable end of an Administration 
with all of its promise. 

The transfer of constitutional authority 
in the United States has only since the 
end of World War II been recognized 
as a vital aspect of presidential gov­
ernment. Previously, the reins were ex­
changed in a catch-as-catch-can fashion, 
with no forrnal interaction to help prepare 
the incoming Administration to take 
command immediately after the inau­
guration. But the shocking disclosure 
that Harry S Truman had not been 
apprised of the atomic bomb while serv­
ing as ice President underscored the 
gap in presidential preparation. 

President Eisenhower set a precedent 
by twice inviting John F. Kennedy to 

-the hite House to confer with him 
and offer guidance. Eisenhower further 
consented to place Kennedy transition 
a ides on the payroll of various depart­
ments and agencies. 

Recognizing the need for an orderly 
and educational interlude, Congress now 
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aut horizes $3 million for a presidential 
transition- $2 million for the President­
e lect and h1s advisers and $1 mill ion 
for the outgoing President and Vice Presi- _ 
dent. As a Reagan spokesman facetious­
ly yet aptly observed, "First prize is · 
$2 mill ion; second prize is $ I million." 

Following his defeat for reelection, 
President Carter set the tone for his 
lame-duck Administration by promising 
"the best transition that's ever taken 
place in history." He directed govern­

·ment officials to cooperate to the fulles t 
with Reagan representatives. Noting the 
response to the President's directive, a 
sub-Cabinet official recently remarked, 
" Everybody is behaving like gentlemen. 
That's the w~y it should be." 

There is little eviaence that Carter's 
wishes aren't being generally followed. 

Although he has no formal role in 
the transition, Hamilton Jordan, Carter's 
senior adviser and former campaign di­
rector, observed, "Everybody has a stake 
in assist ing the new President." Jordan, 
who was scheduled to hold substantive 
discussions on White House operations 
with Edwin Meese lll, counselor to the 
President-elect, and James A. Baker III, 
incoming White House chief of staff, 
said, "I intend to be as gracious and 
helpful to the Reagan people as President 
Ford's people were to us." (See Jhis 
issue, p. 2 I 83.) _ 

Jack H. Watson Jr., the current Whife 
House chief of staff who managed Car­
ter's incoming transition and is now in 
charge of his outgoing transition, said 
it is "going well. I have instructed all 
agencies not to drown the incoming folks 
with mountains of paper, to give them 
practical information and insights useful 
for early decisions they will have to 
make. I want them to be forthcoming 
and instructive, to literally 'do unto them 
as you would have them do unto you.' 
And I want them to point out the mis-

takes they have made so perhaps they 
won't be repeated." ' •,, 

Meanwhile, almost every office in the 
White House · is crowded · with boxes 
jammed~ with papers, memoranda and 
official documents, which cannot be re­
moved by presidential aides without Car­
ter's approval. This is the last year that 
papers generated by the Executive Office 
of the President are legally considered 
the President's property. The 1978 Presi­
dential Records Act requires that at 
the end of the next Administration, 
White House papers belong to the gov­
ernment. 

The President's chief counsel, Lloyd 
N . Cutler, and his deputy, Michael H. 
Cardozo, defined the legal options avail­
able to Carter. "He made the decisions 
regarding the removal of the papers and 
they were outlined in a memo sent to 
the White House staff," Cardozo said. 

THE PERSONAL SIDE 
The transition takes place on two lev­

els, one involving the operations of the 
Executive Office and various depart­
ments and agencies, and another dealing 
with policy and decision-making pro­
cesses. 

Constitutionally, the defeated incum­
bent remains the President, with all the 
powers accorded him under la-w, until 
Inauguration Day: He is the commander­
in-chief and head of the executive bu­
reaucracy. He still has the authority 
to make appointments, grant reprieves 
and pardons and meet wifh foreign del­
egates. H~ continues to have the re­
sponsibility to "take care that the laws 
be faithfull y executed." And in the event 
of a threat to nationaf security, he - is 
empowered to ask Congress to commit 
U.S. troops or, if need be, declare war. 

But during this interlude, the outgoing 
President possesses considerably less po­
lit ical clout. He holds the levers of gov- • 



ernment but wields real power mainly Normally, the mental clock of the staff director Alonzo L. McDonald and 
as a contingency. In practice, he is rel- White House is set for the present. But his deputy, Michael Rowny; they are 
egated to a paper presidency. And he overnight, members of the President's transition coordinators for the White 
shares the public spotlight with his sue- staff have switched their concerns to House Office and other units of the 
cessor as the news media, fickle in their yesterday-pondering what went wrong presidential complex . Wellford is 
choice of heroes, abruptly turn their -and to tomorrow-wondering how they charged with the supervision of transition 
attention away from him to the President- will go on professionally and socially. efforts beyond the Executive Office of 
elect. Their sense of loss is exacerbated by the President. covering about 40 de-

In Carter's case, it is even debatable its contrast with the euphoria and con- partments and agencies. 
whether he will be the leader of his fidence exuded by their successors, busy Other White House transition contacts 
own party after he leaves office. with ambitious plans. include Hugh Carter Jr. for adminis-

These ambiguities in the transfer of Musing on the changes, Harrison Well- tration, Ray Jenkins and Rex Granum 
presidential power are difficult for some ford, executive associate director of the for press operations and Richard Moe 
foreign leaders to understand, particu- Office of Management and Budget, said: for the Vice President's office. 
larly those of totalitarian regimes. In "There is a lot of graveyard humor. All departments and major agencies 
the view of numerous observers, the fact Your attention span is short and there have officially designated transition of­
that the U.S. government appears to is a general air of distraction. You find ficers who have counterparts in the Rea­
be in a state of suspension may have yourself replaying the battles of the last gan organization. "There are dozens and 
contributed to the Soviet Union's cov- four years as you try to cope with your dozens of teams spaced far and wide 
etous probing into Polish affairs. Ac- current work. Thoughts simmer; you start throughout the government," Wellford 
cordingly, the White House, President- looking to your own future and the future said. Still others may be appointed as 
elect_- Reagan and Senate Republican of the party. . . . the transition progresses. . - ·, 
leaders have sig- --------------------------------, The- President­
naled the Soviets 
that the basic struc­
ture, policies and 
principles of the gov­
ernment remain in­
tact during the shift 
of Administrations 
from Democratic to 
Repu bl i_can. 

Still an.other hid­
den side of the tran­
sition is the personal 
element. This is im­
mediately reflected 
in the ambience 
within the White 
House proper. Sud­
denly, the sense of 
urgency fades , al­
most as if the human 
electricity had been 
cut off. 

There is still presidential work to be 
done, but while the desire may be there, 
the spirit and will are lacking. Morale 
is deflated. Inner rage at the reversal 
of fate is replaced with attempts at 
sardonic humor. Remarked a White 
House official, "Someone the other day 
was comparing Carter with Millard Fill­
more, and I told him that was- doing 
an injustice to Fillmore." 

Presidential aides and appointed Ad­
ministration officials are being forced 
to endure withdrawal pains. Formerly 
wooed. courted and sought after, they 
promptly become the "outs." The in­
vitations stop arriving, the phones ring 
less often and time, of which there had 
been so little before, seems to stand 
still. There is a lot of gazing out of 
windows and attempts to distill the last 
few moments of an experience that, for 
many, will be the highlight of their 
lives. 

"You sense that when you meet with 
the Reagan people, they are thinking, 
'If you're so wise, how come we're re­
placing you?' At the same time, you 
feel they have one eye on the rug and 
the drapes and are planning where they 
are going to place photographs of their 
family and how they are going to re­
arrange the furniture ." 

Wellford, who maintains a proper law­
yer's stolid facade, recalled that "I used 
to wake up and read The Washington 
Post and my wife would say I'd average 
four or five 'Oh, my Gods!' Now, I'm 
interested but don't feel personally in­
volved." 

TRANSITION NETWORK 
Carter's transition organization resem­

bles a huge web within the federal bu­
reaucracy. At the center is Watson. who 
has over-all responsibility for the op­
eration. Assisting him are White House 

elect's representa­
tives have been al­
located working 
space in appropriate 
federal buildings 
and provided "mod­
est support ser­
vices ." But the 
White House's gen- -· 
erosity did not ex­
tend to agreeing to 
a request to put Rea­
gan transition offi­
cers on the federal 
payroll as consul­
tants. "The Admin­
istration would have 
had to pay for it out 
of the general 
funds," Wellford ex­
plained. 

Since the bilateral 
transition network was established on 
Nov. 12, Watson has periodically met 
with Meese and Baker and. on at least 
one occasion, with Richard B. Wirthlin, 
the California pollster who worked on 
Reagan's campaign and is expected to 

_serve the new President in a capacity 
similar to that of Patrick H. ·Caddell 
in the Carter Administration. and Wil-­
liam J . Casey, Reagan's campaign di­
rector who has been named to head 
the Central Intelligence Agency. 

"The meetings basically centered on 
the organization. staffing and operations 
of the White House and what we might 
have done differently in a second term," 
Watson said. At one session, he gave 
Meese a briefing book on the Executive 
Office. The Reagan aides, he said, were 
also interested in the working relationship 
between the White House and officials 
in the departments and agencies. 

Watson requires his transition aides 
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Some Members of the Carter Team Helping Out in the Transition 

Senior adviser and political 
aide Hamilton Jordan: "/ 
intend to be as gracious and 
helpful to the Reagan 
people as President Ford's 
people were to us." 

Domestic policy aide David 
M . Rubenstein drew up a 

OM B's Harrison Wellford: Chief of staff Jack H. 
Watson Jr .. who is in charge 

- list of actions that will have 
to be taken by Reagan 
shortly after he assumes the 
presidency. 

"We've generally had good -
experience in dealing with 
the Reagan people .... But 
there have been some 
difficulties." 

of Carter's transit(on: "/ - · 
want {the agencies/ to~ 
forthcoming and 
instructive." 

to report to him twice each month. "I 
want to have a reliable chronicle of 
exactly how the transition is proceeding 
for historical purposes and be able to 
assess direct accountability for the Presi­
dent," he said. 

For the most part, the initial transition 
phase involved the transfer of informa­
tion on logistics and housekeeping mat­
ters. ReRQrted David M. Rubenstein, 
deputy assistant for domestic affairs and· 
policy, "We had to draft a memorandum 
which included such things as our bud­
get, our physical facilities, the number 
of slots we have, our individual areas 
of responsibility, the statutes under which 
we operate and the office secretaries 
who are willing to stay on." 

ot until well into December were 
in-depth discussions held between Stuart 
E. Eizenstat, Carter's assistant for do­
mestic affairs and policy, and Martin 
Anderson, Reagan's chief domestic poli­
cy adviser, or between Zbigniew Brze­
zinski. assistant for national security af­
fairs , and Richard V. Allen. the 
President-elect's foreign policy adviser. 

There has also been a delay in the 
press area . A goodwill session between 
White House press secretary Jody Powell 
and a few Reagan emissaries and the 
drafting of an introductory memo rep­
resented the only real dialogue as of 
the ·midd le of December. 

" We' re available," Granum said. "The 
holdup is because they haven't appointed 
a press secretary." 

ellford has set up a "hot-line" ar­
rangement between his quarters in the 
Old Executive Office Building and the 
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Reagan transition office of William E. 
Timmons, a Washington political con­
sultant and former White House lobbyist 
who is in charge of putting together 
the President-elect's executive branch or­
ganization. 

"This serves as sort of the control 
center for the transition," Wellford said. 
"We've generally had good experience 

-in dealing with the Reagan people. Tim­
mons has been around for a long time 
and has a feeling for the culture and 
pace of government. But there have been 
some difficulties." 

For example, he said, "before they 
send teams in, they are supposed to 
give an official list to us and to the 
agency. Sometimes they get behind and 
fail to notify us as to who is authorized 
to act for them. 

"There have been a number of im­
posters who have only a faint connection 
with the Reagan organization. They'll 
call an agency and request a briefing 
and sometimes they'tr be given one from 
unsuspecting, lower-ranking officials in 
the agency. Mostly, these are people 
who may be on a list of pr9spective 
Reagan appointments or who are simply 

-going around ·posing as potential ap-
- pointees and want to appear knowledge-

able in their field in hopes of getting 
a job." 

From a distance, it appears that like 
so much at the federal level, the tran­
sition has become big, complicated and 
over-structured. Not including scores of 
voluntary advisers, Reagan has almost 
250 transition workers, compared to 135 
for Carter in 1976. Watson conceded, 

"There is no way I could monitor every 
single judgment transmitted." 

DECISIONS 
One of the most important-and deli­

cate-aspects of the transition operation 
concerns an array of executive and leg­
islative decisions that have to be made 
at the White House level during and 
shortly after the interlude. The Carter 
White House appears to be of two minds 
on the matter. 

Following the announcement of the 
establishment of the transition groups, 
Watson said that Carter had agreed 
to defer action on major policy questions 
and appointments for the remainder of 
his term. 

But at a meeting with reporters the 
same day, Carter took a less deferential 
position: "Obviously, we'll try to ac­
commodate Gov. Reagan as much as 
we can, but the ultimate judgment about 
what I do and what I don"t do will 
have to be _made by me unilaterally." 

On subsequent Qccasions, Carter made 
it clear that he is still President until 
Inauguration Day. 

More recently, a presidential aide re­
ported, "efforts are being made to pro­
vide the Reagan group with early warn­
ing for decisions that have to be taken 
in the six months after Jan. 20. However, 
we're not sympathetic to involving them 
in decisions before Jan. 20. Our -rule 
on that is the government goes on until 
then. The exceptions cover foreign policy 
and budgetary matters, which may be 
reviewed in consultation." 

Wellford reported that an agreement 
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had been worked out to allow the Reagan 
forces to make supplemental adjustments 
to the fiscal 1981 budget the week after 
Christmas. At the same time, they will 
be given access to data on the 1982 
budget. "That is sooner than we got 
it" in 1976, Wellford said. (See this 
issue, p. 2 I 52. ) 

As drawn up by Rubenstein, a list 
of domestic policy actions that will have 
to be taken by Reagan shortly after 
he assumes the presidency includes the 
preparation of responses to reports that 
will be issued by the Select Commission 
on Immigration and Refugee Policy, the 
National Commission on Social Security 
and the President's Commission on Pen­
sion Policy. 

The new President must also determine 
whether to accept or try to short-circuit 
several regulatory measures due to be 
released during the early weeks of his 
Administration. These include proposed 
Environmental Protection Agency air 
quality regulations, Transportation - De­
partment fuel economy standards -and 
labeling standards devised by the Oc­
cupational Safety and Health Admin­
istration. 

Reagan will also eventually have to 
make decisions on recommended pay 
increases for senior officials in the three 
branches of government. The increases 
have already been calibrated in the 1982 
budget, which means Reagan will have 
to amend the budget if he is opposed 
to the salary boost or work for its approval 
if he supports it. Either way, it could 
spell trouble for him. -(See this issue. 
p. 2152. ) 

The second involves the military draft 
registration that is scheduled to come 
up for renewal on Jan. 5. Carter could 
simply leave the matter up to Reagan, 
who said during the campaign that he 
opposed registration. 

All in all, it seems evident that while 
the Carter Administration is eager to 
cooperate with Reagan on questions in­
volving the national interest, it is not 
eager to go out of its way for him 
on political matters. 

Reagan aides, for example, clashed 
with the Carter Administration on several 
issues - that could- make it tougher to 
cut the budget when they occupy the 
White House: the recent $2.1 billion 
settlement with Penn Central Co. credi­
tors and the proposed expenditure of 
billions of dollars for synthetic fuel proj­
ects . .. They clearly wanted to make the 
decisions themselves," Rubenstein said. 

APPOINTMENTS 
Soon after the Nov. 4 election, reports 

circulated in Washington that Carter 
was planning to take advantage of his 
lame-duck status by appointing political 

favorites · to government jobs and using 
his leverage to transfer presidential and 
other political appointees to career po­
sitions. Carter spokesmen vigorously 
deny the allegations. 

They maintain that Carter is making 
only routine appointments, naming mem­
bers of boards and commissions and 
promoting career diplomats to ambas­
sadorships, almost all of whom auto­
matically gain Senate confirmation ... If 
the President wanted to make an ap­
pointment which might create a problem, 
he would first consult with the Senate 
leadership," Watson said. 

"Only appointments that have biparti­
san support are being made," Wellford 
stated. "We've asked that the agency 
heads give special reviews of the needs 
of non-career appointees who want to 
move into career slots, based on in­
dividual merit and as long as they meet 
[Office of Personnel Management] cr-i­
ter:ia. It's been a fairly difficult hurdle 
and there h_as been little movement." 

Arnold Miller, director of the Presi­
dential Personnel Office, estimated that 
Carter has made about 75 appointments 

it remains uncertain whether the tran­
sition is beneficial to incoming Admin­
istration officials. 

"I listened to what Dick Cheney [Pres­
ident Ford's White House chief of staff 
and now a Member of the House from 
Wyoming] had to say, but I wish I 
had listened harder," remarked Hamilton 
Jordan. 

"It depends on the advice," said John 
0 . Marsh Jr., director of the transition 
for the Ford Administration in 1976, 
in an interview. "My own feeling is 
that advice regarding administration, or­
ganization, staffing and operational func­
tions can be helpful. I believe the Carter 
people benefited from it. But on policy, 
they pick and choose. I don't fault them 
for that; each Administration has the 
right to determine its own issues and 
priorities:" 

Referring to the Pr-esident~lect's tran­
sition officials,-a Carter aide said: 1oey 
really haven't asked us for our advice 
or what we think of some of their ideas, 
such as the so-called super Cabinet. 
There is no reason why they should, 
I guess." 

There is still work to be done at the Carter White House, but 
while the desire may be there, the spirit and will are,lacking. 

Morale is deflated. Inner rage at the reversal of fate is replaced 
with sardonic humor. Said a White House official, "Someone the 
other day was comparing Carter with Millard Fillmore, and I told 

him he was-doing an injustice to Fillmore."_ -

to vacancies on advisory boards and com­
missions since the election, not an un­
usually high rate. 

But Miller was bitter in his condem­
nation of the purported treatment by 
the Office of Personnel Management 
of political appointees. He accused the 
office of going out of its way to dis­
criminate against people who once had 
career jobs, then accepted promotions 
to political posts and now want to go 
back to civil service status. 

"Most of the political appointees want 
to leave, but others have developed ex­
pertise and feel they have something 
to offer and want to remain," Miller 
said. "If qualified, they ought to be 
considered on their merits; if not quali­
fied, they should not -be in government. 
But they should not be discriminated 
against because they are political ap­
pointees." 

He said he has seen the office -memo­
randa that discourage the agencies from 
retaining political appointees. 

WEIGHING THE BENEFITS 
With all the fanfare, elaborate su­

perstructures and courtly negotiations, 

Carter staffers expressed adverse opin­
ions on what one called Reagan's "exotic 
plans" for redesigning the White House 
decision-making structure. 

"They will find that things are more 
complicated and not so easily given to 
facile solutions as they indicated in the 
campaign," another Carter Administra­
tion aide said. "There is a tendency 
to reinvent the wheel every four years 
before you discover the fundamental 
truth of what will work and will not 
work. Some things you are not going 
to believe until you experience them 
yourself." 

On the Reagan side, -Baker said- he 
was told by a high-ranking Carter adviser 
that "we'd be crazy if we didn' t increase 
the size of the White House staff." 
Ironically, it was President Carter w~o 
promised to preside over a small White 
House staff. 

If nothing else, the presidential tran­
sition tends to reaffirm faith in the U.S. 
political process. In few other countries 
of the world is power passed from one 
hand to another with such mutual as­
sistance, and without physical or spiritual 
violence. D 
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, -II Reagan Transition 

Good Marks and Rough Spots: • Suggestions by Carter administra­
tion officials that some Reagan staffers 
now working in federal departments 
could have conflicts of interest. Presidential Transition Offers 

Insights Into Character, Style 
Of Reaga~ Administration 

• The questions about how much 
control Reagan himself exercises over 
the process of staffing the adminis­
tration and developing its policies. 

Washington veterans warn 
against making too much of these phe­
nomena. For instance, attorney Clark 
M . Clifford, adviser to presidents since 
Harry S Truman, thinks that "what 
people say" during this period "will 
be forgotten and gone" as the Reagan 
administration finds its footing. 

Presidential transitions may rep­
resent " a triumph of hope over ex­
perience," in the phrase that Dr. Sam­
uel Johnson, the 18th century British 
wit, once applied to second marriages. 

Expectations run high during the 
transition and criticism -usually is 
muted while the president-elect and 
the federal government adjust to the 
prospect of living together. 

Now, more than halfway through 
the 11 weeks between the election and 
the Jan. 20 inauguration, President­
elect Reagan's transition operation ap­
pears to be "doing a lot of things 
right," according to Stephen Hess, a 
scholar of the presidency at the 
Brookings Institution, the liberal 
Washington think tank. Hess said that 
the Reagan team's effort to work si­
multaneously on "policy, process and 
personnel" is an admirable departure 
from the job scramble that has domi­
nated past transitions. 

There have been rough spots, 
however. Whether these are inevitable 
snags in a new and complex under­
taking or deep, lasting flaws will be­
come apparent only in retrospect. 

Nevertheless, past transitions 
gave the nation a first taste of presi­
dential style. 

For example, President Carter's 
insistence on mastering details of fed­
eral programs was foreshadowed by his 
deep involvement in his transition. He 
spent long days poring over briefing 
books and scoured the country by tele­
phone for candidates for government 
posts . Reagan, by contrast, appears re­
mote from the operation that sprang 
up in Washington after his election, 
though top aides insist he is in futl 
charge of important decisions. 

Early Indications 
Reagan's first round of Cabinet 

appointments brought approval from 

-By Elizabeth Wehr 

the nation's business community and 
moderate Republicans. But later 
choices, such as those of Alexander. 
M. Haig Jr. as secretary of state and 
James G. Watt as secretary of the in­
terior, promise sub_stantial controversy 
during the Senate confirmation pro-

-cess. (Cabinet appointments, p. 3649) 
Other features of the Reagan tran­

sition that have drawn critical com­
ments are: 

•The contrast between Reagan's 
objections to massive, expensive gov­
ernment and the fact that his tran­
sition is the largest and costliest ever. 

• A proliferation of statements by 
Reagan advisers and groups on im-

Some political _scfent_ists believe 
it takes a year Qr more for any new 
adminisfration to become fully func­
tional. 

Transition Tasks 
Two tasks of any transition are 

to assure continuity in the federal gov­
ernment while seelcing to instill "re­
sponsiveness of the government to the 
new political leadership," according to 

The transition from Eisen­
hower to Kennedy was "quite 
smooth" and "didn't cost any­
thing" beyond donated time. 

-Clark M. Clifford, 
Kennedy transition adviser 

portant foreign affairs, economic and 
military issues. The number of people 
appearing to speak on beha1f of the 
president-elect is far greater tnan in 
previous transitions, and their signifi­
cance is uncertain because transition 
officials such as Washington press sec­
retary James Brady sometimes dis­
avow their statements. 

• A sprinkling of controversial tran­
sition appointments.., such as Cleve­
land Teamsters Union official Jackie 
Presser, who is being sued by the La­
bor Department for alleged "impru­
dent use" of Teamster pension and 
welfare funds. 
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Laurin L. Henry, author of a respected 
Brookings Institution study, Presiden­
tial Transitions. 

A third function is "care and feed­
ing for the battle-scarred veterans of 
the campaign - a way of rewarding 
people," observes Harrison Wellford. 
executive associate director for reor­
ganization and management at the Of: 
flee of Management and Budget. 

- Wellford, who served in the Carter 
transition four years ago and is han­
dling "nuts-and-bolts" details of this 
transition, added that the process also 
"gives you a chance to try out a lot 
of people." 
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The latter two functions partially 
explain the startling growth of tran­
sition activity in recent years, in the 
view of Hess and others. 

Sandwiches and the Cabinet 
Formally organized and federally 

funded transitions are a recent phe­
nomenon. In a simpler time, Presi­
dent-elect Woodrow Wilson spent 
most of the months before Inaugura­
tion Day winding up his term as gov­
ernor of New Jersey. Wilson picked 
potential Cabinet members while 
munching sandwiches with his close 
friend Col. Edward M. House. 

"Much to the disgust of the re­
porters who badgered him daily," 
Henry wrote, Wilson refused to dis­
close his Cabinet until he introduced 
them at his swearing-in - a custom­
-ary practice.-

Twenty y€ars later, an attempt 
at improving the process failed. Out­
going President Herbert Hoover 
sought unsuccessfully to draw Presi­
dent-elect Franklin D. Roosevelt into 
joint action to stem the massive fail­
ures of the nation's banks during the 
four months between the November 
election and March inauguration. 
(The 20th Amendment to the Consti­
tution, ratified in 1933, moved Inau­
guration Day to Jan. 20.) Roosevelt's 
resistance had severely strained rela­
tions between the two men by the time 

they rode to the Capitol for · the in­
auguration. 

Truman, who had been thrust un­
prepared into the job by Roosevelt's 
death, turned over budget and other 
information to Dwight D. Eisenhower. 
But the first cleaily organized tran­
sition was the changeover from Eisen­
hower to John F. Kennedy in 1960. 

The Kennedy Transition 
In the summer of 1960, Kennedy 

asked Clifford to prepare a general 
memorandum on "fundamentals," as 
Clifford remembers. On the day after 
the election, Clifford sent off a 60- or 
70-page guide, largely on governmen­
tal processes, to Kennedy and his 
" gang at Hyannisport." There also 
were a handful of -"low-key, very 
small" groups preparing short issue_re~ 
ports after the election, and Clifford 
met daily with Eisenhower's White 
House chief of staff. 

Cabinet announcements were 
handled with dispatch, Clifford said. 
The press was called to Kennedy's 
Georgetown house. Kennedy and the 
nominee would appear on the front 
step, and "the press wouJd ask -some 
questions. But it was kind of cold in 
December" so the queries didn't last 
long. 

Clifford recalls that the transition 
was "quite smooth," and "didn't cost 
anything" beyond donated time. 

In 1932, President Herbert Hoover sought unsuccessfully to draw President-elect 
Franklin D. Roosevelt into joint action to stem massive bank failures. Roosevelt's resistance 
severely strained relations between the two men by the time they rode to the Capitol 
for the inauguration. 
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Cabinet nominees, once cleared 
by the FBI, were told to immediately 
"get an office in their department and 
start meeting with people there," Clif­
ford said. 

Several years later, Congress de­
cided that the process should be in­
stitutionalized, and the Presidential 
Transition Act of 1963 (PL 88-277) au­
thorized $900,000 for expenses of in­
coming and outgoing administrations. 
(1963 Almanac p. 405) 

In 1964, Lyndon B. Johnson col­
lected the first of such funds - some 
$72,000, according to a 1977 General 
Accounting Office (GAO) report. In 
1968, Richard M. Nixon's transition 
spent $450,000 in federal funds and 
an additional $1 million from private 
sources. Congressional amendments in 
1976 (PL 94-499) raised the ceilirrg to 

- the current $2 million for incoming 
-administrations and $1 million for ex-
penses of leaving office. (1976 Alma­
nac p. 519) 

Carter Transition 
The increase in transition funding 

may have set up President Carter for 
some of his problems in office, accord­
ing to Harvard Professor Richard E. 

eustadt, who advised Truman, Ken­
nedy, Johnson and Carter. 

In a 1980 update of his classic 
study Presidential Power, Neustadt 
writes that the availability of generous 
transition funds ballooned the tran­
sition staff, setting the pattern for a 
larger White House than Carter had 
planned. Some 312 people were on 
that Carter transition payroll for vary­
ing periods, according to the 1977 
GAO study. And his transition spent 
about $1.7 million of the $2 million 
provided by Congress. 

In Neustadt's view, Carter under­
estimated how much the trend to a 
large White House staff, begun in his 
transition, would undermine his plan 
for a 4ecentralized "Cabinet govern­
ment" where policy would be made 
largely in the departments. 

The 1976 transition also was 
deeply troubled by an internal power 
struggle between Jack H. Watson, who 
had been overseeing planning and 
policy development for Carter for 
months before the election, and Carter 
campaign operatives led by Hamilton 
Jordan. 

Precious time was lost to jockey­
ing for position, and "the inevitable 
triumph of the tried-and-true cam­
paigners helped dilute the [Watson) 
planners' emphasis on governance," 
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according to Neustadt. He concluded 
that "too many transitions like Car­
ter 's .. . might indeed make the presi­
dency impossible ." 

Wellford concedes that the Carter 
transition was too large and that some 
of its work was not used . At the De­
partment of Health , Education and 
Welfare, for example, Secretary Jo. 
seph A. Califano Jr . "just said ' thank 
you very much'" to the transition 
team and disregarded its recommen• 
dations, according to Wellford. But 
other transition recommendations, on 
civil service and regulatory reform, be­
came the core of major Carter admin­
istration achievements, he said. 

Reagan Transition 
Reagan has avoided some of these 

pitfalls, according to Hess . His cam• 
paign staff moved smoothly into tran­
sition positions. 

Another important difference is 
that Reagan's overall philosophy is 
clearer than Carter's was, and that has 
cut the internal power struggles. Car­
ter picked strong-willed advocates 
from consumer, environmental and 
other public interest groups for many 
transition slots and permanent ap• 
pointments. "These people each had 
very clear, competing agendas," while 
Carter was "ambiguous" on many 
policy questions, so "you had a lot 
of fighting for the heart and mind of 
the president," Hess observed. 

Edwin Meese ID, transition direc• 
tor and White House counselor-des­
ignate, has repeatedly said that Joy• 
alty to Reagan's philosophy is a first 
consideration in appointments. 

And the transition has created an 
elaborate structure for sifting through 
policy recommendations and putting 
them in some order before moving 
them on to Reagan . The president• 
elect apparently sees his job as de• 
cision-maker, "not manager of the 
government, and frankly that's good," 
Hess said. 

Size and Organization 
Officially; there are about <i50 

people working on the Reagan tran• 
sition.· But transition officials believe 
t hat perhaps an equal number are 
working informally on behalf of the 
president-elect in various advisory 
roles. About 10 percent of the 450 are 
salaried. The rest are volunteers or are 
working on a "dollar-a-year" basis. 

The cost of the whole operation 
has been estimated at $2.3 million to 
$3 million by Verne Orr, deputy di-

President-elect Wood­
row Wilson picked poten­
tial Cabinet members 
while munching sand­
wiches with his close 
friend, Col. Edward M. 
House. 

rector for administration at the tran­
sition . 

"The dollar just doesn't buy what 
it did four years ago," laments Orr. 
But he noted that the size of the op­
eration was to shrink Dec. 22, the day 
that final reports were due from some 
25 transition teams working in federal 
departments and agencies . 

This process of surveying existing 
programs and policies, headed by Wil­
liam Timmons, will provide both data 
and a ready-made staff for incoming 
Cabinet members, said John Nugent, 
Timmons' assistant. 

The teams are "the nucleus of the 
staffs" for new department heads, ac­
cording to Nugent. Transition officials 
have made no commitments to move 
the teams onto department payrolls 
after Inauguration Day, but their ex­
pertise and loyalty to Reagan's phi­
losophy make them likely candidates 
for permanent appointments, Nugent 
said. 

Another function of the teams sta­
tioned within the departments, ac­
cording to trans.ition official Darrell 
M. Trent, is to "freeze developing pro­
grams" that would not be in accord 
with Reagan's priorities. 

Trent heads a new 30-member Of. 
fice of Policy Coordination that has 
been receiving issue reports from a sec­
ond group of 48 transition task forces 
that began work ·1ast summer. The 
group also is receiving reports from 
about 20 congressional task forces and 
a substantial amount of unsolicited 
advice, including a 20-volume study 
of the federal government by the very 
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conservative Heritage Foundation. 
From these, Trent's group will 

fashion an "overall program." This 
group's work will be moved through 
five general "issue chiefs" to senior 
policy advisers Martin C. Anderson, 
Caspar W. Weinberger and Richard 
V. Allen. 

How the GOP platform fits into 
these deliberations is not clear. Trent 
called it a statement of "general [Re. 
publican] goals and objectives" but 
not ."specifically the document of the 
standard-bearer of the party." 

Trent declined to speculate on 
how much of the transition policy ap­
paratus would be transferred to the 
Reagan White House. But these early 
efforts to process information and set 
priorities for the new president suggest 
that Reagan and his top advisers want 
sources independent of thP permanent 
- and sometimes stubborn - federal 
bureaucracy. 

Past presidents commonly corn• 
plained of difficulties in impressing 
major new policies upon the federal 
apparatus. Truman recalled thinking 
that Eisenho_wer would say "·'Do this! 
Do that!' And nothing will happen. 
Poor Ike - it won't be a bit like the 
Army. He'll find it very frustrating," 
Truman wrote. 

Staff 
Carter relied largely on public in• 

terest groups and congressional staff 
members for his transition workers, 
many of whom were inexperienced in 
department management. Reagan 
workers within the departments gen• 
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erally are older and more established. 
Hess and Wellford see more focus 

on information gathering and less pre­
occupation with sparring for jobs. "For 
this group, there aren 't that many 
great government jobs," because 
they've already seen the government 
from the inside and because their 
present salaries in industry or law 
practices may be significantly higher, 
Hess remarked. 

Because many of the Reagan peo­
ple have worked either in or with the 
departments they are scrutinizing, the 
quality of information they produce 
may be more useful than that of the 
Carter transition, Hess speculates. 

"The 'outs' have only been out 
for four years and now they're back 
in the departments, knowing how 
things work and where the bodies are 
bu-ried," he said . . 

However, in the opinion of some 
Carter officials, the background of the 
Reaganites creates potenfial conflicts 
of interest. The volunteers and dollar­
a-year workers are typically on the 
payrolls of companies that may have 
an interest in inside information on 
departmental contracts, regulations or 
lawsuits. 

"We would never have sent de­
fense contractors into the Department 
of Defense," remarked Wellford. By 
contrast, Ben Plymale, a Boeing Corp. 
vice president on the Defense tran­
sition team, has been a leading pro­
ponent of an expensive modernization 
of the Boeing-made Minuteman inter­
continental missile - a project for 
which the original manufacturer 
would be the likely contractor. 
Plymale has been widely mentioned 
as a candidate for a top Pentagon post. 

The Reagan group is "very" sen­
sitive to conflict of interest problems, 
accord ing to Nugent. Transition coun­
sel Peter McPherson and staff lawyers 
are informing each transition worker 
of potential conflicts and telling them 
not to work on contracts or regulations 
where those conflicts lie. 

Within the departments, however, 
transit.ion team leaders have had con­
siderable latitude in bringing on oc­
casional consultants, or "helpers from 
their law offices, Senate staffs, what­
ever," reports one Carter official. 
Some of these have not gone through 
•.he official screening by the transition 
•ounsel's office so have not gotten the 
conflict of interest instructions. 

Policy Pronouncements 
When Roosevelt avoided Hoover's 

efforts to draw him into emergency 
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action before his inauguration, he was 
acting in a well-established tradition. 
Wilson was conspicuously uninter­
ested in a Mexican revolution that oc­
curred after his election, even though 
rioting Mexicans sacked the U.S. Em­
bassy and killed several Americans. 

Later, in 1968, President Nixon 
explicitly stated that Johnson admin­
istration officials should be viewed as 
spokesmen also for the incoming Re­
publicans in the ongoing Paris nego­
tiations over Vietnam. 

Reagan, too, has said he would 
not comment on issues until his in­
auguration. But his reputation for del­
egating authority has heightened in­
terest in the opinions of those advising 
him. His views on various issues in · 
the lame-duck session of Congress, 
such as the _partial embargo on U.S. 

· grain sales to · the Soviet Union, were 
solicited and given. Within days of 
Reagan's .election, reports began sur­
facing on recommendations of various 
advisory groups on economics, health, 
environment, defense spending and 
other issues. 

Carter's State Department has 
criticized "unofficial statements and 
news leaks" from the Reage,n transi­
tion on foreign policy, particularly i11 
Latin America . And Patricia M. 
Derian, assistant secretary of state for 
human rights, suggested to the Asso­
ciated Press that certain "imprudent 

statements" of Reagan advisers had 
encouraged brutality and may have 
contributed to the recent murders in 
El Salvador of four American women, 
three of them Roman Catholic nuns . 

Wellford speculates that these 
leaks may represent another version 
of jockeying for position in the new 
administration. 

In 1976, Carter spent long days 
reading reports and huddled with his 
transition teams in Washington and 
Georgia. Wellford recalled that "when 
you realized that you had access to 
the president-elect and that he was 
intensely interested in what you did, 
you had less recourse to the newspa­
per." 

Reagan has appeared distant from 
his Washington transition operation. 
For four days, Dec. 15-18, his Cali­
fornia press schedule showed on1y that 
he would visit his barber, ·his tailor 
and a meat locker and that· he would· 
receive a Christmas tree. 

But Meese has dismissed sugges­
tions that Reagan is idling in Cali­
fornia or uninterested in detail. And 
Trent says that Reagan's knowledge­
able involvement at a major briefing 
session with his economic advisers in 
mid-November was typical of the 
president-elect: "He went through the 
report line by line. He is always very 
interested in the details of specific pro­
posals." I 

New Reagan Advisers Named 
President-elect Reagan Dec. 23 gave three of his most trusted campaign 

teammates top advisory positions on his White House staff. They are: 
• Richard V. Allen, 44, assistant for national security affairs. Allen, 

who runs his own international business consulting firm, is known as 
a defense hard-liner. He handled foreign policy for President Nixon's 1968 
campaign and briefly assisted Henry Kissinger at the National Security 
Council. The Wall Street Journal said earlier this year that he had had 
private dealings with the Japanese while a federal trade adviser in the 
1970s. Allen refuted the charges, but left the Reagan camp for a week. 

• Martin C. Anderson, 44, director of domestic policy development. 
An economist from the conservative Hoover Institution at Stanford Uni­
versity, Anderson is another Nixon White House veteran. He has pressed 
for a reduced federal role, particularly in welfare programs. · 

• Lyn Nofziger, 56, assistant to the president for political affairs. He 
has been part of every Reagan campaign since the first one in 1966. 
In 1980, he served as press secretary. His new post will include responsibility 
for keeping the White House in touch with the Republican National Com­
mittee and GOP congressional campaign committees. 

Earlier, on Dec. 20, Reagan named Elizabeth Hanford Dole as his 
assistant for public liaison, a job that traditionally centers on women's 
and minority issues. Dole, a former Federal Trade Commissioner, is married 
to Sen . Robert Dole, R-Kansas. She was national voter chairman in the 
Reagan campaign and has been transition director of human services. 
(Background, Weekly Report pp. 2913, 3394; Cabinet rwminees, p. 3649) 
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The Transition: Preparing for Next President 
On the night of his landslide 1980 

victory over President Jimmy Carter , 
Ronald Reagan told exuberant sup­
porte rs: "There 's never been a more 
humbling moment in my life." 

One year from now, after the polls 
close and the votes are tabulated, a 
new president-elect will experience the 
same thrill of victory and the same 
awesome challenge of putting together 
a government in the 2½ -month transi ­
tion period before his inauguration. 

Almost before the champagne 
goes flat , the new president must be­
gin to fill roughly 3,000 key govern­
ment positions and to create a budget 
that will lay the foundation for domes­
tic and foreign policy during his first 
term. But his efforts may be ham­
pered by the need to raise funds to 
cover transition-period costs and by 
competition with the outgoing presi­
dent for use of government resources. 

Congress twice has tried to ease 
the burden of transition costs. In 1964, 
it enacted a law (PL 88-277) giving the 
president-elect $450,000 in public 
funding, and in 1976 it raised the 
funding ceiling to $2 million (P L 94-
499). (Background, 1964 Almanac p. 
425; 1976 Almanac p . 519) 

Now, as the nation looks forward 
to its first new administration in eight 
years, Congress is again working on 
t ransition legislation. But the pending 
measure would go one step beyond 
earlier versions: It would try to shield 
the incoming administration from po­
tential ethical problems. 

"We have all sorts of FEC rules, 
regulations, laws, so on, that are con­
cerned about conflict-of-interest in 
government," said Sen. John Glenn, 
D-Ohio, referring to statutes and Fed­
eral Election Commission rules that 
limit campaign contributions from in­
dividuals and political action commit­
tees and require a candidate to ac­
count for every cent his campaign 
receives and spends. 

"A person can 't spend a jillion 
dollars [on a presidential candidate] 
and buy their way into favorable 
treatment in the government or a fa ­
vorable position in the government," 

-By Macon Morehouse 

Glenn said. But after the election, "all 
bets are off.'' 

Glenn, a former presidential aspi­
rant and chairman of the Senate Gov­
ernmental Affairs Committee, is cur­
rently drafting a bill to increase the 
public funding available to a president­
elect for the transition period and to 
require public disclosure of private 
contributions to the transition team. 

The measure also may create a 
repository for information on presi­
dential transitions to help future pres­
idents-elect. 

Glenn's committee held hearings 
on the proposal Sept. 17 and Oct. 14. 

Trnst and _ Temptations 
Proponents of the measure expect 

easy approval from Congress and no 
opposition from the Reagan adminis-

kind of thing that can happen during a 
transition period," Glenn said. 

Carter transition adviser Harrison 
Wellford described the period: "The 
whole world comes down on top of 
you. . . . There is a fantastic bag of 
goodies to be distributed to the rest of 
the human race." 

If there were less pressure on the 
president-elect to raise funds as soon 
as he wins the election, there might be 
less opportunity for the implicit buy­
ing and selling of jobs and influence. 
"We're trying to prevent coercion of 
funds from wealthy individuals who 
have aspirations to a government posi­
tion," Glenn said Oct. 14. 

Hearing witnesses agreed the cur~ 
rent public-funding ceiling is too low, 
virtually forcing transition staffers to 
seek added funds from private donors. 

"A person can't spend a jillion 
dollars [on a presidential can­
didate] and buy their way into 
favorable treatment in the 
government . ... " But after the _ 
election, "all bets are off." 

tration. But at the hearings, Sen. Ted 
Stevens, R-Alaska, warned against ex­
cessive disclosure demands. The tran­
sition period, he said, is a time to trust 
a new president, not to scrutinize his 
every move for potential miscreancy. 

In an Oct. 26 interview, Glenn 
said he partially agrees with Stevens 
but clarified, "I'm not as concerned 
about the nominee as I am about all 
the people around the nominee. " 

The Ohio senator is fond of telling 
a story about a man who wanted to be 
the U.S. ambassador to Ireland many 
years ago but who walked away from 
the job when an administration repre­
sentative told him his chances of get­
ting it would be greater if he contrib­
uted $30,000 to the party. "That's the 
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-Sen. John Glenn. D-Ohio 

The $2 million spending ceiling in 
effect since 1976 is equivalent to $1.2 
million in 1987 dollars, according to 
Glenn. The 1980 Reagan transition 
staff raised $1.25 million above the 
public-funding level to co er costs. 

Glenn 's draft bill would authorize 
$5 million in public funding for t ransi­
tion costs; the ceiling would be infla­
tion-adjusted in future years. · 

Up to $500,000 per candidate 
could be set aside for use during the 
pre-election per iod for early planning 
for the transition period, developing a 
personnel- creening process and set­
ting up liaisons between each candi­
date 's staff and federal agencies. 
Glenn is exploring the idea of giving 
the pre-election funds to the national 
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parties, which could also use them to 
create a formal record of transition 
planning for future presidents-elect. 

Full Disclosure 
During the transition period, pri­

vate contributions would be allowed, 
but the transition team would have to 
record and disclose all contributions 
and expenditures. A list of transition 
staffers and volunteers would also 
have to be made public, along with 
their major affiliations and who is un­
derwriting their stint in· Washington. 

The most likely repositories for 
these records would be the FEC or the 
General Accounting Office, an audit 
and investigatory agency for Congress. 

Reporting requirements would 
not prevent the president-elect from 
accepting large contributions from in­
d ividuals who may later play an im­
portant role in the administration. 
Nor would they prohibit, for example, 
the chief executive officer of a major 
oil company from volunteering to re­
search energy policy issues in the De­
partment of Energy. But Glenn and 
others believe the disclosure require­
ment would discourage improprieties. 

"Disclosure always makes people 
behave better," said Comptroller Gen­
eral Charles A. Bowsher, head of the 
GAO, at the Oct. 14 hearing. 

But Stevens, tlie sole Republican 
to attend the hearing, opposed tight­
en ing the rules around the president­
elect. " Don't you think we ought to ... 
trust the fellow who has just been 
elected president of the United 
States?" he asked. "[The president­
elect] ought to be unfettered and al­
lowed to take the best advice he can 
get. . .. I don't think they ought to be -
one-armed paper-hangers." 

Glenn emphasized that his legis­
lation looks to the future and is not a 
reflection of ethical problems encoun­
tered by the current or past adminis­
trations. "I haven 't taken the tack on 
this that there has been criminal ac ­
tivity or anything like that," he said. 
" Don't know that there has. Also don 't 
know that there hasn 't .. . . " 

Records, Pay and Appointments 
Another problem facing the presi­

dent-elect is a lack of records from 
previous transitions that might help 
him avoid the planning pitfalls and 
policy mistakes of his predecessors. 
Records from past transitions have ei­
ther not been maintained or cannot be 
found, according to Glenn. 

Other issues that aro e during 
hearings probably will not be ad-
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dressed in the transition bill, in part 
because they are too controversial. 

Several witnesses, for example, 
complained that low federal salaries 
and the large number of political ap­
pointees in the federal government 
make it next to impossible to have 
more than a skeleton administration 
ready in time for the inauguration. 

An estimated 3,000 key gover_n­
ment positions are filled by political 
appointments, many of which must 
pass through the time-consuming pro­
cess of Sel}ate confirmation. However, 
limiting the number of political ap­
pointees would not be popular with 
members of either party in a year 
when the White House is up for grabs. 

Salary levels for federal employ­
ees "are a hindrance to attracting top 
people ," GAO's Bowsher says. "You 
shouldn't have to borrow to stay in 
Washington." A recent Office of Per­
sonnel Management (OPM) study 
based on information gathered by the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) 
found that public-service salaries lag 
23 percent behind private-sector ones. 
But an OPM spokesman said that fig­
ure may be misleading, because the 
BLS survey did not include a proper 
mix of large and small businesses. 

Another witness at the Oct. 14 
hearing contradicted Bowsher's argu-

. ments: "We don't have any trouble 
filling the government with appointees 
of high caliber. The jobs don't go va­
cant," said J . Jackson Walter, former 
director of the Office of Government 
Ethics under both Carter and Reagan. 

Budget Conflicts 
The budget process during an 

election year alse came under fire at 
the Senate hearings. The outgoing 
president spends the final months of 
his term preparing a budget that es­
sentially is his last hurrah in office, a 
final look at his policies and where he 
would have taken the country in the 
next four years. Meanwhile, the presi­
dent-elect is creating his own budget 
to set the country on a new course. 

Carter adviser Wellford said this 
scenario "makes for conflict between 
the new team that wants to push aside 
completely the outgoing president's 
budget" and the incumbent, who is 
tying up Office of Management and 
Budget (0MB) resources in the devel­
opment of his final budget. 

During the 1976 transition , Well ­
ford said, President Gerald R. Ford 
did not wrap up his budget until the 
end of December, leaving Carter's ad­
visers scrambli ng to put together a 
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draft budget in time to have some im­
pact on the fiscal 1978 budget. 

Under deadlines set by the 
Gramm -Rudman -Hollings anti-deficit 
law (PL 99-177) , the outgoing presi­
dent must send his budget to Congress 
on the first Monday after Jan. 3 - a 
couple of weeks before the new presi­
dent is sworn in Jan. 20. 

While the incoming president is 
not required to submit his own budget, 
he usually wants to do so as soon as -
possible in order to obtain funding for 
his policy initiatives. Carter submitted 
his fiscal 1978 budget to Congress Feb. 
22, 1977; Reagan submitted his fiscal 
1982 budget March 10, 1981. 

Under Gramm-Rudman, the first 
deadline for Congress is Feb. 25, when 
legislative and appropriations com­
mittees must submit their spending 
estimates to the Budget committees. 

Suggestions for alleviating budget 
strain include pushing deadlines back 
by as much as a month in a year when 
a new administration takes over and 
directing the outgoing president to do 
a current-services budget, freeing up 
0MB resources for the new president. 

Stevens strongly opposed the lat­
ter idea, saying it would have the effect 
of "taking away from the incumbent 
president the powers of his office." 

Timing, Outlook 
Glenn 's measure may be ready to 

be in troduced by t he end of t his ses­
sion, perhaps simultaneously in the 
House and Senate, and may reach the 
fl oor early in 1988. Senate staffers and 
those on the House Government Oper­
a tions Committee are tryil)g to work 
out som~ agreement on t he bill. The 
House committee will probably hold 
its own hearings early next year. 

House committee Chairman Jack 
Brooks, D-Texas, sponsored the 1976 
bill revising the original presidential 
transition act. 

Lawmakers on both sides of the 
Capitol say the time for new transition 
legislation is ripe. For the first time in 
20 years, it is certain that there will be 
an entirely new administration on In­
augural Day 1989. 

In every election since Richard M. 
Nixon's victory in 1968, a sitting presi­
dent has been one of the contenders 
for the White House. Earlier attempts 
to change the presidential transition 
law would have risked opposition from 
incumbents who had little desire to 
make life easier for a successor. 

"Now's the time to do it so we 
don 't get looked at like we 're just be­
ing political about this," said Glenn. I 




