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Presidential Management
Styles and Models

Alexander L. George and Eric Stern

EVERY NEW PRESIDENT FACES the task of deciding how to structure
and manage high-level foreign-policymaking in his administration.
The task is a formidable one since responsibility for different aspects
of national security and foreign policy is distributed over a number of
depariments and agencies. Relevant information, competence, and in-
fluence over policy 5 widely dispersed within the executive branch as
well as outside of it. This imposes on the president and his assistants
the task of mobilizing available information, expertise, and analytical
resources for effective policymaking. In addition, the president and his
closest associates have the responsibility for providing policy initiative
and coherence throughout the executive branch.

To discharge these tasks effectively requires internal coordination
within the government. Those parts of the executive branch that have
some responsibility for and/or contribution to make to 2 particular
policy problem must be encouraged to interact with each other in ap-
propriate ways. Left to themselves, these various agencies, of course,
would interact voluntarily and achieve some measure of “]ateral coor-
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200 Alexander L. George and Eric Stern

dination” in formulating policy. But it is essential for the president
{and each department or agency head) to ensure lateral coordination
by institution of various procedures and mechanisms, such as ad hoc
or standing interdepartmental committees, policy conferences, liaison
arrangements, a system of clearances for policy or position papers,
and so on.

However important lateral coordination is, it cannot be counted
upon to produce the caliber of policy analysis, the level of consensus,
and the procedures for implementation required for an effective and
coherent foreign policy.

Moreover, lateral coordination may be weakened and distorted by
patterns of organizational behavior and the phenomenon of “bureau-
cratic politics” that create impediments to and malfunctions of the pol-
icymaking process. Accordingly, all presidents have found it necessary
to impose mechanisms for control and coordination of policy analysis
and implementation from above—either from the White House itself
or from the National Security Council (NSC)—or have fixed responsi-
bility for achieving control and coordination with the State Depart-
ment; or have adopted a combination of these mechanisms.

The traditional practice for seeking improvement in the perfor-
mance of the foreign-policymaking system was to undertake structural
reorganization of the agencies and the mechanisms for achieving their
coordination and cooperation. Periodically—indeed, at least once in
each presidential administration—the foreign-policymaking system
was reorganized.' But the results of reorganizations have been so dis-
appointing that the “organizational tinkering” approach has fallen
into general disrepute. Instead, greater attention is being given to the
design and management of the processes of policymaking.

Coupled with this shift in focus from organizational structure to
process is a new awareness among specialists in organization and
public administration that their past efforts to identify a single stan-
dardized model of policymaking that would be optimal for all presi-
dents was misguided. Instead, it is now recognized that each president
is likely to define his role in foreign-policymaking somewhat differ-
ently and to approach it with a different decisionmaking and manage-
ment style. Hence, too, he will have a different notion as to the kind of

policymaking system that he wishes to create around him, feels com-
fortable with, and can utilize. In brief, the present emphasis is on de-
signing organizational structures to fit the operating styles of their key
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individuals rather than attempting to persuade each new top execu-
tive to accept and adapttoa standardized organizational model that is
considered to be theoretically the best.

As this implies, the first and foremost task that a new president
faces is to learn to define his own role in the policymaking system;
only then can he structure and manage the roles and relationships
within the policymaking system of his secretary of state, the special as-
sistant for national security affairs, the secretary of defense, and other
cabinet members and agency heads with responsibilities for the for-
mulation and implementation of foreign policy.

The president’s basic choice is whether to give his secretary of state
the primary role in the foreign-policymaking, system or to centralize
and manage that system from the White House itself. Still another
model is that of a relatively decentralized system that is coordinated
from the White House for the president by his special assistant for na-
tional security affairs.

A new president may receive advice on these matters from special-
ists in organization or in foreign policy, but in the last analysis his
choices in these matters will be shaped by preferences of his own that
stem from previous experience (if any) in executive roles and the ex-
tent to which he regards himself as knowledgeable and competent in

foreign policy and national security matters. Finally, as all president-
watchers have emphasized, the incumbent's personality will shape
the formal structure of the policymaking system that he creates
around himself and, even more, it will influence the ways in which he
encourages and permits that formal structure to operate in practice. As
a result, each president is likely to develop a policymaking system and
a management style that contain distinctive and idiosyncratic ele-
ments.

Detailed comparison of past presidents from this standpoint sug-
gests that a variety of personality characteristics are important, of
which three can be briefly noted 2 The first of these personality dimen-
sions is “cognitive style.” Cognitive psychologists have found it useful
to view the human mind asa complex system for information process-
ing. Every individual develops ways of storing, retrieving, evaluating,
and using information. At the same time the individual develops a set
of beliefs about the environment, about the attributes of other actors,
and about various presumed causal relationships that help the person

to explain and predict, as best he can (correctly or incorrectly), events
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of interest to him. Beliefs of this kind structure, order, and simplify the
individual’s world; they serve as models of “reality.” Such mental con-
structs play an important role in the individual's perception of what is
occurring in his environment, in the acquisition and interpretation of
new information, and in the formulation and evaluation of responses
to new situations.

At the same time, individuals differ in their approaches to process
ing and evaluating information, and this is generally what is meant by
“cognitive style.” There is as yet no standardized approach to charac-
terizing the dimensions of cognitive style. For present purposes, the
term is used to refer to the way in which an executive such as the pres-
ident defines his informational needs for purposes of making deci-
sions. “Cognitive style” also refers to his preferred ways of acquiring
information from those around him and making use of that informa-
tion, and to his preferences regarding advisers and ways of using
them in making his decisions.

Defined in these terms, as we shall note, an individual’s cognitive
style plays an important role in his preference for one management
model as against others. Cognitive styles do vary among presidents,
and it simply will not work to try to impose on a new presidenta poli-
cymaking system or 2 management model that is uncongenial to his
cognitive style”

A second personality dimension that influences a president’s choice
of a policymaking system is his sense of efficacy and competence as it re-
lates to management and decisionmaking tasks. In other words, the
types of skills that he possesses and the types of tasks that he feels par-
ticularly adept at doing and those that he feels poorly equipped to do
will influence the way in which he defines his executive role.

A third personality dimension that will influence the president’s se-
Jection of a policymaking model is his general orientation toward politi-
cal conflict and, related to this, toward interpersonal conflict over pol-
icy among his advisers. Individuals occupying the White House have
varied on this personality dimension, too. Thus, we find that some
chief executives have viewed politics as a necessary, useful, and per-
haps even enjoyable game while other presidents have regarded itas a
dirty business that must be discouraged or at least ignored. The per-
sonal attitude toward conflict that a president brings into office is
likely to determine his orientation to the phenomena of “cabinet poli-
tics” and “bureaucratic politics” within his administration as well a5
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Presidential Management Styles and Models 203

to the larger, often interlinked game of politics surrounding the execu-
tive branch. Individuals with a pronounced distaste for “dirty poli-
tics” and for being exposed to face-to-face disagreements among ad-
visers are likely to favor policymaking systems that attempt to curb
these phenomena or at least shield them from direct exposure. They
also are likely to prefer staff and advisory systems in which teamwork
or formal analytical procedures are emphasized in lieu of partisan ad-
vocacy and debate.

Cognitive style, sense of efficacy, and orientation toward conflict
(and of course, as noted carlier, the nature of any prior experience in
executive roles and the level of personal competence and interest in
foreign policy and national security affairs)—all these combine to de-
termine how a new president will structure the policymaking system
around him and how he will define his own role and that of others in it.

Three management models have been identified that characterize at
Jeast in general terms the approaches displayed by different presidents
in recent times.! These are the formalistic,” “competitive,” and “colle-
gial” models. The tormalistic model is characterized by an orderly pol-
icymaking structure, one that provides well-defined procedures, hier-
archical lines of communication, and a structured staff system. While
the formalistic model seeks to benefit from the diverse views and
judgments of participants in policymaking, it also discourages open
conflict and bargaining among them.

The competitive model, in contrast, places a premium on encourag-
ing a more open and uninhibited expression of diverse opinions,
analysis, and advice. To this end the competitive model not only toler-
ates but may actually encourage organizational ambiguity, overlap-
ping jurisdictions, and multiple channels of communication to and
from the president.

The collegial model, in turn, attempts to achieve the essential ad-
vantages of each of the other two while avoiding their pitfalls. To this
end, the president attempts to create a team of staff members and ad-
visers who will work together to identify, analyze, and solve policy
problems in ways that will incorporate and synthesize as much as pos-
sible divergent points of view. The collegial model attempts to benefit
from diversity and competition within the policymaking system, but it
also attempts to avoid narrow parochialism by encouraging cabinet
officers and advisers to identify at Jeast partly with the presidential

.

perspective. And by encouraging collegial participation in group
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problem-solving efforts, this approach attempts to avoid the worst ex-
cesses of infighting, bargaining, and compromise associated with the
competitive model.

Truman, Eisenhower, and Nixon employed one or another variant
of the formalistic approach. Franklin D. Roosevelt employed the com-
petitive model, and John E. Kennedy the collegial one. As for Lyndon
B. Johnson, he began by trying to emulate Franklin Roosevelt’s style
and gradually moved toward a formalistic approach but one that ex-
hibited such idiosyncratic features that we have decided not fo offer a
description of it here. Carter, Reagan, Bush, and Clinton will be dis-
cussed in subsequent sections of this chapter.

Franklin D. Roosevelt

Let us begin with Franklin D. Roosevelt, whose unusual policymaking
system is the prototype for the competitive management model. A
dominant feature of FDR’s personality was his strong sense of political
efficacy. He felt entirely at home in the presidency, acting in the belief
that there was close to a perfect fit between his competence and skills
and some of the most demanding role requirements of the office.
Then, too, FDR viewed politics and the games that go with it as a use-
ful and enjoyable game and not, as others before him (for example,
William Taft and Herbert Hoover) as an unsavory, distasteful business
to be discouraged or avoided. FDR not only felt comfortable in the
presence of conflict and disagreement around him; he also saw that,
properly managed, it could serve his informational and political
needs. Instead of trying, as his predecessor had, to take the politics out
of the policymaking process, Roosevelt deliberately exacerbated the
competitive and conflicting aspects of cabinet politics and bureau-
cratic politics. He sought to increase both structural and functional
ambiguities within the executive branch in order better o preside over
t. For Roosevelt, exposure to conflict among advisers and cabinet
heads did not stir up anxiety or depression; nor did he perceive it as
threatening in a personal or political sense. Not only did he live com-
fortably with the political conflict and, at times, near-chaos around
him, but also he manipulated the structure of relationships among
subordinates in order to control and profit from their competition.
What is noteworthy is that Roosevelt did not attempt to create a for-
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FIGURE 6.2 The Formalistic Model (Truman)

the formalistic model may be depicted, again in simplified terms, as in
Figure 6.2.

Characteristic features of the formalistic model (Truman): (1) spe-
cialized information and advice flows to the president from each of his
cabinet heads and advisers; (2) the president tends to define the role of
each cabinet head as a functional expert on some aspect of national se-
curity or foreign policy; each official briefs the president authorita-
tively on that aspect of a policy problem for which he has jurisdiction;
(3) each adviser receives information and advice from his subordinate
units; (4) the president does not encourage his advisers to communi-
cate with each other or to engage in joint efforts at policy analysis and
problem solving; (5) the president sticks to channels and seldom
reaches down to bypass a cabinet head to get independent informa-
tion/advice from one of his subordinates; and (6) the president takes
responsibility for intellectual synthesis of specialized inputs on a pol-
icy problem received from advisers.

Dwight D, Eisenhower

Dwight D. Eisenhower avoided personal involvement as much as pos-
sible in the bureaucratic politics aspects of policymaking within the
executive branch and in less savory aspects of politics generally. At the
same time, however, Eisenhower recognized that conflict and politics
are inevitable and adapted to them by defining his own role as that of
someone who could stand “above politics,” moderate conflict, and
promote unity. In doing so, Eisenhower expressed his special sense of
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efficacy that led him (and others) to believe that he could make a dis-
tinctive and unique contribution by seeming to remain “above poli-
tics” and by emphasizing the shared values and virtues that should
guide governmental affairs. This did not prevent him, however, from
engaging in political maneuvers of his own when he perceived that his
interests required it’

Eisenhower did not attempt (as Nixon would later) to depoliticize
and rationalize the formal policymaking process completely. Rather,
Eisenhower’s variant of the formalistic model encompassed advocacy
and disagreement at lower levels of the policymaking system, even
though he wanted subordinates eventually to achieve agreement, if
possible, on recommendations for his consideration. Moreover, formal
meetings of the large NSC were often preceded by less formal “warm-
up” sessions with a smaller group of advisers that provided opportu-
nities for genuine policy debate. The conventional depiction of Eisen-
hower’s NSC system as an unimaginative, bureaucratic body laden
with the preparation and presentation of cautiously formulated posi-
tions, therefore, is not justified.*

What these observations about Eisenhower’s policy system reveal is
that a formalistic management model need not be highly bureaucra-
tized. Examples of the formalistic management model, which always
seem bureaucratized on the surface, need to be examined much more
closely in order to determine how they actually function. As is well
known, policymaking in complex organizations usually proceeds on
two tracks: the formal, visible, official track and the informal, less visi-
ble track. Even the most formalistic of policymaking systems is accom-
panied by some kind of informal track that is utilized by the partici-
pants—including sometimes the president himself—in an attempt to
“work with” or “work around” the formal procedures.

In particular, a president’s use of surrogates as “chiefs of staff” in a
formalistic management model needs close examination to determine
to what extent he actually restricts his own involvement in policymak-
ing and remains unaware or uninterested in the important preliminar-
ies of information processing. Thus, in Eisenhower’s case, recent
archival research reveals that two of his “chiefs of staff”—Governor
Sherman Adams and Secretary of State John Foster Dulles—were by
no means as powerful as has been thought. “Adams was not the all
powerful domestic policy gate-guard he is said to have been. He did
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FIGURE 6.3 The Formalistic Model (Eisenhower)

not keep important information from Eisenhower’s attention, nor did

he make important decisions solo. . . . In the case of Dulles ... noteven

the most obsequious Lynden Johnson courtier could have been more

assiduous about testing the waters. ... Dulles was in touch with the
president daily, and was consistently responsive to Eisenhower’s di-
rectives.”

With these important caveats in mind, we can proceed to examine
how the visible structure of his formalistic model differed from Tru-
man's. This can be seen by comparing the chart for Truman’s system
with that for Eisenhower’s presented in Figure 6.3.

Characteristic features of the formalistic model (Eisenhower): simi-
lar to Truman’s variant of the formalistic model with two important
exceptions: (1) a #chief of staff” position is created tobe utilized, when
the president wishes, as a buffer between himself and cabinet heads
and to arrange for preparation of formal recommendations to the pres-
ident (Sherman Adams performed this role for Eisenhower on domes-
tic policy matters; in practice, Secretary of State John Foster Dulles
came to assume a similar, though informal, role for Eisenhower in for-
eign policy, though not in defense matters); and (2) again, unlike Tru-
man’s version of the formalistic model, in this one the president at-

tempts to protect himself from being overloaded by urging

*___ﬂ
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i advisers/cabinet heads to analyze problems and resolve policy differ-
bl ences whenever possible at lower levels. |

¥l _'i John E. Kennedy |

]

=-|-I I John E. Kennedy felt much more at ease with the conflictual aspects of

3 politics and policymaking than his predecessor; his sense of efficacy

!-'_ i included confidence in his ability to manage and shape the interper- '
3 ‘ | sonal relations of those around him in a constructive fashion, and his

cognitive style led him to participate much more actively and directly
in the policymaking process than Eisenhower had or Nixon would
| later on. These personality characteristics contributed to forging a col-
it legial style of policymaking based on teamwork and shared responsi-
bility among talented advisers. Kennedy recognized the value of di-
versity and give-and-take among advisers, and he encouraged it. But
i Kennedy stopped well short of the extreme measures for stimulating
| competition that Roosevelt had employed. Rather than to risk intro-
ducing disorder and strife into the policymaking system, Kennedy

l' used other strategies for keeping himself informed, properly advised,
i | and “on top.” He did not find personally congenial the highly formal

. =|r._- procedures, the large meetings, and the relatively aloof presidential
role characteristic of Eisenhower’s system. Particularly after the Bay of
Pigs fiasco, Kennedy employed a variety of devices for counteracting
14 the narrowness of perspective of leading members of individual de-
' partments and agencies and for protecting himself from the risks of
bureaucratic politics. Noteworthy is Kennedy’s effort to restructure

il the roles and broaden the perspectives of top department and agency
' ,Ei' officials and to introduce a new set of norms to guide their participa-
el tion in policymaking.

1 The kind of teamwork and group approach to problem solving that

lr Kennedy strove to create—and achieved with notable success in the

i Cuban missile crisis at least—is often referred to as the “collegial”
A model to distinguish it both from the more competitive and the more
formal systems of his predecessors. The sharp contrasts between
¥ Kennedy’s collegial system and the competitive and formalistic mod-
L els emerge by comparing Figure 6.4 with Figures 6.1,6.2,and 6.3.

Bt Characteristic features of the collegial model (IFK): (1) the presi-
!ii dent is at the center of a wheel with spokes connecting to individual
advisers/cabinet heads; (2) advisers form a “collegial team” and en-
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Agencies Within
Departments

¢ b

A) Advisers and
Cabiner Heads

A? President Al <——O

FIGURE 6.4 The Collegial Model (JFK)

gage in group problem-solving; (3) information flows into the colle-
ts lower in the bureaucracy; (4) advisers

gial team from various poin
do not perform as individual filters to the president; rather, the group
# that considers information

of advisers functions as a “debate team
and policy options from the multiple, conflicting perspectives of the

group members in an effort to obtain cross-fertilization and creative
problem solving; (5) advisers are encouraged to act as generalists,
concerned with all aspects of the policy problem, rather than as ex-
perts or functional specialists on only part of the policy problem; 6
discussion procedures are kept informal enough to encourage frank
expression of views and judgments and to avoid impediments to in-

___#
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formation processing generated by status and power differences
among members; and (7) the president occasionally gives overlap-
ping assignments and occasionally reaches down to communicate di-
rectly with subordinates of cabinet heads in order to get more infor-
mation and independent advice.

Richard M. Nixon

Richard Nixon strongly favored a formalistic model. As a number of
observers have noted, several of Nixon's well-defined personality
characteristics shaped his management style and approach to deci-
sionmaking. During his earlier years, Nixon had developed a cogni-
tive style that enabled him to cope with deeply rooted personal inse-
curities by adopting an extremely conscientious approach to
decisionmaking. As described so well in his book Six Crises, the whole
business of acquiring information, weighing alternatives, and decid-
ing among them was, for Nixon, extremely stressful, requiring great
self-control, hard work, and reliance upon himself. Dealing with diffi-
cult situations posed the necessity but also offered an opportunity for
Nixon to prove himself over and over again. He experienced his great-
est sense of self and of his efficacy when he had to confront and master
difficult situations in which a great deal was at stake.”

Nixon’s pronounced sense of aloneness and privacy, his thin-
skinned sensitivity and vulnerability were not conducive to develop-
ing the kind of interpersonal relationships associated with a collegial
model of management. Rather, as Richard T. Johnson notes, “Nixon,
the private man with a preference for working alone, wanted machin-
ery to staff out the options but provide plenty of time for reflection.
...” Similarly, “with his penchant for order,” Nixon inevitably “fa-
vored men who offered order,” who acceded to his demand for loyalty
and shared his sense of banding together to help him cope with a hos-
tile environment."

Nixon’s preference for a highly formalistic system was reinforced by
other personality characteristics. He was an extreme “conflict avoider”;
somewhat paradoxically, although Nixon was quite at home with polit-
ical conflict in the broader public arena, he had a pronounced distaste
for being exposed to it face-to-face. Early in his administration, Nixon
tried a version of multiple advocacy in which leading advisers would
debate issues in his presence. But he quickly abandoned the experi-
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ment and turned to structuring his staff to avoid overt manifestations

of disagreement and to avoid being personally drawn into the squab-

bles of his staff.? Hence Nixon's need for a few staff aides immediately

around him who were to serve as buffers and enable him to distance

himself from the wear and tear of policymaking.

1t is interesting that Eisenhower’s “chief of staff” concept was car-
ried much further in Nixon’s variant of the {ormalistic model. The for-
eign-policymaking system that Henry Kissinger, the special assistant

for national security affairs, developed during the first year of Nixon’s

administration is generally regarded as by far the most centralized

and highly structured model yet employed by any president.” Nixon
was determined even more than Eisenhower had been to abolish bu-

reaucratic and cabinet potitics as completely as possible; but, more 0
d protect his per-

than Eisenhower, Nixon also wanted to enhance an
sonal control over high policy. To this end, a novel system of six spe-
cial committees was set up operating out of the NSC, each of which
was chaired by Kissinger. These included the Vietnam Special Studies

Group, the Washington Special Actions Group (to deal with interna-

tional crises), the Defense Programs Review Committee, the Verifica-
the 40 Committee (to

tion Panel (to deal with strategic arms talks),
deal with covert actions), and the Senior Review Group (which dealt
with all other types of policy issues).

Reporting to the Senior Review Group were six lower-level interde-

partmental groups that were set up on a regional or functional basis
and Political-

(Middle East, Far East, Latin America, Africa, Europe,
Military Affairs), each of which was headed by an assistant secretary
of state. In addition, Kissinger could set up ad hoc working groups
composed of specialists from various agencies and run by his own top
staff aides.

Thus, not only did Kissinger’s committee structure reach down into
the departments and agencies, absorbing key personnel into various
committees controlled by Kissinger or his staff aides, but also other com-
mittees that were created on an interdepartmental basis though chaired
by assistant secretaries of state were given their assignments by

rted to the Senior Review Group chaired by Kissinger.

Kissinger and repo
As a result, anovel, unconventional policymaking structure was created
d largely superseded the

and superimposed upon the departments an

traditional hierarchical policymaking system. Striking differences with

Fisenhower’s formalistic model can be noted (see Figure 6.5).
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|
i i Jimmy Carter
I
bl Comparing Jimmy Carter’s publicly stated intentions with the evolu-
tion of his foreign policy management system during his four years in
148 office yields somewhat ironic conclusions. Carter entered office with
i professed commitments to “cabinet government,” intending to down-
E ' grade the role of national security adviser and to center foreign-policy- I
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making in the State Department.” He left office with a significantly
factionalized system that had evolved into one of the most White
House—centered in modern history.”

Carter’s‘manqgement style fsxr}braced distinctive e!gfn_er}_@s_qf_both
the collegial and the formalistic models. As one observer noted,
Carter's national security policymaking system “is an amalgamation
selectively drawn from the experiences of his predecessors."“’ Like
Kennedy, Carter initially resisted a «chief of staff” system for organiz-
ing his work and contacts with others.” Carter’s preference was a
communications structure in the wheel configuration with himself at
the hub, affording maximal opportunity for direct contact with offi-
cials and advisers. This was in part a post-Watergate reaction to
Nixon's tightly hierarchical management system. Again like Kennedy
{and Roosevelt), Carter wished to be actively involved in the policy-
making process and at earlier stages, before the system had produced
options or a single recommended policy for his consideration.”

At the same time, Carter differed from Kennedy in preferring ,a for-
mally structured NSC system and retaining elements of the "formal
options” system developed by Kissinger for Nixon.” Carter gradually
restored the prestige of the NSC staff after the brief eclipse that oc-
curred during the Gerald Ford administration when Kissinger was
secretary of state, and he relied increasingly on its studies for help in
making decisions.” Carter’s preference for underpinning the collegial
features of his management model with formalistic structure and pro-
cedures is not surprising given his naval training and experience as an
engineer”!

In his somewhat technocratic approach to policymaking, experts
and orderly study procedures played an essential role, and so the fea-
tures of the collegial model that he valued had necessarily to be
blended somehow with features of a formalistic model.2 In this mixed
system, policymaking was not meant to be as highly centralized as in
the Nixon administration. Carter not only allowed relatively liberal ac-
cess to the Oval Office but also maintained a more decentralized advi-
sory system than Nixon had. This reflected not only his personality
and management style but also the lessons that he and others drew
from the experience of his predecessors. He was determined not to be-
come isolated in the White House.

One of Carter’s main concerns at the outset was to set up his foreign
policy machinery in a way that would avoid the extreme centraliza-
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tion of power that Kissinger, as special assistant for national security
affairs, had acquired during Nixon’s first term and that led him to re-
place for all practical purposes the secretary of state. In Carter’s ad-
ministration, the special assistant (Zbigniew Brzezinski) was not
meant to become as powerful or as public a figure as Kissinger had
been. Instead Brzezinski was intended to be a behind-the-scenes
source of intellectual insight, creativity, and a comprehensive strategic
perspective.”

Carter’s intention was for his secretary of state, Cyrus Vance, to be
his chief diplomat and leading foreign policy spokesman and to be a
key adviser.** In particular, Carter expected Vance to be a strong man-
ager and team player who would not challenge the president’s ambi-
tion to call the shots in the foreign policy realm. Despite some qualims,
Carter apparently intended to rely on the State Department to play an
important role in policy preparation.” In line with this concept and his
general preference for organizational austerity, the number of commit-
tees in the NSC staff was reduced from what they had been in Nixon’s
administration, and Brzezinski did not chair all of the NSC commit-
tees as Kissinger had.* However, the committee he did chair, the Spe-
cial Coordination Committee (SCC), over time became increasingly
important at the expense of an alternative body, the Policy Review
Committee (PRC), which was chaired at the cabinet secretary level.”

In his attempt to inhibit the special assistant from becoming the
dominant actor in the system and a virtual “chief of staff,”*® Carter
planned to rely on collegiality among his principal national security
advisers—the secretary of state, the secretary of defense, the special
assistant, and the vice president—to achieve the necessary interaction
and coordination.” Accordingly, the NSC organization under Carter
was designed to be more modest than Nixon'’s in centrality, structure,
staffing, and operations.

Although Carter’s choice of organizational model was in part a re-
sponse to the experiences of his predecessors, both his choice of this
system and the functioning of the system in practice were also shaped
to a considerable extent by his personality. Carter brought with him to
the White House a cognitive style and sense of personal efficacy that
gave him confidence in the possibility of mastering difficult problems
and of finding comprehensive solutions for them.” This orientation
was reflected, for example, in Carter’s attraction to the idea of zero-
based budgeting.” The realm of foreign policy was no exception.”
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[ronically, this same sense of confidence may have inhibited Carter’s
ability to make best use of the advisory system he created. Several ob-
servers have noted that Carter exhibited an active Jeadership style in
meetings that seemed designed to demonstrate his own mastery of the

subject matter rather than to draw out the views of his colleagues.”

This may also have encouraged anticipatory compliance on the part of

cabinet members and aides. As Hamilton Jordan informed Carter in

March 1980: “A great premivm is placed upon anticipating what yout want

instead of providing you with frank and hard analysis.”* Furthermore, it

has been suggested that Carter had great difficulty in accepting criti-
cism from others and admitting his own mistakes, which may have in-
hibited him from learning from experience.”

Carter’s legendary appetite for written material initially aroused the
approval of many observers.® However, this trait also had a downside
that gradually became apparent.” Overloaded with detail that con-
sumed time that might otherwise have been devoted to strategic re-

flection, Carter had a tendency to lose sight of the forest for the trees.

According to C. Campbell, “He brought to his work a ponderous style

that tended to ritualize consultation and caused him to devour factual

information.” Attempts by aides to reduce Carter’s reading burden

met with resistance. Brzezinski writes, “Whenever 1 tried to relieve
uneasiness, and 1 even

him of excessive detail, Carter would show real
"y

felt some suspicion, that ] was usurping his authority.
Despite public perceptions of a warm and extroverted personality,

some insiders suggest that Carter tended to be rather shy and conflict
1 level.® According to Bob Berglund

averse on an interpersona
(Carter’s secretary of agriculture), Carter “didn’t really like to mix it

up in a meeting. He didn’t like to debate oF Jisten to arguments; he
was very uncomfortable in that area.”® Other observers note that
Carter was particularly conflict averse regarding aides with whom he
was personally unfamiliar and suggest that he was reluctant to sanc

tion aides who did not perform well.?
This trait could help to explain why Carter, like Nixon, apparently

preferred many policy conflicts to be spelled out on paper rather than
in oral deliberations. However, other commentators concede that
Carter was somewhat averse to intense personalized conflict but argue
that he enjoyed the give—and-take of substantive debate among his ad-
visers. In fact, according 0 A. Moens, Carter actually encouraged com-
petitive behavior in his aides and cabinet members in order to widen
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his information base for policymaking.® Carter himself subsequently
claimed: “The different strengths of Brzezinski and Vance matched the
roles they played and also permitted the natural competition between
the two organizations to stay alive. I appreciated those differences. [n
making the final decisions on foreign policy, I needed to weigh as
many points of view as possible.”

How then did the system that Jimmy Carter created function in
practice, and what attempts were made to adjust the system during
the course of his term? Although Carter did succeed to some extent in
avoiding a highly centralized, “closed” system of foreign-policymak-
ing, it must also be said that he was much less successful in avoiding
the potential difficulties of the mixed formalistic-collegial model that
he created. A number of weaknesses quickly became evident in the
Carter system that seriously affected its performance. The collegial
model requires close contact and continuing interaction between the
president, his secretary of state, and the special adviser. A considerable
degree of contact and sustained interaction among these officials were
sustained during much of the Carter administration, through a wide
range of official and unofficial forums for consultation.®

However, their respective roles remained highly fluid and were not
well defined.* -Fo_rexample, no clear arrangement for polig_'spgcial-
ization and division of labor was maintained among these three prin-
cipals. In contrast, the secretary of defense’s role appears to have been
more clearly defined; his participation in policymaking was noticeably
less prone to responsibility conflicts with others.” In the absence of
role definition and specialization, all three—the president, his secre-
tary of state, and the special adviser—could and often did take an ac-
tive posture in any important policy problem. A shared interest in ma-
jor policy problems is to be expected in a collegial system, but some
understandings must also be developed to regulate initiative, consul-
tation, the articulation of disagreements, formulation of collective
judgments, and relations with the mass media. Carter evidently
counted on the fact that the three men knew and respected one an-
other prior to his election to the presidency to make his collegial ap-
proach work. And, to be sure, for a time it seemed that the three men
got along well. Yet more than a fagade of cordiality is needed for effec-
tive policymaking in a collegial system.

Collegiality entails certain risks, and its preservation may exact a price.
The evidence indicates that the preservation of cordiality in the eatly pe-
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dministration was accompanied by a perhaps partly

unconscious tendency to subordinate disagreements OVer policy among
the three men that should have been articulated, confronted, and dealt
with in a timely fashion.*® Carter may have contributed to this tendency

to seek concurrence by reacting negatively to diversity in his briefing

materials during the first six weeks of his administration.”
Another source of difficulties was Carter himself. He had 2 habit of
i T an important foreign

suddenly taking the initiative or intervening i
policy matter, a8 in the case of his human Tights initiative and the neu- <—
tron bomb_controvers % |eaving, vance and Brzezinski with theem-
parrassing and difficult task of making the best of it or of trying to
modify t licy, Carter’s colleagues and aides were greatly frus-
trated by their inability to curb this tendency to take over important
matters, which also tended to deny them an adequate opportunity to
advise Carter peforehand. According t0 Brzezinski’s account, “At
times, Carter's impatience produced circumstances in which he would
make decisions ahead of the NSC coordinating process, prompting me
to complain to him.”*

Carter’s style tended to leave the decisionmaking process Open and

the degree of policy maturity unclear. Closure became difficult to
achieve as advocates were not provided with clear signals as to when
to break off their advocacy on particular issues. According to Brzezin-
ski, Carter was at times “like a sculptor who did not know when to
throw away his chise e

Another weakness of Carter’s system

roved difficult to cope with. Foreign policy became badly frag-
mented in the first year of Carter’s administration. The hybrid system
“put a heavy purden on the president’s time and attention and called
for unusual interpersonal gkills, which Carter was unable to provide,
in mediating differences and maintaining teamwork.”® The situation
was characterized by: (1) overactivism—the floating of many specific

latively short period of time; (2) a ten-

policy initiatives within a ré
dency to initiate attractive, desirable policies without sufficient atten-
alization of overall foreign

tion to their feasibility; (3) poor conceptu
policy and, related to this, a failure to recognize that individual poli-
cies conflicted with each other; (4) a poor sense of strategy and tactics;
(5) a badly designed and managed policymaking system.*

These. flaws cannot be attributed merely or even primarily to

Carter’s inexperience in foreign policy.” After all, his administration

riod of the Carter a

quickly developed and
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included various high-level officials with considerable expertise and
experience in foreign-policymaking. Part of the explanation has to do
with important aspects of his personality, which may well seem attrac-
tive in and of themselves. Carter is a man of high moral principles, as
exemplified by his sincere commitment to human rights.* He wanted
to imbue U.S. foreign policy with renewed moral purpose; he was an
activist in this respect and took genuine pleasure in his administra-
tion's ability to launch so many worthwhile policy initiatives so
quickly—and he could see no harm in pushing ahead simultaneously
with so many good initiatives.

What was needed to safeguard against an overloading of the foreign
policy agenda and the fragmentation of foreign policy was a strong
policy planning and coordinating mechanism, one that would alert
Carter to this problem and assist him in dealing with difficult trade-
offs among conflicting policy initiatives by establishing priorities and
generally better integrating the various strands of foreign policy. Such
a policy planning and coordinating mechanism, however, was lacking.
The need to develop it somehow fell between the two pillars of
Carter’s mixed collegial-formalistic model. Neither the formalistic nor
the collegial components of Carter’s system provided the necessary
planning/coordinating mechanisms and procedures.

An increasingly significant problem during the latter two-thirds of
the administration was that Vance and Brzezinski did develop impor-
tant disagreements over policy, particularly on matters having to do
with assessment of Soviet intentions and strategy and tactics for deal-
ing with the Soviet Union. The effort to preserve collegiality in the first
eighteen months of the administration led both men to paper over
their disagreements and to avoid the difficult but necessary task of
coming to grips with these fundamental policy questions. But these
matters could not be avoided indefinitely, and after jockeying and
competing with each other to influence Carter’s position, first one way
and then the other, the controversy between Vance and Brzezinski
spilled out into the open. Brzezinski began speaking out aggressively
to undermine the positions taken by the secretary of state. Among
other things, Brzezinski wanted the administration to exploit the Sino-
Soviet conflict, to “play the China card,” in order to exert pressure on
the Soviets. Vance opposed this effectively for some time. But Brzezin-
ski continued his efforts and was successful in obtaining the presi-
dent’s approval for his trip to China. The special assistant's outspoken
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disagreements with the secretary of state became $0 damaging that
Vance finally went to the president in the summer of 1978 and pre-
vailed upon him to restrain Brzezinski from airing his disagreements
publicly. This situation resulied in Brzezinski’s adopting a somewhat
lower public profile for a time.”

Yot a combination of institutional arrangements, personal chemistry,

and the developing political context conspired to keep Brzezinski’s
star on the rise. The configuration of world events, especially the So-
viet invasion of Afghanistan and the fall of the shah of Iran, tended to
strengthen the hawkish Brzezinski’s hand at the more dovish Vance's
expense. Similarly, these situations kept the administration in a semi-
permanent crisis mode during its final two years, which pushed for-
mal interagency coordination toward the NSC's SCC, chaired by none
other than Brzezinski. Buttressed by his positive personal relationship
with Carter, Brzezinski became increasingly assertive, manipulating
the process in order to pursue his policy agenda.”

The conflict between Vance and Brzezinski ultimately came to a
head as a result of the April 1980 decision to attempt a military rescue
of the American hostages being held in Iran, The preliminary delibera-
tions were held in Vance's absence, leading to a provisional decision
by Carter to go ahead with the mission. Upon his refurn, Vance was
granted an opportunity to present his case at a formal NSC meeting. In
spite of Vance’s pleas, Carter decided to go ahead with the ill-fated
mission, a decision that prompted Vance to resign in protest.® Carter
promptly appointed Senator Edmund Muskie as his replacement, pri-
marily on the basis of his usefulness as a foreign policy spokesman.
Muskie was unable to challenge seriously Brzezinski’s position in the
waning months of the administration.”

There were other weaknesses in the management of Carter’s foreign
policy system. Under Brzezinski as special assistant, and given the
character of his staff, the NSC did not function effectively in coordinat-
ing the various strands of foreign policy and helping Carter with his
difficult task of managing the various contradictions and trade-offs be-
tween different foreign policy objectives. Neither Brzezinski himself
nor his deputy, David Aaron (who apparently was selected in part for
his tes to Vice President Walter Mondale), earned reputations for be-

ing good administrators or for defining their roles as high-level staff

rather than as activists in making policy*' In fact, both were much
the policy-

more interested in influencing policy than in managing
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222 Alexander L. George and Eric Stern

making process in a neutral, efficient manner. Moreover, many of the
people Brzezinski brought onto the NSC staff to work with him were
also eager to influence policy as best they could from the vantage
point of the White House.

As a result, the fragmentation of foreign policy at the conceptual
level,” to which many critics have called attention, was reinforced by
the administration’s failure to develop an effective central coordinat-
ing mechanism for the organization and management of the policy-
making process.® In an attempt to cope with these problems in mid-
stream, Carter turned to the creation of special task forces for each
major policy issue in order to centralize authority in the White House
and to improve coordination of agency and departmental officials on
behalf of presidential policy. Following the successful use of ad hoc
task forces to direct efforts to secure ratification of the Panama Canal
treaty and to deal with other major issues, in late 1978 Carter estab-
lished an executive committee headed by Vice President Mondale to
be responsible for dealing with the president’s agenda and priorities.
The committee endorsed a plan for forming task forces for all major
presidential issues for 1979. Task forces were established on a dozen

issues of high priority, including domestic as well as foreign policy is-
sues.

Ronald Reagan

Delving into foreign policy management during the Ronald Reagan
administration reveals a turbulent image of a system in search of a sta-
ble personnel mix and organizational equilibrium that would take
more than six years and a major foreign policy scandal to achieve.
During those six years the system was relatively decentralized, under-
managed, and characterized by chronic and exhausting extremes of
personal, ideological, and bureaucratic conflict. These conditions gen-
erated an unusually high degree of senior staff turnover. In the course
of an eight-year term Reagan appointed two secretaries of state, two
secretaries of defense, and six national security advisers—a record in-
dicative of serious difficulties in establishing and maintaining a sound
foreign-policymaking system.

Mindful of and wishing to distance himself from the precedent of
the turbulent latter years of the Carter administration, Reagan wished
to significantly modify the structure of the policymaking system. Even
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pefore taking office he indicated that he would reduce the scope and
functions of the office of the adviser for national security affairs (NSA)
in order to avoid a repetition of the damaging competitive relationship
that had developed between Brzezinski and Vance in the Carter
administration. Instead, he embraced the ideal of a State Depart-
ment-centered foreign-policymaking's —¥Fas '—_'ﬁ———__gtatcomcﬁnh-
tion could be achieved through collegiality among his cabinet secre-
taries and through the good offices of a significantly downgraded

national security adviser* Thus Keagan proposed a synthesis of the ¢

formalistic and collegial models.®

Tt is fair to say that this model did affect Reagan’s appointments and (o l‘j reld

initial allocations of responsibility. Reagan selected Richard Allen as
national security adviser, a minor figure who had served briefly on the
Kissinger NSC staff. Reagan sharply reduced Allen’s access and poli-
cymaking prerogatives, directing him to focus on the task of policy co-
ordination and to refrain from taking part in public diplomacy, policy
advocacy, and operational matters. Allen was directed to report to the
president via Edwin Meese 11I. Meese, a Reagan crony who, though
lacking experience in foreign policy, had had a brief career spanning,
both domestic and foreign policy, was one of a “troika” of White
House officials who would collectively (and by most accounts effec-
tively) enact the chief of staff role during Reagan’s first term.”

For secretary of state, Reagan chose General Alexander Haig, an-
other and more prominent veteran of the Nixon administration, where
he had served as Kissinger’s deputy and briefly as White House chief
of staff.¥ Haig was promised the prime role in the foreign-policymak-
ing process and the privilege of being chief foreign policy spokesman
for the administration.® The secretary of defense post went to Caspar
Weinberger, a longtime Washington hand and political ally of the pres-
ident, known for his conservatism and his hawkish views. Reagan
tapped William Casey—who had served in the Office of Strategic Ser-
vices during World War Il—for the CIA directorship, taking the rela-
tively unusual step of granting Casey cabinet rank, a tacit indication
that Reagan had an important role in mind for the agency.”

Let us now turn our attention to the man who made these initial
choices and set the stage for what would be an eight-year administra-
tion. Reagan's relatively unusual cognitive style is deserving of com-
ment as it affected both his choice of management model and, subse-
quently, the functioning of that system. As depicted by several of his
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most authoritative biographers and former associates, Reagan comes
across as both intelligent and intellectually lazy.™ He was often impa-
tient with detailed presentation of policy material. He preferred oral
briefings, briefing films, and “mini-memos” to reading lengthy re-
ports. These preferences and characteristics contrast vividly with
Carter's insatiable appetite for reading and tendency to immerse him-
self in the details of policy problems. Despite much publicity regard-
ing memory lapses, Reagan apparently could demonstrate a remark-
able ability to absorb orally presented material.™

Often described as “incurious,” Reagan tended to be strikingly pas-
sive in information acquisition.” He generally asked few questions in
deliberations. This passivity extended to consideration of policy op-
tions. Reagan generally accepted the options laid out by his advisers
as given. Unlike Eisenhower, he rarely attempted to reshape options
himself or question the way in which problems were framed.” Reagan
was typically decisive when presented with clear choices, especially
when they could be based on the bedrock of his convictions. Yet it
seems that value conflicts raised by such choices tended to be sup-
pressed and ignored rather than rigorously explored and resolved.”

One insightful biographer suggests that Reagan’s mode of thought
was more narrative than analytical, his cognitive processes driven by
experience, stories, and analogy rather than deductive logic.” Further-
more, he allegedly tended to be rather unselective and uncritical re-
garding the sources of the information on which he relied, making him
vulnerable “to arguments short on facts and long on theatrical gim-
micks.” That account reports that Reagan exhibited a credulity border-
ing at times on gullibility.”

Assessing Reagan’s own sense of personal efficacy and competence
is not an easy task. He appeared generally to enjoy the presidency,
mastering the public aspects of the role to an extent unmatched by his
recent peers. He drew great satisfaction from the positive response of
his audiences. He was confident and active in his relationship with
Congess, recalling Lyndon Johnson in his skill at face-to-face persua-
sion. Reagan has often been described as comfortable with decision.”
In congressional testimony in 1987, George P. Shultz described Reagan
as follows: “He is comfortable with himself. He is decisive, he steps up
to things, and when he decides, he stays with it. And sometimes you
wish he wouldn't, but anyway he does. He is very decisive and he's

Tl W b, P ol




= Stern

‘omes
mpa-
{ oral
y re-
with
him-
rard-
ark-

pas-
15 in
op-
sers
ions
gan
ally
at it
up-
L]
ght
by
er-
re-
im
m-
er-

ICe

e

225

Presidential Management Styles and Models

very strong.”™ Reagan possessed a set of core convictions that often
enabled him to be decisive, even without having mastered the nuts
and bolts of an issue.”

Yet, where those convictions were unable to provide guidance, Rea-
gan could find himself confused and tentative. An astute observer
suggests that: “The paradox of the Reagan presidency was that it de-
pended entirely on Reagan for its ideological inspiration while he de-
pended upon others for all aspects of governance except his core ideas
and his powerful performances. In the many arenas of the office where
ideology did not apply or the performances had 1o bearing, Reagan
wias at a 10357 Some commentators have focused on Reagan'’s limited
experience in foreign affairs and apparent lack of motivation to take
active steps to educate himself once in office.® It is possible that his
sense of personal efficacy was somewhat diminished in this area, par-
ticularly early in his tenure when he focused much of his attention on
his domestic agenda.

As a manager, Reagan was confident about his ability to pick peo-
ple, set broad objectives, and delegate authority.” However, when this
broad strategy ran into trouble he was quite reluctant about resorting
to more hands-on types of management. In fact, he was so tentative
that his management style could be characterized fairly as benign ne-
glect, leaving colleagues frustrated at his reluctance to take steps to
deal with personnel and organizational problems.”

Some of this tentativeness was probably the result of Reagan's atti-
tude toward interpersonal conflict. According to a number of commen-
tators, Reagan had a low tolerance for conflict among his cabinet and
staff members and hated confrontations.* He would go to great lengths
to avoid conflict and try to develop a consensus, thus giving dissenters
considerable leverage. When confronted with serious differences of
opinion among his advisers, he often tried to split the difference in order
to avoid offending anyone. This often produced delay in policy formu-
lation and a susceptibility to unhappy and unstable compromise poli-

cies® Reagan hated to fire people and preferred to let staff handle such
unpleasant situations. In keeping with his distaste for confrontation,
Reagan rarely made decisions on contested matters in meetings. He pre-
ferred to listen to the opposing views and make the decisions subse-
quently in private. In this he resembled Nixon. Perhaps in part because
of his aversion to confrontation and his general tentativeness on issues
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where his ideological impulses were conflicted or inapplicable, Reagan
was allegedly vulnerable to being persuaded by the last adviser to have
spoken with him alone before he made major decision.*

Reagan’s personal relationship to his advisers and staff is also wor-
thy of note. On the one hand, Reagan possessed a surface-level
warmth, chronic good humor, and a personal charisma that tended to
inspire loyalty in his aides (and support from the general public). He
could exhibit a genuine, though often fleeting empathy that was trig-
gered, for example, in spontaneous personal encounters with others in
dire straits. However, many observers suggest that these qualities
masked a fundamental detachment from those around him.

While his style made him heavily dependent on his staff, Reagan
apparently was not fully conscious of this dependence and tended to
take his people for granted. In contrast to George Bush, who was
highly solicitous of his colleagues and staff, Reagan came across as rel-
atively self-absorbed, “unthoughtful,” and oblivious to the personal
needs and predicaments of those around him. This quality appears to
have had a corrosive quality on loyalty to the president and on staff
morale in general, contributing to the high turnover rate among senior
staffers and officials.”

Given this institutional design and this cast of characters, how did
the system function in practice?® Despite Reagan'’s call for collegiality,
serious conflict emerged in the system almost immediately as a result
of personal and political rivalries. Secretary of State Haig’s undis-
guised presidential ambitions (he had tested the waters in the early
stages of the 1980 contest for the Republican nomination) could hardly
have encouraged a benign view among the Meese-Deaver-Baker
troika on the wisdom of allowing the secretary to place himself
squarely astride the foreign-policymaking system in a way that might
have overshadowed the White House. In the months that followed the
inauguration, indications of conflict between Haig and Allen and their
staffs began to appear in the media.”

That conflict should develop among Reagan'’s foreign policy team
was not surprising or unexpected. Reagan had entered the White
House without a well-developed set of position papers on security
matters and foreign policy, which candidates for the presidency usu-
ally prepare during their campaigns. Indeed, his campaign advisers
had decided not to attempt to articulate specific positions in order not
to expose the latent disagreements among his supporters. While all his
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major foreign policy and security advisers shared the general view
that a “tougher” posture toward the Soviet Union should be adopted
and that U.S. military capabilities should be “strengthened,” this so-
called consensus was a shallow one, papering over major disagree-
ments concerning the specific strategies and policies that should be
adopted. Inevitably, therefore, intense competition set in among differ-
ent factions within Reagan’s administration to shape and control spe-
cific policies, a struggle that was to prove time consuming and costly.”
This conflict rapidly reached levels of intensity that undermined
rather than invigorated the policymaking process.
The administration soon became vulnerable to criticism that it was
slow in formulating policy on key defense and diplomatic issues and
lacked a coherent, consistent foreign policy. Though Haig was initially
anointed by Reagan as his leading foreign policy adviser—his “vicar
of foreign policy,” as Haig referred to himself—the secretary of state
found it difficult to take firm hold of the fragmented foreign policy ap-
paratus. Operating from the State Department, Haig lacked the advan-
tages that a position in the White House would have provided, and he
could not count on its firm, consistent support. Haig's own more mod-
erate foreign policy views and some of his early appointments to posi-
tions of influence in the department marked him in the eyes of those
whose views were to the right of his in the Reagan entourage, in Con-
gress, and among attentive opinion leaders. Secretary of Defense
Weinberger and several of his associates in the Department of Defense
were prominent members of this camp.

Even if Allen had been neutral in the policy competition that
increasingly developed between Weinberger and Haig, he was ill
equipped to play a role in the top-level foreign policy management
system. Allen’s office had been so downgraded in importance that he
did not have direct access to the president as had his predecessors in
previous administrations. With the passage of time it became increas-
ingly evident that the task of coordinating the policymaking process at
the White House level could not be managed effectively through the
existing organizational arrangements. Visible evidence of feuding
among leading foreign policy advisers damaged Reagan’s standing at
home and abroad.

Reagan himself contributed to the disappointing performance of his
foreign-policymaking system during his first year in office. Not only
did he attempt to delegate much of the foreign-policymaking burden
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to Haig and his other associates (reminiscent of the heavy delegation
of responsibility to subordinates that he had displayed as governor of
California), but also he was relatively uninterested in foreign policy
and gave higher priority during the first year and a half of his presi-
dency to his economic policies. As we have already noted, Reagan
counted on collegiality among his top-level advisers to smooth the
working of his administration. But though collegiality was preserved
and indeed played an important role in the workings of the inner
White House circle composed of Meese, Deaver, and Baker, it did not
spread outward to lubricate the interactions of the principal advisers
in the foreign-policymaking system—Haig, Weinberger, and Allen.

What emerged, therefore, was not a well-designed, smoothly work-
ing system that, while centered in a strong secretary of state, was com-
plemented by additional high-level coordination and linkage to the
president himself through the national security adviser. Rather, it was
a fragmented, competitive, inadequately managed system in which
distrust was ever present and which gave rise repeatedly to damaging
intra-administration conflicts over policy.” Franklin Roosevelt's com-
petitive system was designed to bring important issues up to the pres-
idential level and to improve the quality of information and advice
available to a president who was interested and actively involved in
making the important decisions. In contrast, the competitive-conflict-
ual features of Reagan’s foreign policy machinery were the conse-
quences of a poorly structured and inadequately managed system,
one that did not engage the president’s attention except sporadically,
when international developments or intra-administration conflicts re-
quired his personal attention.

To his credit and that of his leading advisers, Reagan recognized
well before the end of his first year in office that his foreign-policy-
making system was not working and that it required reorganization
and change of personnel. Early in 1982 Allen was replaced by William
Clark, a close friend of Reagan and a former California Supreme Court
justice whose foreign policy background consisted exclusively of a
brief period as undersecretary of state under Haig.” In addition, Rea-
gan now strengthened the position of the national security adviser;
Clark would henceforth deal directly with the president on a daily ba-
sis and no longer report to Meese. A determined effort was made to
enable Clark to discharge more effectively the traditional role of custo-
dian-manager of the system.
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During the first half of 1982 relations between Haig and Clark de-
veloped with a minimum of friction. Behind the scenes, however, lay
still unresolved questions between the White House and the State De-
partment as to the direction and control of foreign policy, a situation
that was exacerbated by the clash of styles and personalities. With Sec-
retary of State Haig's resignation in June 1982, it became evident that
the new policy machinery created by the strengthening of the role of
the adviser for national security affairs had not stabilized itself suffi-
ciently to cope with new stresses that developed in connection with
the president’s trip to Europe and the Israeli invasion of Lebanon, both
of which occurred in June.

Thus, less than eighteen months after his inauguration, President
Reagan was forced to replace both his national security adviser and
his secretary of state, an unprecedented admission of failure to de-
velop an effective foreign-policymaking system.

Insofar as personality clashes and differences of style had con-
tributed to Haig’s departure, there was every reason to expect that
these impediments would disappear with the choice of George Shultz
as his replacement. What was also clear by mid-1982 was that Reagan
had significantly modified his initial preference for a State Depart-
ment—centered foreign-policymaking system. Thus Shultz would not
have the luxury of starting out as the anointed primus inter pares
among Reagan's foreign policy advisers. Instead, he would have to
seek a modus vivendi with the other advisers and the confidence of

the president.

By October 1983 Clark, weary of the travails of the job of national se-
curity adviser, seized an opportunity to move into a cabinet post as
secretary of the interior and was replaced by his deputy, Robert Mc-
Farlane.” Like Allen, McFarlane had previously served as an aide to
Kissinger, whom he reportedly saw as a worthy role model.** How-
ever, it should be said that during the two years that McFarlane served
as national security adviser, he gradually consolidated his position
and performed the difficult task of mediating major policy conflicts
between State and Defense with increasing effectiveness. McFarlane

also made important progress in gaining the president’s trust and his
ear, and he moved in a slow but purposeful way to enhance his own
power and prestige.”
However, McFarlane found himself increasingly frustrated during
the first year of Reagan’s second term by the changes in White House
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operations introduced by Donald T. Regan, who replaced James Baker
as chief of staff after the election. Just when he was needed most to fol-
low up on the opportunities created by the Reagan-Gorbachev summit
meeting at Reykjavik in November 1985, McFarlane could put up with
the frustrations of his position no longer, and he resigned. He was re-
placed by his deputy, Vice Admiral John Poindexter, a person who
clearly lacked the broad experience, political sophistication, and reputa-
tion needed to cope with the difficult tasks that had faced all his prede-
cessors in the position of national security adviser to President Reagan.

Before proceeding to note Poindexter’s fate, let us make some addi-
tional observations regarding the weakness and vulnerability of Rea-
gan's management style. The formalistic chief of staff model that Rea-
gan adopted to structure the White House policymaking system
differed in important respects from that of Eisenhower. While Eisen-
hower gave considerable prominence to the formal NSC system and to
the role of his secretary of state in foreign policy, in practice he exer-
cised quiet but firm leadership to ensure that the formal machinery
and his cabinet officers were responsive to his own policy views and
judgments on major issues. In striking contrast, Reagan distanced
himself to a surprising and dangerous degree from both the substance
and the process of foreign-policymaking. Unlike Reagan, Eisenhower
defined the role of his national security adviser in such a way as to
complement his own leadership role and style, and this enabled the
special assistant to serve as an effective “custodian-manager” of the
system. The result was that Eisenhower’s White House achieved rea-
sonably effective interagency coordination of policy with State, De-
fense, and other agencies. In contrast, in his first six years in office Rea-
gan failed to develop a model of how the national security adviser, the
secretary of state, and the secretary of defense should work together to
complement and compensate for, rather than to exacerbate the risks
inherent in, his own modest involvement in foreign-policymaking.
Moreover, Reagan’s penchant for delegating responsibility to trusted
advisers, a practice that had served him reasonably well in his first
term, created substantial new problems when he replaced James
Baker, a skillful and sophisticated political operator, with Donald Re-
gan as chief of staff.”

Nonetheless, in his first five years in office, despite the forced resig-
nation of one secretary of state and a succession of four national secu-
rity advisers, Reagan’s extraordinary personal popularity and his
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presidency remained unscathed, and he retained the possibility of fin-
ishing his second term with a defensible record in foreign policy. All
this was placed in jeopardy with the revelation in the winter of
1986-1987 that the White House had been utilizing elements of the
NSC staff to sell arms covertly to Iran in order to facilitate the release
of American hostages in Lebanon, and that some of the proceeds of
these sales were being diverted to the contras in Central America. Na-
tional Security Adviser Admiral Poindexter and his subordinate Lieu-
tenant Colonel Oliver North, who together had orchestrated the covert
activities, were quickly relieved of their duties. As details of the Iran-
Contra affair emerged, attention quickly focused on the glaring weak-
ness of Reagan’s management style and the gross inadequacies of his
foreign-policymaking system. These criticisms were sharply stated
and documented in the report of the Tower Commission, which the
president had appointed and charged with bringing out all the facts of
the Iran-Contra scandal and with making recommendations for im-
proving the NSC system.”

Even before the Tower Commission issued its report, the president
appointed Frank Carlucci, a person of stature and high-level govern-
ment experience (most recently as deputy secretary of defense during
1981 and 1982), to replace Admiral Poindexter in late 1986.” The new
national security adviser moved quickly to reorganize the staff and to
replace many of its personnel. Ably assisting in this reform process
was the newly appointed deputy national security adviser, Lieutenant
General Colin Powell.”

Another casualty was Reagan’s White House chief of staff, Donald
Regan, who had assumed that position after the president’s reelection.
Regan's style and performance had been the object of considerable
criticism even before the Iran-Contra scandal. Though not centrally
implicated, Regan was damaged by the affair, and the president reluc-

tantly removed him shortly after the Tower Commission issued its re-
port. CIA director William Casey might well have had to resign also
were it not for his removal from the scene by a severe and ultimately
fatal illness before all the facts regarding his involvement emerged.
Regan’s replacement, former Senator Howard Baker, was widely re-
garded as an excellent choice for the position. Together with Frank
Carlucci, Baker contributed to restoring confidence in the operations

of the White House staff. The president himself emerged from a period
of semi-seclusion and struggled to reassert his leadership. At the pres-
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ident’s order, and with Carlucci’s assent, the NSC staff was directed to
end its direct involvement in covert operations.' -

Yet this is not to say that Carlucci intended to accept a drastically di-
minished role for the national security adviser and his staff. Carlucci
envisioned combining a prioritized custodian-manager role with the
provision of policy advice:

My first responsibility is to be an honest broker. . . . Now, what right do I
have to offer personal advice to the president? The president has every
right to say to his staff: “What do you think I ought to do?” ... There is
nothing in the constitution or in any statute which says that the national
security adviser or the staff cannot give the president independent advice
if the president asks for it."

Carlucci’s NSC staff also retained an operative role with regard to so-
called “special missions,” which would come to include even a Car-
lucci visit to the Nicaraguan contras.' Similarly, the NSC staff contin-
ued to operate back channels to communicate with the Soviets.

Some significant friction between Carlucci and Shultz would
emerge by mid-1987 over such matters. Shultz also objected to what
he perceived as Carlucci’s bid to use the recommendations of the
Tower Commission to strengthen the national security adviser’s pol-
icy coordination role via a radical restructuring of the decisionmaking
process in a document entitled NSDD 276. It was ultimately approved
over Shultz’s objections." Furthermore, the long-standing conflict be-
tween Shultz and Weinberger over arms control and the U.S.-Soviet re-
lationship continued to hamper policymaking in that area.

By the autumn of 1987 an arms control agreement on intermediate
nuclear forces (INF) appeared to be in sight. Growing cooperation be-
tween Shultz and Carlucci and the president’s growing confidence in
Gorbachev and desire for an agreement left Weinberger out in the
cold. Citing the ill health of his wife, Weinberger announced his resig-
nation in October. Weinberger's departure triggered a major reshuf-
fling of the national security team. Carlucci was given the defense
portfolio and Colin Powell (who had developed a solid working rela-
tionship with Shultz) was promoted to national security adviser.

These moves ushered in a period of collegiality that would last
through the end of the administration. Weinberger’s departure put an
end to the ideological and personal polarization that had weakened
the administration’s foreign-policymaking for almost seven years.
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Furthermore, Colin Powell defined his national security adviser’s role
as serving “all of the NSC principals, not just the president.”™ Powell
thus placed a heavy emphasis on maintaining collegiality: “By early
1988, national security assistant Powell was hosting intimate, 7:00 A.M.
sessions every weekday morning in his White House office in which
he and the secretaries of state and defense would briefly go over all
the immediate national security issues of the upcoming day.”*"
Though the new willingness to compromise was a refreshing change
from the turmoil (to borrow Shultz's phrase) of the earlier phases of
the administration, it may have had a downside as well. According to
one assessment, the collegial system tended to produce policies that
reflected the common denominator of the relevant agencies.

The new collegiality also resulted, however, in a consensus in favor
of exploring cooperation with the Soviet Union on arms control and
regional issues, which contributed to a number of high-profile out-
comes widely regarded as positive. These included the INF agreement
signed at the December 1987 Washington summit and ratified in time
for the Moscow summit in May 1988; substantial movement toward a
strategic arms limitation treaty (START); and progress on regional con-
flicts such as in Afghanistan (where a Soviet commitment to withdraw
was achieved) and Namibia. Thus Reagan proved able or fortunate
enough to put the crisis of public and personal confidence caused by
the Iran-Contra affair behind him and end his administration on a
note of harmony among his staff and achievement abroad.

Reflection on foreign-policymaking during the Reagan presidency
reveals a number of surprises, jronies, and apparent paradoxes. A
president uncomfortable with conflict and hoping for collegiality had
to endure more than six years of bitter personal and policy conflict be-
fore achieving a collegial atmosphere in his foreign-policymaking sys-

tem. A strong leader capable of captivating a nation with his vision
was revealed as a weak manager who had great difficulty in placing
his own house in order and maintaining discipline among his staff and
an orderly foreign-policymaking process. An apparently inveterate
anticommunist accused of “black and white thinking” and prone to re-
ferring to the Soviet Union as an “evil empire” presided over what
was probably the most fundamental and positive transformation of
U.S.-Soviet relations during the postwar period."” Commonly seen as
a prototypical conservative, Reagan proved capable of truly radical
thinking when it came t0 nuclear weapons, as evidenced by his appar-

- |
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ently sincere desire to abolish nuclear arms and replace deterrence
with strategic defense."™

George Bush

To a greater extent than any of his predecessors since John F. Kennedy,
George Bush succeeded in developing a foreign policy team in the lit-
eral sense of the term. This Teat was accomplished and maintained
through careful recruitment and active management on the part of the
president. Bush’s personal style and foreign policy management ap-
proach contrasted sharply with Reagan’s in many respects, despite his
“friendly take-over” of the reins of power as Reagan’s anointed suc-
Cessor.

Bush chose to assemble a team and develop an organizational
framework that would suit his own mode of operation and demon-
strate that his was not simply a third Reagan administration, minus
Reagan himself. Despite the fact that Reagan left a generally highly re-
garded set of foreign policy advisers in place at the time of the transi-
tion, resignations were requested without exception."™ In moves more
reminiscent of a transition from opposition, Secretary of State George
Shultz, Defense Secretary Frank Carlucci, and National Security Ad-
viser Colin Powell were set aside in favor of a new team with close ties
to the president.

Intent on developing a more collegial atmosphere than the con-
frontational climate of the previous administration, Bush set out to
create what might be called a kinder, gentler, foreign policy process.
He began by tapping longtime friends and colleagues who would be
comfortable working with him and with each other in implementing
his key foreign policy initiatives and national security policies. Bush’s
long public service and emphasis on cultivating personal relationships
provided him with a valuable asset: 2 network of talented, experi-
enced, and loyal individuals. Bush was able to draw on this network
in selecting members of his cabinet and staff, as well as for ad hoc con-
sultation on particular policy matters.

Before discussing the key members of this team and the functioning
of Bush’s foreign policy system, let us pause to consider Bush’s per-
sonality and style. Bush took office with a marked sense of personal
efficacy in the realm of foreign policy."” As one keen observer noted:
“In dramatic contrast to the detached, chairmanlike Reagan, Bush was
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know]edgeable and very interested in foreign policy and both willing
and able to be at the center of discussions on that topic."“' Bush clearly
wished to keep his hands on the policymaking process, preferring
ined involvement rather than being presented with op-

early and susta
tions to check off.}"* As a result, he has been described as “more deci-
iyl

sive than Jimmy Carter and more in charge than Ronald Reagan.
A good part of Bush's sense of efficacy probably stemmed from his

long years of on-the-job training; few presidents have had such im-
pressive foreign policy credentials when taking office. Bush’s experi-
o the United Nations during the Nixon adminis-

ence as ambassador t
tration, as envoy to China and director of the ClA during the Ford

administration, and as Reagan’s vice president are worthy of mention

in this regard." Some commentators have suggested that Bush's sense

of efficacy may have at times resulted in overconfidence and excessive
reliance on his own Kknowledge and instincts. For example, it has been
alleged that Bush relied heavily on his own knowledge of the Middle
East (and consultation with foreign leaders), engaging in only cursory

consultation with academic Or departmental experts during the Gulf

War.* However, this alleged tendency does not show up clearly in the
realm of U.S.-Soviet relations, where Bush did in fact consult regularly

with Soviet experts inside and outside of govemment.“"

The conventional wisdom on Bush’s cognitive style emphasizes his

pragmatic approach to decisionmaking. One astute observer describes
him as “a problem solver rather than a visionary, a doer rather than a

dreamer.”” Bush’s consensus puilding stands in sharp contrast to Rea-
gan's more ideologically driven approach. Bush, we are told, was
more comfortable with plain facts than with grand theories. Lacking a
clear compass OT strategic vision (“that vision thing”), his political
course tended to be buffeted by the winds of expediency.™ Bush is of-
ten described as cautious rather than bold, as conciliatory rather than

confrontational.

Yet this image seems incomplete. Bush'’s behavior in office suggests
that hot cognitions may well have displaced cool calculation on occas
sion. A limited set of strongly held principles, or perhaps, Strong his-
s, may have taken Over and driven his think-

torically driven analogie
ing. This appears to be the case in the Persian Gulf crisis, where

Saddam Hussein's aggression apparently triggered strong associa-
tions with the Munich analogy and Bush’s own combat experience as

a naval aviator in World War IL** Alternatively, it has been suggested
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that lasting and intensive criticism (such as the legacy of the “wimp
factor” from the election campaign and of a Panama policy perceived
as ineffectual and indecisive) served as a catalyst for aggressive behav-
ior.™

Once he was convinced and engaged on an issue, Bush could dis-
play a considerable degree of stubbornness.” This trait comes across
clearly in the case of the Tower nomination. Bush refused to withdraw
his nomination of John Tower for secretary of defense, despite mount-
ing evidence that a potentially costly early defeat in Congress was im-
minent. Tower was ultimately rejected by the Senate on the grounds
that his history of heavy drinking would pose a risk to national secu-
rity in such a sensitive post.”®

Similarly, the conventional image of Bush (held especially prior to
the Gulf War) as “more reactive than proactive, more adrift than imagina-
tive”' neglects part of the Bush legacy. While the “new world order”
thetoric remained underspecified and perhaps overambitious through
the end of his tenure, Bush did set an important precedent in his col-
laboration with the newly undeadlocked United Nations Security
Council during the Gulf War. The humanitarian military intervention
in Somalia in the twilight days of his administration, also conducted
under UN auspices, should be seen as another milestone in the history
of international cooperative action.™ Still, the inability of the adminis-
tration, regional institutions, and the international security commu-
nity to engage constructively in managing the dissolution of Yu-
goslavia was a setback to the vision of a new world order.

A number of commentators have suggested that Bush had a ten-
dency to allow personal relationships (of both positive and negative
affect) to color his thinking on policy issues.”™ Bush’s personal antipa-
thy to Manuel Noriega and Saddam Hussein and his tendency to view
their defiance as insults to himself and his office almost certainly con-
tributed to the decisions to intervene in Panama and to escalate the
Persian Gulf crisis.”™ Similarly, Bush’s reluctance to diversify the US.
relationship with the Soviet Union/Russia by distancing himself
somewhat from Gorbachev (with whom he had a warm relationship)
and establishing better ties to Boris Yeltsin (whose “earthy” style of-
fended Bush's sensibilities) lends itself to being understood in these
terms."”

Like Roosevelt and Reagan, Bush favored acquiring information
through conversation. His telephone was constantly in use as he em-
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ployed his broad network of foreign and domestic contacts to gather
information on the policy issues before him. Not a reader by nature, he
generally preferred oral briefings and policy memos to long reports.
Gtill, from time to time he would study intensively when facing a ma-
jor challenge. For example, Bush reportedly geared up for the Maita
summit with an intensive program of readings, seminars, and infor-
mal consultations. Brent Seowcroft provided some twenty memos,
and “tutorials were held in the Oval Office and at Camp David by
overnment specialists, outside experts, and former officials.”"*

The balance of available evidence suggests that Bush’s personality is
characterized by a moderate to high tolerance of interpersonal conflict.
In contrast to the reclusive Nixon or the somewhat passive and har-
mony-seeking Reagan, Bush reportedly enjoyed the give-and-take of
heated debate over policy jssues.” In his own words, his approach
was to “get good strong experienced people, encourage them to ex-
press their views openly, encourage them not to hold back.”™

However, it is important to distinguish between the different stages
of the decision process when assessing Bush's tolerance of dissent and
free communication. Bush was most tolerant of dissent in the earlier
brainstorming stages of a decision, where he often used his advisers as
sounding boards. However, as presidential commitment to a line of ac-

reased and choices were made, tolerance for dissent tended to

tion inc
give way to the expectation that his advisers would behave as team

players taking direction from their captain.” Once a presidential deci-
sion had been made, Bush expected his advisers to be good soldiers: “1
want them to be frank; 1 want them to fight hard for their position.
And then, when 1 make the call, I'd like to have the feeling that they'd
be able to support the president.”™
This expectation raises an important issue: What happens if the
resident commits prematurely to a course of action, before key advis-
ers have had an opportunity for frank debate on the character of the
problem and the merits of alternative options? Clearly, this would
place advisers in a difficult situation, one in which norms of candor
and a robust, deliberative process would be in danger of being under-
mined by presidential expectations of solidarity and support. This is-
sue will be taken up in more detail later.
Bush has been accused of valuing loyalty over expertise in his key
personnel choices.” In fact, when it came to his foreign policy national
security team, Bush was Jargely spared such trade-offs. For the most
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part, Bush was able to fill his key positions with individuals who were
both “professionals and buddies” (emphasis added).™ For national se-
curity adviser, Bush chose a friend who actually had prior experience .
_ in that role: Brent Scowcroft. Scowcroft, a retired Air Force general,
b l had served with distinction as national security adviser during the
' Ford administration and on several presidential commissions, includ-
ing the Tower Commission."” Experienced White House and congres-
sional hand Richard Cheney was named secretary of defense follow-
ing the Tower nomination defeat. Cheney had served as Ford’s chief of
staff and as the senior Republican on the House Select Committee that
investigated the Iran-Contra affair. Longtime friend and political con-
fidant James Baker Il was appointed secretary of state. Baker had
served as undersecretary of commerce in the Ford administration and
as chief of staff and secretary of the treasury in the Reagan administra-
tion. Baker’s experience profile suggested strength in international
economic policy; although “[clonspicuously absent from Baker’s re-
sume was any direct experience in U.S.-Soviet relations or other tradi-
tional major foreign policy issues.”"* However, Bush’s own strength in
these areas (as well as Scowcroft’s) compensated for this potential
weakness. Other members of Bush'’s inner circle included Vice Presi-
dent Dan Quayle, Chief of Staff John H. Sununu, Deputy National Se-
curity Adviser Robert Gates (later CIA director), and ultimately Colin
Powell, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Working with this cast of characters, how did Bush choose to struc-
ture his foreign policy process and how did the system function in
practice? The Bush system appears to be the best example of a pre-

i dominantly collegial system since the Kennedy administration.”” Like
\(*-1( Kennedy, who had made himself accessible to staff and cabinet (see |
] Figure 6.4), Bush placed himself at the center of an information net- g
/work in the wheel configuration. Interestingly, the lines of communi-
cation in this network were strong not only along the spokes between
the president and his individual advisers but also along the circumfer-
. ence (among the advisers themselves). It is this feature that leads us to

. emphasize the team quality of Bush’s management system.

As Richard T. Johnson has noted, maintaining a collegial policy
group demands a great deal of a leader. Bush appears to have been
well equipped temperamentally to meet this challenge. In marked
contrast to his predecessor, Bush was consistently solicitous of the
egos and feelings of his subordinates. In particular, he tried to demon-
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strate his continued faith in them following setbacks in their areas of
responsibility or when they came out on the losing side of disagree-
ments over policy.™ Despite the otherwise relatively centralized White
House operation under Chief of Staff Sununu," these officials retained
direct and easy access to the president. Access to the president lubri-
cated the policy process, while Bush’s hands-on style helped to keep
potential conflicts from festering. These arrangements and disposi-
tions help to explain how Bush was able to keep his national security
team intact throughout his entire term, a dramatic achievement in
comparison with the high turnover that plagued the Reagan adminis-
tration.

It has been suggested that the relatively homogeneous and cohesive
Bush advisory group may have been prone to premature concurrence
seeking, a tendency exacerbated by Bush’s penchant for ad hoc infor-
mal consultation.'*

James Pfiffner suggests that Bush did not make use of any systematic
strategy, such as multiple advocacy, formal options, Or structured group
deliberations, in order to guard against premature concurrence seeking:
“ pside from occasional consultations with outside and governmental
Middle East specialists, Bush dealt primarily with members of his war
council. And even then, at crucial decision points he neglected to con-
sult Cheney, Baker or Powell at different times (for example, the deci-
sions to make the liberation of Kuwait USS. policy, the decision to double
US. forces, and the decision to offer the Baker trip to Irag).”™"

This raises a more general issue. Were Bush’s advisers sufficiently di-
verse in their views and candid in the expression of those views to ex-
pose the president to a broad range of opinion on major policy issues?
In the case of the Guif War, the record suggests that Bush’s advisers
were in fact divided. Powell and Baker apparently favored giving sanc-
tions (the strangulation option) more time to work before taking mili-
tary action. Although several commentators maintain that Powell had
insufficient opportunity to make the case for sanctions in formal set-
tings, it seems certain that Baker (privileged by his close friendship with
the president) would have had the opportunity and the “idiosyncrasy
credit” to make his views known privately to the president.

In the realm of U.S.-Soviet/ Russian relations, President Bush was
regularly presented with a diversity of views on the prospects for re-
form and of particular leaders (Gorbachev and Yeltsin) and on appro-
priate U.S. arms control postures. At times these differences were aired
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publicly, such as when Cheney predicted in April 1989 that Gorbachev
would ultimately fail, just when the administration was increasing its
commitment to a working relationship with Gorbachev.'* More ofterf,
the conflict was largely behind the scenes. Close examination reveals a
series of relatively civil, though substantively serious, disagreements
between key advisers over issues such as the Conventional Forces in
Europe (CFE) treaty, START, and whether U.5. policy should focus ex-
clusively on Gorbachev or diversify and forge links with Yeltsin. Inter-
estingly, the alliances tended to shift across issues, a fact that helped to
maintain lines of communication and inhibit the development of an-
tagonistic factions.'®

Especially striking was the constructive relationship between Secre-
tary of State Baker and National Security Adviser Scowcroft. In con-
trast to the bitter rivalry that has been all too common in relationships
between secretaries of state and national security advisers, the two
men appear to have worked together in a relatively smooth fashion
despite differences at times over policy issues. A number of factors
help to explain this cooperation. Both officials enjoyed close relation-
ships with and virtually unlimited access to the president, which pro-
vided balance and stability."* Scowcroft's relatively low-key style re-
duced the potential for friction, as did Baker’s commitment to being
“the White House’s man at State, rather than State’s man at the White
House.”'* Finally, deliberate efforts were made to create secondary
channels of communication through senior aides. For example, Baker
reportedly selected Lawrence Eagleburger as a deputy in part for his
close relationship with Scowcroft.™*

Although closer consideration of Scowcroft’s performance in his
second tour of duty as national security adviser is not possible here,
his general role in Bush'’s foreign policy management system should
be described. A number of commentators have suggested that Scow-
croft’s role in the Bush administration differed markedly in several re-
spects from his role in the Ford administration. He apparently took on
a time-consuming role as personal counselor to the president, no
doubt at Bush’s instance, and this may at times have eroded his ability
to act as custodian-manager of the policy process. Because he engaged
in considerable public as well as private policy advocacy, it may have
been more difficult for him to perform credibly as an honest broker
mediating among the other advisers."
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Presidentinl Management Styles and Models

The emphasis on collegiality up to this point of the analysis does not
imply that Bush’s policymaking system did not at times exhibit fea-
tures of the other models. A revamped system of formal policy coordi-
nation was created by Scowcroft shortly after his appointment, in line
with the Tower Commission’s findings. The system consisted of three
Jevels: the NSC (“Principals Committee”) chaired by Scowcroft in the
president’s absence, the Deputies Committee chaired by Scowcroft’s
deputy national security adviser, and twelve midievel policy coordi-
nation committees.'" However, the tendency among senior officials to
set aside formal policy development tracks in favor of a more collegial,
less structured, and less formal mode of operation undermined the ef-
fectiveness of these arrangements. General disappointment with the
early (and much publicized) formal review of U.S.-Soviet policy (NSR-
3) may also have contributed to the turning away from these formal
structures."

Bush preferred to rely on multiple channels for policy information
and development. These included informal small advisory groups,
formal bodies such as the NSC system just described, and wide-rang-
ing consultations in person and on the telephone with members of his
network, including foreign leaders. In this, as well as in an alleged
penchant for compartmentalizing information on sensitive issues and
springing surprises on aides, his style and system recall some aspects
of FDR's style, but they did not develop the conflictful features of Roo-

sevelt’s competitive model."™

Bill Clinton

In our discussion of the Bill Clinton management style and organiza-
tional model as 