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IThe Post-War Phepomenon

Decision-making involves the analysis of given
inform'ation:: and making judgements about the anticip-
ated course of events. A4s such, the inputs of informa-
tion and perception are equally important in this
process. Given the limitations of human reasoning and
cognitive capabilities, and the fact that information
is almost always incomplete, misconceptions'and failures
are an inevitable part of the process of decision making.
Nowhere is this more apparent than in the sphere of
foreign policy where issues of war and peace are at
stake. Recognition of this fact has been the reason for
deconcentrati;n of foreign policy decision-making powers
in all political systems. The elected representatives
comprising the legislature, have been given supervisory
povers over the executive branch in most of the modern
nation-states. However, with the passage of time, and
with increasing complexity of issue and power configura-
tions, executive ascendance has become a visible

phenomenon in the foreign policy sphere.

The post-war international system has seen the
emergence of a complex world of numerous political actors
- both govermmental and non-governmental, and the fusion
of domestic and foreign policy. The enhanced negotiating

role of the state in defense of domestic economic



interests has blurred the line between economic policy
and foreign policy.1 The rise of divergent regimes

and ideologies, the rapid developments in science,
technOIOgy and communications has resulted in cont inued
growth of groupings and in the indispensable need for
ordering of national priorities and balancing of foreign
policy goals. This intermeshing of political, economic
and strategic goals has caused the diplomatic agenda to
be broadened to the extent where 'deciding' foreign
policy goals has become just as crucial as 'efforts' to
achieve then. The requirements of leadership and
innovation have now to be balanced wiﬁh the requirements
of efficiency and organization of foreign policy-making
system. This, in effect, has been the basis for
increased control of the executive branch on the setting
of foreign policy agenda and on the fomulation of

options available.

The permanent'exécutive, the bureaucracy, as an
importanmt constituent of the executive branch, uses its
information and expertise in shaping the policy options
presented before the political executive and after

s

decisions have been made, can still exercise significant

1. R.P.Barston, Modern Diplomacy (London, 1988), p.6.



control over actual corxduct of diplomacy by particulari-

stic interpretation of the decided policy.

In Communist-socialist political systems, as in
the systems of developing nations, the executive
represents the educated and powerful elite, that have
asserted their dominance, indeed responsibility, over
foreign policy by citing the need for politico-economic
mobilization required for development - either towards
socialism or towards industrialization. &S the post-war
nations face an increasingly challenging and self-absorbed
world, the need for rapid economic growth seems urgent.
The clear articulation and practice of a consistent foreign
policy has therefore. become the exclusive domain of the
executive branch. The process is encouraged by the wide-
spread belief that toreign policy be coherent and
implemented in a non-partisan fashion, because domestic
and international support for 'national' goals cannot be
mobilized unless foreign policy is in the hands of a
cohesive and identifiable leadership.

In the United States, constitutional separation of
powers notwithstanding, the executive branch has gained
con;iderable control over foreign policy-meking, mainly
because the legislative branch (the Congress) is not

inclined to handle these issues unless they are cf



pressing importance in terms oi domestic electoral
demands.2 Besides, in the post .war era of global US
activism, on behalf of the'free world' and against
'international communism', nearly every executive
action has had policy implications for the other

nations.

Executive ascendance in foreign policy making is
a widespread post-war phenomenon, that represents the
growing perception of foreign relations as an exotic
and esoteric arena, that reguires expert and non-
partisan management, because in dealing with other
nations, probably hostile or at least having conflicting
interests, the prestige and the power of the nation are

supposed to be at stake.

With unlimited information resources at its
disposal the Executive is considered to be the organ
eminently suitable to the task. Very few people consider
themselves knowledgeable enough to give alternative views
on foreign policy issues. Secondly, most often, the
majority of these issues are too remote for general
public, so that people are either ignorant or indifferent.

In such cases, legislators are not likely to be interested

2. Bernard Cohen, Puplic's I -on Foreign Policy
(New York, 1983 , p.2k. _



in opposing the views of the executive if the issues
cannot be conceived as domestic electoral ones.
Anofher factor for non-assertive legislative orienta-
tion to foreign policy initiatives of the executive
stems from the belief that it is impractical for
legislators to make detailed national policy when the
pressure groups that influence them cannot really be

representative of 'national' interest.

Most importantly, it is widely held that opera-
tional aspects of foreign policy are complex, given
the growing interdependence between the domestic and
international issues and events. This, when combined
with the increased insecurity of the people, due to
fluid international military and economic conditions,
‘serve to highten the public demand for 'effective
leadership', that is, visible, non-chaotic and in
relentless pursuit of national interest(s). Crisis
situations demand decisive action, based on non-
partisan, purely 'national' perspective, and the public
associates these capapilities with the executive rather
than with the disparate body of politicians.

Foreign and Defense Policy taking Powers
of_the President in Us4
The US constitution, with characteristic brevity,

gives Congress the power to "regulate commerce with



foreigh nations, declare war, raise and support armies,
and to provide and maintain a navy". In short, this
Article I, Section 8, assigns to Congress, three main
powers - "controlling money, approving treaties and
declaring war",3 Simultaneously, the Chief Executive
was given powers linked with policy administration.“ VHe
is the Commander-in-Chief of the armed forces, can make
treaties and appoint ambassadors subject to the approval

of the 2enate.

This "Partial mix of powers" between the Congress
and the President has proved to be an 'invitation to
struggle'.s There are two main views regarding this
dispersal of authority. Many argue that the framers of
the constitution intehded to confine the Presidential
povwers by giving policy-making powers to the Congress.
However, others argue that the President has "a unique
position within the political system: the only office-

bearer apart from the Vice-President, who was to have a

3. E.S.Muskie, K. Rush, et al, T_ba.. _gm.._gsmam,_
and Foreign Policy (lenham, NY,

L4, Ibid.
5. C.V.Crabb, Jr. and P.M.nolt, Invikation to Struggle:

ng.aans.s.._t_ng Pre_sld ana o 'roreign Policy
washington,?



continuous tenure, a national perspective and the
ability to respond quickly and decisively to emergen-
cies."6 This implies that Congressional powers are
meant for guidance and control over executive, not for
policy-making or implementation. The role of President
as the Commander-in-Chief of armed forces also reinforces
the view that wide constitutional powers weré to facilit-

ate him to organize these functions as he deemed fit,

The second argument has been variously used, by
successive Presidents, to institutionalize their policy-
making powers. It is argued tnat given the fact that
executive responsibility rests in a single individual,
as contrasted with collective legislative responsibility
of a Congress composed of numerous Senators and
Representatives, it is obvious that constitutional
brevity implies wide organizational powers to the
?resident --to ensure flexibility and suitability to the
environment in which he performs and the goals that he

lecides to pursue.

Post war American globalism has had profound

ronsequences for foreign policy making processes, in

7

hree major areas,’ and each has served to increase the

. Ipbid.

- J.A.Nathan and J.K.Oliver, LQL%ign_Egligx_Maki d
the American Political System (Boston,Toronto, 1987).



power of the executive. [Firstly, in the realm of
executive-legislative relationship, bi-partisan support
to cold war goals had led to congressional acquiscence
to presidential foreign policy initiatives in the name
of national security. aecondly, this idea of US
commitment to contain.communism ard to establish a
democratic international order in its own image, also
perpetuated the idea of a state of constant seige,
paving the way for the rise of a powerful national
security bureaucracy, whose monopoly over ﬂieas and
information remained nearly unchallendged until Vietnam
war; Thirdly, there was widespread public consensus on
'goais' of US foreign policy, viz., as a leader of the
'free world', US was obliged to intervene everywhere,
economically and militarily and that bold and coherent

action in this respect, can come only from the eXecutive.

Leadership and Initjative

Congressional acquiscence to presidential incur-
sions into foreign and military policy formulation and
implementation has been accorded varying amount of

importance by scholars.

8

According to Wildavsky, ~ Presidents tend to get

8. A.Wildavsky, "The Two Presidencies", in A.Wildaysky,
ediéaismaﬁua_gn_t.neim_si@.anu (Boston, 1975),
p. [} |




their way in the foreign policy realm far more often
than in the domestic one. "Although presidents have
rivals for power in foreign affairs, the rivals do not
usually succeed. Presidents prevail not only because
they may have superior resources, but because their
potential opponents are weak, divided or believe that
they should not control foreign policy". Wildavsky
studied presidential proposals from 1948 through 196k,
and concluded that '"when issues like immigration and
refugees are removed from general foreign policy &rea,
it is clear that the presidents prevail about 70 per
cent of the time in foreign and defense policy, compared

with 40 per cent in the domestic sphera".

But since then, the Vietnam war, the end of the
era of bipartisanship and the time of growing congres-
sional assertiveness seem to have changed the equation
somewhat. later scholars like Lee Sigelman? (1979) have
found that not only did the Congress not back the
president more often in foreign and defense policy than
in domestic affairs, but since 1973, its support to

president has weakened in all areas. On the other hand,

9. L.Siegelman, "A Re-assessment of the Two Presidencies
Thesis, " Journal of Politics (Florida), 41 (1979),
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Zeidenstein1o (1981) found more presidential success
in foreign policy matters, but declining support for

the president in general.

These and other studies of specific issues show
that presidents must fight harder to win in Congress,
specially in non-crisis situations. A4lthough the
Congress has become more reluctant to ratify presiden-
tial policy quickly, preferring instead to debate and
modify it, the general public, the party leaders and
elected officials continue to look up to the president

for guidance.

The combined result of these beliefs has been
efforts by successive presidents to by-ﬁass constitu-
tional checks on their authority by invoking their
extra-constitutional powers and informal techniques
for management of foreign affai-rs.11 These include:
unrivalled information resources, extensive media-
coverage, the image as nation's Chief Representative,

and the role of.political leader.

10. H.G.Zeidenstein, 'The Two Presidencies Thesis is
Alive and Well agd Has been Living in the U.S.
Senate Since 197 " id ntial_étn_isﬁ_auaxtexlx
(Washington,D. 2(1 % ). ’

ngsjdgg Q;gign Q]j
%Washington 19 8. ==
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Presidents have a number of official and un-
official Sources of information and analyses at their
disposal, e.g., departments and agencies within the
executive branéh, embassies, overseas posts, the
intelligence and the academic community, the foreign
governments etc. Moreover Presidents are often able
to withhold this information, even from the Congress,
under the doctrine of 'executive privilege'. Comparable
sources of information have been acquired by the Congress
only recently. However, its dependence on the executive
branch in this field remains. This dependence has been
accentuated by the growing importance of the chief
executive's role as legislative leader, i.e., providing
information on the State of the Union and the Budget
Message with detailed recémmendations for expenditure
in all spheres of governmental activity. Thus, role
of the Congress remains confined to either modification
or acceptance of executive proposals. Besides this,
recent Presidents have used their discretion to circum-
vent congressional wishes by "reprogramming" budgetary
allocations, shifting funds from one programme to
another, and by impounding (refusing to spend) funds
appropriated by Congress for diplomatic purposes not

approved by the White House.12

12. Ibid., p.21.
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Another base .0f power of a president is his
role as a political leader, which makes him lmportant
for legislators at all levels, due to the value of his
endorsement for political campaigns and the ability to
make many ‘'patronage' appointments. This, along with
the widely held image of the present as 'the Chief
Representative' of the country, makes every presiden-
tial action and statement 'newsworthy'. Bxtensive
media coverage not only enhances his image, but provides
himvample opportunity to 'manage the news', mould bublic
opinion at home and abroad, and to appeal to the public
over the head of the Congress. <Such an image and ability
sometimes helps preéidents to commit the natjon to a
position or course of action in foreign‘affairs regard-
less of what others may wish,a somewhat ironic but
logical conclusion of popular belief that the source of
dynamic leadership in formulating responses to external
problems is the Oval Office, so much so that repudiation
of presidential policy in this sphere is extremely
difficult for both the public and the Congress.

The era of cold war, the time of containmeht,
Marshali Plan and of closing the "windows of vulnerabi-
lity", has been increasing congressional acquiescence to
presidential initiatives in foreign policy field even in

areas constitutionally assigned to the Congress. Thus,
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presidents have sought to by-pass the control of

Senate over treaty-making (ratification) by entering
into increasing number ot 'executive agreements'. A4s
the table (Table 1) below shows, the number of executive
agreements has increased remarkably since 1899.
Important among these in the post world war Il period,
were the Yalta and Potsdam agreements of 1945 and the
Vietnam Peace Accord of 1973, the latter inspite of the |
Case Act of 1972. |

Table 1
Treatjes and Executive Agreements,1889-1989
Period Treaties Executive
1889-1939 524 917
1940-1970 310 5, 653
1971-1982 201 3,779

Sowce: Figures for 189-1970, louis Fisher
E_i_eni._na_gqnzzsﬁ§ (MacMillan, 1972)

Figures for 1971~ 1982 Ge. C.Edwar%s agd S.J.Hayne
g;__g rship (St.Martins Press
053 P

Similarly, the executive has assumed the power

to terminate existing treaties without consulting Congress.
For instance, President Carter terminated the long-standing
defense treaty with Chinese Nationalists (Taiwan) in 1979.

Ceremonial functions of the Chief Executive, as the Head



14

of the State, have been used to make or modify policy
towards other nations. Examples of this are: reception
of foreign delegates, which implies recognition of
regime, whereas 'break' in diplomatic relationship
constitutes change of policy towards a country. Prgsident
Carter recognized Mainland China in 1979 (after 30 years
of non-recognition) and President Reagan resumed formal
relations with Vatican in 1984. On issues that are in
consohance with their foreign policy postures, viz.,
humanitarian or economic or military aid, presidents have
resorted to mobilizing public opinion over congressional

heads.

The exigencies of cold war, the low-intensity
conflicts, have further eroded congressional control over
foreign policy. The military interventions are termed '
‘police action' (Vietnam) or 'rescue operation' (Grenada,
Guatemala) such that congress 1is left with no alternative
than to support these executive decisions, given the
success of the operations and the consequent public
suppdrt to them. Economic diplomacy, involving aid, esbargo,
blockade, hiked tariffs, and military diplomacy of subver-
sion, military presence or arms supply to one cduntry in
a region, are all examples of incremental decision—making

by the executive, such that particular policy options are
presented to the Congress as f{ait_accompli.
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However, the most controversial 'power' of the
Chief Bxecutive in foreign policy area has been the use
of men, information and armed forces. The constitution
requires important government posts ~--judicial,
ambassadorial and military ; to be filled in through
recommendations of the President, provided the Senate
accepts it. In war times and in crisis situations, or
during the bipartisan era, Congress would mostly support
the presidential nominees. But when presidents face a
hostile Congress, they resort to the development of.
alternative mechanisms. This relates to the appointment
of personal envoys in place of ambassadors, taking or
approving tactical,strategic and military decisions (as
the Commander of Armed Forces), and the politicization
of foreign policy bureaucracy by'placing political
appointees in crucial positions within the departments
and agencies, and by incorporating the more promising
middle level bureaucrats into White House staff, so that
familiarity with, and support for presidential policy-

perspectives is enhanced among the bureaucfats.

Appointment of envoys like Harriman and Sttetinius,
ordering 'Bay of Pigs', bombing of Vietnam and Cambodia,
stationing of naval and air forces near Libya are examples

of alternative mechanisms for by-passing congressional
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authority. But most important has been the Presidential
efforts at controlling the foreign policy bureaucracy,
either by its politicization, or by creating and modify-

ing institutions that serve to marginalise the bureaucracy.

Institutiopal Mechanisms in Expansion of Power

President, as the Chief Zxecutive, has been
assigned an hierarchy of trained personnel and eXperts
in various fields, to assist him in foreign policy making
and implementation. As in other forms of government, this
means the bureaucracy, essentially the Foreign Service
Officers and staff, as constituted under the Department of
State. It is headed by a Secretary ot State, who is
traditionally regarded as the Presidents' chief spokes-
person on foreign affairs and his principal foreign
policy advisor. He provides the information and advice,
and implements policy-decisions, assisted by career

officials organized on the basis of five regional bureaus.

The role of the Department (and Secretary) of
Stéte has, however, varied from President to President,
depending upon their requirements arising from their
perception of world affairs ana of their role in it. The
era of cold war, containment,technological development,

growing interdependence between North and South, and "the
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battle for the minds of men", has led to serious
challenges to the Department of State in its policy-
making role, from within the executive branch, viz.,
Departments ot Commerce, Defense, Intelligence,
Treasury and even the UN delegation. These departments,
being increasingly specialised, have been able to
represent US interests in multi-and bi-lateral fora,

better than the Department of State.

Most important, however, has been the growth of
highly specialized, co-ordinated and favoured bureaucracy
in the White House itself. Of this, National Security
Council has been the part most actively concerned with
foreign policy making and its application. This is part
of the constitutional prerogatives of the President to
seek advise from whichever sources he deems fit. In this
case, the fact that White House staff is made up of
political appointees, implying a consonance with the
views of the President, serves to make Presidents more
dependent on it for information and advics, rather than

on the 'official' bureaucracy. .
the

Besides, there are many who believe tha%{president
needs to assert stringent control over administrative
appdratus, to assure compliance with their goals. This

inclines Presidents to politicise federal bureaucracy
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in the name of public interest and political direction.
4dccording to Terry Moe, "maximization of control is
viewed as a systemically necessary strategy by the
Presidential incumbents".13 As ex-White House aide
Ehrlichman put it: "when we say jump, the civil servants

Th When this is found.

should answer'how high?'".
impossible, due to bureaucratic inertia, and due to

rejection of the concept of "neutrai competence" as non-
operationaly presidents resort to centralizing decision-

15

making power.

This is done either by by-passing the operating
agencies from discussions, or by relying more and more
on politically faithful appointees for information,
analysis and advice. Mreover, there is a widespread
belief among Presidential incumbents that leadership is
equivalent to the introduction of novelty, such that the
organic parts of the government, i.e., the institutions
and institutionalization, are obstructions to both.
These conditions compel the Presidents to operate around

the institutionalized apparatus.

13. wuoted in J .D.&berbach and s.A.Rockman, "Mandates or
Mandarins?: Control and Discretion in Modern
Administrative State", Public Administration Reyiew,

48(2), March-April 1988, pp.606-12.
14, Ipid.

15. Ipid.
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The National Security Council (NSC) was
constituted in 1947, by a congressional resolution, to
discourage precisely such circumnavigations by 'Imperial!
presidents. But using their executive prerogatives and
public support as the Diplomat-in-Chief, Presidents have
coqstituted and reconstituted the NSC according to their
predelictions. The use of the council as policy-making
body has been severely resisted, but even its advisory
capacity was not often realized. However, the most
imporfant single post that has challenged the Secretary
of State, that of the National Security Adviser, was
developed under.the aegls of NSC. It was used again and
again by Presidents, to thwart the 'institutional' amd
'traditional' leadership ot Department of State in
foreign policy making. Later, under Nixon and Carter,
the NSA was used as the implementor of policy, i.é.,
Presidents' envoy, troubleshooter and negotiator. This
was so because NSA represented ideological proximity to
the President, congressional unaccountability, non-
bureaucratic approach, programmatic coherence and lack

of administrative responsibility.



Chapter I
THE NAT IUNAL SECURITY COUNCIL: FROM TRUMAN
TO JOHNSON
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Origin and Byolution

The common perception of presidential powers in
the area of National Security Policy meking is that of
a 'near-autocrat' or 'King', despite the constitutional
separation of powers, given the use of prerogative power
over the years, the command over & vast pool of informa-
tion and expertise, and the exigencles of the post-war

international situation of perpetual crisis.,

However, the constitutional convention of 1787
really created not a government of "separated powers",
but a government of separate institutions sharing
powers.1 The powers of the Chief hxecutive: are circum-
scribeley the powers of the Congress, and to a lesser

Y
extent,l(those of the judiciary.

Even then, the common perception of the President
is that of the Chief Administrator, who manages and
decides all issues within the executive branch. This
has nqt been found accurate'by a number of scholars.
There are two views of the role of the President as the
manager of the policy making process. Both are based
on the fact that even within the executive branch, a

large number of individuals and organizations take part

1. Richard &,Neustadt,quoted in R.Hilsman, The Politics
%ﬁ_P.Q_LiQX-MaKlQ% ~in Defense and FQ.r.eLgn_Aﬁia.ir.a
New York; 1971
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in decision making, and that each has different
interests and perceptions about particular policy.
Tnis difference in interest colours the flow of
information and advice to the President, such that
Presidential dependence upon executive departments

and agencies is .utilized by these agencies to further
their institutional interests, which may or may not be
the same as the Presidential interests. But how the
President's decisions emerge, is seen differently by

these schools of thought. 89
\5

that government hehaviour can be understood less as
deliberate choices than as the 'outputs' of ofganizé-
tions. The major characteristic of these outputs is
its programmed character, resulting fraom the necessity
to‘deal with problems according to 'Standard Operating
Procedures' (S0Ps). Therefore, it is argued that there
is constant tension between the necessity of decentra-
lization for organizations to do their work, and the

need for central control for co-ordination. This in

Graham T.Allison, Lssence Decision:

2 For example
The Cuban Missiles Crisis (BoSton, 197703

I.M.Destler, Presidents, Bureaucrats and_Foreign
Policy (Priﬁceton, N.J., 197273 Alexander L.George,
"The Case for Multiple Advocacy in Foreign Policy,"
American Political Science Reyview (Washington,D.l.),
September 1972); Morton H.Halperin, Bureaucratic
Politics and Foreign Policy (washington,D.C.,197L).

—_— . A
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effect, explains the tension between otate Department-
centred v/s Wwhite House-centred National security
policy-making systems. The proponents of this view
believe that although intervention by top officials

is successful less frequently than might be expected,
they do have techniques for changing governmgnt policy
without having to fight the major battle that would be
required in changing an organization's SOPs. Thus,
Presidents can give responsibility for a new policy to
a different organization, or create a new organization
to deal with it.

The Political Process model3

regards the organiza-
tion as only one determinant of what the participants
espouse. The other determinant which is more important
is the fundamental assumptions of the participants (in
the policy making process) about international affairs,
their perspective or 'mind-set'. Therefore, it is
argued that Presidents do not merely preside, i.e., give
orders or decide and choose between various organiza-

tional interests, They must engage in the 'politics of

policy making': build a consensus for their policies

3. For example, Neustadt, n.1; Roger Hilsman, The_
zal_mﬁrgz;_&guu.@a@g_gmmm.&xﬂgn.
Aftairs (New York, 1971); Robet J.Art, "Bureaucratic
Politics and American Foreign Policy: A Critigue,"
Policy Scienceg (December 1974) as quoted in Roger
Hilsman, ibid., p.78.
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‘among the different power centres, not only in the
Congress and the interest groups, but also within the
executive branch, because "the test of a policy is not
that it will most éffectively accomplish an agreed upon
value but that a wider number of people decide to

endorse it."u

This view of policy making sees Presidents
as participants who "frame their actions", i.e.,

install a particular kind of advisory apparatus, "with a
view towards what is required to get a policy adopted".5
Thus, this model credits the Presidents and other
participants "with realistic expectations about the
final outcome, and intelligent choices about their
strategies to affect the outcome."6 Therefore, in
Neustadt's words,7" Underneath our images of Presidents-
in-boots, astride decisions, are the half-observed
readlities of Presidents-in-sneakers, s£irrups-in hand,

trying to induce particular department heads, or

congressmen, or senators to climb aboard."

The above discussion identifies a few 'facts!

about National Security Policy making process in the

—

4. Roger Hilsman, n.3, p.78.
5. Robert J.Art, n.3, p.78.
6. Roger Hilsman, n.3, p.78.
7. Richard Neustadt, n.1,
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US. F¥First, there are a number of major actors in this
process, apart from the President. These are the
Congress, the 'attentive publics', the mass media and
the masses, all of whom have expectations stemming

from domestic issues and democratic nomms of governance..
Apart from these, there is the executive branch itself,
that is beset with fragmentation of organizational

procedures and interests.

Second, the 'role' of the President in this
process is not merely that of the Chief Decision-maker;
he needs to develop consensus over his policies amongst

all major actors.

Third, the President has to sperd more time and
effort to generate consensus over his policies within
the executive branch, and for this, he uses his powers
of prerogative to design a particular kind of advisory
system that meets his need of information, eXpertise,

advice and effective implementation of decisions.

Finally, the extent to which President ial efforts
at managing the executive branch are successful in
making it more responsive to Bis needs, depends upon the
incumbent's leadership style (personality and character),
his perception of his office.and his 'mind-set' (percep-

tion of ‘external and intermal threats). All these
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components of Presidential style determine his rela-
tionship with the major actors in National Security
policy-making process, specially in the eXecutive

branch.

Keeping in mind these broad conclusioﬁs aboﬁt
Presidential power in National Security Policy making
in the post war period, we can now examine the various
components of this process within the executive branch,
and analyse the efforts of successive Presidents to
organize and reorganize them with a view to regulating
the 'inputs' (information, advice) and the 'outputs’

(decision-making and implementation).

National Security mstablishment

The experience of World war II and the growth of
US commitments globally, led to the need for a better
system of command and control over foreign policy-making.
Hitherto, foreign policy, with its limited connotation
of diplomacy, negotiations and consular activities, was
considered the domain of the Department of State. But
as military, economic and strategic interests of US grew,
and the furtherance of any or all of these varied
interests camerto be seen as having implications for US
National Security, the need for co-ordination of each of

these special ‘interests arose. The National Security



26

Act of 1947, amended by’Congress in 1949 and 1958,
sought to meet this need, and established the major
components of the national security establishment as
it stands today: the National Security Council, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, the (unified) Department of
Defense and the C.I.A.

This legislation established the basis for
integrating political, military and intelligence
functions into the national security policy process,
through the National Security Council, thus giving the
President a structure for a systematized assessment of
policy and strategic options. Its function has remained
the same since 1947: "to advise the President with
respect to the integration of domestic, foreign and
economic policies relating to national security", so
that the military services and other agencies can
"cooperate more eifectively in matters involving
national security".8 However, its evolution since
then indicates how post-war Presidents have used 1t to

. organize foreign policy advice to them, 'what they have

8. James Lay and Robvert Johnson, quoted in Anna K.
Nelson, '"National Security I: Inventing a Process
é19k§-60)", in Hugh He.do and Lester M.Salamonéeds.,

he Illusion - of Presidentigl Government (Boulder
Colorado, 1981%, p.230. ’



27

desired and what they have received'.9 This is
important because there were, and are, two views about
the significance of'NSC. Une perspective has seen it
as a restriction on the presidency, on the 'lone-
ranger' diplomacy of Presidents like franklin Roosevelt,
by binding them more closely to their senior cabinet

0 viersit
1 The other perspective on NSq(as the

advisers.
legislation that explicitly recognized that only under
the President's personal leadership could a broader
perspective on global affairs be defined and co-ordinated

as national policy.11

Act
The National Securitx(called upon the President to

draw on the collective advice of the NSC, composed by -
virtue . . of subseguent amendments to the 1947 statute
- of himself, the Vice-President and the Secretaries of
State and Defense. The other members, in their capacity
as statutory advisors, are the Virectors of C.I.A., and

A.C.D.A. (Arms Control and Defense Agency) and the Chief

9. I.M.Destler, "National Security Advice to US
Presidents: bome Lessons from hirt Years " in Klaus

Knorr,ed. National Secur e_b clsion-
Making Process (New Delhi, 158 3 > 2.

10. ¥or example, ibid.; Richard M.Pious, The Agerican
Presidency (New York, 1979) E .362; Frank Kessler,
The Dilemmas_of Presiden Leadership: Of Caretakers
and Kings s (New Jersey 1982 p.102; Paul Schott
Stevens, "Ihe Natlonai Secdrity Council: Past and
Prologue rategic Reyiew (Washington,D.C.),
(Winter %989 D.56.

11. Z.Brzezinski, In_sues _National Security, ed. and
annotated by M.otremcki Boulder, Colorado, 1988),

p+56.
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of J.C.53. (Joint Chiefs of Staff). Apart from these,
the President could call upon/invite any other person

for advice, if he finds it necessary.

The act also provided for a small professional
staff with a designated head, the Executive Secretary
of NSC - to prepare the Council's work. However, soon
the term '"NSC" came to mean simultaneously - and often
confusingly - both the deliberative body, which met
occasionally at the President's behest, and the staff
of NSC, which came to be located permanently in the

white House.

Under successive Presidents, NSC was moulded into
a Presidential instrument, by making the deliberative
body purely advisory, and the inclusion of the NSC staff
in the Executive Uffice of the President, such that the
executive secretary of the Council became an administra-
tive assistant to the President. Each of these develop-
ments affected the evolution of NSC, which has been

divided into two phases by brzezinski.j2

The first phase is of 'Institutionalization',
between 1947 and 1960, characterized by establishment of

procedures for processing of information and advice to

12. Ibid., p.S7.
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the President. These procedures gave prominence to

the 'line-agencies'-- the Departments of State and
Defense in generation of policy papers and options, and
NSC was used as a forum for discussion wherein Presidents
participated and made decisions. The second phase of
'personalization' lasted between 1961 and 1980,
characterized by 'deinstitutionalization' of the NSC
proceés, casual procedures and the prominence of Special
Assistant for National Security Affairs as acknowledged
policymaker. Thus, NSC's principal staff officer - the
former executive secretary,- became a co-equal member of
NSC with the President's other cabinet members. This
enhanced the control of White House over foreign policy
and served to by-pass the departments in policy-makirg

and implementetion.

Though brzezinski goes on to say that Reagan
4dministration marked the end ot this phase, and began
the phase ot 'degradation' of NSC, as the subsequent
examination of successive Presidencies shows, the second
phase of 'personalization', was necessitated by a number
of factors connected with the nature and organization of
the Presidency and of the foreign policy bureaucracy,
such that it seems somewhat unlikely that without changes
in these institutions, any major change can be affected

in the mechanism of NSC.
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Ipstitutionaligzation Phase: NSC under Tryman

T ruman emphasized the advisory role of NSC, as

he disliked anything which resembled a "super-cabinet" >
that may circumscribe the ability of the President to
make decisions freely. To ensure the advisory nature,
"he refrained from attending the majority of the Councii
meetings, viz., he attended only 12 of the 57 NSC
meetings held between 1947 and 1950. Another reason that
has been put forward for this neglect of NSC is that
Truman could see no gain by forcing his two cabinet
members-- Secretafy of State Acheson and Secretary of
Defenée louis Johnson - to deal with each other when they ..
shared an untenable relationship to the extent that intér-

departmental preparation was impossib].e.“+

However, the outbreak of Korean War in 1950 changed
this, by solidyfying NSC. Truman began to attend its
meetings regulerly and participation was limited to
fewer individuals to encourage free discussion. He
introduced discussion and the practice of reducing any

NSC decision to writing.

13. Frederick C.Thayer, "Presidential Policy Processes and
'New Administration': A Search for Revised Paradigms",
%%%%lc_é%%%ni§&I§LQQQ_§211£E_,5, Sept ember-October

’ P .

14, Ipid.
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Throughout this period, Truman designated the
Secretary of atate as Presiding ufficer of NSC
meetings because he did not approve of the bias towards
Secretary of Lefense in the interpretations of the act
of 1947: that Secretary of Defense would preside over
the NSC 'as the agent or alter ego of the President".15
Besides, he deliberately abstained from the day-to;daf
supervision of policy, therefore, his Secretary of
Stafe (Marshall, later Acheson) assumed a dominant role.
This was also due to Truman's determination to restore
regular lines of authority and the primacy of the State
Department, that had been lost during the 'Imperial!
Presidency of Franklin D.Roosevelt. Both Marshall and
Acheson dominated the foreign policy advice that Truman
received. They gave their professional diplomats
responsibility and took their advice seriously. There-
fore, Department of State played a key role in the

formulation of early cold war attitudes and policies.

During this administration, regular means for
bringing important policy issues before NSC were
established, as also the required support of thorough
staff work. In July 1950, NSC's role was further

strengthened in this sphere by a Presidential directive

15. Nelson, n.8, p.23kL.
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emphasizing that all major national security policies
should be recommended to the President through the
Council. Even though this procedure lasted only until
effective Presidential participation in Council

sessions, it set a precedent.

The NSC senior staff was composed of one
nominated menber from each of the departments and
agencies whose heads were members of NSC. These were
individuals of approximately the assistant secretary
level, who met twice weekly, and were directed by the
executive secretary of the Council.16 It was the senior
staff that produced the studies and policy recommendations
which were forwarded to the Council for its considera-
tions 4 junior staff, an interdepartmental group |
composed of staff assistants worked under the senior
staff. Thus, by the end of the Truman Administration,
the oasic co-ordinative and policy planning structure
of the NSC had evolved, with the President and the
formal NSC, supported by a senior and a junior staff.

In addition, there were steering committees consisting
of selected representatives of the two staffs, which
facilitated a candid exchange among representatives of
the affected agencies prior to the submission of policy
papers to the full membership of the two interdepart-

mental groups.

16. Ibido, po2)“‘20
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The arrangement also provided for a 'neutral!
Executive Secretary heading the supporting staff
structure to interact daily and directly with the
President-- to provide intelligence updates, pre-
briefs for NSC meetings and to serve as a general
conduit petween the President and the supporting
structure. This view was enhanced by the first
incumbent, Admiral Sidney Souers, who established the
procedure of all papers being delivered to the
President by the Executive Secretary, who would then
inform the members of the council of the President's
decision. Souers '’ was of the opinion that the
individual performing the role of Executive Secretary
must be a non-political confidant of the President.

He should maintain continuous and intimate contact with
the President, be a trusted member of the President's
immediate official family, but should not be identified
with his immediate staff of personal policy advisers,
Souers put into practice his belief that the Executive
Secretary was 6nly a servant of the President an@Ethe
members of the Council, willing to be objective, to

subordinate his personal views, and to forego publicity

17 . Sidney W.8ouers, "Policy Fommulation for National

Security, " Amgrlgé Political dc¢ _Review
(washing%on,D.C. , 43 (June 1949), p.542.
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and personal aggrandizement, as he has neither the
authority nor the responsibility of the President or

council members.

Truman had also announced the appointment of
Averell Harriman as a new special assistant to the
Preéident on 15 June 1950, who assumed nis duties
shortly after the outbreak of the Korean war. This
innovation, was widely welcomed by NSC participants as
"President's personal representative" "to follow up and

18

assure implementation", eventhough it proved to be

temporary.

This system permitted a high degree of fommal
co-ordination: the responsible senior staff representa-
tive prebriefed his-principal or '"member" before an NSC
meeting, and the Zxecutive Secretary briefed the
President. The President and his Secretary of State
remained completely responsible for foreign policy.

The NSC meetings were used to hear the exchange of views
on policy matters, to advise the President on matters
requiring specific military diplomatic and intelligence
co-ordination once the policy decisions had been made by

the President outside it.

18. Nelson, n.8, p.2kLk.



Acheson'? is of the view that Truman NSC also
provided a formalized system of implementation review,
which is debatable, given the celebrated Truman quote
about Bisenhower: "de'll sit here and he'll sey, 'Do
this! LUo that! and nothing will happen, Poor Ike, it
won't be a bit like the Army. He'll find it very

frustrating”.zo

Instituticnalization Phase: NSC upnder tjisenhower

misenhower criticized Truman NSC in his campaign
speeches as no more than a shadow agency. He emphasized
the importance of a revitalized NSC, and even suggested
the appointment of non-government'participants, elder
statesmen, who could bring fresh viewpoints to the
Council's deliverations. His temperament and training
in the Army convinced him of the need for reorganizing

and streamlining the whole national security apparatus.

He conceived oif the Council as "...a corporate
body composed of individuals advising the President in
- their own right, rather than as representatives of their

respective departments and agencies. Their function

19. wuoted in John &.Endicott, '"The National Security
Council: Formalized Coordination Policy Planning, k"
in R.L.Pfaltzgraff,Jr. and U.Raanan, eds., Natjional
Security rFolicy: The Jecisign-taking Process

New Delhi, 1986), p.186.

20. Luoted in Richard Neustadt, Presidential Power:
The Politics or Leadership (New York, 1960), p.9.
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should be to seek... the most statesmanlike solution
to the problems of national security, rather than to
reach solutions which represent merely a compromise of

departmental positions."21

Accordingly, at the beginning of his Administra-
tion, Eisenhower asked cmobert Cutler to review the
existing NSC system and recomnend needed reforms. This
report led to signiticant changes: the Senior Staff was
to continue as the principal source of policy initiatives,
but was renamed as the '"Planning Board"; the creation of
the post of Special Assistant to the President for
National Security Affairs, who would perforn the dual
functions of presiding over the Planning Board and be the
Principal Zxecutive Ufficer of the NSC, "to prevent
delays, follow-up decisions and keep the council ahead
of crises". Also, the council secretariat was augmented
by a special staff in the SuP. Six months later, the
system was further changed by creation of an Operations
Coordinating ooard, to enhance the ability of the White
House to coordinate implementation of policy decisions.

It was composed of representatives at the Undersecretary

21. James S.Lay, Jr. and cobert H.Johnson, An _Organiza-
fional History of the Natig sSecurity Council,Us
,bggatE—TWashington,D.C., 1960), p.39.
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level, namely, the Undersecretary of State, who was
also its Chairman; the Deputy Secretary of Defense;
the Director of the Foreign Operations Agency (lzter
called the International Cooperation Administration);
and the Special Assistant for the Cold War. The
President's 2pecial Assistant fqr National security
Affairs also customarily sat with the Board. The 0CB
was seen as the operational/executive armm of the NSC
as it pfepared an outline plan oI operations to carry
out the actions listed in NSC policy anmd a progress

report every six months.

The NoC met regularly and formally, with well-
organized procedures, and Zisenhower faitnfully chaired
most of the meetings himselfe- 329 of the 366 NSC

sessions held during his tenure.

Inspite of the stronger NSC apparatus in the
White House, and increased powers of the Special Assistant
for National Security Affairs, Zisenhower had .a strong
Secretary of State , John roster Dulles, with whom he
conferred regularly and upon whom he relied extensively
for negotiations with other countries and for being the

chief spokesman for rresidential policy in foreign affairs.

This was due both to Lisenhower's confidence in

Dulles and to the perception of the role of Special
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Agsistant developed by Cutler and continued by Dillon
Anderson and Gordon Gray. Cutler firmly believed in

his role as coordinator22

- the President's Assistant
incharge of the NSC rather than of National Security
Policy. He, therefore, maintained a good working
rélationship with Dulles and preserved the position of
the State Department by firmly resisting all efforts to
create for himself a permanent staff concerned with the
substance of national security. He criticized Hoover
Commission Task lorce recommendations of an NSC "hational
staff" because he believed that it would be sterile given
its divorce from operational responsibility, and it would
tend to intervene between the President and his cabinet

members, even as it would unwisely increase the

"functional prestige" of the special assistant.

Dulles, on his part, tried to preserve his special
relationship with the President and to protect the
prerogatives of the State Department, by firmly insisting
that matters of day-to-day operations should not be the
subject of Council discussion. In consider“gﬁe restructur-
ing of the UCB in 1957, it was suggested that the Vice-
President should replace the Under Secretary of State as

Chairman., Dulles strongly objected and wrote to the

22. wuoted in Nelson, n.8, pp.250-1.
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President: "the relations of the 2ecretary and the
under Secretary of state to the President in regard to
foreign affairs are and should be more intimate than
those of the Vice-President. If the time comes when
the Vice President ﬁore authoritatively expresses the
President's views on these matters than the Secretary
of State, then the revolution will indeed have been

effected in our form of government."23

Yet, even as hisenhower years saw a growth in
the authority of the military and the CIA, the President
seemed unaware of the decline in the effectiveness of
the Department of State. Dulles's strength as sSecretary
of State obscured the fact that he used the department
sparingly. Adopting a defensive bureaucratic strategy,
the State Uepartment resisted the acgquisition of functions
in intelligence, propaganda and econamic aid. As a
result, new agencies emerged, either entirely separate
from it, or only nominally under its control. Military
also expanded into foreign policy, especially through the
creation of the office of International Security Affairs,
in 1953. This difrusion of responsibility within the
foreign policy bureaucracy created problems of manageument

for the President, specially in case of military bureaucracy.

230 Ibid., po251o
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inSpite of Eisenhower's belief that large-scale
organizations, like the National Security Bureaucracy,
are "not the enemy of imagination... (but their) purpose
is to clarify, simplify, expedite and coordinate",?u he
did not find NSC a suitable forum for making an opera-
tional decisions, especially in times of crises. He
made those decisions in consultation with a few key

advisers.

However, by the late 1950s, both 'insiders' and
'outsiders' found the highly structured NSC process to
be time-consuming and labourious. In April 1958 Eisenhower
himself urged that council meetings focus less on discus-
sion papers and more on issues, i.e., "provocative issues
which required high-level thought" rather than constantly'
reviewing all existing policy papers. 0On the other hand,
outsiders like Senator Henry Jackson pressed for a review
of the National Security Policy machinery by a Committee
on government operations, because he believed that the
NSC pechanism was unable to produce a coherent national

programme for U.S. survival,

The Jackson Subcommittee criticized the Lisenhower

NaC process on a number of counts.?? It opined that the

24, wuoted in Charles &.Neu, '"The Rise of National Security
Bureaucracy, " in louis éalambos,ed., The New American
State (Baltimore, 1987), p.88.

25. Henry M.Jackson, The National Security Council
(New York, 19653, pp.32-38. -
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Council was originally conceived as an intimate forum
where the President and his chief advisers could engage
in searching discussion and debate on both long term and
immediate problemé. Instead, the Council had become

the "apex of a comprehensive and highly institut ionalized
system" for generating proposals and carrying them out.
The approval of policy papers was its major activity
rather than the resolution of important national security
problems faced by USA. The policy papers were often mere
statements of aspiration produced by & process that
weakened their conﬁent and seemed to reach for the lowest
common denominator rather than innovation. The NSC
Committees muffled dissent, slowed action, and presented
the President with bland memoranda that obscured rather
than clarified his choices. The study concluded that the
UCB gave a false sense of security. In reality it was

a useless interagency committee that could only advise,
Lacking command authority, it occupied itself with
detailed paper work and had little impact on real coordi-

nation of policy execution.

The criticism also implied that in the process of
making NSC system a '"cumbersome paper mill",26 the

President had failed to exert his leadership in the

26. walt fostow's phrase, also quoted in Brzezinski,
n.11, p.59.
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decision-making process. Alexander George27 points
out that the conventional image of kisenhower NSC
system as bureaucratic, burdensome, inflexible ang
inundated with unnecessary paper work is not justified,
because "genuiné policy depate occurred in camera
between the impacted parties, often Jjust before the
larger NSC meetings themselves." Further, Fred

28 suggests that Lisenhower was not

Greenstein's study
such a passive 'Administrator' as conventionally
- depicted, he was the source oi all the power that Dulles

exercised over NSC process.

However, it was the perception that the formél
NSC systen had become irrelevant to most of Zisenhower's
actual policy decisionsthat carried the day, and the
successor, President nennedy, came to office with the
firm conviction that presidential activism in foreign
policy is required, and that de-institutionalization of
the NSC system was crucial for making it more responsive

to Presidential needs.

Institutionalization Phase of NSC: An Overview

President Truman succeeded in using the N3C - a

congressionally mandated advisory unit - for.increasing’

27. A.George, 'The Case for Multiple Adwocacy in Making
Fore ign olicy," 4American Political Science Reyiew
~vol.66, September 1972, p.753.

28. Fred Greenstein, The Hidden-Hand Presidency: Eisenhow
as a Leader (Ne&vYork, 19%27. —=ise e
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Presidential control over planning process, He also
made it White House-dominated rather than Defense-
dominated mechanism. Eisenhower institutionalized the

NSC in the White House.

Though both Presidents sought to establish
regular and formal lines of authority in the flow of
information and implementation of national security
policy, neither of them used the NSC mechanism to make
foreign policy decisions., Its specific use was to inform
all the impacted parties about Presidential decisions,
and to assure that implementation of these decisions would
include those officials who had also participated in the

advisory process.

An important point of similarity was that the
dif ference between "foreign policy" amd "national
security" was maintained. It was the Department of
State that was assigned responsibility in the former
field, while the problems of national security were
under NSC mechanism because these were the foreign
policy problems placed in the wider context of military
and intelligence information. Hence the clear delinea-
tion between the roles of Secretary of State (principal
foreign policy adviser) and the Assistant for National

Security (coordinator of NSC process).
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- For the same reason, these two administra-
tions saw the prominence of Secretafies of State: they
were deliberately chosen for their ability to dominaté
foreign policy mechanism, such that there was no '

parallel foreign policy staff in the White House.

However, despite their much criticized penchant
for formal procedures, both Presidents maintained
presidential prerogative in obtaining foreign policy
'ideas' from outside. Truman used Averell Harriman
while Eisenhower consulted his brother Milton and
Nelson Rockfeller. Yet both resisted the idea of a
strong National Security Adviser with his own policy
staff, because, being interested in good management of
large organizations (viz., the foreign policy bureaucracy),
they emphasized the value of delegation and of avoiding
overlapping between the role of President and that of
Secretary of State.

Despite these good inten tions, effective manage-
ment of national security eluded both, for, as Eisenhower
later confessed, the N5C's work could have been done
better by a single trusted official supported by a small
staff.??

29. Dwight D.Eisenhower, The White House Yeapsgs |
Ea%gﬁk__ﬁiﬁ_lgél, vol.2 (Garden City, NY, 1965§ing
P
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Personalization Phase: NSC Under Kenpedy

President Kennedy came to office, heavily
influenced by the criticisms levelled against Eisenhower
NSC process by fellow Democrat Henry M.Jackson. He was
convinced that the machinery had diluted presidential
contrql, imposed '"nmeedless paper work between the
President and his principal advisers", and produced _
'treaties' rather than options for presidential considera-

tione.

This prompted drastic changes in the status of
NSC as a forum, in the iﬂteréctive processes and in the
position and working of the NSC staff. The NSC remained
as a statutory body, but its meetings became less frequent.
Moreover, these meetings were used only to make 'minor'
decisions or to 'pretend' to make important ones already
decided. This reflected Bundy's advice to Kennedy: "The
Council...discussion can do two things... it can (1) open
a subject up so that you can see what its elements are
and decide how you want it pursued; and (2) present the
final arguments of thdse principally concerned when a
proposal is ready for your decision... The special
service the Council can render to your associates is a
little subtler: it can give them confidence that they

know what is cooking and what you want."3o

30. Quoted in Nelson, n.8, pp.258-G.
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Consequently, Planning Board and Operations
Coordinating Board were tound obstructive to free-
whéeling, informal style of interactive process
favoured by the President, and were apolished. Their
functions were accomplished by President's men attend-
ing interagency meetings. The NSC staff came to serve
the President, rather than the NSC. McGeorge Bundy was
made special Assistant for National Security Affairs and
charged with management of the activist President's
daily national security affairs. This, in Bundy's words,
"rubbed out the distinction between planning and opera-
tibn",31 even as it gathered enormous potential for :
engagement and influence by the Special Assistant, and
led to recruitment of a small number of talented senior
aides to extend direct Presidential control in interagency
deliberations. As Komer described it: "(The NSC label). <.
was merely a budgetary device. ©Since NSC already had its
own budget, it was sacrosanct. So instead of adding
people to the White House staff, Bundy carried them all
over here. But, in fact, Kennedy made very clear that
we were his men, we operated for him, we had direct
contacts with him. This gave us the power to command the

kind of results that he wanted - a fascinating exercise

31. From letter reprinted in Jackson Subcommittee
Organizing for National Security, vol.I, pp.1337-8.
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in a presidential staff technique, which insofar as

I know; has been unicue in the history of the Presidency."32

The staff acted as the "eyes and ears" of the
President, "a shadow network that clued the President on
what the bidding was before a formal, interdepartmentally
cleared recommendation got to him." Thus, the President
had "sources of independent judgement and recommendation
on what each issue was all about, what ought to be done
about it, from a little group of peopie'in whom he had
confidence - in other words, sort of double-check",?>
The staff also kept tabs on the follow-through to Presiden-

tial decisions.

This kind of staff operation resulted in putting
the State Department into shade, even though Kennedy had
initially wanted to increase the responsibility of. the
State Department for foreign affairs., In fact, all 'line-
agencies' suffered a setback for several reasons. First,

- the President favoured a small gathering of directly |
concerned officials for planning, specially for day-to-
day management of crises, viz., Ex Comm during the

Cuban Missiles Crisis., Second, such a mechanism implied

that traditional bureaducracies could not influence

32. wuoted in I.M.Destler, '"National Security II: The
Rise of the Assistant (1961-1981)", in Heclo and
C»alamon, edS., n08, pp 267-80

33. Ipbid., p.268.
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decision-making when President is directly involved in
its everyday management. Third, problems/issues were
assigned to a Cabinet Ufficer to prepare analysis,
arrange for co-ordination and present recommendations
difectly to the President. This eliminated interactive
procedures between major agencies and put departmental
options in direct competition with the less fbrmal, more
resourceful and compact NSC staff, who had better access
to the President. Lastly, the effective involvement of
departments in advising the President remained confined

to informal meetings of the Secretaries with the President.

Apart from giving the NSC staff major role in
development of policy options, assessing departmental
recommendations for 'bilases' and coordinéting implementa-
tion, this process also underminéd the bureaucratic
hierarchies of State and Lefense by maintaining direct
link with lower level officials, by-passing regular
channels. Thus, if the President so desired, he could
cast his net over and beyond the heads of departments by
asking for opinions of junior officers, field operatives,

ambassadors and even officials of foreign embassies.

In keeping with his view that President must
dominate the foreign policy process, Kennedy chose

Dean Rusk as his Secretary of State, who could be
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content with a modest role. Simultanecusly, he
upgraded the position of Special Assistant for National
Seéurity Affairs by appointing McGeorge sSundy and
charging him with a job that combined the work of
Eisenhower's staff secretary Andrew Goodpaster with
that of his Special Assistant Robert Cutler: Bundy

was to manage the day-to-day Presidential Foreign
Policy business, and to coordinate advice and options
submitted by other advisers, clearly pointing out'

others' biases.

‘Both these tasks gave Bundy a new and very
important source of leverage, because unlike Goodpaster,
he was working for a President who was inclined to make
a large number of specific decisions himself, and relied
more on NSC staff for evaluation and assessment of
information supplied by the bureaucracy. The relative
activism of Bundy's staff, coupled with the establish-
ment of Situation Hoom in White House, made this entire
White House operation indepehdent of the leverage
exerciséd by departments through selective dissemination
of information and intelligence to Presidential staff.
This trend was helped by Bundy's appointment of non-
career men to his staff and by his playing the role of
Presidential enforcer, even when he consciously avoided

'advocating' his own views.
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Working tor a President who tended to resist any
firm sense of organizationel structure and division of
labour, Bundy and his staff met the need for informal
yet wide-ranging effort at central coordination. In
effect, they fulfilled the originally intended funcﬁion
of the National Security Council, which the Council
itself had been unable to fulfil because it had turned
into a forum for adVbcating organizational interests of
various departments, rather than developing a government-
wide "Presidential" view encompassing the military,
diplomatic and economic elements in national security

policy.
Personalization Phase: NSC Under Johnson

There were no significant changes in the NSC
process under Johnson, due to several reasons: he
inherited the Kennedy NSC under tragic circumstances; he
unlike Kennedy, was not very comfortable with foreign-
affairs; he shared Kennedy's suspicion for the bureaucracy
of foreign affairs as well as his preference for informal
procedures, and finally, his total involvement in and
dominance over Vietnam policy was made convenient by the

NSC system designed under Kennedy.

Johnson continued the earlier practice of utiliz-

ing the Council selectively, mostly dealing with Vietnam
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or Southeast Asia, but as the Vietnam war progressed,
he found the Council meetings to be like ‘'sieves' -
beset with leaks and impossible to control. Thereafter
he chose to meet a small circle of key adv{sers
regularly, the "Tuesday lunch" group. It included the
Secretaries of State and Defense, Dean Rusk and Robert
McNamara, and the Special Assistant for National
Security Affairs, Bundy, (later walt Rostow, when he
replaced Bundy). After sometime, the Director of CIA

and the Chairman of the JCS were also invited.

For a time it looked as if Johnson would reverse
the trend towards decline of State Department influence,
because he was close to Secretary Rusk and gave him the
authority to coordinate all aspects of the nation's
foreign policy. Some formal structures of NSC process
were revived and state Department gived the place of
importance in them, viz., the 3enior Interdepartmental
~Group (SIG), chaired by Under Secretary of State, aﬁd
the numerous Interagency Regional Groups (IRG), all

chaired by representatives of State Department.

However, Johnson demanded loyalty and unwavering
support from his aides, and did not encourage dissent
from his policies. This induced a more or less forced,

monolithic agreement among his advisers, which some
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scholars have called "Group Think”.3“ This served

to maintain a show of unity at the cost of frank

discussion within the executive branch to the extent

that dissenters had to resort to leaks to the press

to put forward their policy recommendations. In this
situation, the structures of SIG and IRGs, which

involved many people and several organizational interests,w
were found ‘'uncontrollable' and therefore dispensable by

the President.

The President used Bundy as his spokesman,
'debater', 'fact-finder', and coordinator of informmation,
in the earlier part‘of his tenure. This was mainly
because Johnson needed him in an area where he found
himself unable to handle issues confidently. Thus,
Johnson sent osundy on a crucial 'fact-finding' mission
to BQouth Vietnam in early 1965 and on a diplomatic
mission to the Dominican Republic in the same year. On
Vietnam issue, Bundy was called upon to 'Meet the Press!
and rebut critics like Hans Morganthau, a need which
Johnson is believed to have resented because Vietnam
was an issue which he dominated. This however, set the
trend for greater visibility and public advocacy by the

successive dpecial Assistants.

34. ror example, Irving Janis, Victims of Groupthigk

(Boston, 1972); George, n.27.
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But in-an effort to show that he did not need

"another Bundy", Johnson denied Bundy's successor
vwait Rostow the full title: Rostow was merely 'Special
Assistant to the President'. Nevertheless, this
'innovation' in 1966 did not change the role substanti-
ally-- Rostow continued to coordinate Presjdent's
personal foreign policy business as well as the
interagency work. In fact Rostow's strong ideological
convictions metamorphosized the 'honest broker' role of
the Assistant which bundy had nurtured. Instead, the
&ésistgnt became an ‘advocate'!', more so because Rostow
saw himself as an 'idea man', personally generating new .
policies and conceptual schemes, rather than facilitatihg.

the advisory process.

The Johnson NSC system has been criticized for
its overtly insular character with regard to foreign
policy information-processing. It had made SIG and IRGs,
even the Council itself, largely irrelevant structures,
engaged in infrequent meetings and of cosmetic value,
because NSC was used only to legitimiie policy decisions,
Because, as Kissinger pointed out: "If key decisions are
made informally at unprepared meetings, the tendency to
be obliging to the President and cooperative with one's

colleagues may vitiate the articulation of real choices."35
35. Heﬁgy Kissinger, White House Years (New Delhi,1979),
po - L °
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Yet., the evolution of NSC system up to 1968

y

offers several clues as to why later Presidents sought
to use it to centralize foreign policy making in the

White House.

Eyolution o NSC, 1947-1968: Trends Discerped

The phase of institutionalization of NSC system
under Truman and =isenhower seemed to reflect the
Bureaucratic Politics model discussed at the beginning
of this chapter. The Presidents saw it as an 'admini-
strative' tool, to formalize the channels of informat ion
and regularize the sources of advice to the Presidents,
in accordance with the tfaditional structures of executive
branch. Thus, Departmeht of State was given a major role
in coordinating, analysing and assessing the views of
various other concerned departments. This role was of
importance also because of the dispersal of responsibility,
brought about in the executive branch, by increased US

involvement in the world.

But the Department of dtate could not exercise
effective leadersnip over the specialized agencies that
came up. It became merely 'first amnong equals', dependent
upon Presidential confidence even for maintaining this
amount of primacy. Thus, the‘NSC became a place for tug-

of-war between different departments, notably the Military
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and the state. ©Sfforts at interdepartmental coordi-
nation began to produce "negotizble agreements"
rather than clear options for the President. Imple-
mentation ol decisions was chaotic even after the
estaplishment of OCB by misenhower, because it meant
oversight by tne representatives of the same bureau-

cracies that nelped to make the decisions.

Presidents began to rely on their own appointee,
the BExecutive Secretary (later Presidential Assistant)
for NSC, to ensure impartial,undisputed coordination
of advice tendered by the line zgencies. It was only
due to the iact of rresidential confidence in them that
the Secretaries of otate remained the principal foreign
policy advisers and spokesmer, their subordinate depart-
ment (s) could not claim this prominence. 4gain, it was
for this reason that the Special Assistant remained a
coordinator-facilitator of the NSC process rather than

an assistant-advocate for the Presidential policies.

However, the image of a President surrounded by
groups of bureaucrats who made policy based on compromises
between then, and of a bureaucracy unwilling and unable
to respond to presidential needs for activism and sensiti-

vity to domestic electoral concerns, served to make the
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later two Presidents-- Kennedy and Johnson ¢ determined
to change it. Tne phase of 'personalization' gained
ground throughout the period 1961-68, mainly because
Presidents were concerned with 'making' foreign policy
and conducting diplomacy thenselves. And at each
crucial stage, tne foreign policy bureaucracy showed
its inadeguacies. It could not rise above what the
Presidents called the 'narrow organizational interests',
or to smoothly follow initiatives by efficient implementa-
tion. Bureaucratic inertia and overt hostility to
'crasading amateurs' in the White House, both made it

ideologically suspect and a butt of witticisms.

In this phase, crisis management assumed more
importance, where presidents involved thenselves more
fully and demahded more effective information-processing.
For this, the political appointees were found most
suitable. They were included in the NSC staff and worked
under a Special Assistant who was not merely a facilitator
but also an enforcer of Presidential decisions. The NSC
staff thus became (expliciﬁly) Presidential staff,
carrying the President's flag in all interagency battles
and ensuring the formulation of 'Presidential' policy

within the executive branch.
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As the pressure toO explain foreign policy
decisions to domestic electorate mounted, the rolé and
visibility of Special Agsistant grew, he was entrusted
the task of articulating not only the specific actions
of the administration in foreign policy sphere, but
also the long term strategies. It was from this need
to build a consensus around rresidential policy
initiatives, that the power and importance of the
Assistant grew. Presidents strived to make their
policies coherent and decisively implemented, and for
this purpose, 'personalization' of the NSC system was

effected in several senses:

Firstly, the Presidents made efforts to be seen
as making and executing foreign policy. This may have
been a concommitant of the widespread public expectation
of presidential leadersnip in a sphere where american
involvement was seen as making the difference between

global freedom and 'glovpal domination'.

Secondly, growing complexity of levels of US
diplomacy in the world resulted in a pléthora of specia-
lised agencies and departments, all of 'which had some
stakes in the foreign policy making. The activist
presidents did not want to be inundated with pressures

and 'politiking' from them. Yet their expertise had to
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be u;ed as 'input' in any foreign policy formulation.
So the involvement of N5SC statff, the Presidential
appointees, grew to facilitate independent, unbiased
evaluation of information and advice supplied by these
agencies, In this sense, the 'personalization' of NSC
meant 'humanization' through induction of human checks

on bureaucratic pen-pushing and contrived argumentation.

Above all, the Presidents required an agent who
could represent their views and look after their interests,
keeping in mind the fact that it was they (the Presidents)
whd shared the burden of deciding and of responsibility
for any mistakes. The Assistant thus became a crucial
tool of the Presidents in their exercise of executive
prerogative in shaping the foreign policy advisory systenm,

and for managing the foreign policy.

The fact that even misenhower had come to believe -
in the need for 'a single trusted official supported by
a small staff', to manage the N§C process more effectively
shows that the rise of the Assistant was not mere innova-
tion by particular Presidents. Indeed, it was a result
o1 a Presidential need for unity in the executive branch,
rather than the personal predelictions and styles of
particular incumbents, although these factors do contribute

towards shaping of this 'personalized' position.
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This can be seen clearly as We examine the next
stage of personalization phase, the administrations of
Nixon and Carter, in a detailed manner. This is the
stage when personalization seemed to reach its maximumn,
to. the extent that it began to be believed that

'personalization' has become 'institutionalized'.



Chapter Il
NSC UNDZR NIXON: THE KISSINGER ER4
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President Nixon came to the Office of the Chief
Executive with clear and unambiguous notionsrabOutvthe
role of Preéident and of the National Security bureau-
cracy in the making of foreign policy. He saw foreign
affairs as the arena where Presidents could make their
mark if only they could control the bureaucracy concerned.
He treatel foreign policy with the sense of mission
above politics, because as Zisenhower's Vice President,
he had gained some experience in this field, though as
an outsider. Moreover, his rise in politics was on a
virulent anti-communist platformm in 1950s, besides, he
had a distrust of officials and institutions to whom
American President customarily abdicated so much power
in pdlicy-making and implementétion, as had Eisenhower

and later, both Kennedy and Johnson.

He. therefore. wanted to dominate foreign policy
process, and for this, wanted to control the bureaucracy,
even as he wished to revitalize the National Security
Council as a forum for highest level discussions between
the principal foreign policy advisers of the President,
namely, the Secretaries of various departments and

agencies.

With these professed beliefs and aims, he chose

Henry A.Kissinger as his 4dssistant for National Security
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Affairs, much before he chose his Secretary of State
and assigned to him the task of re-organizing the
National Security policy process. The main guidelines
for this task were that the system be White House-
centred and that it provide real 'options' to the
President, such that the views of all concerned deﬁart-
ments be heard by the President, and the conseguences
of each 'option' be evaluated before final decisions

are made.

Pursuant to his initial views, Nixon introduced’
Kissinger as a person who is "keenly aware of the
necessity not to set himself up as a wall between the
. President and the Secretary of State", whose job would
be "to concentrate on planning and not on operations,"
because he intended to have a very strong Secretary of
State. Kissinger, on his part, visualized his job as
that of complete overhaul of the White House security-
planning machinery to allow for creative, long range
formulation of foreign policy. More importantly, he
believed "that the position of a White House Assistant
is inconsistent with making public statements on

substantive issues."2

1. Quoted in Roger Morris, Uncertain Greatness (london,
1977), P°71o

2. Ipid.
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The NSC machinery that was established by
Kissinger, was based on some fundamental agreement of
views between him and Nixon. Both wanted strong
Presidential leadership in foreign policy, which, in
their experience, was made difficult by bureaucracy
and the elite views of the so-called 'establishment'.
Therefore, their effort was to seize those powers that
earlier presidents had abdicated to bureducracy: "the
control of agenda and the tining of decisions, the
ability to frame issues,'the povwer to shape and shade
and withhold information, the authority to ordain only

those particular Questions for the available answers..."3

The first thing which Kissinger did was to 'raid
the bureaucracy' by picking off some of the brightest
military and political minds for his personal staff.
Also included in his staff were some academics. The
draft plan for a new NSC apparatus came from Morton
Halperin, a young Pentagon official, who had "a record
as a bright, versatile, aggressive and very ambitious
bureacurat, who operated shrewdly thmugh the inter-
departmental maze".u He drafted a system that was '"not

designed to eliminate bureaucratic delay and evasion,

3. Ibido’ p-??'
Y, Ibid., p.78.
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but essentially to balance those natural institutional
forces by compelling full Presidential consideration,
pro and con, of all the available options".? The frame-
work -of the new organization consisted of a number of
Interdepartmental Groups (IGs) chaired by Assistant
Secretarieé of State Department, that would prepare
~ specific policy reviews by specific dates, for considera-
ﬁion by the Review Group, & body of senior representatives
drawn from various agencies and chaired by Kissinger.

The IGs prepared policy reviews as aﬁd when ordered by
the President through the National Security Study Memoranda
(NSSM). The NSSMs originated with Kissinger, approved

by the President and were assigned to the appropriate IG
over Kissinger's signature. Zach IG had a member of
Kissinger's staff while producing a policy paper covering
""the full range of policy alternatives". These were sent
to the Review Group which considered the options given

and either returned thea to IGs for:redrafting or forwarded
them for consideration by NSC meeting. Nixon made
decisions only after going through all options and after
discussion among statutory members of NSC. The decisions
were conveyed to the departments as National Sgcurity

Decision Memoranda (NSDM), and implementation was assigned

50 Ibido, p’79‘
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to the 'Under Secretaries' Committee chaired by Under

Secretary of atate.

The system excluded the CIA on the logical
ground that it was not by law or mission a policy
making institution, reflecting Kissinger's view that
use of CIA in 'operations' had affected its neutrality
in intelligence gathering function, and any further
role in policy making would enhance this trend. Nixon
too was suspicious of CIA. However, ﬁhis was the only

substantial element of the draft that did not survive.

~ This system ensured that White House did not get
confined to passing on information supplied by the
buréaucracy according to its own convenience, 1nstead,v
it enabled the Presidenmt to reach out for information,
review and analyses of any aspect of US foreign relations
when he deemed necessary. Presidential agenda and
priorities were no longer circumscribed by the vagaries
of inter-departmental rivalries for influence over the
President. 4nd because of his central position in this
national security bureaucracy, Kissinger became powerful,
His authority to originate and sign the NSSM meant that
he determined the context of policy review, the Questions
to be asked and to set the deadline for compliance. His

staff was involved at the initial level of policy review,
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in IGs, where they prodded the others for new inforna-
tioﬁ and monitored the preparation of papers. The
flow of papers to the Review Group was also supervised
by a member of his staff, who would examine the options
independent of the regional staff member, schedule the
Review Group meetings and agenda, and make recommenda-
tioﬁs to the Chairman of Review Group, Kissinger. 1In
the Review Group also, Kissinger exercised considerable
power by amending, vetoing or redrafting to shape the
content and tone of the paper.6 Though not formally
prescribed, he also came to exercise his Jjudgement on
all papers, by ﬁriting the cover note/memo accompanying
NSIM into the Oval Office. These memos were for
President's eyes only, and contained Kissinger's
summary or analysis Qf,the implications of various options

put forward by the bureaucracy.

The initial machinery of NSC conformed to Nixon's
view of earlier administrations' weaknesses, as propourded
by Kissinger on 27 December 1968 memorandum: ",..the
flexibility but occasional disarray of the informal
Johnson procedure, the fornality but also rigidity of
the Zisenhower structure, which faced the President with

a bureaucratic consensus, but no real choices."’ Thus,

6. Ibido, p.81.

7 Heﬁ%‘y Kissinger, The White House Years (New Delhi, 1979),
P .
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Kissinger NSC aimed to combine the best features of the
two systems, "the regularity and efficiency of NSC,
coupled with procedure that ensured that the President
and his advisers considered all the realistic alter-
natives, the costs and benefits of eacﬁ, and the separate
views of all interested agencies."8 It was essentially
the Eisenhower system, with a maze of subeommittees,
However, on Nixon's insistence that "influence of the
State Department establishment must be reduced",9 the
Eisenhower SIG chaired by Under Secretary of Statevwas
replaced by Review Group chaired by National Security
Adyiser. Eve#though it seemed to be a result of Nixon's
personal pique vis-a-vis the foreign policy establishment,
it reflected the presidential necessity of having a
'neutral' presenter of departmental options. The common
practice of bureaucratic department-heads was to present
their favoured option bracketed by two absurd altefna-
tives (strawmen), or empty consensus, vaguely defined,

so that the decisions based on it could bé interpreted

to suit the interests of the department concerned.

Gradually, the NSA acquired more power by virtue
of the fact that he chaired as many as six sub-cabinet

level committees, dedaling with a variety of issues, while

8. Ibid., pp.k1-k2.
90 Ibido, pol+3o
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only one was chaired by a State Uepartment representa-
tive. Thus, Kissinger chaired the Washington Special
Action Group (dealing with international crises),
verification panel (US-Soviet negotiations on SAILT),

40 committee (intelligence and covert operations),
International Energy Review Group;Defense Progranm
Review Comnittee (co-ordination of budgetary issues
between contending national priorities), and of course,
the Review Group. Only the Under Secretaries' Committee
(execution of foreign policy throughout the Executive
Department) was chaired by Under Secretary of State.

The White House-centred NSC system was strengthened
by Nixon choosing William Rogers as his Secretary of State,
"pecause of (the) President's confidence in (his) ignor-
ance of foreign poiicy".1o Nixon wanted "a good negotia-
tor rather than a policy maker - a role he reserved for

nimself and his Assistant..." |

as also a strong executive
who would ensure state Department's support of the
President's policies. This was underlined by Nixon's
exclusion of his Secretary of State from his first meeting
with Soviet Ambassador Dobrynin on 172.Febryary 1969, four

weeks after inauguration, eventhough he constantly

10, Ivpid., p.26.
11. Ivpid.
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emphasized that he believed in having a strong
Secretary. This disregard or bypassing of Rogers and
State Department became a reggular feature, as later
Nizon-initiatives show: keeping him in the dark about
his private.exchange with North Vietnam's Prgsident
Ho.Chi Minh in July-4ugust 1969, until 48 hours before
his TV announcement; sendinglword to the Jewish community
that the "Roger's: Plan" on the Middle East was aptly
named and did not originate in the White House; not
taking him on his first tour to Europe; keeping the
channels to MoScow secret from him until 72 hours before
SA;T break-through in May 1971; and finally, informing
him of Kissinger's secret trip to Peking in July 1971

only after the latter was on his way.12

In contrast to Roger's declining influence,
despite his close personal relations with Nixon and his
formal position as President's chief spokesman, adviser
on foreign policy, Nixon's use of Kissinger and his
taleﬁted staff increased dramatically after the first
year. By April-May 1969, there was widespread accept-
ance of Nixon's intention of setting his own foreign
policy. Yet, the general impression was that it was

Kissinger who was the dominant force in helping Nixon

12. Ibid., pp.29-30.
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mould his foreign poliCy.13 Kissinger's visibility
at all of major tours of Nixon, to Europe and Asia,
was being noted as proof of his pre-eminence vis-a-vis

Secretary RogerS.14

Scholars who subscribe to the 'bureaucratic
politics' view of foreign policy making process tend
to attribute the growing power of Adviser (NS&) to the
central position hé occupied in the Nixon NSC system:
Kissinger dominated foreign policy advice to Nixon by
virtue of his understanding of the way in which foreign
policy bureaucracy functioned, and how to manipulate it
to his own advantage. The 'operation' of NSC system
clearly showed how Kissinger increased his power from
being merely a 'presenter' of options to becoming a
pover centre vis a vis all individuals and groups

concerned with US foreign policy.

Kissinger ordered no less than fifty NSSMs in
the first few months of the administration, forcing the
bureaucracy to review comprehensively, the entire range
of US foreign policy problems. This massive and
systematic study 6f foreign policy issues was unprece-

dented, both in its range and its specificity. Even

13. "Who's Makin ﬁ borelgn Policy for the United States?"
US News apnd World Report, 7 4April 1969, pp.ks5-46.

1%, Ibid. 4lso "Who's Secretary of State?" News Week
15 March 1971, pp.26-7, and "Mr.Nixon's Professor",
News Week, 22 December 1969, pp.25-27.
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though the bureaucréts saw it as "an outsider moving
in",1% they complied with the demand of fresh look at
existing policies and of supplying alternative courses
of action along with the analyses, because Kissinger
let it be known that these demands were Nixon's.
Moreover he 'graded' the policy papers and often sent
it back with the question, "is this the best you can
d0?"1® The procedure resiulted in prodding the depart-
ment s into more work and less 0of aimless penpushing.
Further, these gradings served to weed out unrealistic
options (strawmen) at the preliminary level, and thus
keep the bureaucracy on its toes. Many saw this work as
a means by which Kissinger kept the line-agencies out
of his way while he increased access and influences over
Nixon. As he later claimed, he did gemuinely use the
information supplied by policy papers, even though the
bureaucraciesdid not know the sphere and extent of its
use: '"My staff was too small to backstop two complex,
simultaneous negotiations. The control of inter-
departmental machinery served as a substitute. It
enabled me to use the bureaucracy without revealing our

our purposes. I would introduce as planning topics

15, U.S_ﬂé_éni_‘ﬂ_o.zlsl__emm, April 1969, p.75.

16. quoted in Frank Kessler, lhg__ilgmma%_gf_gx siden
__?_%gr.ﬁhin__ﬁ_@m_mm_im New Jersey, 1982),
Pe . 1
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issues that were actually being secretly negotiated.
In this mamer I could learn the views of the agencies
(as well as the necessary background) without formally

"clearing" my position with them."1/

'Kissinger's 'raid' on bureacuracy for brilliant
officials and reorganization of the NSC staff into
regional and functional units, duplicated the structural
division of State Department, and his staff effectively
monitored all policy studies submitted by the department
bureags meticulously. However, given his lack of
interest and expertise in International Economics; he
was careful not to try.and dominate these issues. Also
Defense Secretary Laird's experience in the Congress
(Defense Subcommittee of the House Appropriations
Committee) and his continued links with the Congressmen
were duly moted, and Kissinger did not try to manipulste
him overtly: "I eventually learned that it was safest
to begin a battle with Laird by closing off insofar as
possible, all his bureaucratic or ¢ongressional escape
routes, provided I could figure them out, which was not

always'easy".18

17. wuoted in I.M.Bestler, "National Security II: The
Rise of the Assistant," in H.Heclo and L.M.Salamon,

eds., The Illusion of Presidential Government
(BOuider,Colorado, 1981), p.271.

18. Kissinger, n.7, p.33.
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Above all, Kissinger was seen as jealously
guarding his access.to the PreSident, even to the
exclusion of his own staff. Thus,'by July 1969, it
was widely publicized in the media19 that Kissinger
is one of the few men with instant access to the
President at any hour of the day or night. "He
briefs the President every morning and they generally
talk things over at the end of the day. On a typical
working day, they may also confer half a dozen other
times." '"He thus spends an average of one and a half
hours with the President every day, and is constantly
on the phone to him". He even carried an electronic
"call-boy" on the rare occasions that he did go out to
dine, so that he could be summoned for instant communica-
tion with the President. 4ccording to an insider,
"people on NSC staff get to see Mr.Nixon only once a year

at the Christmas party".

' Similarly, Kissinger dominated the administra-
tion's contacts with the Press. 1In the first meeting of
his NSC staff iﬁ January 1969, he told his assistants
that they were never, under any circumstances, to talk

to the Press. "If anyone leaks anything, I will do the

19. For example, U.S.News apd World Repory, 1% July 1969
pp.16~17; New York Times Magazipe, 1 June 1969,
pp.10-11; and News Week, 16 June 1969, p.12.
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leaking..." adding in a similar understatement that the

new Chief Executive had strong feelings about secrecy.20

A combination of Kissinger's penchant for guarding
access to President Nixon and to Press led him to be
extremely secretive about the advice he gave Nizxon in
private, and being careful never to show his preference
(of an option) at meetings. As the administration's
spokesman, he was articulate and witty, yet, for a long
time, emphasized that he was merely a facilitator of
decision making process and there was no 'Kissinger
policy'21 being advocated, if any policy was followed,

it was the President's.

His role as secret envoy -and negotiator was a

22 that Nixon employed to

'lateral means of control'
realize his foreign policy objectives without the usual
interference of State Department. And his staff was
skilled in the nuances of bureaucratic infighting because
of their backgrounds, so that Kissinger géthered power
unto himself by cultivating those officials in the
departments who would supply him with information and
help in implementation of decisions, i.e., the middle

level, because, as he has observed before coming to the

20, Roger Morris, n.1, p.9%%4.
21. Juoted in News Week, 22 December 1969, p.26.
22.‘Kissinger, n.7, p.4s.
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White House: "If one wishes to influence American
foreign policy, the time to do so is in the formative
period, and ﬁhe level 1s the middle level of bureau-
cracy... the highest level in which people can still

think."23

Yet, Kissinger's position and influence cannot
be attributed solely to his skills at being a shrewd
bureaucratic politician, who made ef fective use of his
positibn, "firmly atop the bureaucratic structure, with
decisive control over both the formulation and conduct
of policy, and thus (have) de facto.power greater than
the dejure constitutional authority of the Secretaries

n2H Kissinger himself explains

of State and Defenée.
‘that "...in the final analysis, the influence of a
Presidential Assistant derives almost exclusively from
the confidence of the President, not from administrative
arrangements".25 This echoes Dean Rusk: '"The real
organization of government at higher echelons is not
what you find in textbooks or organizational charts.

It is how confidence flows down from the President.

23. juoted in Newys Week, 16 June 1969, p.12.
24. Morris, n.1, p.L47.

25. Kissinger, n.7, p.47.
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That is never put on paper... Besides it fluctuates.

People go up and people go down._"26

Generally, this confidence derives from the
person's ability to demonstrate both that he has
mastered his area of responsibility and that he has the
President's interest at heart .27 Also, there must be
willingness to assume responsibility and show one's
staff skill. Kissinger was a reputed expert in foreign
policy, having been an academician and author of several
books and articles on diplomacy, nuclear strategy and
U.S. foreign policy, and he was a tireless worker, who
had a reputation of being a hard taskmaster, Nizxon's
confidence in him also derived from his being an
outsider, who could cater more fullyvto his needs
because he was not encumbered by pressures of managing
a large bureaucracy and was more dependent on him
(Nixon). but this cannot explain how or why Nixon
continued to rely on him to such a great extent, i.e., why
was Kissinger consistently chosen as Presidént's spokes-
man, envoy and negotiator on nearly all sensitive issues
that were important to Nixon? To answer this qQuestion,

one would have to incorporate the examination and

26, wuoted in Morton Halperin, égzg P tics and
Foreign Policy (washington Coy 1974), p.219.

27. Ibid., pp.219-20.
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analyses of the 'personalities' involved, because the
policy-making procedure was shaped at each stage by
Nixon's perceptions about his own role in it. A4s the
Institute for Defense Analysis study concluded: "Neither
practitioners nor students of national security policy
should over-emphasize the importance of the proceéures
of decision making. In the last analysis, the force of

128 and

personality tends to over-ride procedures,'’
Kissinger himself agrees "...the control of inter-
departmental machinery and the right to present options
at NSC meetings were useful but not decisive... the NSC
machinery was used more fully before my authority was
confirmed, while afterward tactical decisions were

increasingly taken outside the system, in personal
), 27

conversations with the President" (emphasis added
Therefore, a brief analyses of the commonality of views

between Nixon and Kissinger would be in order.

Political action is the proceés by which
individuals turn upon their history to transform their
lives. There are given in the world, forces, structures

and belief systems, that require specific responses. But

28. wuoted in K.C.Clark and L.u.Legere, eds.

%ﬁ%x%gnrk : %%m__ mgnt_o.ﬁ_aﬁmml_mmm

29. Kissinger,n.7, p.48.
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the style of response, the personality factor, is as
crucial as the imperative to respond.3OBoth.Nixon

and Kissinger assumed responsibility over US foreign
policy at the time of “he retreat of American Power",,
and "1osé of faith in the traditional American values,
carrying with it the seeds of social and mordl anarchy". 31
Nixon became President with only 43 per cent votes and
that too because the Vemocratic Party had becéme vefy
unpopular due to the Vietnam War. He had a reputation
of being 'Tricky Dick', a political conman, and a cold-
war warrior, a classic anti-communist.32 He had been-
ignored and disdained by the foreign policy bureaucracy
even during his tenure as Eisenhowér's Vice—President,
and the Bastern Zstablishment, the foreign policy elite,
despised him. He was widely regarded as an insecure
person, who had achieved his position by sheefr dogged-
ness, he was not a natural leader and was obsessed with
the idea of leadership and studied the 'mechanics' of

it. 4nd his main concern was whether the American public

would accept and tolerate his ideas of leadership and

his priorities, his view of the world.

30. Dana Ward, "Kiss1nger. 4 Psychohistory," in Dan

Caldwell, nry 81ss I i dmiQng lity . and
Politics’ (Durham N.C., ‘ﬁniﬁ P2k,

31. Henr¥ 5randon lha_etzeai.gi_émmuﬁmz (London,
1973), p.2.

32. Ibid.
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His choice of Kissinger, an established academic
and foreign policy analyst of German-Jewish origin, has
been explaihed in various ways. He wanted to run
foreign policy from White House and needed the support
of an 'establishment' man, which Kissinger was, by
virtue of his Harvard credentials. Besides, Kissinger
was the foreign policy adviser to Nixon's rival for
Republican nominat ion Nelson Rockefeller, so his recruit-
ment also conferred upon Nixon the honour of being 'fair'
Kissinger's appointment was widely}hailed by academics
and the Press, because it ensured open channels between
the administration and these two 'participants' in
foreign policy making. Some scholars argue that Nixon
shared with Kissinger not only a number of similar views
on substantive, philosophical and tactical issues, but
also the characteristic of being 'loners' and being
considered 'outsiders' by their respective groups (i.e.,
Party and Academic establishment), as also the drive for
power. Though these specific characteristics are in
the realm of psychology, one can still find a number of
political issues on which Nixon and Kissinger concurred:
the context and rolé-of US foreign policy, the problems
with the foreign policies of preceding (post-war)
Presidents and problems in formulation and conduct of

US foreign policy.
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When Nixon and Kissinger met on 25 November 1968,
following Nixon's election, they found that fhey thought
about intermational relations and the place of US in
the world in very similar terms. They thought that the
post-war world had changed significantly and US required
a new approach to its rélations with all the major actors
of this new international reality, the Communist Russia
and China, the European allies and the now independent
countries of dsia, Africa and Latin America. Nixon and
Kissinger, therefore, sought to develop a systematic
approzch, a conceptual framework, which could make US
diplomacy purposive and coherent. The emphasis was on
gradual acceptance of change in the global status of
USA, énd the consequent change in strategy: to 'retreat
from power' without loss of credibility; to recognize
the need of "lowering voices", of new flexibility, of
shifting the emphasis from the dramatic to the practical,
and of ending the war in Vietnam. The redefinition of
'goalig!' of US diplomacy meant also the change of 'means':

"from confrontation to negotiation".33

This concurrence is not upheld merely by examina-

tion of their memoirs,31+ but also from the evidence that
33. Ibid.
34. Richard Nixon, The Memoirs of Richard Nixon (New York:

1978), and Kissinger, n.7.
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Nixon wrote to Kissinger about his agreement with
latter's views after the publicétion of Kissinger's

book "Nuclear Weapons and loreign Policy" (1957) and

the article on the mood of Europe in New York Times
Magazine in December 1959: "...what particularly appealed
to thé then Vice-President in that article... was
Kissinger's criﬁicism of President wisenhower's Buropean
policy as 'sterile' and too defensive..." Kissinger
wrote that "in discussing negotiations with the Russians,
we should always be ready to negotiate not only for
substantive but also for psychological reasons: to convey
our peaceful purposes to the world... only the purposeful
can be flexi‘ble."35 Thus, Nixon and Kissinger both
believed that in the era of Nuclear parity with Soviet
Union, and of the rise of other centres of political

and economic power in the world (Europe and Japan), US
should tone down the ideological, confrontationist -
apﬁroach towards the Soviet Unionj; instead, it should
deal with both Soviet Union and China, on the basis of
mutual interest, with which no middle power should be
allowed to interfere. This was essentially an acceptance
of the emergence of tripolar configuration of power in ”
the area of seéurity, and a multipolarity in the area of

international economics. Such a 'moderatae' international

35. Brandon, n.31, p.25.
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order was to be 'managed' by co-operation between the

US, the USSR and China.

The 'grand design' so viewed, entailed a few
strategies, like détente, strategic arms limitation,
exhorting the dllies to pay a greater pfopertion of
the cost of defense and seek to prevent escalation of
limited wars. Apart from these, emphasis was to be
on communication, consultation, co-operation in econo-
mic, cultural,sciehtific and- technological areas, that
could serve to establish regimes (agreed rules,
procedures and institutions) in important issue areas,
which, in turn, could be used to promote the grand
strategy by 'linkage', i.e., "use asymetrical advantage

in one regime to influence other issue areas."

The most important issue on which Nixon and
Kissinger shared similar views was Vietnam. As the
Nixon Doctrine implied, the attempt was to lower the
cost and public profile of american involvement in South
East Asia while maintaining the predominant post world
war II international position of the US, the objective
of primacy. Nixon believed that "the US will particip-
ate in the defense and development of allies and friends,
but that America cannot, and will not, conceive of all

the plans, design all the programs, execute all the
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decisions and undertake all the derense of the free
nations of the world" (emphasis in original).36 And
this was first applied to Vietnam, where Nixon and
Kissinger sought to withdraw fAmerican land forces
while still protecting the South Vietnamese govern-
ment through the use of American sea and air power.

By June 1969, Nixon's Vietnam policy was being
recognized as "very much Henry Kissinger's Vietnam
policy, as outlined in an article in the January issue
of “Foreign Affairs"... written long before he went to
the White House, but it might have been written yester-

day. !l37

Much before he joined Nixon White House, Kissinger
had criticized the policies of Eisenhower, Kennedy and
Johnson, on the premise that they seem to be 'reactions:
to events, '"we seem to be prisoners of circumstances

rather than their creabors".38

He had expressed disdain
in his books, for the men and institutions that had

shaped and governed US foreign pol;cy since world war II.
His best selling book '"Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy"

criticized the rigid diplomacy of Eisenhower-Dulles

A

36. R.Nixon, U.S., Fo;g;%u Policy for the 1970g: A Neay
Strategy for Peace (Washington,D.C., 1970), pp.5-6.

37+ Stewart Alsop, 'The Powerful Doctor Kissinger",
News Week, 16 June 1969, p.12.

38. Quoted in Brandon, n.31, p.25.
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doctrine of 'Massive Retaliation': it urged a tactical
use of atomic weapons and limited wars, in conditions
short of national survival. This and other criticism
were based in Kissinger's views about the requirements
of foreign policy planning and their apparent lack in
contemporary US political system. Insofar aé thesé
views emphasised the need for 'Statesmen' to plan and
execute foreign policy and their need for control over
'bureaucracy', there was a high degree of congruence
between the conception of the role of US President held
by Nixon and Kissinger. Both emphasized the need for
creativity, decisiveness, risk-taking and ability to
understand the dynamics of negotiation process, if
foreign policy was to be successful. 4nd both saw
bureaucracy as a hurdle in the way of creative diplomacy.
Moreover, both underlined the importance of generating

a domestic consensus over the diplomatic initiatives
that a leader presented. In this respect, Nixon's vieuws
of leadership in foreign policy are seen to derive from
his ambitious yet introvert nature, that made him prone
to take risks, initiate policies and have a keen sense
of public mood cultivated through years spent in
politics. His suspicious nature and the rebuffs suffered

at the hands of foreign policy bureaucracy were the
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foundations for his perceptions about the need to
'control' or 'marginalise' bureaucracy in the policy
making process. Not being as prolific a writer as
Kissinger, there is not much 'evidence' of Nixon's
views on this before he came to be the President. ‘But
'Kissinger's writings as an academic, offer many clues
to his perceptions of diplomacy in general, and US

diplomacy in particular.

Kissinger was heavily influenced by Max Weber's
views on bureaucracy and leadership. He emphasized in
his works, the need for créativity, innovation and grand
designs in foreign affairs increasingly dominated by
domestic bureaucratic structures. The bureaucratic
problem, however, is not that o: constant competition
between politicians %iiwbureaucrats, as the models of
bureaucratic politicgé but the tendency of a bureaucratic
age to fail to produce individuals with genuine leader-
ship qualities. A cursory examination of American
political leadership showed him that these eminent men
were not really qualified for the task of policy making,
coming as they did, from professions such as law and
corporate business. The reason was that their experience
was in organizationé; where reaching the top requires

'essentially manipulative' skills, whereas leadership
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requires "primarily creative' gualities: "...very little
in the experience that forms these men produces the
combination of political acumen, conceptual skill,
persuasive power, and substantive knowledge required for
the highest positions of government."39 The lack of
these qualities makes these 'policy makers' prisoners of
the 'administrators' and this is the prevasive fact of
modern developed societies. Kissinger generalized this
view as an inherent tension between policy and bureaucracy
emphasizing their diametrical opposition:
The essence of policy is its contingency; its
success depends on the correctness of an
estimate which is in part conjectural. The
essence of bureaucracy is its Quest for safety;
its success is calculzbility. Profound policy
thrives on perpetual creation, on & constant
redefition of goals. Good administration
thrives on routine... Policy involves an
ad justment of risks; administration on avoid-
ance of deviation... bureaucracies are designed
to execute, not to conogive...
Further, he believes that intellectuals who might be
able to redress some of the deficiencies in America's
leadership group rarely do so because they are either
corrupted by the process of consultation and tell the
leaders what they want to hear, or are insensitive to

the needs of policy-makers and give them advice they

39. l]ierér Kissinger, The Necessity for Choice (New York,
961

L0, Huotedﬂin Roiert J htrong, _uzggngxggx_gn___&&& esman-
ship: Henry K dng of American
..Q.I.&l&n__o_l-i&_a%hanhaqMD 19 6§k pell.

e,
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cannot use. The 'need' that the 'advice' must keep in
ﬁind is the need for generating support in the
electrorate, because "the test of a policy... is its
ability to obtain domestic support. This has two
aspects: the problem of legitimizing a policy within
the Governmental apparatus, which is the problem of
bureaucratic rationality; and that of harmonizing it
wiﬁh the national experience, which is a problem of

historical development."l+1

Clearly then, Kissinger's prescription for
creative diplomacy in a bureaucratic age was a states-
man, Qho recognized the limits and possibilities of the
present, and employed diplomacy and negotiation to '
recreate and restore international order, even if, at
times, he had to act alone and leave history to be the
judge of the validity of his (conjecturzl) vision.
Whatever the negative views Kissinger had about Nixon
the person, he saw Nixon the President as a sﬁatesman,
and this can be seen as the basis of Kissinger's efforts
to create a national security system that could be
controlied from the White House, one that would circum-

vent and ignore the State Department. Kissinger's views

41. uoted in Harvey Starr, '"The Kissinger Years.
gtudylng Individuals and roreign Poii
an Caldwell, ed., Henry §;§§1%§§24_5;§ sgna;;tx
and Poli;ig_ (Durhan% N.C., 19 y P15



87

on bureaucracy fit perfectly with Nixon's desire to
tame the bureaucratic system: 'The vast bureaucratic
mechanisms that emerge develop a momentum and a v ested
interest of their own... there is a trend toward
autarky... when this occurs, the bureaucracy acsorbs
thé energies of top executives... serving the machine
becomes & more absorbing occupation than defining its
purpose... Faced with an administrative machine that is
both elaborate and fragmented, the executive is forced
into essentially lateral means of control... extra
bureaucrstic means of decision. The practice of relying

on special emissaries or personal envoys is an example".L+2

This view of buresucracy as hosﬁile to innova-
tion and characterized by inability to‘éddress the most
significant range oif issues, vacillation and inertia,
combined with Nixon's penchant for operating through his
Assistants made the Kissinger NSC central.

Kissinger notes that Nixon‘valued Assistants not
only because of their freedom from bureaucratic prejudices
and the psychological reassurance conferred by proximity,
but ‘also because of his dependence upon them: "Nixon tended

to work in spurts. During periods when he withdrew he

42. H.Kissinger, '"Domestic Structure and Foreign Policy",
Daedalys, 95 (Spring), 503-27.
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counted on his assistants to carry on day to day
decisions; during spasms of extreme‘activity'he
relied on his assistants to screen his more impetuous
commanis. They were needed to prevent the face-to-
féce confrontations he so disliked and dreaded."l+3
Another insight into Nixon's choice of Kissinger as

his secret agent is provided by Kissinger's comment

that in deciding on whom to send to Beijing for the

first major meeting, Nixon chose him because "undoubtedly
of all the potential emissaries I was the most subject

to his control“#u and because of the faith that he

would not "sell Alaska, or his President, short".l+5

The elaborate communications procedures
designed to end-run the state Department, the "back-
channels", were similarly established "...in order to
avoid these endless confrontations... to deal with key
foreign leaders... directly... This process started
on the day after Inauguration”.u6 The purpose was to
enable a statesman (Nixon) to conduct foreign policy

unconstrained by the bureaucratic politics, leaks and

43, Kissinger, n.7, pp.47-48.

LY, Ivid., p.717.

45. wuoted in News Week, 7 February 1972, p.12.
46. Kissinger, n.7, p.28.
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time-consuming nature of working through the State
Department. Thus, one can accept that the rise of
Kissinger under Nixon's presidency was as much a
function of his ability to be a successful player for
the 'bureaucratic politics' game, as of his similarity
of views with Nixon. Though this has been seen as a
result of the complementary relationship between a
particular President and his chief foreign policy
adviser (which may be a Secretary of State or of
Defense and not necessarily the NSA), one can see
beyond this particular 'fit' in 'styles' if one
recognizes the fact that the need to control and manage
the bureaucracy, to aspire for 'statesmanship' and to
fulfil the demand for visibly making and conducting
foreign policy have all become associated with Presidents,
whatever their party-affiliation. The reliance on NSA
and the 'personalization of NSC' are a response by all

Presidents who want to 'lead' foreign policy making and

its conduct.

In this context, one can analyse Kissinger's
appointment as Secretary of State: in Nixon's second
term, as yet another means of using State Department
without letting it become a hinderance (this time by

the increasing public concern over its deterioration).
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Besides, there was the need to 'institutionalize' the
gains of initiatives taken in earlier period, when the
NSA was predominant. Kissinger himself emphasized
Secretaryship more than his other position as NSA, which
he held éimultaneously, so as to provide public leader-
ship to an administration battling with Watergate. He
continued his previous style of consulting with only a
small group of hand-picked aides and making no attempt
to reform the department or to draw systematically on
its expertise. The Nixon NSC thus had the record of
effectively avoiding intra-executive branch conflict
that had so plagued earlier Presidents. It helped the
President to implement several high-level conceptions
without the tensions and compromises associated with
State Department involvement. The President could
dominate a limited range of issues that he thought
important, mainly through the use of this NSC system,
which had as much to do with general needs of Presidents
to 'manage' foreign policy, as with the personal
predilections of Nixon: "A President whose inner mix of
vulnerability and ambition impelled him to push the
historical logic to its extremity... The structural
forces tending to transfer power to the Presidency were

now reinforced by compulsive internal drives; a sense of
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life as a battlefield, a belief that the Nation was
swarming with personal enemies, a flinching from face-
to-face argument, an addiction to seclusjion, a pre-
occupation with response to crises, an insistence on a

controlled environment for decision.““7

Kissinger, the National Security Advisor, rose
to unprecedent ed prominencecoth as the head of the
particular NSC process and as the particular President's
confidant. About the ways in which NSC operated,
Kissinger says: '"These extraordinary procedures were
essentially made necessary by a President who neither
trusted his cabinet nor was willing to give them direct
orders. Nixon feared leaks and shrank from imposing
discipline. ©But he was determined to achieve his
purpose."l+8 Besides, the NSC staff provided support,
not merely to challenge the bureaucracy that Nixon was
suspicious of, but to supplant it altogether, giving
him considerable control over issues that he wanted to
'decide' on. Nixon clearly maintained his status as
the 'ultimate decider' by demanding clear, written,
realistic options before the formal NSC meetings, and

after a discussion with the council members, and a

4L7. Arthur M.achlesinger, Jr., ‘I.hs__l._mne.xial_l‘ims.iiemx
(Boston, 1973), p.21b.

48. Kissinger, n.7, pp.805-6.
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private conversation with his Advisor Kissinger,

taking the decision by himself, in seclusion.

Kissinger's position became unique, "...the
President's closest confidant, the principal
negotiator, his troubleshooter, his First Minister,
over-shadowing the members of the Cabinet... no less
than the second most powerful man in the world".ug
He owed this to a combination of factors in his favour,
not the least of which was the complimentarity of their
views and abilities. He not only viewed the aims and
process of US foreign policy like Nixon, but had those
attributes which served Nixon to realize his political,
diplomatic and organizational goals. Thus, Kissinger
came to the of fice with clear notions on and background
in bureaucratic politics and public speaking. His
writings have been analysed as "projective biography"’so
he stated clearly what he would do as a policy maker
undér.certain circumstances. His diplomacy was seen
as being rooted in the insights of his youth (as a
doctoral student of Harvard), '"We are witness here to
a unique experiment in the application of scholarship
to statesnanship, o1 history to statecraft",”' A4s

)+90 'Drandon no31’ p.2l+‘.

50. b.Mazlish, Kissinger: T I ean Mind in_Agerican
Policy (New York, 1976), p.151.

51. J.G.Stoessinger, He Kissinger: The A AQ
nggz (New York, 1976 5, Pe37. auiﬁh_gﬁ
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already discussed, his perceptions of defects in US
foreign policy making meshed with Nixon's own views
about it. Even as he gave the President's policy-
instincts an inteilectual content by theorizing and
conceptualizing those ideas that Nixon's political
instincts and experience grasped as 'timely', he
clearly recognized that the ultimate responsibility

is the President's: "Presidents, of course, are
responsible for shaping the overall strategy. They
must make key decisions; for this they are accountable
and for its they deserve full ocredit no matter how
much help they receive along the way."52 His efforts
to dominate White House press briefings as presideﬁtial
spokesman, were also characterized by the care not to
get publicity for himself and arouse Nixon's jealousy
or suspicion. When being complimented for his
'prilliant' article on Vietnam in 'Foreign Affairs',

he insisted that the last thing he wanted to appear, at
that point of time was brilliant.53 He thus met those
personal and institutional needs of the President which
no one else did, a responsive personal environment and

the flexibility to conduct diplomacy according to

52. Kissinger, quoted in Cecil V.Crabb, Jr. and Kevin
V.Mulcahy, Presideats and Foreign Policy Making:
krom rDR to Reagan (woulsiana, 1986), p.257. '

53. wuoted in Newg Week, 30 December 1968, pp.22-23.
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Presidential preferences, unhampered by the organiza-

tional interests of the bureaucracy or by the uninformed,

populist Congress.

Critioue

Apart from its centralization and secrecy, the
Nixon NSC system was also criticized on a number of
premises that it was supposed to have been based on.
‘The demand for 'options' and alternatives was the basic
demand that Nixon had put forward from his advisory
system. He and his associates assumed thét if NSC staff
could be developed as 'Presidential' staff, and a
knowledgeable persén be appointed to oﬁersee the policy-
reviews, there would be less chance for ‘'interdepart-
mental compromises' being sent to the President as
'options'. Moreover, NSC staffers being political
appointees, would be more sensitized to public and
congressional opinion, and thus 'weed out strawmen',
eliminate unrealistic or drastié options. Pervasive
presidential control over information and analyses of
major foreign policy problems facing the US would result
from constant monitoring of departmental studies by the
NSC staffers. But the operation of the system showed
that these views were not entirely Jjustified. 1In
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following presidential policy-inclinations, the NSC
staff could not reflect popular views of Congress and
the public, viz., bombing of Cambodia and US stand on

Indo-Pak war of 1971.

Apart from this, the use of NSA as negotiator,
conceptualizer and envoy meant loss of accountability
as perceived by the Congress. The tendency to use NSA
for secret manoevers has also been seen as the tactic
to make dramatic announcements, useful in domestic
electoral politics, by enhancing the 'image' of the
President as statesman-leader and his administration aé
innovative and dynamic. The foreign policy mechanism
thus becomes personality centred, and is geared to lay
emphasis on only those issues/crises with which the NSA
and/or President are personally concerned. The very size
of NSC staff and the human limitations of the major
participants prohibits equal interest in day-to-day
af fairs of diplomatic relations:- the continuity.
Kissinger's lack of interest in solving the Biafra issue
has been seen as arising from his reluctance to involve
himself in tactical/technical issues (amount of aid in
terms of food, clothing medicines) obecause he thought

of himself as a grand strategist,. a conceptual thinker.su

54. B.Drew quoted in Morton Halperin, n.26, p.2k.
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Finaily, the secretive diplomacy of Nixon system has
been seén as being more effective when dealing with
(similar) authoritarian regimes, that have centralized,
personalized decision-making system, based on percep-
tions of the top few leaders, who do mot have toO answer
to the electorate. - According to Charles Neu,55 Nixon's
failure to maintain good relations with allies stemmed
from this tendency,whenever bureaucracies and public
debates on foreign.relations were involved, Nixon system

failed.

Inspite of all these deficiencies, and the wide
debate it generated in the media and in the Congress,
the Nixon system of 'a rival State Department' cannot
be seen as a mere aberration. It was rooted in post
war developments and in the evolution of the image of
the President as a decider oi specific issues and as
the 'leader' of foreign policy. This éan be seen by an
examination of the NSC system established by the next
elected President, Jimmy Carter.

55. Charles Neu "The Rise of National Security Bureau_
- cracy", n L.Galambos ,ed., The New Americapn State:

f%uwigs_guy_muﬂa d P -3ince World war II
Baltimore, 19387), p.100.
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NSC UNDER CARTER AND REAGAN: EFFORTS. AT
REFUTING THE KISSINGER LEGACY
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Collegiality of Carter NSC: Brzezinsky's
Predominance

The frustration and disenchantment of the American
people with the 'defeat' in Vietnam and erosion of demo-
cratic norms as exemplified by Watergate, found its
expression in the choice of the next US President.
Carter, an unknown Governor of Georgia, mocked by earliest
critics as "Jimmy who?", was chosen to reflect the new US
role by reduced global visibility. A4 moderate Democrat,
he campaigned hard to acquire the image of an 'outsider',
a critic of the 'big government' in Washington and of the
Establishment. This populist platform against 'Imperial
Presidency' also included the critique of the realist,
power politics approach of the preceeding administration(s).
Carter championed the return to the idealistic basis of
foreigh policy, a view that found ready support amongst
Americans who have held a strong belief in the 'unique-
ness' of America insofar as the American Republic was
based bn clear Opbosition to amoral, power-politics of
Burope. In the mid-1970s, US faced a world that was not
only politically and economically multipolar, but, in
many ways hostile to US efforts at maintaining hegemony
by promoting bilateral management of world affairs with
Soviet Union in the name of détente, even as it ignored

its allies. The so-called Third world was beginning to
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flex its muscles by demanding better prices for commodi-
ties it supplied and protesting against its treatment as
the area where the super-powers could compete for power
maint aining 'acceptable levels of conflict', 'low-

intensity warfare' and 'limited conflicts'.

In such a situation, Carter's emphasis on World
Order, morality in international relations,human rights
and *building bridges' with the Third World proved very
attractive to the American electorate assailed with
grave doubts apout 'justification' for US interventionism.
The philosophy of human rights as espoused by Carter, meant
that US could intervene anywhere in the world, armed with
its moral right to save the dignity of individuals. Just
as containment of communism and making the world safe for
d emocracy, were justifiable on moral grounds, So was
'human rights', because it was based on more universalistic
value of individual dignity, world -order and, above all,

use of non-military means by US.

Besides this, Carter emphasized 'Trilateralism',
referring to linkage between U5, Japan and Europe for the
creation of a new world political and economic order, to
accommodate global power shifts, the 'rebellion' of the
Third World and financial, monetary and trade conflicts
within the advanced capitalist world. Accordingly,
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Carter promised a foreign policy that would be different
from Nixon's and Ford, in both content and tone. He
indicated the three lessons he had learned from Vietnam:
need for openness and consultation with traditional
allies; a return to idealism in foreign policy to regene-
rate faith at home; and not to use foreign policy as an
escape mechanism to avoid dealing with serious problems
at home. The 'idealism' was to take the form of reduced
military spending by $5 to 7 million and a cut in arms

sales abroad.1

This new perspective on foreign relations was to be
complemented by introduction of different decision-making
procedures in the foreign policy sphere within the US
government, because, as Carter declared in May 1977, he
was going to have a "foreign policy that is democratic
and based on fundamental values, and that uses power and
influence... for humane purposés... a foreign policy that
the American people both support and for a change, know
about and understand".® The catchwords, thus were open,
non-secretive, democratic, participatory decision-making,

a clear reaction against the secret diplomacy and autocratic

1. Laurence H.Shoup, The Carter Presidency and Beyond
(Palo Alto, Californla 19607:Ip.113.

2. Carter's Commencement Address at the University of
Notre Dame, 22 May 1977, quoted in Sam C.Carkesian

and Robert A.Vitas, US Ng;lggg] Security Policy and
bﬁ.r.a:;. D ngg&__gn_o.lm__zm&ls New York,
’ Pe 2230
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controlled decision making environment favoured by
Nixon. The secretive element in preceding administra-
tion was highlighted as elitist, and Carter pointed out
his 'different' perspective on public participation in
decision making for foreign atffairs: '"wWe are confident
of the good sense of the American people, and so we let
them share in the process of making foreign policy
decisions. We can thus speak with the voices of 215

million, and not just of an isolated handful."3

The desire for opemnness, for keeping informed
both the Congress and the public, was to be complemented
by openness within the policy making structure. Carter
favoured a balancing approach, giving all concerned
parties (departments, agencies, his own advisers) an
equal chance to present their views, however, contradic-
tory they might be, because, in his view, the President
governs by judicious management of such (inevitable)
contradictions. Opposition to hierarchy, with its
concomitant. 'processing' and 'diluting' of options, was
manifest in the model adopted for re-organization of the
White House staff. It has been called the "spokes-in-a-

wheel" model,)+ wherein each adviser had equal access to
3. Ivid.
4. Colin Campbell, Mapaging the Pres iggngy__ggztgz and

%ﬁﬁgﬂn_ﬁﬂ d_the De xecutive Harmopy
Pittsburgh,P4, , P.383.
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the President, with no chief of staff to regulate it, or

to be more equal than others.

Further, decentralization was promoted through
cabinet government, such that department heads were to
be President's chief»advisers on policy, specially in
‘cade of foreign policy, where Secretary of State was to
be the President's adviser~-cum-chief spokesperson.
However, in genral, those closest to cabinet operations
gave little weight to their own significance in the
collective dynamics of foreign policy making, beyond
providing forum for Secretaries' exchange of informa-
tion amd pep-talks by the President. At their height,
cabinet meetings occurred once every two weeks.5 Policy
(got) made on a one-to-one relationship between each

cabinet secretary and the President.6

However, it was on the foreign policy side that
Carter's desire for collective consultation between
secretaries was fulfilled to some extent. It was largely
due to the efforts of Carter's Assistant for National
Security Affairs, Zbigniew Brzezinski, to revitalizé NsC
process in accordance with Carter's views on national
security decision-making. Carter, though with no

experience in foreign affairs, or even any earlier

5- Ibid0, p-63o
6. Ipid.
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interest in this area, was determined to dominate foreign
policy making. This may have been due in part to his
membership of Trilateral Commission,7 and in part, to the
realization that a platform of 'Human Rights' and 're-
organization of federal bureaucracy' would be meaningless
without presidential assertion on policymaking process.,
He also wanted to restore the Secretary of State to his
position as chief presidential spokesman and adviser on
foreign affairs, even as he favoured revival of NSC
meetings to get views of other department-heads. The
National Security staff was to be a 'think-tank' and co-
ordinator of policies developed by Departments of State
and Defense, rather than be involved in the conduct of
diplomaéy or in supplanting the Departments as source of

8

information and analyses on foreign policy issues.

7. Trilateral Commission is a private international
organization composed of members from North America,
Western Burope and Japan. They represent multinational

business, corporate law firms, academics, labour leaders

and highly placed government officials. It was set up
in 1972, to outline new strategic directions for co-
ordinated changes in the domestic and foreilgn policies
of the member countries, so that they could create a
new world order. The 1éealpolicy-makers, according to
the views expressed by memoers of the Commission, are
"technocratic and policy-oriented intellectuals",

rather than the "value oriented intellectuals". Clearly
Carter's background and aptitude in business and manage-

ment reinforfed the 'ideal' promoted by the Commission..

8. "According to Carter's Reorganization Plan No.1, the
nature of the Executive VUffice of the President is
supposed to be one of coordinating with and processing
the views of the departments... not duplicating their
efforts, or substituting for them, or over-riding them",
as quoted in Campbell, n.k4, p.92.
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Accordingly, bBrzezinskl re-organized the National
Security Advisory and Decision-making process, Dby
maintaining a distinction between the nature and capabi-
lities of the two main actors, the Department of State -
and the NSC staff, because Carter attempted to tap the .
strongest elements in each, as changing circumstancés
demanded: the NSC staff was, according to Carter, "'a
small group of experts, not handicapped by the inertia
of a tenured bureaucracy or the responsibility for
implementing policies after they were evolved, adept at
incisive analyses of strategic concepts and prolific in
the production of new ideas.“9 This view can be seen as
the basis for Carter's choice of bprzezinski as his NS4,
whereas he chose Cyrus Vance to be the head of State
Department, whose 'inertia' and lack of imnovation could
be "beneficial restraint on overly rapid action or in-

adequately assessed plans".10

/

The choice of brzezinski for the important post .
of NS4, reflected Carter's determination to dominate |
foreign policy, because oSrzezinski was a Columbia Professor,
a fellow-member (Director) of Tfilateral Commission, and
acknowledged 'teacher' of Carter in foreign affairs. He

had, in a way, beeh'educating Carter on foreign policf

9. Jimmy Carter, K Egi;niﬂggg;ggg side
(Newaork, 1§82§, p.%_. of-a-tfre as

10. Ibid‘, p.sl".
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before and during his presidential campaign. Further,
Carter gave the NSA a cabinet status, implying his
attendance at all senior-level meetings as well as
equal participation along with the Department heads in
NSC. Yet, Carter wanted his NSA to be merely a
'facilitator' of policy-process, and assiduously avoid
public visibility as either presidential spokesperson
or negotiator, because Carter had no desire to have
another Kissinger in his administration, even though he
charged his NSA with the responsibility for developing

four year strategic goals.11

This balancing of elements in the national
security equation was evident in Brzezinski's efforts
at organizing NSC staff. He pruned the size of NSC
staff from 50 professionals under Kissinger to 30,
recruiting academics and bright bureaucrats, and
encouraging devate and collective decision-making within
the staff. Thus, they were "idea people" identified
with specific schools of thought more than professional
policy management "types'" thought to be the norm for
NSCj2 a fact that gave indication of subsequent daminance
of NSC staif. In addition, Carter NSC maintained a

11. Z2.0rzezinski, Ip suest of Natignal Security (Boulder
Colorado, 1988 s P62, ’

12, I.Md.Destler, quoted in Colin Campbell, n.k4, p.91.
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a significant compliment of officials on loan from within
- the goverment, and well-acquainted with the bureaucratic
poligics of national security reminiscent of Kissinger
operation. However, Brzezinskihmaintained that the youth
and the scholafly background of his staff fulfilled
Carter's requirements for 'innovation' and 'collegiality',
and made "self-effacing start by co-operating with other
departments and encouraging open debate on foreign

policy."13

Similarly, the NSC decision-making process was
simplified and made more equitable by a reduction in the
number of sub-committees and by dividing the chairmanships
evenly between the NSA and the Department. orzezinski
recognized the importance of 'chairing' subcommittees,1l+
and therefore, wanted to retain the 7-subcommittee
structure of Kissinger-NSC, with major modification being
in terms of changed chaimanships: insteadd of the NSA
chairing these, concerned head(s) of department(s) could

chair them, to reduce White House control and increase

decentralization. But Carter rejected this plan on

1k, "In the end, Kissinger came to exercise control by
chairing a series of sub-cabinet committees, attended
by sub-cabinet level senior officials.”" «uoted in
Arthur Cyr, "ﬁow Important is National Security
Structure to National Security Policy?", World Affajrs
vol.146, no.2 (Fall 1983), p.138. ’ ’
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grounds of complexity and obvious links with the past
administration. Therefore, the interagency subcommittee
structure was simplified into two committees - the Policy
Review Comnittee (PRC) and the Special Cor-ordination

Committee (oCC).

The PRC was to deal with foreign policy, defense
policy and international economic issues, developing
long-term policy and treated broad initiatives and
concerns. Thus, Arab-Israeli relations, relations with
particular country or group of countries, and international
development, were dealt with by PRC, chaired on an issue-
by-issue basis, i.e., by cabinet secretaries whose depart-
ment was responsible for requesting a change or submitting

an initiative.

Tne SCC, on the other hand, dealt with decisions
on arms control, crises management and specific intellig-
ence activities, This was chaired by the NSA because
these were areas that usualiy raise greater grounds for
jurisdictional disputes and place more premium on timely
action - both of which imply © direct presidential control
due to‘criticality as well as the need for impartial (i.e.,
non-departmental) decisions that reflect 'presidential!
interests as closely as possible: "I stated that all of
these matters not only posed potential jurisdictional

conflicts but in one way or another touched upon
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President's own political interests. It followed that the
Assistant for National Security Affairs should chair the
SCC and that this committee ought to De the decision-making

framework for the three types of issues mentioned above."15

Carter's determination to control the foreign policy
decision making was revealed further in changing of the NSC-
issued study reports titles: the NSSMs were now Presidential
Review Memoranda (PRM) and the decisions were not NSDMs but
Presidential Decision Memoranda. All of these steps at
re-organization and creation of new structures had only
peripheral participation of the Secretary of State, and
-even when he did protest against apything, the President
quietened him down: Vance's unhappiness over inclusion of
SAillland crisis management in SCC was noted by Brzezinski,16
yet Vance himself recounts that he was relatively satisfied
with SCC because he "did not want io be bogged down in the

minutes that attended crisis management problems.”17

Yet the collegiality turned‘into confusion because
even though Carter welcomed the competition as a way of
insuring greater freedom of action, the extreme divergence
in the views of his principal advisers often required Carter
to make "something close to a choice" on staff and depart-

mental responsibilities. His even handed, managerial approach

7/

15. Ibidc, po1390
16. Ibid.
17. Ibidc
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at reconciliation of these opposing views sometimes made

nim look ridiculously confused, as when he pieced together
Vance and Brzezinki's views on relations with Soviet Union
in the same speech18 He was accused of vacillating ahd
sending mixed signals to allies and adversaries, further
reducing U.S. credibility. Thus in 1978, James Chace

noted that even though in June 1976, Carter had warned
American people against "excessive swings" in attitude
towards the Russians "from an exaggerated sense of ompati-
pility... to open expression of hostility", the priorities
of the administration are unclear. "In particular, the
President seems to tack back and forth on Soviet policy.

On the one hand, there héve been denunciations of Soviet
meddling in Africa, retaliatory measures for Soviet abuses
of human rights, and a commitment to developing the cruise
missiles; on the other; he brought the Soviet Union formally
back into the Middle East negotiations last October, can-
celled B-1 Bomber and deferred decision on the development
of neutron bomb." 7 Similar vacillation was noted by Hedley

Bull in 1979: "After the June 7 Annapolis speech calling

18. Betty Glad, limx_%v?g:__;%_hmmuhe Great Wh .
House gNew'quk, 1980), p.48B3: "His AnapoIiS Speecﬁig
according to James Fallows, was written in this way.’

Carter just spliced together the often contradictory
viewpoints of his advisers Vance and Brzezinki."

15, James Chace, "Is korelgn Policy Consensus Possible?"

Koreign &ffajrs, 57(1), Fall 1978, p.1.
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for 'widening the scope of co-operation' and that 'detente
must be broadly defined and truly reciprocal,' reflecting
Brzezinski}s March 1 speech, by July, cooling of the
'Human Rights Uffensive' against Moscow... the more
orthodox line in pursuit of SALl II and detente...
indicated that the influence of Vance and Shulman pre-
vailed."0  Other issues where ha had to choose between
radically opposed recommendations were U.S. relations
with China, Soviet-Cuban role in Horn of Africa, its
implications for SALl and the handling of the Iranian

crisis.

The much-favoured collegiality and 'balance!
between Vance and Brzezinski géve way to domipance of
the NSA over policy- advice and presidential decisions.
A number‘of reasons contributed to this development, not
the least of which was the presidential style. Carter
was not content with acting as the board Chairman model
of foreign policy making; according to an unnamed staff-
member of Carter's white House, he was a2 'detail man',
whose penchant for detail and‘selectivity in trust made
it difficult to maintain the system's integrity: "At
times Carter's impatience produced circumstances in which

he would make decisions ahead of the NSC coordinating

20. Hedley Bull, "A View from 4dbroad: Consistency under
Pressure," Foreign Affairs, 957(3), p.ibk,
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process, prompting me to complain to him. Moreover,
whenever I tried to-relieve him of excessive detail,
Carter would show real uneasiness, and I even felt some
suspicion, that I was usurping his authority."21 Thnis
was because Carter had made a conscious choice to found
his administrative style on an attention to detail, even
before he came to the Oval Uffice, in his own words:
"(My) exact procedure is derived to some degree from my
scientific or engineering background - I like to study
first all the efforts thét have been made historically
towards the same goai, to bring together advice or ideas
from as wide or divergent points of view as possible, to
assimilate them personally or with a small staff to
assess the quality of the points of view and identify the
source of these proposals... I like to be personally
involved so that I can know the thoughtprocesses that go
into the final decisions and aiso so that I can be a
épokesman, without prompting, when I take my case to the

people, the legislature.u?2

However, this same love for details and capacity

of putting in long hours trying to master them, was seen

23

by many~- as showing lack of intellectural coherence - 'nhe

21. wuoted in Campbell, n.4, p.6.
22, Quoted in ibid., p.60.
23. Cyr, n.14, p.139.
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did not have this more global overview of what he really
wanted', 'vacillation', and 'venality', such that his best-
weighed decisions were often proved to be ad hoc and piece-

meal responses to immediate problems.

As far as the policy making process was concerned,
this style led to increased importance of NSC staff who
summarized issues and options sent by the departments.
Moreover, President himself had charged NSC staff and
Brzezinski with larger strategic thinking, such that the
views of the scholarly experts seemed more coherent. The
NSC staff did not remain 'neutral' as originally desired,
because its historical legacy (Kissinger-era) began to be
revived as Brzezinski's view prevailed, and as Carter took
to using the same Kissinger methods (sudden announcement
about normalization of relationsswith China, sending
Brzezinski as his negotiator to Pakistan, using him as
his spokesperson op foreign affairs) that he had earlier

d enounced.

Even the carefully constructed National Security
decision-making process, with simplified structure of PRC
and SCC and clear division of responsibilities (chairman-
ships) ultimately favoured the NSC-staff and the NSA. This
was due to the fact that‘even though policy papers requested
by Presidential Review Memoranda(PiMs) were prepared by the
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concerned department and then examined at the PRC chaired

by the relevant department-head, the final recommendations/
options were summarized by the NSA when no consensus emerged
from the PRC or SCE sessions. Further, if & clear choice had
been made it was the NSA who prepared a Presidential Deci-
sion Memoranda (PDM), and sent directly to the President,
without review by other meeting participants.zu Vance
opposed it, but Carter preferred this procedure because

'he was afraid of leaks if these sensitive documents were
circulated before they reached his deSk'.25 This procedure
contributed all the more towards enhancing NSA's power
given Carter's lower participation in formal NSC meetings
(only 35) and his tendency to make decisions informally
like Johnson, at "Friday Breakfasts, "20

As crises developed in the second half of his term,
Carter took personal interest in crisis management, so that
SCC vecame an important forum for discussion and for timely

action. kven the department heads lent it more importance

2%, Ivid,

25. Ibid.

26. Paul Schott Stevens, 'The National Security Council:
Past & Prologue", Strategic Reyjew, Winter 1989,p.59.
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by attending the meeting personaliy, even when the presence
of their subordinates would have sufficed. The events in
Afghanistan, Iran, Nicaragua etc. seemed to Carter to
require assertiveness, which secretary Vance lacked(in
Carter's view)?7 and Brzezinski stepped in to fill this
role because he was eager to move beyond co-ordination and
play a central role in shaping the administration's policies
and ceducating the American public about foreign policy, a
task which Vance was not particularly inclined to assume on
a sustained basis, given his unease when dealing with the
Press and with the Congress. DBesides Carter began to see
Vance as 'typical' secretary, who 'promotes the organiza-

tional interests' rather than presidential ones.

The rise of Brzezinski, Carter's NSA, despite the
avowed desire of Carter noﬁzzave 'another Kissinger' and
despite Brzezinski's frequent assertions that he was a
mere facilitator of policy making, can be attributed to
several factors. Carter's insistence on an informal NSC
system, like Johnson and Kennedy, meant that NSA was to be
a high staff aide. But Carter's choice of Brzezinski for
this post implied that he was 'intent on adopting & middle-
of-the-rqad approach betweén a Kissinger system and a Dulle s

operation. This led Brzezinski to envisage his job "essen-

tially as heading the operational staff of the President...

27. Time, 12 May 1980, p.8
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to help (him) coordinate policy and integrate the imple-
mentation of policy."28 Even if it sounded self-effacing

and modest, Brzezinski knew that "co-ordination is pre-
dominance... And the key to asserting effective co-
ordination was the right of direct access to the President ."2?

Access, therefore, was one of the first means by
which NSA seemed to influence President much more than
any cabinet secretary. He prepared the agenda for NSC
meetings and informed the appropriate agencies of that
list of issues. He met with the President daily, provid-
ing intelligence briefing on international developments
within the last 24 hours. He was also responsible for
monitoring departmental compliance with White House
foreign policy directives. His cabinet rank enabled him
to attend all important presidential meetings. According
to Hugh Sidey, "Carter's ignorance, inexperience and
uncertainty avbout foreign affairs... his limited contact
in the field of national security... (made him dependent
upon) the man down the hall (Qho) was the first one to
meet Carter in the morning and often at night. Brzezinski

was an articulate and knowledgeable force..."30

Prior contact as fellow members of Trilateral Com-

mission, and Brzezinski's acknewledged status as Carter's

28. Newsweek, 9 May 1977, p.37.

29. Z,Brzezinski, P & Principle; Memoirs of NSA
(New York, 1983), p.63. 24

30. Hug$281dey, 'The Va8lue of Proximity", Time 12 May 198p,
P . —
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'teacher' in foreign affairs, made him important as and
wheh Carter discussed with him préssing foreign policy
questions. later, world-events proved Brzezinski's hard-
line viéws true as Russians invaded Afghanistan and Shah
was overthrown in Iran. His reputation as the best briefer
in US Government, and impressive T.V. presence and his
remarkable ability for hard work and summarizing views

and options made him even more useful to Carter.sS

NaC Upder Reagan: Degradation of NSA

President Reagan worked to make a clean break with
the immediate past. He came to office pledging to
continue the "cabinet governnent' style he had adopted as
Governor in Sacramento, i.e., his Cabinet Secretaries
would be his principal officers, and his National Security
Adviser would not be their competitor. He had criticized
Carter administration for not being able to speak with
one voice, therefore, his choice of Cabinet Secretaries
was widely seen as indicative of his desire for consistency

in foreign policy postures.

The appointment of Alexander raig as Secretary of
otate was considered to represent a major commitment by
the Reagan administration to a strong presence in foreign

policy making. 1In particuler, Haig was judged to:have

31. For example, US News and wg Report, 22 May 1978,
p.’-9+2; Newsweek, 12 June 1978, p.17; Time, 12 May 1980,
p-9.
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received a mandate to take cominand of the State Department
in order to prevert the:vacillation and uncertainty that
had characterized American foreign policy in the Carter
‘administration because of the feud between Vance and
Brzezinski. This view was further encouraged by Réagan's
conscious efforts at down-grading the role of NSA and the
NSC staff. The new NSA, Richard Allen endorsed the low-
profile, facilitator conception of the job, telling thé
New York Times that "the policy formulation function of
the NSA should be off-loaded to the Secretary of State".32
He was thus neither to be seen nor heard, He was placed
‘under senior white House assistant Edwin Meese, and not
directly under the President, and it was Meese who moved
into Brzezinski's White house corner office. In short,
the arrangements bore the hallmarks of a reaction to
‘activist' NSA. This was further emphasized when in July
1981, the 'long-standing' morning briefing to the President
by the NSA, which had started with McGeorge Bundy during
the Kennedy Administration, were discontinued. The
information needs of the President were now met through

33

two new measures. Une was the thrice-weekly meetings

with a body of advisers that was the core element for

32. quoted in I.M.Destler, "National Security II: The
Rise of the Assistant," in declo and Salamon, L.M.,
eds. m-&mmumﬂig%u&l_@x.emmem
(Boulder,Colorado, 1981), p.281.

33. John E.Bndicott, 'The National Security Council:
Formalized Coordination and Policy Planning," in

R.L.Pfaltzgraff and U.Raanan,eds., Nagi Secu
e% i The Decision Making bs ew DeTh %, %’f,
Pe .
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national security policy in the Reagan administration,
consisting of Vice-President, Secretaries of 2tate and
Uefense, the Director of C.I.A., the White House aides
Meese, Baker and Ueaver, and the NSA. 4&inother was
written morning briefings, that the President discussed
with the principal aides and called the NSA only when
he reQuired some more information or answers to guestions -

raised by the material.

However, the friction between State Department and
White House staff continued: the focus had shifted from
NSA to chief wWhite House aides, who objected vehemently
to any effort by Secretary Haig to assume the Dulles-
like dominance in foreign policy arena. Haig was an
experienced person in both foreign policy and in the
bur eaucratic politics accompanying policy-making in the
white House. By virtue of his position as Kissinger's
deputy in Nixon's NSC, followed by being Nixon's White
House chief of staff during the Watergate crisis, he was
well-versed in the ways in which power could be concent-
rated in the White House and the bureaucrats by-passed.
His tenure as the supreme commander of NATO during Ford
administration gave him the prestige and contacts within
the European militaery and diplomatic community. Even
though critics accused him of being a "political general,

who owed his meteoric rise to "an unseemly fécility for
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bureaucratic intrigue and to his uncritical service to
Kissinger," his appointment as 2ecretary or State by
Reagan was widely considered to represent the President's
long-held strong foreign and strategic policy. He him-
self interpreted his job as that ot being "the vicar" of
foreign policy, because of the similarity of his views
with that of President dfeagan. Thus, he shared with
Reagan the commitment to resist Soviet expansionism
beyond Eastern burope, the critique of Carter's policy

as being too conciliatory and the belief that the twin-
pillars of Nixon-Kissinger policy, detente and deterrence,
had falled. A&bove all; he believed, like neagan, that
increased security assistznce to Third world countries
oughﬁ to be provided to help them counter externally

3k

sponsored aggression.

Yet despite this consonance in views, Haig's
insistent and dramatic assertions of his prerogatives
not only as secretary of State but as principal foreign
policy maker and premier cabinet secretary, were deeply
and actively resented by the White House. His controver-
sial announcement 1in the aftermaﬁh of confusion caused
by HReagan's attempted assassination on 30:March 1981,

"I am in charge here," and his televised appearance as
’

34%. K.V.Mulecahy, "roreign Policy Making in the Carter
ard Heagan Administrations," in K.roInderfurth and
L.K.Johnson, DQ%gSiQES Qg_;hg_ﬂlghegg Order

1988), p.1238.

(California,
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shaken and exhausted, exacerbated the criticism that he
was presumptive and obsessed with all matters pertainirg
to his secretarial prerogatives.35 His difficulties
with White House reached major proportions when Reagan
decided not to appoint him as the head of the "crisis-
management team". Haig wanted to return to the Eisenhower
Dulles mddel, where the Secretary of atate acted as the
crisis manager, but feagan decided that this post would
be held by Vice-President George bush, clearly indicating
that even if the NSA is not expected to become the major
policy adviser to the President, the policy-haking‘would
still be centred in thne White House, because the admini-
stration's commitment to 'Cabinet government' did not

mean a state department.centred policy process.

The NSC process was formalized in early 1982,
after Richard Allen resigned and was replaced by Judge
William P.Clarke as the NSA. The NSC was to have
secretaries of state and Defense, the DCI and the NSA,
assisted by three Senior Interagency Groups (5IG), for
Foreign Policy (sIG-¥P), Derense Policy (SIG-DP), and
Intelligence (SIG-I). The innovation lay in the require-
ment that these SIGs were not only to help formulate - -
policy, but also monitor the execution of decisions and
evaluate the adequacy and etftectiveness of the ‘1ine

36

operations.

35. 1vid.
36. Endicott, n.33, p.19%4.
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The supporting Interagency Groups (IGs) were also
established.37 The Uepartment of atate was given the
task of establishing IGs in each of its geographical
bureaus, and in the bureaus of Political-Military Affairs
and Internaticnal nconomic-Affairs. For dealing with
specific contingencies, 'full time working groups" were
to be established by the 1Gs, to support the crisis
management team. Later, a planning group on potential
crises, chaired by Deputy NSA, fobert McFarlane was
created, followed by SIGs on International Economic'Policy
and on space. Of these only the latter was chaired by
the NSA. A number of commissions (advisory) were
established to examine guestions outside the SIG network
to augument the detailed N5C process in a systematic way.
411l these measures were to ensure that the NoC resume its
role of "honest broker" in its coordinative and planning
functions, and the NSA coniine his role to that of a
'neutral-executive' of the NSC staff. Besides, the NSA's
prime source of leverage in past years was the flow of
information to and from the rresident (which he was to
coordinate and direct), but because Reagan functioned as
the Chaiman of a board of directors and detached himself

from day-to-day decisions, the NSA's influence diminished.

But this professed degradation of the position and

role of NSA was accompanied by frequent changes of

37. Ibid., p 195.
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personnel. The Reagan Administration had as many as six
NSA's in its eight year term. After aecretary naig's
replacement by George P.2hultz, the cavinet was more or
less stapilized in that Shultz and Defense Secretary
Casper Weinoverger did not publicize thelr differences.
Judge Clarke's replacement Dy Mckarlane in 1983 served to
tilt the balance in Shultz's favour, because the third

NSA gained President Reagan's (and Mrs.Reagan's) confid-

ence as a compromise choice, and used his influence to &
so}ve many. Shultz-weinberger impasses.38 However, hea%&éaﬁp’
had to resign in 1985 following his resentment over the \x”w**
fact that the new white tiouse Chief of Staff Lonald

Regan closed access to the President. Mctarlagne was
also‘implicated in the spreading Iran-contra scandal of
1986-87, in which he had played a major role in arranging“-

and implementing arms sales to Iran.

The fourth NSA, Vice-4Admiral Poindexter was a
nuclear scientist, who was content to play neutral
facilitator role,having risen to this position "without
sitting on the interagency Committees, without having to
cement relationship with Congress and without having to
talk to with the reporters, in short, without gaining the

broad political and public relations experience most

38. Malcahy, n.34, p.132.
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public officials need before becoming senior members of

Il"s9

an administration. ie too had to resign with the

spreading Iran-contra controversy, within an year.

The fifth NS4, rrank Carlucci, served only for
an year before being appointed the oecretary of Lefense
in 1987, and replaced by his deputy, sieutenant General
Colin Powell, who served till the end of Reagan admini-
stration. A cursory look at the appointees to the post
of NSA shows that the emphasis was on 'competent manager'
of the NSC process, hence the choice of military men,
used to taking orders from the President or his principal
aides, and having few ambitions given the lack of support-
bases outside the Administration itself (i.e., Congress,

media, public).

The general impressions about Reagan Administration
are that the president delegated day-to-day affairs to
his subordinates and favoured competitive model of
presidential advice. However, he preferred to be seen
as the shaper of foreign policy, even if it was in broad
brush-strokes, and had no intentions of letting his
Secretaries (either State or Defense) to confuse between
the positions of 'vicar' and that of the 'pope' of foreign

policy. Haig was eased out despite the consonance in

39. Keith Schneider, quoted in Inderfurth and Johnson,
n.3)+, po1)‘+5o
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views (of Reagan and Haig), because he developed ambi-
tions that were not acceptable to Reagan and his White
House aides. Thus, Haig was seen as presumptive in
ambitions and disruptive for the policy process, bDecause
he showed his inability to be a 'team-player', trans-
formed the rivalry with Meese and oaker into a public
feud, and above all, the White House became convinced
that Haig was trying to preempt the President's role as
the nation's chief diplomat. The most important mistake
on Haig's part was his failure to remember that no amount
of official commitment to secretariat model of foreign
policy process (like the Eisenhower-Dulles model) could
suffice in the absence of Presidential trust in his
Secretary of state., '"Haig forgot the fuhdamental level
of successful secretarial-presidential relations in
foreign policy-making: it is the president who makes
policy and he is iree to consult whomever he wishes and

to establish what structural process he deems necessary.”uo

Over and above these reasons; Reagan could not
support Haig's efforts at the preierred goal of 'unified
foreign policy process', because Haig tried to exclude
Defense Secretary weinberger and DCI william Casey from

any responsibility in national security policy. This,

40. Mulcahy, n.3%, p.129.
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represented a neglect of the changed realities of policy -
environment since the days of Dulles: "...the scope of
foreign policy had broadened beyond the State Department's
reach at a time when the growing interrelationship between
diplomacy and domestic politics made.the White House

reluctant to delegate this huge domain to diplomats-zaulone.")+1

On the other hand, even though the emphasis was
to be on down-grading the role of National Jecurity
Adviser in policy making the Iran-contra aifair showed
once again that whenever presidents face a hostile policy
environment, as did Reagan during congressional and public
approbium of administration's policy towards Nicaraguan
rebel forces, the White House staff seems to be judged
more reliable in carrying out presidential policy in
secrecy, because the staff members owe their.position
solely to the President and share his views apout direc-

tion of US foreign policy.

The Tower board of 1987, appointed to enyuire
into the vworking of NSC process after Iran-contra
scandal, recommended several things that reinforce the
view that foreing policy making process is inevitably
shaped by the inherent conflict between the advisory

and the managerial roles of all the major participants,

41, Hedrick Smith quoted in ibid., p.130.
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Thus the Boardvrecommendedu2 that dual capacities of all
participants of NSC process must be recognized and
efforts to balance them be instituted. The secretaries
of State and Defense, the UCI and the NS4, all serve as
both advisers to the President and the 'heads' of depart-
ments/bodies under them. &vyen the NoC staff must assist
not only the President and the NSC itself, but its role
as assisting the NSA must be acknowledged, and due
allowance made for it. &lso, the coordinating role of
the NSA must not be de-emphasized pecause the justifica-
tion for it remains valid whatever the foreign policy
making mechanism adopted by a president. The Board, and
later the congressional subcommittee concerned with these
investigations, came to the conclusion that the complexi-
ties of a nuclear-age foreign policy demand both consis-
tency and crisis management, making it necessary for all
administrations to develop a national security policy
process that balances the 'formalismn' with 'competiton'.
In other words, when dealing with complex and continuous
realities of domestic linkages with foreign policy and
of gradually decreasing American hegemony/primacy at the
international level, institutional continuity is needed,

42. Paul Schott Stevens, 'The National Security Council:

Past and Prologue," Strategic Reyiew, Winter 1989,
P.60.
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so that the traditional bureaucracies as well as the
NSC staff must be utilized and not by-passed. On the
other hand, when faced with fast paced developments in
domestic and international arena, the emphasis is on
cris;s-management, quick and decisive response, so that
the use of appropriately structured mechanisms, whether
White House based or NSC-centred, is a presidential
prerogative. Zven when Presidents rewuire 'multiple
advocacy' to get wide ranging information about complex
developments, some amount of 'formalism' is necessary
to avoid or reﬁuce"battles for turf' that tarnish the
image of unified foreign policy perspective of an

administration.

The above discussion raises the age old questions
about the organizational dilemma faced by all leaders,
at all times: how to minimize error without destroying
creative impulses. The chief exécutives believe that
they are elected to represent the electorates' desire
for innovation and éhange, and therefore, evolve new
mechanisms that are responsive to their own neéds,
almost like inventing the wheel anew at each revolution.
The lack of organic continuity through breaks in insti-
tutional memory serves to isolate presidents from

broader currents outside tneir advisory systems. The
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popular reactions against 'undemocratic procedures',
secrecy and autocratic decisions, combined with the need
to project a unified and strong image to adversaries and
allies at global level, make the presidents feel as if
théy were in a 'seige'. This evokes responses that
include increased reliance on loyal and unencumbered,
non-bureaucratic advisers, namely the White House aides.
Even when the coumitment is to collegiality or to
cabinet government, the need to 'lead' the nation in a
very visible and apparent way dominates all impulses
towards delegating authority to bureaucrats. 4&nd this
is so whatever the character, style, personality or
commitments of the different presidential incumbents.
Their image of theméelves as 'statesmen' and 'leader'
derives not only from their own attitudinal orientations,
but mostly from the public expectations of visible,
decisive leadership in foreign affairs, where the
complexities of international rglations and 'national!

prestige need to be effectively managed.
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The President is the single most important 'actor'
in the formulation and implementation of US foreign
policy. He is the‘only individual, apart from the Vice-
President, who is elected by a 'national' constitutency
and seen as representing the entire nation - the Chief
Representative, the Chief Diplomat and the Chief Executive.
By wvirtue of his position as the dead of the State as well
as the Head of the Government, he is entrusted with wide
responsibilities in foreign policy sphere. The constitu-
tional brevity in the enumeration of foreign policy powers
has been interpreted as 'ingenious flexibility', such that
the system has been able to readily adapt itself to
changed environment: thne changed nature and extent of
national power, and the changed conceptions about its

use in international aifairs.

[N

In the exercise of his constitutional (implied or
prerogative) powers, the President has to face the other
major ‘'actors' in the foreign affairs field - the
Congress, the mass media and the bureaucracy. Given the
inevitability of some amounts of conflict of perceptions
and interests between these major actors and the need to
fulfil democratic aSpirationé of the electorate, the
President must give credence to the interests espoused by

other actors in the making of foreign policy.
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The Congress has legitimate interest in directing
the Chief Executive because of its constitutional powers
of appropriations, treaty-ratification and confirmation
of senior cabinet members of the administration. Increased
US involvement in other countries, in military, economic )
and political areas has spawned a numbe r of domestic
pressure groups that have a stake in particular foreign
policy priority or action, e.g., farmers, corporate
business, the arms-industry, the bankers, various ethnic
groups etc. The gfbwing economic interdependence in the
world has resulted in clear domestic linkages with events
abroad, and promotion of US strategic interests are
enmeshed with the domestic economic and political interests,
The post-Vietnam and watergate period has seen more asser-
tive Congress as a reaction to the imperial presidency of
the Cold war years, where Presidents invoked.their wider
povers for crisis-management, in the name of threat to
national survival and security from international commun-
ism. The abuse of these powers for personal political
gains and for 'perception management' at home and abroad,
was resented by the public aﬁd the Congress, hence the
congressional efforts to check the growth of executive
predominance in foreign pdlicy making through a number of

Acts and resolutions.
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The mass-media, with its growing importance as
educator of public opinion and highlighting issues and
as an alternative means to express dissent from
Presidential policies by both, Congressmen and bureau-
crats, play a crucial part in circumscribing or promoting
the policies adopted by a President. It represents the
democratic aspirations of electorate for 'openness',
responsiveness and public accountability of elected and

non-elected members of the government.

uasﬁly, there is the bureaucracy, consisting of
numerous departments anc agencies, which is'a repository
of information and of neutrally competent specialists and
experts concerned with the various aspects of U5 foreign
policy. Contrary to popular ideas, the foreign policy
bureaucracy is not 'neutral' or monolithic. It is imbued
with its own 'culture' and has its own 'goals', that may
or may not oe those of the other 'actors', the Congress,
the public or even the Chief mxecutive. The numerous
organizations and individuals within the bureaucracy
espouse different organizational or personal interests,
and seek to promote them by virtue of their control over
information. sureaucratic politics, the competition within
the bureaucracy, for influence over the Chief axecutive,
takes many fdrms, from filtering of information and

defining o1 options in a particular way, to edging out

.
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competing interests, and to sabotage through leaks and
lethargy. The basic ingredient oi struggle for 'Presiden-
tial ear' is the effort to enhance proximity and to
control the flow of information to and from the President.
This is important in shaping of policy because the immense
powers and responsibility of Fresident in decision making
process outclass 'individual' capabilities and increase
risks of failure or mistake, unless information is

processed and selectively applied.

The President of US has constitutional powers as the
Chief Executive and Commander-in-Chief of armed forces.
pesides this is his symbolic power of being the focus of
national aspirations regarding effective leadership in
foreign policy. Thus, the combination of ceremonial and
constitutioral functions enhances his mandate as the
'Leader' and the Chief Administrator. 'No one can experi-
ence with the President of the United States the glory and
agony of his 6ffice. No one can share the majestic view
from his pinnacle of power. No one can share the burden
of his decisions or the scope of his duties" President
Johnson's qQuote highlights the fact that responsibility
and power are circumscribed by a number of factors, not
the least of which is the concentration of attention upon
him as "the decider" of policy issues. An immense task

like this generates the problem of cognitive assimilation
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of all information, and making o1 all decisions, by one
man. In Steinbeck's words '"we give the President more
work than a man can do, more responsibility than a man
should take, more pressure than a man can Dear. Wwe
abuse him often and rarely praise him... 4and with all
this, Americans have a2 love for the President that goes
beyond loyalty or party nationality..." 1In such a
situation, Presidents cobe with their responsibilities
of information-assimilation oy 'selectivity', in dealing
with issues, in deciding the'extent and the point of
initial involvement in policy making and in delegating
responsibility for coordinating information and analyses

coming from various sources.

The foreign policy advisory system adopted by a
particular President becomes an important 'actor' in the
foreign policy formation of that administration, because
'advising' and 'co-ordinating ol information' means the
power to control Presidential options and the power to
shape policy to a large extent. Therefore, in choosing
their foreign policy advisory system, presidents are guided
by their need to further their own interests and visions in
a complex and freguently hostile domestic and international
environment consisting of the Congress,the public, the
mass media, the foreign policy bureaucracy as also the other

naticons and international organizations.



133

A commonly accepted view of Presidential needs
and interests is that of choosing the 'beSt‘ option, on
a rational basis. This view sees tne policy-making role
of President as peing confined to that of a 'disinterested
decider', who seeks to choose from among a number of
options presented by the advisory system. Such a view
implies that the logical corollary of national, neutral,
non-partisan decision-making is the advisory system that
permits multiple advocacy, so that the President can get
a variety of views, be able to assess then and then
choose whichever he judges to be in best position to
help:achieve national goals. Such an advisory system is
deemed democratic insofar as it gives a large number of
concerned parties a chance to artichlate Lheir views in
front of the Chief mxecutive and si@ultaneously reduces
the chances for arbitrary Presidential choices, or even
the chances for development of 'Grodp Think', the
consensus forced by denand for conformity within a small

advisory group.

but some scholars see the roie of the President
as not merely a 'decider' but also a 'leader'. The
president is not a neutral decider, he has other legiti-
mate interests flowing from his personal and partisan
perceptions and ambitions. rHe has to minimize the

decision-making casts and further domestic electoral
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gains because his power is not absolute, it 1s political,
ie ., dependent upon the support oi various 'power-
centres' within the country. He cannot merely 'decide’,
but must also 'persuade' others to accept his directions
and decisions in order to achieve his substantive policy
goals, Therefore, the advisory system required would be
ohe that he 'controls', the priorities to issues, the
development of policy and the inclusion or exclusion of
some options at the initial stages of intra-executive
debate, all these must be shaped by 'presidential' priori-
ties. When large volumes of informations are to be
meaningfully related for purposes of poldicy-making,
information-processing is not a 'neutral' task. Defin-
idg of options as non-viable or politically unacceptable,
is a task that involves value- judgements even at the
preliminary stages. Presidents who need to 'lead' in
foreign policy must not only 'get educated' or receive
information from diverse sources; they must also 'educate'
the others or 'move thne nation' towards a future that they
envision. Juch a view assumes at the outset that each
of the concerned parties in foreign policy process has its
own interests and perceptions such that campetition and
conflict is inevitable, both within the realm of elected

representatives (the Congress and the President) and of



135

elected v/s non-elected officials (the President and the
bureaucracy). Given the fact that Presidents are

elected to govern and manage change, it is understandable
that they seek to get 'their' policies implemented

despite opposition from Congressmen or bureaucrzts.

It follows from this that if Presidents must not
be mere administrators, but also leaders, they need an
advisory system that not only provides information and
advice, but also becomes an administrative strategy to
cohtrol subordinates. It channels the capabilities of
subordinates towards goals and means which the
President favours, by focussing attention on issues
important for President and by co-ordinating the actions
of the suordinates with those of the oﬁher actors of the

environment, the Congress and the mass media.

Advisory systeans provide high-quglity information
and advice, as well as helping in the exercise of
presidential leadership. Therefore, the choice of
advisory system depends on two things: the desire to
achieve specific policy goals, and the intelligent
calculations regarding the response (negative or posi-
tive) of the larger policy-making environment, i.e.,
strategies for minimizing resistance to presidential

initiatives.
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While policy-goals may be derived from the
personality, character and style of a presidential
incumbent, the strategies derive from presidential percep-
tions of policy-making environment. This contention can
be readily validated as we examine the foreign policy
advisory systems of post-war presidents. The two phases
of NSC system, that of institutionalization and persona-
lization closely followed the changes in policy-making
environment of presidents at houe and abroad. Thus, the
powers 'usurped' by the 'cold-war’ presidenté - Trﬁman
and Eisenhower, in the name oi fight against international
communism, encountered a policy-environment characterized
by bipartisan support for dominance of national security
objectives and acquiescence towards presidential initia-
tive and leadership in foreign policy. The international
environment was sufficiently simple, characterized by US
dominance and opposition to US3R as the centre of
communist conspiracy and challenge to US., In a situation
like this, overwhelming consensus on goals and means of
US foreign policy, the deference to president in times of
crisis and sudden increase in bureaucratic involvement in
foreign affairs combined to produce an advisory system
that sought to 'carry the other actors along' the presiden-
tial lines, Hence, the N5SC process favoured the bureaucracy

because presidential direction was not really challenged.
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The efforts at reorganization were based on criticism of

bureaucracy as lethargic and status-quoist.

However, as the prolonged period of presidential
leadership began to be questioned, and executive policy
was criticized as 'redcting' to events abroad, presidents
felt the need to reassert control over the advisory
apparatus., Domestic upheavals of race-riots and emerg-
ence of 'black power', along with growing power of the
- USSR and the ailies, complicated the policy-making
environment for President J.r.Kennedy. The problems
with bureaucracy that were then perceived were its
resistance, indeed opposition, to presidential direction.
Demoralizing effect of McCarthyism on the bureaucracy
was seen as reason that made it insensitive to presidential
interests in activism. Hence the beginning of personaligza-
tion phase of NSC, the rise of the National Security
Assistant (later 'Adviser') and of a White Hoyse-centred
fdreign policy advisory system. IJohnson's unfortunate
involyement in the Vietnam War brought this trend to a
head, by provoking popular blacklash against the powers of
the President to commit the nation to wrong policies and
of the bureaucracy to preclude popular debate on options

by invoRing executive privilege of 'secrecy'.

Following tne same argument, one can eXamine the

development of Nixon-NoC as a culmination of the process
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described above. As the international power configura-
tions changed, newer responses from US were reguired;

and as scepticism or distrust for presidential initiatives
grew within the US, the need to legitimize the new
responses domestiqally became more pressing for successive
presidents, both, to further US interests and to shore up
their domestic image(s) as national 'leader'. Nixon's
choice of Kissinger as his NSA was meant partly to give
credence to his new strategy of détente and partly to

help tighten the White House control over foreign policy
formulation. &Kissinger's establisned reputation as a
conceptual thinker, well-versed in the theories of inter-
national politics gave him public acceptability and Nixon's
mediocre team was widely seen as having.been brightened by
Kissinger's appointment by the attentive publics, the mass
media and the sastern fstablishment. The similarity in
their views on bureaucratic and administrative a.proach

to US foreign policy, which they saw as the characteristic
of the preceding administrations helped them in opting for
an NSC process under direct control of the president,
through his NSA. Use of foreign policy bureaucracy to
obtain information, without disclosing the objectives,
establishment of secret channels by-passing the state

department, use o1 NSA as president's personal envoy in
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negotiations with other nations, well-timed disclosures

of diplomatic breakthrough, and the involvement of NSC
staff at each shape of the preparation and evaluation of
policy papers, all these tactics were to ensure that it

is the presidential writ that runs in foreign affairs,
Dramatic announcements of developments in US foreign
relations, brought about by secret'negotiations, and
stage-managed presidential summits with foreign leaders,
served to project Nixon's image as that of a leader-
statesman, and it helped him in his second-term elections
as well as during Watergate crisis, when foreign policy
achievements were recognized as the only positive
contributions of his administrations. BEven when Kissinger
was made the Secretary of dtate, the move was interpreted
as an effort to boost up the State Department morale, and
more importantly, as a device to‘eradicate even a semblance
of conflict between NSC staff and State Department,

because Kissinger headed both departments,

Kissinger's rise as the most visible symbol of
présidential control over foreign policy has been widely
accepted. His reputation as a foreign policy expert from
the Eastern LEstablishment who was.campaign-adviser to
Nelson Rockefeller, Nixon's rival for Republican nomina-

tion in 1968, was established, and Nixon sought to use it“
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as a resource for his leadership. He had come to the
helm at the time 0f public weariness with US involvement
abroad and of increasingly sceptical Congress. His
earlier record was not bright, but somewhat suspect
because of his rise on virulent anti-communist campaign
in the 1950s and his image as 'Tricky Dick'. His choice
of cabinet-members was pointedly criticized as "the
bland are leading the bland'. The chances for presiden-
tial 'leadership' in domestic sphere were dismal, and
the imminent need to 'retreat' in foreign atfairs made
it difficult for Nixon to project his 'leadership' in
terms of aggressive defense of US interests in the
globél sphere. Hence the choice of 'realism' as the
philosophy governing US foreign relations, with
strategies of detente and co-operation with Soviet
Union, nurturing the 'China-Card' for use in the balance
of power policy and a more even-handed approach towards

the Middle-East problem.

In this»period, critique of foreign policy
bureaucracy centred around status-quoism and intellectual
stagnation. It was seen as providing no support to new
initiatives of the president, and worse - actually
obstructing presidential directions by guoting operating
procedures or by 'leaking' information to the press and

the Congress. rinding only gualified support in the
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Congress, the administration assiduously wooed the mass-
media, to gain public acceptability. Kissinger's image
as 'super K' and 'secret-swinger' engaged in the delicate
bdt glamorous secret diplomacy, faithfully carrying out
presidential policies, was nurtured by the media and
helped the Nixon administration in focus;ng public
attention on issues that were given priority by Nixon.,
The rise of Kissinger was due to several other reasons
like compatibility of views with Nixon, his dexterity at
bureaucratic politics and at media-management, but if one
needs to know why Nixon chose to have a NSA who over-
shadowed his Secretaries of 2tate and Defense, psychologi-
cal gxpianations (based on his personality and style) do
nbt suffice. OUne must take into account the environment
in which he was to work as the president, viz., the
constraints and the opportunities that he was faced with,
This can be validated better if one examines the next
elected Presidency, that of Jimmy Carter, who, despite
major differences in personality, style, character,
policy-goals and part-affiliation, ended up having a NSA

stronger and more visible than his Secretary of State.

Carter was a Vemocrat, moderate and born-again
Christian. His electoral campaign was based on populist

reaction against 'big bureaucracy' and 'secret, imperial
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government'. His training was as a manager of business
enterprise, preceded by his career in the navy. He had

no experience in foreign aifairs and most of his views

on the subject were developed after he came into contact
with the Columbia Professor Zbigniew Brzezinski and the
Trilateral Commission. He cultivated the image of an
'outsider' to the corrupt government structure in
Washington D.C. and promised public participation in
policy making, government accountability and openness

in policy implementation and review. His criticism of
Nixon-Ford administration was based on concentration of
power in the White House and the consequent marginaliza-
tion-of bureaucracy in foreign policy fomulation and
conduct. He promised collegial and decentralized policy-
process, through Cabinet-Government, and adopted a spokes-
in-a-wheel model of White House staff structure, so that
each of his advisers would have direct access to him.

The NoC staff was instructed to formulate long-term plans

and not try to supplant the foreign'policy bureaucracy.

However, even he realized the need for presidential
control over crucial areas of foreigh policy process, he
accepted that his NSA chair the special Co-ordinatioh
Committee charged with crisis-management, arms-contrbl
and intelligence operations. His reasons were to avoigd
'leaks' of sensitive information and to provide coordina-

tion of inter-agency issue options that would be
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impartial and above departmental politics, therefore,
acceptable to all participants. The system of summaries
of NSC meetings being prepared by the NSA and sent
directly to the President strengthened the influence of
NS& despite his low visibility publicly.

The rise oi Brzezinski as Carter's spokesman cum
personal envoy is widely seen as a consequence of develop-
ments abroad. ILven though he began with a 'balancing
approach', Cgrter's reliance on brzezinski's judgement
grevw as the latter's predictions about Soviet ambitions
and designs seem to come true with growing Soviet Cuban
iﬁvolvement in Africa and later, Soviet intervention in
Afghanistan, While earlier Carter had vacillated between
the two options of using 'Human fights' as a strategy
aimed directly at the Soviet union (to pressurize) and
the alternative of promoting detente and arms-control
without 'linkages' as events progressed, and domestic
criticism of his 'dovish' policies mounted, Carter began
to adopt brzezinski's line more and more. The fact that
Brzezinski was also the '"best briefer" in Washington, had
the reputation as an academic and a brilliant 'idea-man'
and had become a media personality following his contro-
versial opinions vis-a-vis West Gerwany and Iranian Shah,
actions in China and Khyber Pass, all helped to focus

public attention on him as Carter's forceful spokesman.
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His views on 'detente without illusions' and 'linkage
to pressurize USSH' were widely accepted as appropriate
when Soviet belligerence seemed to be a direct response

to earlier US 'softness'.

As the Carter administration faced crisis after
crisis, the importance of 3pecial Co-ordinating Committee
within the NSC process grew, and along with it, the
influence of the small, young, energetic and scholarly
staff under Brzezinski. The announcements regarding
| resumption of diplomatic relations with Peoples Republic
of China, the freezing of Iranian assets after the
hostages were taken in Tehran, the rescue-mission (that
was aborted) - these were the sudden dramatic disclosures
that seemed to utilize their public impact much as Nizxon
administration had done. The decision about the rescue-
mission to Tehran was taken without the knowledge or
acquiescence of decretary Vance, and was the cause of his

resignation.

The avove discussion points out the importance of
policy-making environment in shaping the advisory systems
chosen by presidents. Presidential character, style,
specific doctrines and goals may differ, but so long as
the environment, consisting of presidential interests,
resources (authority and prestige), opportunities

(created by foreign governments, or bureaucrats or own
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actions), and demands (of bureaucratic politics, congres-
sional assertiveness, public interest) remain similar,
presidential strategies of obtaining and using foreign

policy advice would remain similar.

oeveral tentative statements can be generated by
this conclusion, about presidential foreign policy -
advisory systems and the role of National Security Adviser

in the NSC-based process.

First, in the age of 'balancing of national
interests' and 'ordering of priorities' due to limited
national resources (including political and economic
power), and sensitivity of issues involved, diplomacy
reqQuires secrecy in negotiations to facilitate compromises
or linkages that may not be democratically acceptable.
And such a diplomatic process would reguire 'media-
support', to focus public attention on the gains derived
from the agreement s/manoeuvresand appeal to the public
over the heads of congressmen. Therefbre, Presidents
increa2singly rely on a policy-making apparatus that helps
them to carry out their policies despite opposition from

Congress and hostility ol adversaries and allies.

Secondly, in both cases, an individual directly
under the president's control would be deemed more useful

by the president himself, oecause this would help to
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maintain continuity in the negotiations and his standing
with the other party would be stronger if he is seen as
the president's spbkesman. The coniidence in his
performance and the secrecy possiole by using him would
be an asset in dealing with the press and the public.

T he dramatic coups, talent for oriefing and defending
administration's viewpoint in the temms calculated to
evoke favourable populist sentiments would contribute to
public support and faith in leadership acilities of the

president.

Thirdly, if president's need to garner public
support for their foreign policy initiatives, and take
all the credit for it, then they are not likely to use
an individual who is either encumbered by administrative
duties or by departmental attitudes. Hence, cabinet
members are unlikely to generate confidence in the
present. rurther, their effectiveness for implementa-
tion and for supply of 'inputs' in policy-making may be
hindered by attitudes/attrivutes of the bureaucracies
that they head, viz., elitism, clientism, status-quoism,
genuine or deliberate inertia, pesides, 1f the cabinet
memoers do have strong views on foreign policy their
criticism éf 'presidential' policies may be interpreted
as evidence of their personal political ambitions, and

may therefore, generate insecurity in the president.
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Fourth, most secretaries of state who have been
influential in foreign policy advisory systems, have been
so pecause of President's confidence in them, based on
factors iike similar views, total loyalty to president
above differences of opinion and clear division of issue
areas between them. This position has not been reached

by being efiicient administrators of their departments.

Lastly, if the secretary of state represents
bureaucratic expertise, and NSA the presidential interests,
the best course would seem to be a balance between the
two. Yet Carter's efforts of combining 'Kissinger-
operation' with 'Dulles-system' showed that the more
vocal of the two, in terms of correct Judgenent about
presidential views on activism, would win. And a media-
personality would be an added qualification because of
presidential need to legitimize policy through public
support. & most likely result would, therefore, be the
rise of the NSA, vecause he was probably chosen fof these
same qualities in the first place, i.e., to maintain
coherence in foreign policy and responsiveness to
présidential needs and to increase presidential discre-

tion by quick and decisive action.
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