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THE WHITE HOUSE




 Managing the White House for a Successful Presidency

JOHN PODESTA AND SARAH ROSEN WARTELL

 

 

 

 

 

The White House chief of staff is the senior manager of the administration, a key advisor to the president, and a decision maker in his or her own right, making choices in service of the president’s goals and strategies. As the top administration manager, the chief of staff must marshal organizational resources in support of the president.

Managing the administration entails oversight of almost 2,000 White House employees and approximately 3,000 cabinet officials and other political appointees. The chief of staff also manages how the administration engages with the media, Congress, and state and local policymakers, as well as business, labor, and a myriad of interests. In establishing the procedures by which decisions are brought to the president, made, and executed, the chief of staff must ensure the team remains focused on big-picture objectives and strategy, while responding nimbly to the inevitable day-to-day crises. And he or she must ensure the highest possible standards of ethical government to protect the president.

The job also entails managing the president himself—working with him to allocate his scarce time and attention to achieve the most important objectives and sustain his mental acuity and physical strength. At its heart, the chief of staff’s job is to manage the process by which decisions are brought to the president or made at lower levels. As the administration’s ultimate “honest broker,” the chief of staff should first oversee an inclusive process in which ideas are tested and improved by discourse; but he or she may also add his or her own view as an important presidential advisor as well. Almost every other senior advisor, other than the vice president, has a portfolio—national security, the economy, Congress, communications, etc.—but very few are in a position to see the full picture.

The precise balance of manager and advisor will depend on the temperament and management style of the new president and his chief of staff and the understanding reached between them. But in any model it is in the president’s best interest for his chief of staff to be a powerful decision maker on both process and substance on issues of significance, within parameters established by, and in service of the goals and strategies of, the president.

Without impairing the chief of staff’s effectiveness as an honest broker, the president can encourage him or her to exercise authority on his behalf. The chief of staff’s authority, however, will stem principally from the perception of the White House’s success. Rather than seeking to become the “second most powerful person in Washington” in his or her own right, the chief of staff should accrue and sustain power by skillfully enhancing the president’s own success. A chief of staff consequently must not selectively limit the information flow to the president to advantage his own view, but instead should insist on a fair, internally transparent decision-making process that uses the president’s time efficiently.

The new president, however, has a corresponding obligation. He should agree to not consider requests for decisions when the policy process enforced by the chief of staff is circumvented. By so empowering the chief of staff, the president gets someone who can say no, even to the president’s closest friends and strongest supporters, without requiring the president to own every hard call.




Recommendations 

While picking the cabinet is the most visible focus of the presidential transition, staffing the White House quickly is of greatest importance. There will inevitably be delays in obtaining senate confirmation of agency officials, but a full complement of White House staff will allow the president to get his agenda going on day one.

During the transition, the chief-of-staff designee should be responsible for working with the new president to fill top administrative jobs, particularly the key White House staff positions. The selection should produce a well-rounded staff that both meets the needs of the 44th president and fills the gaps in his policy knowledge. Two essential hires for the chief of staff are two deputies—one engaged with policy and the other with White House management—though the portfolios may change depending on the skill set of the individuals in question.

Staffing the White House requires skills different than required by the campaign, but the new president should have some advisors who were with him on  the stump. The chief of staff must help find the right mix of talents and experience from among the most senior advisors including: policy expertise, communication skills, knowledge of the White House, knowledge of Congress, knowledge of the president and his campaign, and intellectual independence.

Other criteria might also be added to the mix. For instance, the team should include those with experience dealing with important constituencies for reform, including both key business sectors—such as health, finance, and energy—as well as labor and consumer interests. It also would be valuable to have some individuals with experience gained from working in government agencies, to balance the instinctive desire of White House staff to develop all policy internally. The team will be stronger if it also represents a broad array of racial, ethnic, faith, geographic, socioeconomic, and sexual orientation backgrounds. In light of the unique role played by the Internet in enhancing civic participation of people previously uninvolved, any president would want advisors who can take advantage of its democratizing power to engage more Americans.

The new president should put special emphasis on having a staff with strong Capitol Hill relationships. The coming legislative agenda will be daunting. Winning support from Congress for the new administration’s program will be hard even if there is shared party affiliation. If there is a divided government, the likelihood of stalemate is very high. The most essential factor in winning congressional approval for any initiative is earning the support of the American people, but disrespect of Congress’ prerogatives can give rise to enormous obstacles to the president’s goals, even if public support is mobilized.




Short- and Long-Term Objectives 

The number of issues that could command the president and White House staff’s attention is enormous. The chief of staff must lead a process to determine a limited number of short- and long-term objectives which should command the lion’s share of White House time and attention.

Presidential priorities, of course, must compete with emerging challenges. The greatest tests of a presidency, such as 9/11 or the recent financial market meltdown, are rarely things specifically anticipated before Inauguration Day. The challenge for a chief of staff is to get the balance right between advancing established priorities, reacting to the unanticipated, and stepping back to reassess periodically how well the administration is making progress against its larger goals and in the eyes of the American people.

To ensure that events do not completely overtake the presidential agenda, the president should decide on goals and measures against which he wants his  administration and the White House work to be evaluated. He should strive to leave these goals largely constant, despite changing circumstances. His administration should not blindly push its policy agenda without considering the shifting landscape. Rather, decisions on emerging challenges should be made with reference to long-term objectives. The chief of staff must ensure at least some consideration of these larger objectives in the heat of the moment.

Beyond day-to-day crises, much of the White House focus is driven by an annual cycle of predictable events, such as the State of the Union address, submission of the president’s budget, negotiations with Congress on appropriations, major legislative reauthorizations, international summits, international trips, and visits by heads of state. Presidential priorities and emerging challenges are often addressed within these cycles. Each should be seen as a key opportunity to advance some of the small set of large objectives by which the presidency will be judged.

Sustaining political capital and momentum for the agenda requires early victories on the key issues on which the president campaigned. To achieve early victories, the president needs to take advantage of the power of the executive branch to make change happen on its own. Executive orders, regulatory waivers, reallocation of appropriated program resources, and changes in program policies are routes available in many circumstances to show that change can happen quickly. The submission of the president’s first budget is another key way to demonstrate the new direction—even if it takes at least nine months for the budget to become law.

Beginning new rulemakings under existing laws, while not immediately effective, can also show the country concretely the direction the new president intends to take. These battles will also take energy and political capital, so the fights picked should be strategic, ideally ones that are emblematic of the policy direction the administration will advance in time through larger battles. Small victories on well-fought fights will demonstrate to reluctant lawmakers the political benefits of following the president’s course, winning converts for the heavier lift to come.

With a change of party, some administrations have spent great energy in reversing the regulations and agency policies of the prior administration. Some reversals will be important to show the change in direction the president wants to achieve, but the demands from interest groups to focus on policy restoration should be resisted. The reason: It lets the president’s predecessor and his political party continue to pick the issues around which the debate is held. Administrations are notoriously slow to get their own regulatory agenda into gear.  Doing so is one of the best ways to shape the debate quickly, while legislative agendas are developed.




Driving Policy Through Inclusion 

The White House policy council structure presents the chief of staff with a good way to ensure that a limited set of key objectives receive ongoing heightened attention. The major challenges facing the new administration will all involve more than one council. Making clear assignments for presidential priorities (and making clear the imperative for coordination and inclusion) means that a senior member of the team will “own” responsibility for driving policy to reach an overriding objective of the presidency.

The best assignment of issues to policy councils will depend upon the talents and perspective of the individuals selected as the president’s policy advisors. In fact, in picking advisors the president and his chief of staff should consider not only expertise, excellence, and temperament, but also how closely the advisor’s approach to the challenge aligns with the president’s own ideas. The advisor’s capacity to coordinate easily with his or her fellow policy advisors should also be a major consideration, given that these issues greatly overlap policy categories.

The National Security Council. Ending two wars, rebuilding our strained military capacities, redeploying our resources to address ongoing and emerging security risks, and re-establishing America’s leadership in international affairs are the enormous coordination responsibilities of the NSC. In a global economy, the security of the United States is increasingly tied to our economic vitality and global competitiveness, suggesting also close collaboration with the National Economic Council on international economic issues. The security implications of climate change and energy dependence mandate intense NSC involvement in, and, on relevant issues, leadership of energy security deliberations as part of a larger national energy strategy run by the new National Energy Council.

The National Economic Council. Coordinating a strategy for economic recovery, rebuilding an effective social safety net, improving global competitiveness, emphasizing infrastructure, and spurring widely shared long-term growth should all be the policy responsibility of the NEC. But key components of such an economic strategy logically fall into other policy council baskets, especially universal health care and the transformation to a low-carbon economy. The overlap suggests the need for collaboration and joint management of  policy development and processes. The NEC can knit the pieces together and focus on bringing sound economic analysis, a long-term fiscal strategy, and the perspective of the American worker and consumer to the table. Stabilizing our financial markets will be the preoccupation of the new Treasury secretary, although the reform strategy there also needs to be developed and vetted through NEC processes.

The Domestic Policy Council. DPC should have the lead responsibility for driving the enormous reform of our health delivery and insurance system. The Health and Human Services secretary or a White House official could be appointed as the reform effort leader and spokesperson. But it needs to be run through the deliberative policy process of the DPC. Budget, entitlement, and fiscal implications of health care reform require the NEC’s economic expertise, suggesting collaboration and negotiation of clear allocation of responsibilities on various components of health reform. Similarly, education reform for pre-K through 12th grade should be led by the DPC. New strategies for higher education and workforce development belong with the NEC, but the two pieces must come together in an education and human capital strategy developed jointly to ensure coherence. Other domestic issues that require coordination with NSC and NEC include immigration reform and food safety, for example. Finally, the DPC needs to drive an effort to restore the rule of law, ethics, and confidence in government.

The National Energy Council. As described in a subsequent chapter in this section, the 44th president should create a new National Energy Council to drive the transformation to a low-carbon economy. While this goal is best seen as an economic transformation, not merely an energy policy, assigning this responsibility to the National Economic Council would not produce the essential focus or deliver the energy policy expertise required given so many simultaneous economic challenges. But some components of the strategy around job creation and trade require shared responsibility. Similarly, the security aspects of the transformation will require close collaboration with the NSC.

Beyond making clear these assignments, the president and his chief of staff must establish the norms in which the cabinet agencies and policy councils advance policy proposals and craft strategy. “No drama” is perhaps most important, sending a clear signal that there will be no reward for subverting process or stepping on others’ prerogatives. As an honest broker, the chief of staff should insist that all key advisors have a chance to be heard on any relevant issue. The staff secretary should be empowered by the chief of staff to refuse to give the president anything when norms of inclusion and transparency are not  respected. Operating under these norms, the president’s cabinet and senior advisors will come to see the chief of staff as their ally, ensuring their voice is heard on relevant issues and their access to the president is never blocked, although often structured.




Develop Trust with the National Security Advisor 

The chief of staff must recognize that the national security advisor has some unique statutory and operational responsibilities that differentiate the role from that of other policy advisors. The NSC has a unique ability to get the commander in chief’s time and attention, starting with a regular morning security briefing. Its staff, including many career government employees detailed from other agencies, is many times larger than that of other policy councils, sometimes replicating other White House functions internally.

If not well managed, the parallel NSC operation can result in the president moving between two separate worlds—with little coordination between the two. The chief of staff cannot ensure a fair and transparent deliberative process on policy issues of overlapping domestic and international import if matters are brought to the president through NSC channels without inviting the addition of any domestic or economic considerations. Similarly, if some of the president’s speeches are written inside the NSC and not by centralized speechwriters, they will be less likely to present a coherent and integrated view of America’s place in the world and its central challenges. What’s more, domestic considerations could end up too far subordinated to international and security concerns.

By virtue of the dangers they must anticipate each and every day, a national security advisor will always think the incursion of Russia into Georgia is a greater threat to American safety than is the loss of wealth and income stemming from the housing crisis. Beside matters of war and peace, almost any consideration seems petty and political. Without the chief of staff’s involvement in security matters to ensure a balanced presentation of interests, the new president could find himself with the same criticism leveled against George H.W. Bush’s administration: inadequate attention paid to the lives of the American people.

An alternative model where security considerations and the national security advisor are subordinate would serve the public interest no better. Condoleezza Rice, for example, served as the president’s NSC advisor, but in fact ended up subordinate to Vice President Cheney on national security affairs, giving her little credibility and authority with the other national security-related agencies. We all know too well how decision making was skewed as a result of these power imbalances, allowing one perspective to dominate despite contrary evidence.

A third and more effective approach gives the national security advisor an independent line of communication to the president, but in exchange the advisor agrees to operate within the larger White House management system, play by its rules, and share—at least with the chief of staff—all information flows. To implement this approach in the second term of the Clinton administration, the chief of staff served on the NSC and the national security advisor was in the chief of staff’s office with the other policy and political advisors early each morning where the issues of the day were discussed and coordinated. All information flowing to the president from the NSC also went to the chief of staff, and the national security advisor was included in a far wider array of domestic and economic policy matters. In this way, the NSC advisor was given an opportunity to weigh in on those issues’ international and security implications.

This partnership between the chief of staff and the national security advisor works, however, only if the president picks people for these jobs who can respect one another’s roles and understand how their own objectives could be advanced best through cooperation. It is therefore imperative that the new president, chief of staff, and national security advisor reach an agreement about the objectives and form of this integration.




The Vice President and First Lady 

There is a wide array of models for integration of the offices of the vice president and first lady into the White House operation. Once the president and these individuals reach their own agreement about roles and particular areas of emphasis and leadership, the key to making these inherently complex relationships work is the signal that the chief of staff sends to the rest of the White House staff about the respect and integration that is expected.

Like the chief of staff, the vice president can be a valuable presidential advisor, with a broad perspective on balancing competing concerns. But that wisdom can only be shared if the vice president is in the information flows to begin with. That’s why the vice president and his or her staff should be fully integrated into executive branch decision making. The VP should be a principal on all policy councils with his staff invited to all relevant meetings to represent his interests and share his perspective early in policy analysis and development.

By mutual agreement, the vice president should be given the opportunity to lead key initiatives in his or her area of interest and expertise. The relevant policy councils should understand it to be their obligation to support and enhance the VP’s capacity to lead these efforts. But as we have learned from the Bush administration, the vice president’s policy initiatives should be subject to the same broad vetting and deliberation as are other initiatives.

The first lady’s areas of leadership are historically more targeted, and were even when Sen. Hillary Clinton was first lady. The president and first lady must decide early on the issues for which they want the first lady’s views and input to be solicited. Better decision making and internal buy-in to decisions will result when the first lady’s input comes through the regular order of advice and decision making in the White House, rather than direct to the president at the beginning or end of a process. Internal transparency goes a long way to avoid suspicions that sometime arise around spousal influence. As with the vice president, initiatives assigned to the first lady by the president should also go through the regular order of business and should receive the same level of support from relevant White House staff as would a presidential initiative. Additionally, the ability of the first lady to generate political capital to augment the president’s is an asset that can only be developed thorough inclusion of her staff, particularly her chief of staff and communications team.




 National Security Council

SAMUEL BERGER AND TOM DONILON

 

 

 

 

 

The National Security Act of 1947 created the National Security Council, the nation’s first institutionalized structure for the coordination of foreign and defense policy. The NSC remains today the core mechanism for the development of national security policy (as well as crisis management). In the 60 years since its creation, the authority and effectiveness of the NSC have ebbed and flowed. Its structures and processes have varied depending principally on the outlook and the decision-making style of the president, the personalities and skills of the president’s national security advisors, and the challenges facing the country.

It is generally acknowledged that against any reasonable criteria, the NSC process during the Bush administration functioned poorly. Indeed, the past eight years marked the worst management of modern national security decision machinery since the council’s establishment in 1947. The process has been described by former Bush administration officials and a range of analysts as “dysfunctional,” resulting in national security failings with roots in a variety of sources, among them: the multiple and, in some cases, unprecedented challenges that confronted the administration; a number of process breakdowns and behaviors specific to the administration; and the general deficiencies that have affected the NSC process through several administrations.

Correcting these deficiencies—both those specific to the Bush administration as well as long-standing fundamental weaknesses—is of critical importance to the new administration. The new president will face the most daunting set of international challenges of any president since World War II, including two active wars, jihadist terrorism, instability in Pakistan, nuclear programs in Iran and North Korea, a fraying global nonproliferation regime, turmoil throughout the Middle East, a rising China, and global warming. Such a challenging agenda demands an effective, efficient policymaking process—one whose organization and operation match the current environment’s demands.

Creating a strong and effective interagency process by which policy is made and carried out, however, should not detract from the essential roles and responsibilities of the key cabinet officials. The secretary of state should be the face of the new administration’s foreign policy, the chief spokesperson for that policy, and the chief negotiator with foreign governments. The secretary of defense should be responsible for carrying out the use of military power, the chief architect of our military capabilities, and the custodian for maintaining and modernizing our overwhelming military apparatus, as well as the key interlocutor with his or her counterparts abroad.

Other cabinet secretaries also have important roles to play in national security policy, from the secretary of the treasury to the director of the Office of Management and Budget. But there must be a strong and energetic process at the center which assures that policy is made with due regard for all points of view, differences are identified and sharpened, the president is presented with all of the viable options, and his decisions are executed in an effective manner consistent with the president’s intent.

The deficiencies specific to the Bush administration have been widely reported and provide a number of lessons for future administrations. The NSC  failed to reach policy decisions at critical times, resulting in the failure to resolve differences and policy paralysis for long periods of time. Vice President Dick Cheney’s office, with its parallel staff and expansive portfolio, pulled influence away from and fomented conflict within the NSC. Key players (specifically the secretary of defense) opted out of and circumvented the NSC process. And the national security advisor (particularly in the first term) served as a surrogate for President Bush rather than as an honest broker seeking to sharpen differences and present them clearly to the president. This meant President Bush often was not presented with competing viewpoints.

But there are also deficiencies in the NSC process that go beyond the Bush administration, fundamental issues that have persisted under both Democratic and Republican administrations for several decades that should be addressed. Lack of long-term planning is one key deficiency. In national security as well as other policymaking, the “urgent” usually drives out the “important.” Developments and trends brewing beneath the surface or over the horizon often are not addressed in a systemic fashion.

Inadequate mechanisms for implementing policy decisions are another troubling long-term problem. Reaching the “right” answer is just the beginning. Often there has been a failure to obtain congruence between policy as developed and policy as implemented. And lack of accountability has led in the past to bureaucratic rivalries in carrying out policy that often defeat effective implementation. The new president and his national security advisor would be well advised to consider these recent and more enduring deficiencies in the NSC policymaking structure.




Recommendations 

An effective interagency process requires a strong National Security Council led by a national security advisor who sees his or her role as honest broker in the policymaking process and chief watchdog in the implementation process to assure that the president makes the most informed judgments possible and that his or her decisions are, in fact, executed as intended. That’s why the national security advisor needs only four deputies, not the current six or seven deputies.

The national security advisor’s principal deputy should chair the deputies committee and handle crisis management. There should be a deputy national security advisor for counterterrorism and homeland security, and a deputy responsible for coordination between the NSC and the National Economic  Council on national security-related, international economic issues. And there should be a deputy national security advisor for strategic planning who would chair a new strategic planning board and be responsible for national security policy development as it relates to long-term strategic issues.

The basic NSC structure, however, remains sound and should be preserved. The current NSC is supported by two working committees: a principals committee and a deputies committee. This model was designed and first implemented by President George H.W. Bush and his national security advisor Brent Scowcroft and has been carried forward through the subsequent two administrations. The Bush/Scowcroft system significantly streamlined and simplified the NSC system and provided a mechanism that was designed to bring decisions to the president in an efficient and informed manner. The success of the system is, however, dependent on the dedication of the principals (as well as the president and vice president) to the system as the central means by which decisions are made and agreement among the principals to participate in the process in good faith.

The principals committee is chaired by the national security advisor and consists of the key national security cabinet members with the addition of the chairman of the Joint Chiefs and the director of national intelligence serving as statutory advisors. The new president should re-include the ambassador to the United Nations as a formal and permanent member of the committee. The principal functions of the committee are to resolve issues where there is consensus and do not rise to the presidential level, and in other cases, in the words of General Scowcroft, to “clarify issues and positions among the principals before the issues are taken to the president.”

The deputies committee is chaired by the principal deputy national security advisor and consists of the second- or third-ranking official of the key national security agencies. This body resolves mid-level issues, handles crisis management, and fully considers options of issues for consideration by the principals committee. Interagency working groups at the assistant-secretary level would deal with policy recommendations in the first instance and report to the deputies committee.

The Homeland Security Council should be integrated into the established NSC system, as recommended by the 9/11 Commission, to improve coordination. Homeland security directorates would have dual reporting to the Domestic Policy Council as well. Combating terrorism is a domestic and global challenge. Many of the critical tools required to protect the homeland involve formal agreements with and cooperation from international partners. Broader  definitions of national and homeland security require the elimination of policy “silos” that previously categorized challenges as “foreign” and “domestic.”

The new president should create four new significant structures to supplement the current system. The first is an NSC strategic planning board. A chronic problem with national security policymaking is the failure to anticipate or to see the broader and deeper issues that may confront the president over the six-month to three-year time horizon. What are the implications of China’s rise over the next decade? What happens if the leadership of a key ally, Egypt or Saudi Arabia, collapses? What are the implications of large changes in capital flows for the U.S. population? What are the implications of global population and demographic changes? What are the national security implications of climate driven changes, such as water shortages in the Middle East?

The U.S. government currently lacks the capacity to do serious, comprehensive, multifaceted, and long-term strategic planning. There are planning offices and assets throughout the government, but nowhere is planning brought together comprehensively and strategically. Nor is it done at a level to inform and affect presidential decision making. The charter of such a new body would resemble that of George Marshall’s 1947 vision for the State Department’s policy planning staff and the Eisenhower administration’s blueprint for its NSC planning board. This new body would reside in the Executive Office of the President and would be composed of deputy or assistant secretaries from the key agencies. It would report to the principals committee through a new deputy national security advisor who will be dedicated to this responsibility.

The strategic planning board’s discussions would be informed by analyses of the CIA’s National Intelligence Council as well as by outside experts from universities, think tanks, and business. In addition, the board could commission studies from experts outside the government or possibly create a think tank dedicated to the national security policy process serving a function much like RAND has done historically for the Defense Department. In short, the strategic planning board would serve as the president’s dedicated strategic planning arm, situated at the heart of the national security process, to assess the most important emerging international issues facing the nation.

The second structure the new president will need from day one is a new National Energy Council, which is detailed later in the White House section. The new council’s director would also be a member of the NSC principals committee.

The third new structure would be a National Security Law Committee. The Bush administration has seen profound process and planning breakdowns in  the area of national security law. Many of the decisions made were done so without careful review by the responsible officials and the results have been exceedingly damaging. Indeed a number of crucial law-related decisions were made without the meaningful participation of the appropriate officials—including in some cases the attorney general. A National Security Law Committee, chaired by the attorney general and supported by the Office of Legal Counsel, would advise the president and the principals on national security law policy issues, including war-making authority, surveillance policy, detention and interrogation practices, rules of engagement, and others.

This committee would be a formal interagency process where all relevant agencies would participate in the development of administration positions and advice to the president through the nation’s chief legal officer, the attorney general. The committee’s first task should be a thorough review of existing national security-related orders, policies, practices, and positions with the goal of a report to the president within 90 days of his taking office.

Finally, the new president will require a number of executive committees for policy implementation. Where policies cut across more than one agency, such as post-conflict reconstruction in Iraq, the formulation of policy and the supervision of implementation would be vested in an executive committee, chaired by a senior official of the agency with the greatest responsibility, such as the departments of State or Defense, and composed of senior officials of the affected agencies. These executive committees would not be responsible for the day-today conduct of policy but rather for the process by which policy is made and accountability is established.

President Dwight D. Eisenhower once said, “Good organization does not guarantee success but bad organization guarantees failure.” The NSC process suffered badly in the past eight years under mismanagement, but also from several key structural inadequacies. The proposals outlined here address a number of those needs. They would be the most significant changes to the White House structure in many years and would substantially enhance the ability of the next president to meet the unprecedented array of national security challenges he will face in January 2009.




 The National Economic Council

SARAH ROSEN WARTELL

 

 

 

 

 

The National Economic Council, directed by the president’s national economic advisor, is the White House unit that should coordinate the development of the president’s domestic and international economic program. The NEC should embody a commitment to a fair process of inquiry and debate among the president’s top advisors, in which ideas are tested and improved by discourse. Many perspectives, from inside and outside of government, must be given voice, ensuring that the president has informed advice in a timely and efficient way. Cabinet secretaries and other senior White House staff all should have an opportunity to be heard on important decisions in private and can then speak in public in unison—knowing they had a fair shot at shaping the decision. The result: a good policymaking process that provides more time for all the key policymakers to advance the needs of the country and less time wasted in bureaucratic jockeying.

Most modern presidents had some structure for economic policy coordination, 1 though the specific form of the NEC first appeared under President Bill Clinton. The model used by his predecessor, President George H. W. Bush, included a small White House staff supporting an Economic Policy Committee overseen by the Treasury secretary, but Bush relied on it little. For domestic matters, Bush relied heavily upon the Office of Management and Budget Director Dick Darman, although he would also turn to individual agency heads for different projects.2

On the campaign trail, presidential candidate Bill Clinton first proposed the creation of a National Economic Security Council, arguing that (unlike President Bush) his focus in world affairs would be on the economic interests of Americans. But from campaign to transition, the brief for what was ultimately termed the National Economic Council expanded. After running a campaign whose lodestar was “it’s the economy, stupid,” Clinton needed to fulfill a domestic job creation pledge and tackle deficit reduction. The creation of a White House-led policy council to drive a broad international and domestic economic agenda helped his administration to “focus like a laser beam on the economy.”3 Adding the NEC to the White House staff also meant Clinton had top posts available for two key team members: Sen. Lloyd Bentsen of Texas and the Goldman Sachs Group, Inc. ’s Robert Rubin, each of whom was believed essential to reassuring important audiences.

President Clinton called the NEC the single most significant organizational innovation that his administration made in the White House.4 The reason was clear: it pulled international and economic policy together in a single White House-based coordinating council commited to a deliberative process with the NEC serving, first and foremost, as the honest broker. While far smaller and operating more informally than the National Security Council on which it was modeled, the Clinton NEC developed strong procedural norms that were held largely constant through the terms of its three directors, Robert Rubin, Laura Tyson, and Gene Sperling.

The NEC had the support of the president and each of his chiefs of staff, who typically insisted that economic policy recommendations come through the NEC process. After Rubin, for example, left the White House and became a hugely influential Treasury secretary, he had the ability to reach the president directly. But his commitment to the process was such that he brought policy proposals forward through NEC mechanisms. Some cabinet officials even used the NEC strategically to win broader administration support for their initiatives. As a result, most of the major economic policy initiatives of President Clinton were developed around a table convened by the NEC. Those that were not, most notably the health care plan of 1994, did not fare as well, for many reasons perhaps, but also because ideas are tested and improved by the deliberative process.

President George W. Bush retained the NEC structure, although the entire policy council apparatus appears to have been less influential, with more policy direction flowing from Vice President Dick Cheney’s office and political advisors. 5 The outcome of the Bush administration’s politically driven economic policy—flat to declining real wage gains, less competitive industries, housing and financial markets in continual crisis, and a sea of federal red ink—is what the new president inherits on day one. He will sorely need a proactive, pragmatic, well-respected NEC to sort through the many immediate economic policy priorities to shape a coherent plan to rebuild our economy for long-term, widely shared growth.




Recommendations 

The NEC executive order issued by President Clinton remains in place and the NEC under his successor remained largely the same in structure if not function. The 44th president should use the same mechanism—an NEC composed of his top economic advisors, managed by an assistant to the president and director of the NEC.6 In naming its membership, the president should make clear to all his commitment to an inclusive and transparent deliberative policy process and unwillingness to entertain those who subvert that process.

The new president should appoint a director of the NEC who has the temperament to serve as an honest broker. A trusted relationship with the president can and should be earned, not simply by providing good advice but also by ensuring that the best advice from the president’s entire team informs his economic policy. It is less important that the director have specific expertise in economics, financial markets, business, labor, or the intersection of economic policy and politics, although the cabinet should include a mix of such experiences. It is more important that he or she be someone committed to rigorous analysis of all kinds, who can work collegially and earn respect from all quarters, melding them into an economic team.

The NEC director should be supported by two deputies with the responsibilities divided between domestic and international economic issues. One notable difference between the Bush and Clinton administrations was the relationship between the NEC and NSC on international economic policy. Early in his administration, President Bush made a conscious effort to get the National Security Council more involved “in the economic changes that have caused upheaval around the world,” hiring more economic experts for the NSC. “It’s a way to make sure the economic people don’t run off with foreign policy and vice versa,” Bush said .7

He made the NEC deputy assistant to the president for international economic affairs explicitly “dual-hatted,” so he or she served also as the deputy national security advisor. In practice, the deputy operated largely within the NSC’s orbit, with offices for the international economic team at the NSC. To ensure a more optimal balance of national security and diplomatic concerns and concern for American companies, workers, and consumers, the new president should name a deputy economic advisor for international economics who operates through the NEC, with good coordination with his or her NSC counterparts.

Careful thought should be given to building the rest of the NEC staff team. The NEC benefits from having staff from many disciplines: business, finance, labor, and social entrepreneurship, along with those with executive agency, White House, and Capitol Hill experience. The range of issues that will arise is as broad as American society itself, so employing those with a wide range of racial, ethnic, faith, geographic, and socioeconomic backgrounds will strengthen the capacity of the NEC team as well. Important qualities to consider are entrepreneurialism, judgment, humility, and endurance.


The NEC Process 

The NEC must serve as an honest broker among agencies and viewpoints. Working groups should be established in the key areas of administration policy focus—for example, the housing market or retirement savings. Working groups should also convene to develop a new presidential initiative or a response to a new situation or major legislation. An NEC decision memo should lay out the background, detail a set of options, and argue the advantages and disadvantages of each in an unbiased way. A recommendation section allows each advisor or agency to specify their own recommendation regarding the options described and reasoning in brief.

The NEC’s recommendation follows the others. Cabinet officials can ask to have a dissenting memorandum laying out their own views accompany the NEC decision memorandum. Encouraging the president’s staff secretary to grant that courtesy, while allowing other principals to see the dissenting communication, is the best way to ensure that the opportunity is taken rarely and officials do not seek end runs around the process. The president will receive the best possible advice if the president and his chief of staff are supportive of the NEC process and that of all of the policy councils. If major policy decisions are made that preempt this process, then the credibility of the NEC will be diminished, as will be its ability to demand adherence to its process norms in the future. Ultimately, the quality of the president’s decisions would lack well-rounded input and proper vetting. And the president’s time will not be used most efficiently.

As the new occupants of the White House settle in, the NEC director should request a regular weekly briefing with the president and vice president. The NEC director should set the agenda, bringing along and showcasing evidence and analyses from the Council of Economic Advisors, Treasury, the Office of Management and Budget, and others depending upon the topic. The president receives a national security briefing daily, but economic conditions do not change as quickly nor require the same level of everyday engagement. Still, our country faces uniquely challenging economic conditions as the new president assumes office. Regular briefings on economic conditions will help to place these concerns at the front of his mind as the president goes about his schedule and sets his priorities.

The economic issues that are most effectively handled through the NEC process generally share certain characteristics. Typically, more than one agency has a stake in the decision, requiring interagency input and coordination. The NEC, however, also might coordinate presidential decision making on an issue affecting only a single agency, especially if the issue received significant public  or congressional attention and the press or members of Congress would look to the president directly. The NEC also helps to coordinate the development of new initiatives that represent the president’s priorities. Although the NEC is not an implementation agency, it should periodically check in on implementation of key initiatives to ensure the president’s objectives are being met.

Some coordination functions should remain with relevant agencies. In the response to international financial market crises in the late 1990s, for example, Treasury coordinated closely with the NEC and NSC, but it had the lead. It could conduct essential coordination with the Federal Reserve and with finance ministers around the world on critical market issues without the appearance of political interference. Similarly, a framework strategy for trade agreements was developed through White House coordination, but the U.S. Trade Representative’s office still managed the interagency process around the details. Buy-in at the front helped to ensure that the process of winning congressional approval for these agreements was a White House-wide effort.

The rhythms of the NEC are determined in significant part by regular and predictable events that drive policy development. In the fall, the NEC should convene a meeting with the president, his chief of staff, and other key presidential aides, where the OMB director and the Treasury secretary should present budget and tax options, and the framework for the budget should be established. Meanwhile, agencies submit their budget requests to OMB. The NEC should be consulted on these proposals and initiatives.

The NEC also should lead a simultaneous effort to develop new economic ideas for the president’s State of the Union address in January, so that the budget can be built to accommodate the new initiatives picked by the president. Recent presidents used the month of January leading up to the speech to roll out a number of major proposals in advance and sustain focus on his agenda. The president is required to submit his budget to Congress by the first week in February. CEA’s Economic Report of the President, which should reflect NEC and agency input, is submitted to Congress within 10 days of the president’s budget. Other key dates that can drive the NEC’s work include major international meetings like the Group of Eight industrialized nations.

While these predictable events establish a natural cycle for the NEC, unforeseeable events in the economy or international financial markets also will drive the agenda. These core and ad hoc responsibilities can be consuming, yet it is important to find time amid these pressures for strategic planning over a long-term horizon. In particular, keeping one eye on history, the NEC must reflect on the progress achieved against the president’s fundamental economic objectives. This process of reflection and strategic planning benefits from broad  consultation. No good policy is developed from inside the bubble alone. The NEC should draw upon the ideas and analyses of a deep bench of experts from non-governmental organizations, universities, other governments, former government officials, and think tanks—all eager to be of service and press their ideas. Consistent with the guidance of the White House counsel, the NEC also must work with allies of the president’s policies to forge common advocacy strategies and messages.

Most importantly, the credibility of the president’s policy requires that the NEC have strong ties to both American business and American labor. Business must be given an opportunity to gain confidence in a new progressive president. Organized labor, too long unwelcome in any agency other than the Department of Labor, has important insights and can be mobilized on behalf of the president’s agenda to restore economic opportunity and mobility. Other key allies include mayors and governors around the country, each of whom shares the new chief executive’s interest in fixing many of these same challenges in their own communities.


Critical Relationships 

The NEC’s core value is transparency, essential to assuring the NEC principal that the council is serving as an honest broker, which at times makes dealing with its most important co-council, the National Security Council, difficult to navigate. The national security community operates with a norm of secrecy, with information shared only on a need-to-know basis. While some national security advisors have been honest brokers, others saw themselves as advocates first. These different traditions can exacerbate the natural tension that flows from the different worldviews of those with different experiences and expertise at the NEC and NSC.

Managing these inherent tensions constructively is necessary to best serve the new president. The NEC director should be a member of the NSC and vice versa. When matters involve international economic policy, the NEC should chair the relevant meetings and drive the process with heavy NSC consultation. Planning for trips overseas, international meetings, and visits by foreign dignitaries, however, should be led by the NSC, except when economic issues are paramount, as for meetings of the G8, the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation, and the Summit of the Americas. NEC inclusion in planning and briefing for international meetings, even when NSC-led, is an important way to ensure that economic implications are given due weight in foreign affairs.

The president’s chief of staff plays a key role in managing this tension by insisting on mutual respect and comity. When presented with important issues  with both security and economic dimensions, the NSC and NEC advisors can be asked to run a joint process—with co-chaired meetings and co-signed memoranda—ensuring both perspectives are appropriately reflected from the start. If the president’s staff secretary always insists on giving one advisor an opportunity to comment on a relevant memoranda from another advisor before the memo reaches the president, then both advisors will learn to bring each other into discussions earlier. Finally, interactions between the two councils work best when the relationship between the relevant NEC and NSC deputies is strong and collegial.

The responsibility for international economic issues must rest with the NEC, working closely (even sharing responsibility at times) with the NSC. A new mechanism, the National Energy Council, should have the responsibility to oversee single-mindedly the transformation to a low-carbon economy, partnering with the NEC on processes that determine how the transformation fits into the 44th president’s overall economic strategy. Similarly, responsibility for creation of a plan to achieve universal health care should be shared between the Domestic Policy Council and NEC, with consideration of the fiscal and budget implications driven by the NEC and issues regarding our health care system led by the DPC. Finally, the new president also should make clear assignments for education, with policies related to primary and secondary schools going to the DPC and higher education policy to the NEC. Where issues overlap these borders, it may ease tension to ask two assistants to the president to co-chair the process in which the key decisions get made.

President Clinton’s creation of the NEC threatened the traditional role of the Council of Economic Advisors more than any other agency. Over time, however, the bifurcation of economic responsibilities worked. The CEA should have responsibility for forecasting and core economic analysis; the NEC should ensure that the CEA has a seat at the table whenever a decision affecting the economy is made. The CEA also has the ability to give the president unfettered economic advice, even where the NEC believes other considerations should dictate a different outcome. The CEA in turn helps to ensure that policy debate is grounded in sound economics and that unfounded economic arguments for the president’s policy are not advanced, weakening his credibility. Rubin described the CEA to Tyson as “the hand of economic analysis within the NEC glove.”8


The Role of Politics and Messaging 

The new president is assuming leadership of a country that faces profound economic challenges. The success of his presidency hinges on addressing these  challenges and winning public and congressional support for his economic policies. Even the best substantive policy made in a vacuum without consideration of communication and politics is unlikely to survive. The NEC process is where these political realities and public communication challenges intersect with the development of policy. Legislative and messaging strategy should be developed along with the policy positions themselves.

However, if political considerations simply drive the policy process, as appears to have happened during the Bush administration, then the NEC and other policy councils serve little serious purpose. A commitment to the deliberative process of the NEC and its sister policy councils is a commitment to serving the best interests of the country and its citizens. Of course, political considerations must be brought to bear in weighing the range of options available and the best strategy for achieving the public interest, but strengthening a party’s hold on power should not ever become the object of governance. The culture and traditions of the NEC, if supported by the new president and his chief of staff, offer a mechanism to get this balance right in economic policy.




 National Energy Council
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Both nationally and globally, we are on a trajectory for energy use and greenhouse gas emissions that is incompatible with the preservation of a safe and livable world. World primary energy use and carbon dioxide emissions are expected to grow 55 percent to 57 percent between 2005 and 2030, including around 75 percent in developing countries. American CO2 emissions, on a business-as-usual path, are expected to increase 25 percent between 2006 and 2030.1 At the same time, leading scientists estimate that to avoid the worst risks of climate change, the world will have to reduce emissions by at least 50 percent as compared to now, with some estimating the needed reduction to be more than 80 percent.

The scope of this challenge is immense. Many leading climate scientists say we need to limit the increase in global average temperature to 2º Celsius above  pre-industrial times, or about 1.2ºC (2.2ºF) above current temperature. In a February 2007 statement to U.N. Secretary General Ban Ki-moon and the U.N. Commission on Sustainable Development, Harvard’s John Holdren, a preeminent climate scientist, said that “if the build-up of greenhouse gases pushes the global average surface temperature past 2-2.5˚C above the pre-industrial level, the danger of intolerable and unmanageable impacts of climate change on human well-being becomes very high.”2 And James Hansen, the noted physicist at the NASA Goddard Institute, whose June 1988 Senate testimony helped put global warming on the map, testified in June 2008 that allowing temperature to increase even to 2ºC above pre-industrial levels would be “a recipe for global disaster.”3

The scale of needed change is formidable. In a noted article, Stephen Pacala and Robert Socolow of Princeton University describe a variety of major energy initiatives or “wedges,” any seven of which, in combination, could hold global emissions to today’s level in 50 years.4 This is a level of reduction most scientists would regard as quite inadequate, but even this would require a massive effort. The wedges include, for example, increasing the fuel efficiency of 2 billion cars from 30 miles per gallon to 60 mpg; improving the efficiency of buildings and appliances enough to cut their CO2 emissions by 25 percent; introducing carbon capture-and-storage capabilities at the equivalent of 1,600 large (500 megawatt) power plants; and a huge increase in the use of renewable fuels like wind, solar, and biomass to produce electricity.

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, the U.N. body of over 2,000 scientists that shared the 2007 Nobel Peace Prize, estimates in its fourth assessment report that holding emissions in 2050 to a level between 30 percent below and 5 percent above 2000 levels would correspond to an increase in global average temperature of 2.8-3.2º C above pre-industrial levels—well above what scientists regard as plausibly safe. To hold temperatures to 2.4-2.8º C above pre-industrial levels, the IPCC estimates that emissions in 2050 would need to be reduced between 30 and 60 percent below 2000 levels; a temperature range of 2.0-2.4º C would require a reduction between 50 and 85 percent below 2000 levels.

Solving the energy and climate challenge will require interrelated policy efforts at home and abroad. Our capacity to enact a robust, mandatory domestic program will depend in part on the energy and climate programs that other major emitters of greenhouse gases are implementing, while our capacity to achieve meaningful agreements for global reductions will depend in part on the scope and ambition of our domestic program. And there will be tricky  issues of tactics and sequencing as a new president works to make breakthrough progress on both fronts.




Recommendations 

The president-elect should nominate the new energy team early, shortly after the national security team and the economic team, signaling the importance of this issue. This new team would form the core of a new White House National Energy Council, which would include the secretaries of most cabinet agencies and the heads of the Council on Environmental Quality, the National Economic Council, and National Security Council, and would be led by a national energy advisor with stature comparable to the national security advisor and the national economic advisor.

Transforming the energy base of the economy will demand top-level participation across the executive branch. It will require the concerted engagement of the president, and the kind of single-minded attention that only a fully empowered national energy advisor and council can bring. The National Energy Council would serve as the new president’s agent in driving both policy and strategic options with respect to energy and climate change. At the first cabinet meeting, the president should make clear the centrality of this issue and the authority of his new national energy advisor.

The National Energy Council should have a lean staff. We would propose a deputy; two policy experts to cover the range of domestic policy issues; a technology research, development, and deployment expert; a financial and business expert focused on public-private partnerships, designing the right incentives for the private sector, etc.; a scientist; an economist; an international expert focused on climate diplomacy; a congressional liaison; and an advisor on press and communications. Most of this staff could be dual-hatted with other White House offices such as NSC, NEC, CEQ, OSTP.

To guide our federal investment decisions, which are now uncoordinated, the new president should establish an interagency Energy Innovation Council to develop an integrated, multiyear national energy research, development, and deployment strategy. We cannot transition to a low-carbon economy without enormous technological innovation. Technologies on the shelf can get us started, but we will need a host of new discoveries and refinements to get us where we need to go. Against this reality, the federal government’s investment in energy R&D—around $2 billion last year—is woefully inadequate, only a third of what it spent 25 years ago. By contrast, the government spends $28 billion on medical research and $75 billion on military research.

The new president should also create a quasi-public entity—an Energy Technology Corporation—dedicated to managing large-scale energy demonstration projects in low- or no-carbon technologies. Historically, the government’s efforts to support the late-stage demonstration projects essential to commercialization have foundered because they have not been done in a manner seen as financially credible to investors and the private sector.

The new president will also need to mobilize the public and the political establishment to support the low-carbon transformation of our economy. He will need to use the bully pulpit, his schedule, and the full reach of his administration to do this. Working with the national energy advisor, the new president should convey a set of core messages to the public, beginning with the fact that the science is clear: global warming poses an enormous, growing threat to the health and safety of our world and that of our children. The fight against climate change and the fight against our dependence on foreign oil is the same fight—we must take on these twin threats together.

The new president should also make clear that failing to take strong action will do great damage to our economy, national security, environment, and well-being, conveying the message that this is a national imperative, beyond political parties. Finally, he should explain that the transformation to a low-carbon economy represents a huge opportunity to create millions of jobs and lead in the development of new clean technologies, and that this is a global problem so we must ensure our competitors do their fair share.

In his inaugural address, the president should highlight the urgency and opportunity of these challenges, underscoring his belief that the low-carbon transformation is essential to building a successful economy in the 21st century. To this end, he should announce a 100-day pledge to introduce energy and climate legislation. In his State of the Union address, he should again underscore the essential nature of this priority. And in the early weeks of the new administration, he should make a major address devoted to this issue.

The president should also convene a series of meetings with key players in the first weeks of his administration. These should include a National Energy Conference with business and financial leaders, labor leaders, farmers, scientists, public health experts, national security experts, environmentalists, leaders from the faith community, and others. He should also establish an ongoing advisory council of such leaders. The president should also meet with governors and mayors who have been the leaders on climate change during the past seven years, as well as with congressional leaders, underscoring this energy transformation must be a genuine collaboration to succeed.

The new national energy advisor should also begin working with a core  group of leading scientists with the credibility and skill to deliver a message about the dire threat we face and the scientific urgency of action. This group should promote our economic and technological capacity to meet this challenge if we have the political courage to act. Business and other leaders should be deployed as well.

The president should also request the National Academy of Sciences to report back promptly with its view of a tolerable range of warming and greenhouse gas concentration limits. The IPCC has done related work, but the National Academy of Sciences speaks with an authoritative voice to an American audience that will only support aggressive action if it appreciates the dangers. The academy should review its conclusions every few years in light of new facts on the ground and new science.

The president should also take several key executive actions (all discussed in more detail in the Environmental Protection Agency and Department of Energy chapters of this book) promptly after assuming office. First and foremost, he should direct EPA to consider the so-called California waiver so that the state can set its own tailpipe emissions standards. He then should ask the agency to: establish a low-carbon fuel standard; issue performance standards for power plants; establish the regulatory framework for carbon capture-and-storage systems (in league with DOE); and announce strong federal measures to sharply boost both energy efficiency in the government’s operations and the use of renewable energy.

Finally, the president will have to take swift action to reengage internationally. With 80 percent of emissions released outside the United States, climate change cannot be solved without global action. Moreover, approximately 40 percent of energy-related CO2 emissions come from developing countries now, and 55 percent will come from such countries by 2030.

The international community is now focusing on negotiating a new climate change agreement that will bring both the United States and key developing countries into the fold. The stated intention is to conclude such an agreement in Copenhagen in December 2009. This calendar leaves little time for a new president to confirm his team and develop substantive and tactical ideas. At the same time, there are high hopes for a committed new approach by the United States, and it will be important not to undercut those hopes. There will thus be tricky issues to handle, both of substance and of diplomacy.

While it isn’t possible at this early stage to spell out the elements of a new global agreement, certain core principles should guide a new president. He will need to negotiate with a clear sense of what science tells us must be done to reduce emissions, and what the implications of that are both for developed and major developing countries. He must understand that real progress internationally won’t be possible without a strong, mandatory U.S. program at home. He must be flexible with regard to the kinds of commitments that countries make, as long as the scale of the commitments is significant enough. And he must bear in mind that a new global agreement must be the beginning, not the end, of international collaboration.

Following any agreement, there will be an urgent need for active partnerships to develop, transfer, finance, and commercialize low-carbon technologies in ways that are beneficial to developing and developed countries alike. Early on, the new president should deliver a major climate change speech with a global audience in mind, making clear his understanding of the scale of the problem, his plan to implement a far-reaching program at home, and his commitment to working cooperatively with other countries. The new president needs to convey a sense of responsibility, humility, and determination.

Within its first weeks, a new administration should conduct targeted bilateral diplomacy with key nations such as Great Britain, France, Germany, Japan, China, India, and Brazil. It will be imperative to convey the message that it is a new day in the United States and that we are once again ready to engage vigorously on this issue. The United States should anchor its climate diplomacy in a core group of major emitting nations, both developed and developing. A small group process can be conducive to honest, forthright, substantive discussion. The group should be understood as a jointly owned process, akin to the Group of Eight industrialized democracies, rather than as a U.S. undertaking.

The new president will also need to devote special attention to China, without whom significant global progress on climate change is impossible, both for substantive and political reasons. China has now surpassed us as the largest emitting nation. We need to work with China on a new energy and climate change partnership, involving other allies such as the European Union and Japan where appropriate. Understandings reached bilaterally or in a core group will need to be brought back into the U.N. process itself, which will ultimately need to accept and adopt a new global accord.




 The Domestic Policy Council
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The new president must create a strong, well-organized White House Domestic Policy Council (DPC) to ensure that he has substantive control over domestic policy formulation, access to the best information on domestic policy issues, and a forum for strategic coordination of domestic issues. The DPC was developed in response to a challenge for presidents: the expansion of federal government in the latter half of the 20th century meant key agenda items and strategic planning were increasingly being shaped outside their direct knowledge and control in the domestic agencies. Presidents from Lyndon Johnson to Richard Nixon to Bill Clinton all have sought to redress that balance by using the DPC to formulate and coordinate domestic policy. The DPC can play a critical role in spearheading and implementing the 44th president’s domestic policy agenda and priorities, particularly for those issues that cut across the jurisdiction of a number of agencies and departments in the executive branch.




Recommendations 

An effective Domestic Policy Council should be led by an assistant to the president for domestic policy who has a variety of skills. The head of the DPC must have the intellectual ability to evaluate and direct myriad policy proposals. He or she must also have the ability to manage a diverse staff, a temperament that can push sometimes-unpopular positions through agencies and unhappy civil servants, and yet be collegial enough to work cooperatively with the National Economic Council, cabinet secretaries, and others without alienating them.

In addition, the new president should consider choosing someone as head of the DPC with a strong policy background in one or more of the president’s top policy priorities. The new head of the DPC should be someone who can immediately lead in the hardest domestic policy issues that will face the administration—whether those are health care, climate change, or education reform—while still having the skills to help supervise developments in other policy areas.

Many of the most successful domestic policy advisors—including Joseph Califano, Daniel Patrick Moynihan, and Bruce Reed—had distinct, often idiosyncratic policy views, and were effective in part because they were heterodox and not hemmed in by the traditional interest-group politics that stymied agencies. For that reason, the new president should err on the side of picking a strong-minded thinker rather than someone who will simply be an “honest broker” among agencies and White House offices. In practice, the leader of the DPC should focus on a few major domestic policy agenda items and then delegate significant background work on other issues to a strong deputy and a number of strong special assistants to the president.

The first function the DPC must undertake is as lead strategist and coordinator on domestic policy issues and helping to create a coherent message that reflects the president’s direction. It should also work seamlessly with the other White House offices that deal with domestic policy issues, including the NEC, the new National Energy Council, the Office of Management and Budget, and the White House Offices of Legislative Affairs, Political Affairs, Public Liaison, and Communications.

Particularly important relationships for the DPC are with Congress and the White House Office of Legislative Affairs. How well the DPC supports the president’s agenda on Capitol Hill and responds to congressional proposals has a major impact on the ultimate success of the president’s overall domestic program. The role of coordinator and strategist may take up the bulk of the DPC’s time, especially during the run up to the State of the Union addresses, periods in which most presidents roll out a number of policy announcements.

A second role of the DPC is to support the development of domestic policies in key issue areas. The DPC should work with agency experts to make sure the new president has the specific policy proposals he needs to tackle tough problems. It must be able to provide thinking not only about key issues, but also the big, interconnected problems the country faces. In addition, the DPC needs to be able to provide prompt updates and options on emerging issues and crises. When a specific crisis emerges—for instance, an outbreak of school violence or a food safety issue—the DPC must focus the agency response and coordinate the president’s policy response.

Finally, the DPC must be a “go-to” source of information for the new president. It should provide easy one-stop shopping for information on any domestic policy, from what is going on in particular arenas to who is handling a certain issue and what policy options exist. The alternative for the White House is no alternative at all—guessing which cabinet agency has the issue, making inquiries, and getting ad hoc, inconsistent, uncoordinated responses back.

Inevitably, there will be tensions between the DPC and the cabinet secretaries and their senior staff at the agencies. If the council provides a common strategy and is a source of clear communication, then the president will get the most out of the vast set of agency know-how and resources. In turn, the agencies will get the chance for input and direction that helps them execute the president’s agenda. Moreover, the DPC can be a powerful advocate for the agencies’ perspectives from within the White House.


A Policy Agenda 

The council works best when it helps develop new policy ideas that reinforce and demonstrate the president’s overall positive vision for the role of government. The DPC must both implement the policy ideas the president outlined in his campaign and balance the need to make progress on a couple of the biggest priorities with the multiplicity of other issues that inevitably arise.

The first of these larger issues is building a strong social safety net. In a global, technological, modern economy, with sharp demographic changes, the question of how to reduce economic and social insecurity while still promoting widely shared economic growth will be paramount.

The DPC should help with the development and passage through Congress of extraordinarily important policies in this arena, including: health care reform, better child care and senior care, and policies that touch on work-life balance issues such as paid sick leave and child and parental care leave. Social safety net issues also will require working closely with the NEC on policies to reduce economic insecurity. This will include rethinking unemployment insurance and trade adjustment assistance programs, and supporting secure retirements for Americans by strengthening Social Security and considering additional retirement tools such as universal 401(k) accounts.

The White House’s domestic policy agenda should make it a priority to address the challenges faced by nearly 40 million Americans living in poverty. There are numerous ways to increase opportunity for these Americans, including expanding the Earned Income Tax Credit, extending and reforming programs to fight hunger, using innovative means to provide affordable housing, and implementing a program to help former prisoners reintegrate successfully into society. All of these policies to build a stronger social safety net share some common features: the problems they confront have been overlooked for almost a decade; they often defy common ideological stereotypes; and there is public will for bold action.

A second important area of work for the DPC is to reduce economic insecurity by helping expand opportunity in the new economy. Education policy is a  key way to generate more opportunity. The council should explore ideas for reforms and investments, including improving teacher pay and accountability, reducing drop-out rates, promoting early childhood education, expanding after-school programs, and making college more affordable.Working with the Department of Education and the Office of Science and Technology Policy, the DPC should also help coordinate the development of more robust educational programs in science, technology, engineering, and mathematics—the so-called STEM disciplines—to boost our nation’s future global competitiveness.

A third area of work involves helping the new president break Washington stalemates that have been caused by polarization and special-interest gridlock. Among the big issues where significant steps can be taken are governmental and lobbying reform, immigration, protecting civil rights, fighting crime, and expanding consumer protection. In each of these areas, critical developments have been stymied for the last eight years, but progressive change has public backing. Compromise in some of these fields may be necessary, but in all of them a majority in Congress can likely be built.

Finally, the DPC should work cooperatively with the NEC and other policy shops in the White House on issues in which the DPC is not necessarily the lead entity. These include energy, the environment, rural and urban development strategies, and promoting and regulating technology. It will be useful for the new president early on to make clear how policy responsibilities are divided. One option will be for the president-elect to task his chief of staff to oversee the preparation of a plan for his approval that shows clear lines of policy authority. The plan should show which issues will be under the purview of the DPC, the NEC, other entities, or new councils and task forces.


Sequencing the Policy Agenda 

The new president must pay special attention to the sequencing and timetable used to unveil and seek passage of his domestic policy program. The first 100 days of a new administration and the several months after each State of the Union Address serve notice of priorities and are the best opportunity to lead.

The reality is that finding the right sequence for policy proposals should follow Supreme Court Justice Potter Stewart’s approach: “You know it when you see it.” History suggests that having early accomplishments can build momentum and support. Biting off too much, however, or refusing to compromise can sink a president’s popularity and damage his reputational capital, making subsequent new policy announcements less likely to pass.

Staggering day one, first week, and first month signings of executive orders and bills on medium-sized issues while undertaking a major set of policy initiatives that might pass in the early part of the administration is the right balance to strike.

The trick is to lead with something big enough to inspire, but not so impossible to achieve that it will get bogged down and diminish the sense of presidential potential.

Events will dictate some policy developments, but having an internal game plan and schedule will maximize the chance of fulfilling the new president’s domestic agenda. The DPC can play an important role in making sure the president has the information, specific proposals, and agency coordinating tools he needs to achieve his long-term domestic goals for the country.




 Office of the White House Counsel
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The new president must appoint a strong, knowledgeable, experienced White House counsel who can restore the professionalism and credibility of the office, help infuse the entire Executive Office of the President with an appreciation for the rule of law and its application to political activities, respect the responsibilities of other branches of government while protecting presidential prerogatives, and coordinate with other parts of the administration to provide the president with excellent legal advice.

The counsel’s office is involved in some of the most important and sensitive issues in the White House. These attorneys will often find themselves in positions of some tension with others in the White House, administrative agencies, or Congress. The most effective counsel’s offices in the past were those that were sensitive to political and policy interests and eager to help advance the president’s goals, but aware above all that they need to comply with the highest legal standards and preserve our underlying constitutional system.




Responsibilities 

The Office of the White House Counsel’s four most important responsibilities are enforcing ethical standards and general rules of behavior in the executive  branch, handling congressional and other investigations, advising the president on legal questions in coordination with the Justice Department, and handling judicial nominations.

The office polices all ethical standards and policies applicable to Executive Office of the President personnel, including financial disclosures and conflicts of interest. It enforces rules relating to campaign or other political activities to ensure that government funds are not inappropriately spent for partisan ends. And the office polices rules concerning appropriate contacts between EOP personnel and administrative agencies, including—perhaps most sensitively—the Department of Justice.

The bulk of the office’s work in some administrations has been spent handling investigations, while in other administrations that work has constituted only a small amount. Much depends on whether Congress is in the hands of the other political party. Included in this set of activities are negotiating the proper scope of any investigation; responding to document and testimony requests arising from such an investigation; and evaluating, asserting, and negotiating privilege claims arising from these requests.

In any administration, legal questions will arise in which the president has a great interest. Some of these are more accurately described as policy questions relating to the legal system such as whether to narrow or widen the scope of federal class actions. Others will concern the United States’ litigating positions on significant statutory and constitutional questions; the legality of certain executive or administrative actions, relating to both foreign and domestic policy and including questions of national security; or the outcome of a legal process such as a rulemaking occurring elsewhere in the government. The office must coordinate, depending on the nature of these questions, with the Justice Department and/or lawyers in other agencies to determine the appropriate scope and nature of presidential and other EOP involvement. Assuming involvement is appropriate, the office must provide the president and other EOP personnel with the soundest possible legal advice.

The counsel’s office also takes the lead role within the White House in vetting possible judicial nominees and presenting recommendations to the president. These include nominees to all levels of the federal judiciary—senatorial involvement in selection is usually most significant for district court judges—as well as certain nominees to the D.C. courts. The counsel’s office will also usually work with the Legislative Affairs Office to ensure congressional confirmation of these nominees.




Priorities 

The White House counsel’s single most important job, transcending all the specific activities listed above, is to ensure a respect for law throughout the EOP. This means, at a minimum, ensuring that all personnel comply with legal requirements relating to their job performance. But more broadly, it means infusing the EOP with an understanding of the importance of legal processes and norms throughout the government, including an appreciation for the constitutional significance of separation of powers.

To perform this core function, the counsel will have to restore the protocols that govern requests for and communication of legal advice. The counsel must establish clear lines of communication and authority with other lawyers in the EOP, particularly in the Vice President’s Office and the National Security Council. And the office must put in place and enforce appropriate rules for dealing with the Department of Justice and lawyers in other administrative agencies to ensure that the appropriate people in the EOP are dealing with the appropriate people in DOJ or other agencies. Time and again in the last eight years, important legal issues have been discussed and resolved in ways that bypassed actors possessing clear authority and knowledge or that evaded longstanding consultative processes. The first task of a new White House counsel will be to ensure that everyone in the EOP knows and understands who may initiate requests for legal advice, to whom those requests should be directed, and how to engage in discussion and debate concerning the issues involved.

The counsel’s office should also play a key role in fostering productive relationships with members of Congress. The office often will be on the frontline of conflict as Congress goes about performing its investigatory or oversight duties. The counsel’s office must be able to assert appropriate presidential prerogatives while showing respect for Congress’ constitutional responsibilities. Once again, recent experiences are instructive: too often in recent years the counsel’s office has acted as though Congress had no proper role in reviewing administrative decision making. The counsel’s office in the next administration needs to be able to protect presidential power while respecting congressional authority—and communicate this same understanding of the virtues of our separated governmental system to other members of the EOP.




Leadership and Organization 

The counsel’s position is one of the most difficult jobs in the White House. The general counsel needs to be a great lawyer—the kind of lawyer who  knows when to say “no,” but also how to facilitate a client’s objectives. The counsel needs, at the same time, to be a knowledgeable and skilled political actor who has experience with and a feel for the institutional environment of Washington, particularly Congress and the agencies.

The work of the counsel’s office is varied, and a sensible organization of the office will almost surely involve a number of different “practice groups.” The office’s ethics work—policing financial disclosures, preventing conflicts of interest, distinguishing governmental from political expenditures—is highly technical and specialized; the best people for these positions will have substantial experience in the field already and little or no desire to involve themselves in the political or policy dimensions of the White House’s activities. The group of lawyers involved in congressional investigations and judicial selections should have serious knowledge of Capitol Hill.

A third group should have substantial national security expertise; these might report both to the counsel and to the director of the National Security Counsel. A final set of attorneys might be tasked with interacting with the Department of Justice and other administrative agencies on constitutional and other significant legal issues outside the realm of national security; these attorneys should have the same kind of elite legal credentials that attorneys typically have in DOJ’s Office of the Solicitor General or Office of Legal Counsel to ensure they have real credibility in these discussions.
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Communications is an essential tool for governing. Richard Neustadt memorably explained in Presidential Power that the power of the president is primarily “the power to persuade.” Building an effective communications operation requires balancing the impulses of the president and the demands of the presidency.

The White House communications operation reflects the president himself: his personality, his quirks, his goals, even his work habits. At the same time, the structure and function of the communications operation must be guided, in part, by the dictates of the office, recognizing the distinct and unique voice of the White House in our governmental system.

A frenetic “permanent campaign” atmosphere risks diminishing the aura of the office. Rather, the new president should use the tools of communications to convey big themes and speak honestly and in detail to the public about policy, all while managing—but not being consumed by—the day-to-day minutiae of the White House press corps.

A new president has one distinct advantage: coming fresh from the campaign trail, he will likely have an especially sensitive awareness of the current media environment. This skill—especially in the use of new technology—will be remarkably useful to build a strong and effective voice for the president and his administration.




Recommendations 

One initial and significant organizational decision will be whether to include the communications and press functions in one department or to structure them separately. Some presidents have chosen to have two separate departments and a co-equal director of communications and press secretary, both at the level of assistant to the president. Others have chosen to put the press office under the auspices of the communications department. This combined arrangement can work, but only if the press secretary has direct access to the president and the chief of staff. If the press secretary does not have this access, he or she will not have credibility with the press corps.

The press office usually includes three deputy press secretaries—two who serve as deputy spokespeople and one who oversees the logistical needs of the press corps and serves as chief of staff of the press office. Other key elements of a successful press office include a regional press team, radio and television bookers, and press advance staff.

Recent presidents have also enlisted a close, trusted “senior advisor” or “counselor to the president,” such as George Stephanopoulos for President Bill Clinton or Karl Rove for President George W. Bush, to set tone and message strategy, and possibly supervise various aspects of the communications shop.


Press Office 

Former White House Press Secretary Michael McCurry has aptly described the  location of the press secretary’s office—halfway between the Oval Office and the press briefing room—as a perfect metaphor for the role of the White House press secretary. Inside the Briefing Room, the press secretary is an advocate for the president. Inside the White House, the press secretary is an advocate for the press and the public’s right to know.

Press secretaries must have access to decision making—and be seen by the press as having that access—to succeed. The press secretary will fail if she or he is viewed as merely a hack, robotically repeating administration talking points. The relationship between the White House and the press corps is inherently adversarial, but the most successful press secretaries drain much of the tension from this relationship by gaining the trust of the press. The press corps must have faith that the press secretary is knowledgeable and speaking with authority, but also looking after the press corps’s interests within the White House.

Incoming presidents often seek to use symbolic changes at the White House as a means of signaling change and a new way of doing business. That can be an effective communications strategy, but it is ill advised to make symbolic changes in the White House staff’s relationship with the White House press corps.

The press hate change and love covering stories about themselves. So there would be a great temptation for the press to focus on process stories at the beginning of a term, rather than the new president’s policy agenda. Precipitous changes in how the White House interacts with, or grants access to, the press will result in endless speculation on what is behind this new move and would unnecessarily antagonize the press.

The press also, rightly or wrongly, judge a new White House’s competency in part by how well it manages the press. A well-run press office operation will not ensure positive coverage, but you can be portrayed as a White House unprepared for prime time if briefings start late and press travel is chaotic.

In addition to the daily White House press briefing, recent administrations have held an “off-camera” morning briefing called the “gaggle.” Different administrations have chosen to televise different parts of the briefing; a good middle ground is the first 10 minutes, which allows television networks to get the video footage they need, while giving print reporters the chance to ask questions off camera without preening.


Speechwriting 

In the country’s first century, the president spoke infrequently. It was considered improper for a president to stump for his policies; in fact, one of the impeachment counts against Andrew Jackson berated him for speaking in public  in a “loud voice.” Modern presidents changed that. Theodore Roosevelt began to use the “bully pulpit,” and Woodrow Wilson addressed Congress for the first time in a century. The presidency and the president’s voice changed first with radio, then broadcast TV, then 24-hour cable news, then the Internet. In a typical year, Harry Truman spoke in public 88 times; Ronald Reagan, 320 times; Clinton, 550 times.

The most effective presidential communicators are intimately involved in crafting speeches, often writing major addresses themselves or closely with others. The key to the success of speechwriting, as scholars have noted, is access to the president, and to the White House policy councils as well. Presidents typically have about six speechwriters in an office of speechwriting, a number that has remained unchanged for decades. As with the press secretary, the director of speechwriting has been an assistant to the president for most of the past two decades.

Presidents have long had help with their addresses. Some, such as Franklin D. Roosevelt, Harry S. Truman, and John F. Kennedy, vested the role in a special counsel (Samuel Rosenman, Clark Clifford, and Ted Sorensen, respectively), who was a key policy aide. Nixon began to wall off speech writing, giving it its own department and a fleet of writers who just crafted prose. When Peggy Noonan crafted the famous D-Day commemoration for Ronald Reagan, she had never met the man.

Clinton began to push the pendulum back. Historian Carol Gelderman wrote, “By bringing policy experts and other senior advisers into the speechwriting process, Clinton began to reverse the long-held practice of keeping the wordsmiths separated from the inner circle. As a result, his speeches revitalized his presidency and enabled him to win a second term, an achievement realized by only two other Democrats—FDR and Woodrow Wilson—in the 20th Century.” 1 Key speechwriters were drawn from policy backgrounds, and top policy aides at both the National Security Council and Domestic Policy Council began their careers as speechwriters.

The Clinton administration instituted one innovation that should not be repeated. The speechwriting department produced speeches on domestic policy and the international economy, but not foreign policy. Those talks were written by staff members of the National Security Council. No other president has done it this way, for good reason. The president must speak with one clear, consistent voice regardless of the topic, domestic or foreign.


New Media 

The communications department must be structured to give appropriate attention to new media. When Bill Clinton took office in 1993, there were 50 sites on the World Wide Web. The 44th president will enter government amid a media ecosystem that would have seemed like nonsense syllables just a few years ago. (Blogs? Facebook? Twitter?) Successful presidents master new technology. Theodore Roosevelt relished the new nautical maps and newspapers able to print rotogravure photos. FDR used radio. (He did not overuse it: he gave only two or three Fireside Chats per year.) JFK used TV to broadcast his witty press conferences. Reagan applied his thespian’s craft to elaborate, prime-time State of the Union addresses.

The new president will be the first to truly use the Internet—at least as much, if not more than, a newspaper. How? The campaign offers intriguing hints. For example, many more citizens watched many candidate speeches in full on YouTube than ever saw news summaries of the talk. The White House will have to structure its communications operation to make full use of the Internet and cater to the highly attentive public now following politics closely through blogs and political websites. The White House website still resembles a slightly enhanced electronic version of the printed record. The 44th president should find a way to vastly upgrade the site so that it is far more content-rich and provides much greater interactivity with the public.




 Office of the Vice President

LISA BROWN

 

 

 

 

The vice president’s constitutional role is famously limited to succeeding the president and serving as president of the Senate. Yet the president and the country are best served when the vice president is a strong partner and when the relationship between the president and his number two is based on mutual trust and respect. Everything flows from this relationship, which means the president and vice president must have a clear understanding at the very beginning of the transition process for how they and their staffs will work together and implement this cooperative, supportive relationship.

Recent examples of vice presidents with little authority such as Vice President Dan Quayle, or with undue and unchecked power such as Vice President  Dick Cheney, have one thing in common: staffs that operate independently from the president’s. In the case of Vice President Quayle, his staff was not even on the same email network as the president’s. In Vice President Cheney’s case, the staff created a rogue government, abrogating to themselves decisions, actions, and orders that should have belonged to the president and his staff.

The new vice president’s policy roles and responsibilities must be clear, and the vice president’s staff must be integrated into the work and operations of the rest of the White House, in order for the vice president and his or her staff to operate effectively and advance the president’s agenda. This can include taking leadership on specific projects. During Vice President Gore’s time in office, for example, he led several efforts and programs clearly delegated to him by President Clinton, such as the “Reinventing Government” effort, which he undertook through a staff integrated fully into the president’s operations. This is the ideal.




Recommendations 

The White House should be organized from day one to seamlessly and fully integrate the vice president and his or her staff fully, with the vice president offered full access and capacity for input at all levels of decision making. This will enable the vice president to give the president honest, informed advice and best advance the president’s agenda. To accomplish this, the vice president’s staff must have parallel access and opportunity for input. It is vital not only that the president and vice president be committed to this level of communication, but also that their staffs honor and respect the relationship and create a culture of cooperation and teamwork—something that they will take their cues on from their bosses.

This integration can be best achieved if a clear agreement is reached during the transition on issues related to access and process. The vice president should, for example, have a regular, weekly, unstaffed meeting with the president, with a recognition that those meetings operate within a well-ordered White House decision-making process. The vice president or the vice president’s chief of staff should be welcome to attend any Oval Office meeting or other White House or cabinet meeting, and the vice president should receive all paper that goes to the president.

The vice president’s staff should have parallel access to paper and meetings; any paper that goes to a member of the president’s staff should also go to the corresponding member of the vice president’s staff, and meetings including the president’s staff should include the corresponding staff in the vice president’s  office. At least one member of the vice president’s staff, for example, should attend the president’s chief of staff and scheduling meetings, as well as meetings on domestic, economic, and national security policy, judicial nominations, and other matters.

The vice president’s senior staff should have a role equivalent to that of their White House and cabinet counterparts on policy councils such as the Domestic Policy Council, the National Economic Council, and the National Security Council, as well as on ancillary bodies such as the President’s Council of Advisors on Science and Technology. The staffs of the policy councils should be clearly instructed on their responsibility to support and report to the vice president as well as the president.

Because of the unique relationship between the vice president and the president, it is particularly important that the vice president choose a chief of staff and other senior staff who understand the unique role of the vice president and are committed to building strong relationships with their counterparts on the president’s staff and in the cabinet. These personal relationships are vital to the success of the office and will create a positive environment for addressing the inevitable issues that will arise.

The vice president’s chief of staff and other appropriate senior staff should have titles that reflect their joint role as advisors to the vice president and president (e.g., assistant to the president and chief of staff to the vice president) to facilitate their integration into the White House team. The vice president’s chief of staff will be most successful if it is clear that he or she is close to the vice president and can speak for the vice president. The chief of staff is a diplomat, mediator, and manager who should keep firmly focused on how the office can best further the vice president’s interests. While the chief of staff needs strong political, policy, and press skills, he or she does not necessarily need to be an expert in any particular area.

The vice president is well suited to take the lead on particular White House initiatives. Particular areas of responsibility will inevitably flow from the vice president’s particular interests and expertise, as well as from the relationship between the president and vice president and circumstances that arise during the administration. The issues could be domestic and international—such as, for example, former Vice President Gore’s focus on the environment, telecommunications, Russia, and South Africa. Even when the vice president takes the lead on issues, he and his staff must be sensitive to the fact that the vice president does not displace the president. The vice president should also pick specific spots to have a visible role and a personal impact, keeping in mind that  choosing an area where he or she is likely to be successful is more important than picking an area because it is large.

The structure of the Office of Vice President will flow from his or her particular role and focus. Key staff members should include the chief of staff, deputy chief of staff, counsel, domestic policy advisor, national security advisor, national economic advisor, communications director, and scheduler. Beyond that, the exact offices and the number of staff in each will depend upon the vice president’s focus. The office may, for example, have more staff dedicated to national security or legislative affairs if those are particular focal points for the vice president.

Staffing will require some tradeoffs due to the small size of the Office of the Vice President’s budget. The vice president’s chief of staff needs to carefully orchestrate the office’s budget, which comes from the Senate and the White House office, and make the most of legitimate mechanisms for building a sufficiently large staff. As part of this, there needs to be a routine and transparent process for assigning White House fellows, detailees, agency representatives, and others to the Office of the Vice President. His staff can also enlist a cross-cabinet group of key policy experts to support and advise their work, as, for example, Vice President Gore did on telecommunications.

The vice president’s transition staff should also take advantage of all opportunities to obtain information from the outgoing administration as part of the transition so he or she learns as much as possible about the context in which he or she will be working.
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The new president will take office with ambitious goals to solve our nation’s most urgent social problems, but he will be operating in a climate with limited tolerance for new government spending or government-only solutions. The new president has a historic opportunity to turn to leading social entrepreneurs and the non-profit sector to help develop and implement effective solutions.

By creating a new White House Office of Social Entrepreneurship, the 44th president can support these new actors and ideas through policy tools, spurring greater innovation, creativity, and success in the non-profit sector. The nonprofit sector in the United States has become an increasingly important and vital third sector of the economy, with over 1.5 million nonprofits accounting for more than $1 trillion in revenues annually.1 Non-profit organizations employed roughly 9.4 million people in 2004, or approximately 7.2 percent of the U.S. economy—more than the number of people employed by the financial services sector.2

Non-profit organizations have stepped in to fill gaps where the government and private sector have been unable to provide adequate services and support, particularly in areas such as education, economic development, and access to health care. Non-profit organizations are the leading source of innovation in some areas, such as school reform, and many of their efforts are more effective and more innovative than what is being done by either government or the private sector.

Within this vital and growing non-profit sector, “social entrepreneurs”3—individuals who have developed system-changing solutions to solve serious social problems—are playing a unique role. Leading social entrepreneurs such as Geoffrey Canada of Harlem Children’s Zone, which provides comprehensive support to low-income children in New York’s toughest neighborhoods, and Nobel Prize-winning Muhammad Yunus of the Grameen Bank, which is the world’s most famous microlender, have developed innovative models that are reorienting the way philanthropists, the private sector, and—increasingly—policymakers address intractable problems.




Fostering Non-Profit Growth and Innovation 

Despite the non-profit sector’s growth and the success of these social entrepreneurs, the next president can do more to support this work. At the most basic level, social entrepreneurs offer the new president and his administration examples of successful approaches that government should be using to tackle problems. Government support for and investment in models developed by nonprofits is not new: the non-profit sector has been a laboratory to test what works for governments at all levels since the 1960s.

Services provided by the non-profit sector are not a substitute for adequately funded health care, social services, education, and other vital government programs. But the non-profit sector can be a source of innovation and experimentation, and serve as a testing ground for these new ideas. The federal government has adapted a number of successful non-profit approaches into full-scale programs. City Year’s national service successes led to AmeriCorps, for example, and a federal appropriation expanded YouthBuild into a national government program in 1993.

To fundamentally address these problems on the scale and scope required, the new administration will need to focus both on replicating successful individual programs and reorienting the government’s relationship toward the non-profit sector to create a better climate for innovation. The federal government should play a defined and limited role in developing this policy effort without creating a new bureaucracy that runs counter to the culture of social innovation and entrepreneurship. It should remain flexible in its approach, using both policy tools that can adapt to changing circumstances and new evidence about what works. The federal government should not pick specific “winners” in the non-profit sector; it should invest in a range of solutions designed to meet national goals. Government investments should not replace current funding streams; they should fill important gaps and catalyze funding by foundations, the private sector, and individuals.

In short, the new president needs to focus on creating a policy environment that over the long term fosters new entrepreneurship, improves nonprofits’ access to growth capital, and removes outdated tax and regulatory barriers to innovation.

Access to capital is a key factor limiting the ability of most successful nonprofits to spread and grow. The total number of non-profit organizations has doubled in the last 25 years, but only a small number have actually grown to the size or scale needed to have a significant effect on a national or international scale. A recent analysis by the Bridgespan Group found that of the more than 200,000 nonprofits created in the United States since 1970, only 144 have reached over $50 million in annual revenue.4

Unlike for-profit capital markets, there is not a natural and reliable source of capital for high-performing nonprofits or social entrepreneurs who are ready to expand their reach. Traditional foundations and other philanthropists often have restrictions on the number of years or the types of organizations they can fund over time. Not all nonprofits should grow significantly, but the federal government can act as a source of capital in instances where a social entrepreneurial model has shown concrete results and has the infrastructure and plan to support expansion. Federal funding can be used to catalyze investments by the private and philanthropic sectors.

Funding constraints also mean that many nonprofits cannot devote enough time or resources to evaluate the success of their particular approach or conduct research to better understand underlying problems. The problems are often complicated, and too many nonprofits lack adequate tools to evaluate their impact. Nonprofits must have access to high-quality data to inform appropriate investments and support good management decisions. The federal government can fund independent research and evaluation and provide a multidisciplinary team of analysts to better understand effective solutions.

Outdated legal, regulatory, or tax regimes also can constrain innovation and results in the non-profit sector, especially in instances where the line between the non-profit and for-profit sectors has blurred. Business entrepreneurs are increasingly using for-profit investments to produce greater social good, especially in the areas of micro enterprise, health care, and the environment. Pierre Omidyar, founder of online auction house eBay, created a private equity fund to expand the use of microloans and encourage the development of a commercial equity market to serve global microfinance institutions. The federal government needs to identify, catalogue, and remove outdated tax and other rules that likely constrain innovation and limit other kinds of hybrid for-profit investments with a social purpose.




The Office of Social Entrepreneurship 

The new president should create a White House Office of Social Entrepreneurship to coordinate the reorganization of the federal government and its resources. This office will use the president’s platform to highlight the importance of relying on social entrepreneurs and nonprofits to solve social problems, in many cases in partnership with the government or the private sector. The OSE will also give social entrepreneurs and other non-profit leaders a greater voice in the public policy debates of the day by being part of the White House domestic and economic policymaking processes. It should work closely with the Office of Faith-Based and Community Initiatives to ensure that faith-based organizations have access to resources to support the growth and spread of their work.

The OSE should develop tools to ensure that all relevant federal agencies will direct government resources toward scaling proven solutions in the social sector. It should also lead the creation of a series of “Grow What Works Funds” in key agencies, such as the Department of Education, which would invest in social entrepreneurial models that have demonstrated concrete results.  The office could also work to establish an “Impact Fund,” housed at the Corporation for National Service, that would provide federal dollars for nonprofits to collect data on and better evaluate their success.

The OSE also should catalyze larger-scale, multi-sector problem solving by creating an annual multimillion-dollar “prize” for developing the most creative, sustainable, and high-impact solution to a defined social challenge. This prize, which could be run out of an agency such as the Department of Treasury, would encourage cross-sector partnerships and create enormous publicity and energy around solving a social problem while limiting direct government involvement or bureaucracy.

The OSE also would explore ways to eliminate barriers to innovation in the tax code by identifying appropriate changes to the current corporate structure and tax treatment of 501(c)(3) organizations’ provisions. The office would explore possible revisions to the tax code to reward partnerships between nonprofits and businesses, and increase charitable giving that would help successful nonprofits grow. The office should identify and advocate for the elimination of regulatory barriers to success in various sectors, especially education, health care, and housing.

The White House Office of Social Entrepreneurship, in addition to these large-scale changes, should undertake smaller, daily efforts to boost innovative nonprofits. It could, for example, raise the profile of successful problem-solvers through a weekly “Changemakers” announcement or award, issued by the president to highlight the work of inspiring, effective social entrepreneurs, faith-based organizations, and leaders in the non-profit or philanthropic world. It could host an annual White House Social Entrepreneurship and Social Innovation Conference, and several targeted workshops around the country, designed to highlight successful programs and best practices.

The OSE also should coordinate with the Corporation for National and Community Service’s Commission on Cross-Sector Solutions to America’s Problems, which would be made up of non-profit, philanthropic, and corporate social responsibility leaders, as well as representatives from key agencies. The commission will advise the president on policy issues directly affecting the non-profit sector’s competitiveness. The OSE also should coordinate with the Corporation for National and Community Service on finding ways that national service can leverage the work of social entrepreneurs and build the capacity of social entrepreneurs and others in the non-profit sector.

On the global level, the OSE should work with the U.S. Agency for International Development to create an Innovation Investment Fund to support new  social-sector actors and ideas in the global development field such as the Acumen Fund, which provides growth funding for successful economic development projects, or the Grameen Bank. It also could help large, successful U.S. nonprofits replicate ideas in countries around the world, helping connect innovators and ideas. One of the most powerful American exports over the next decade could be successful ideas for social change demonstrated by leaders in the U.S. non-profit sector. Last year, for instance, Teach for America responded to the growing demand for international replication of its model by creating Teach for All, which will provide advice and support for local adaptations of TFA.




Office of Faith-Based and Community Initiatives

SHAUN CASEY

 

 

 

 

 

President George W. Bush established the White House Office of Faith-Based and Community Initiatives with an executive order in January 2001. Despite its lofty rhetoric and noble goals, the office has been widely considered a failure by supporters and critics on both ends of the ideological spectrum.

The Faith-Based Office’s activities and events have been in large part symbolic and political, designed to win political support from conservative clergy. The domestic poverty-fighting mission of the office was largely ignored; the Bush administration claims it has distributed over $2 billion to faith-based organizations, but this number simply counts the funds that were already being distributed to these groups. There was no new federal government money devoted to faith-based organizations.

Many faith-based organizations, moreover, lacked the technical capacity to apply for and manage federal grant funding, and there was no systematic analysis of faith-based grantees’ effectiveness. The Bush administration also made no effort to protect the important separation between church and state that draws a bright line between direct service, poverty-fighting program funds  going to faith-based groups, and programs that proselytize and permit discrimination in hiring.

There are powerful practical and policy reasons for the new president to reform and reconstitute this faith-based office with adequate constitutional and statutory protections. The federal government in the past successfully partnered with faith-based organizations for large-scale social service provisions using safeguards to protect the integrity of the ministry and ensure that government funds are not used to subsidize religious activity or impermissible discrimination. There also is ample research showing that people under duress are likely to first turn to houses of worship, faith-based groups, and community organizations for assistance.

These faith-based social service providers need to have access to the same resources and support from the federal government as other community groups in order to serve community needs. The faith community’s voice and wisdom also can inform the policy debate on some of the most pressing problems facing our nation and the world, including domestic and global poverty alleviation and the global spread of HIV/AIDS.




Recommendations 

The 44th president should indicate his intention to reform the Bush initiative by issuing a new executive order within his first 100 days in office to reauthorize and rename the Faith-Based Office. He would ideally connect the work and priorities of this office with the White House Office of Social Entrepreneurship described in this book.

The White House should make clear that the central mission of the office is to support an agenda to fight domestic and global poverty. The organizing purpose of this office will be to mobilize the ideas and energies of organizations run by people of faith in tackling the immoral and intolerable levels of poverty in this country and around the world. This office should be the designated portal for faith-based groups to submit policy advice to the White House national security, economic, and domestic policy councils, and work with the White House Office of Social Entrepreneurship to identify organizations that have demonstrated success and are ready to grow to scale. These organizations will play an important role in leading innovation and alleviating poverty in communities throughout the United States and the world. The new president also should announce that he intends to increase overall funding for federal poverty-reduction programs and for grants for which faith-based and other groups can apply.

The White House also should reinforce that the Faith-Based Office will operate within the framework of the Constitution. The Constitution does not allow the government to directly finance “inherently religious” activities such as religious worship, instruction, or proselytizing; this is at the heart of the separation of church and state. More importantly, most religious leaders would not want this government funding for their religious activities, in the interest of protecting the integrity of their ministry. The government should take steps to ensure that the recipients of any federal funds meaningfully segregate any programs involving faith-intensive activities from programs that are directly funded by the government.

The Faith-Based Office also must ensure that its funds do not subsidize any form of discrimination in a manner prohibited by the Constitution or by federal, state, or local statutes. This means that recipients of federal funds may not discriminate against beneficiaries on the basis of race, sex, national origin, religion, or disability. It also means that recipients of federal funds may not discriminate against employees in a federally funded program on the basis of race, sex, or national origin. Faith-based programs that receive federal funding also should operate within federal statutes prohibiting discrimination on the basis of religion, although faith-based recipients of federal funding retain any right they may have under Title VII of the 1964 Civil Rights Act to favor coreligionist employees outside federally subsidized programs. The Justice Department’s Office of Legal Counsel should help promulgate clear guidance on the law in this complex area of hiring practices by recipients of federal funds.

Over the longer term, the president and his Faith-Based Office will need to communicate the importance of faith-based and secular non-profit community organizations in fighting poverty to Congress, where members across the political spectrum are skeptical of such initiatives. The president must make the case that the office is committed to focusing on accountability and results, and will ensure that the office will not be used for political purposes or for discrimination for or against any religion. Bipartisan consensus on the importance of this effort will allow the White House to secure authorizing legislation for the office and its work, along with adequate funds, congressional oversight, and a place for the office that lasts beyond the current administration.

The Faith-Based Office also should work with the Office of Social Entrepreneurship to develop tools to evaluate the effectiveness of all non-profit groups receiving federal funds. As with all other federal grants, it is important that limited dollars be directed toward groups that demonstrate results in their efforts to alleviate poverty. Public funding should go only to organizations that deliver verifiable results. All recipients of federal funds should maintain clear performance and results data and be required to share the data with research entities that evaluate their programs.

Finally, the Faith-Based Office also should work with the appropriate federal agencies to create local and state databases of available services. These so-called “benefits banks” would empower local organizations fighting domestic poverty to provide accurate information to impoverished people about how to seek help for health insurance, food stamps, and a host of other social services. There are over 315,000 houses of worship in America, but the average membership is somewhere around 100 members. These small religious communities are often on the front lines when families or individuals seek help with basic necessities. Establishing these kinds of “benefits banks” would help clergy and volunteers in faith-based groups, as well as employees and volunteers in other community organizations, identify the appropriate local, state, and federal services that could support people in their neighborhoods and communities.




 Office of Science and Technology Policy

NEAL LANE

 

 

 

U.S. science and technology—our nation’s capability to discover new knowledge, invent new technologies, and then apply them to create new products and markets—are at the core of innovation. U.S. science and technology are the engines of our economic growth, our national security, our health and quality of life, and the eventual basis of our nation’s energy self-sufficiency and global environmental stewardship. The United States has been the world’s leader in scientific discovery and technological innovation for at least the past six decades, yet we risk falling rapidly behind many other parts of the world on both the discovery side of scientific exploration and the applied technology side of creativity and inventiveness.

The recent report from the National Academy of Sciences, “Rising Above the Gathering Storm,” makes clear the myriad challenges we face to preserve our nation’s preeminent place in science and technology. A few cases in point:  Addressing the implications of climate change for energy, the environment, economy, and human health; enhancing our global leadership in science, technology, and innovation; improving the nation’s health care; confronting terrorism and pandemics; and training the best generation of scientists and engineers in the world. Worse yet, the outgoing administration compounded the problems by taking decidedly anti-science stances on climate change, stem cell research, and even fundamental health issues such as the effects of emissions from coal-fired power plants on the quality of the air we breathe.

Current U.S. federal science and technology programs—structure and policies—are the result of six decades of experience and incremental adaptation to forces of evolving change since the end of World War II. Today, however, change in science and technology is coming more quickly than ever. The U.S. system must be able to respond. Many laws, regulations, institutions, and programs need updating. A progressive agenda must take on some of the most challenging needs for substantial policy and structural reform, especially as the next president takes on the greatest challenge of his administration—simultaneously reducing carbon emissions, dealing with climate change, and attaining energy security. This is why the role of the Office of Science and Technology Policy in the White House will be more important to our 44th president than at any time in history.

The new president’s science advisor, formally known as the assistant to the president for science and technology, also serves as director of OSTP. He advises the president on all aspects of science and technology policy and provides him with the scientific and technical analysis needed to make sound policy decisions on these issues. Most areas of public policy today depend on science and technology, and many of the next administration’s policymakers in these arenas will be counting on innovative new ideas, technical information, interagency coordination, and policy analysis to help them achieve the goals of the new president. Staffing OSTP with the right mix of professionals and ensuring they are empowered by the president to set a tight policymaking agenda while working with a variety of other White House offices and federal agencies could well define the success of the new administration.




Recommendations 

The challenge for the new president and his OSTP director will be to keep their science and technology policy focus tight enough to achieve success, yet broad enough to influence the many overlapping policies that include science and  technology components. The first step is to spell out the overall responsibilities of the office. Second is to get the policymaking infrastructure right. Third is to reaffirm the importance of integrity (openness, honesty, trust) in the new administration’s handling of science and technology matters. And the fourth step is planning and launching the president’s overall science and technology agenda, priorities, and budget initiatives.

Within the White House, OSTP should have the principal responsibility for policy development and interagency coordination in all areas that relate to the funding, regulation, and management of research and development—particularly basic and applied science, engineering, and medical research—and assessments and dissemination of information on the current status of scientific and technical understanding in all areas of national importance. This is indeed a tall order, since most federal agencies are involved in R&D, but only OSTP will have the staff and expertise to deal with the broad array of science and technology matters. OSTP’s responsibilities should also include the U.S. nonmilitary space program—science and technology as well as human exploration.

The director of OSTP should be the president’s top advisor on all such matters, and should be a member of the National Security Council, the National Economic Council, and the new National Energy Council proposed in another chapter in the White House section of this book. The new president’s science advisor should attend White House meetings where science and technology matters are discussed and be consulted on any policies that relate to science and technology, including issues of national and homeland security. He or she should attend all cabinet meetings.

The 44th president will need to move quickly to put in place the personnel and policymaking infrastructure necessary to ensure that he receives the best analysis and advice about science and technology issues and that the new president’s science and technology agenda is coordinated among the appropriate agencies and White House offices. On some policy matters, such as stem cells and climate change, the new president will want advice right away.

As a first step, the new president should choose his science advisor before assuming office, quickly nominate him or her to be director of OSTP, and then seek early confirmation by the Senate. This was the practice during the administrations of presidents Bill Clinton and George H.W. Bush. On both occasions, OSTP was able to staff up quickly, establish an effective interagency coordination mechanism (through the National Science and Technology Council in the Clinton administration), and issue science and technology policy position documents early in the president’s first term.

The OSTP director should have scientific credentials and a number of special attributes. He or she must be well respected in the academic and the high-technology industrial communities, be an effective spokesperson for science and technology issues, and be a determined and skilled advocate for the president’s priorities and initiatives. The director should not appear to be a “representative” of the science and technology community, but should know how the federal government works and how policy is made, and should have good standing with both parties in Congress or be capable of establishing that standing quickly.

Once the director is in place, he or she should ensure that the president nominates or appoints the key government science and technology positions, as outlined in the National Academies list of critical science and technology appointments in its “Science and Technology for America’s Progress: Ensuring the Best Presidential Appointments in the New Administration” report. Particularly important early appointments include: the directors of the National Science Foundation, National Institutes of Health, and National Institute for Standards and Technology; the administrators of NASA and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration; the head of the United States Geological Survey; the Department of Commerce Undersecretary for Technology; the Department of Energy Undersecretary for Science; and the associate directors of OSTP, all of which require Senate confirmation.

All four authorized associate director positions should be filled (only two were filled during the Bush administration), and the OSTP director and associate directors and OSTP staff should be returned to the Eisenhower Old Executive Office Building so they can interact in real time with other senior White House policy officials and integrate informed, science-based decision making into White House policy. There is a special argument to be made for OSTP staff being located within the White House security fence, since OSTP, more than any other office, is likely to be called upon in connection with the broad sweep of policy matters the White House considers each day.

In selecting his or her team, the OSTP director should consider the need for expertise in areas that will be increasingly critical to our economy, sustainability, and national security. These areas include alternative energy, energy efficiency, cybersecurity, nanotechnology, climate change, ecology, and, in the life sciences, genomics, proteomics, regenerative medicine and non-reproductive somatic cell nuclear transfer (often known as non-reproductive human cloning), neuroscience, and synthetic biology.

The director also should develop a plan and framework to work with federal  officials and alongside state and local leaders and the heads of universities to find ways to integrate federal efforts to support science and innovation in regional economies across the country. Similarly, he or she will need to coordinate on climate change policies with states and regions that are already reducing their carbon footprints and adapting to the potential consequences of global warming, or are planning to do so because of the lack of any progress on the national level by the Bush administration in dealing with carbon emissions and climate change.

Finally, the director should recommend that the new president re-issue the executive order that is still in place from the Clinton administration to re-establish the National Science and Technology Council, chaired by the president, as the principal mechanism for coordinating all interagency efforts that involve science and technology in any significant way. The National Science and Technology Council should be a cabinet-level council with no members or substitutions below deputy secretary and should include as well the heads (or deputies) of the National Science Foundation, the National Institutes of Health, NASA, the National Institute of Standards and Technology, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, and the U.S. Geological Survey. The council should be operated by OSTP and be responsive to the new president’s agenda, particularly as it requires multi-agency cooperation.


Rely on the Best Scientific Evidence 

After eight years of political interference by the Bush White House whenever science-based policy proposals did not match the demands of economic or cultural conservatives, the new president must reinforce that the policymaking process and decisions in the new administration will be informed by the best scientific evidence and analysis. In addition, the new administration must have in place explicit guidelines to ensure government officials respect and support the process of open scientific inquiry and dissemination of research results.

To reinforce this, he should issue within the first week after the Inauguration an executive order on the “Integrity of Science in the Federal Government.” The order should state that: all federal policy and information provided to the public by the federal government will be based on the best scientific evidence; membership on federal scientific advisory committees will be based on scientific qualifications; and scientists within the federal government or funded by federal agencies will be free to publish and speak openly about their results, unless restricted due to national security concerns.

Within the first week after the Inauguration, the 44th president should also issue an executive order to permit federal funding for embryonic stem cell research on all ethically derived stem cell lines as defined by the National Academies’ guidelines or International Society for Stem Cell Research guidelines. This executive order should also allow for the creation of new lines from embryos remaining in fertility clinics that are donated by their progenitors after they are not needed for reproduction in accordance with NAS or ISSCR guidelines, and by means of somatic cell nuclear transfer (non-reproductive human cloning), as well as other research involving SCNT, such as studies of disease at the cellular level.

At the same time, the new president should be clear in the executive order that any effort to clone a human being is altogether banned. The president should also call for Congress to pass legislation that makes this policy a matter of law and that avoids unnecessary measures that could slow ethically conducted science. The OSTP director should also advocate for the repeal of the misnamed Data Quality Act (also known as Information Quality Act), which is an obscure rider on a 2001 appropriations bill that has become an ideal vehicle for industry attacks on the science underlying health and environmental regulation decision making.


New Agenda and Budget Initiatives 

OSTP should immediately develop and advance, through the cabinet-level National Science and Technology Council, a strong science and technology agenda and corresponding R&D program in coordination with the Office of Management and Budget and the White House National Economic Council, Domestic Policy Council, National Security Council, and the new National Energy Council and Chief Technology Officer, as well as the relevant federal agencies. The new president’s science and technology agenda should include new budget initiatives focused on strengthening the U.S. science base, and enhancing American innovation, the economic competitiveness of U.S. industry, and the capability of the U.S. workforce. For more detail on a progressive science and technology agenda, see the Science, Technology, and Innovation Overview chapter by Tom Kalil.

The office should work with the Office of Management and Budget and the agencies to ensure that the agencies’ programs and budget requests reflect the president’s priorities. When necessary, the coordinating body, the National Science and Technology Council, can be used to ensure compliance. This agenda should articulate the vital role that each federal agency will play in accomplishing the goals set out by the new administration. A failing of many policymakers in the past has been their inability to understand how the various parts of government can best support an important common national agenda while  carrying out their respective missions. The whole needs to be greater than the parts; the new president’s science and technology agenda should make that clear, and the point should be clearly articulated during the budget process.

One set of budget initiatives should focus on increasing investments in R&D, especially research. These budget initiatives should include proposals for multiyear increases in research funding at 10 percent annual real growth, after accounting for inflation, for key agencies and programs. These key federal allocations should go to: the National Science Foundation; the National Institutes of Health; the Department of Energy’s Office of Science; the National Institute of Standards and Technology; the Department of Defense’s basic and applied research programs and Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency; and the NASA, NOAA, and USGS science programs.

The new president’s budget initiatives should place a particularly high priority on support for early career researchers and potentially transformational (high-risk, high-reward) research. High priority should be given to long-term basic research in the physical and biological sciences that relates, broadly, to a national goal of making revolutionary advances in information technology, nanotechnology, modern materials, and synthetic biology. By focusing on long-term basic research, the federal government will avoid “picking winners and losers.”

Given how rapidly many developing nations are expanding their research infrastructure and science and technology workforce, increased emphasis should also be placed on international collaborations that are proposed by U.S. researchers in their funding requests. And the president’s budget initiatives should also include a broad set of multidisciplinary “Grand Challenges” in areas where significant R&D is required to respond to vital societal needs in such areas as health and safety, energy, climate change and the environment, food and water, and domestic and national security in cyberspace, as detailed in the Science, Technology, and Innovation Overview chapter.

A second critical budget initiative should address the many failings of the U.S. primary school public education system in teaching science, technology, engineering, and mathematics. OSTP should develop a STEM education, training, and workforce development program through its coordinating body, the National Science and Technology Council, alongside the Department of Education and National Science Foundation, but also include other agencies involved in education and the technical workforce, with clear goals and budget proposals for relevant programs within the agencies. OSTP should take an active role not only in the development of the initiative but in seeing it implemented, since its success will require an unprecedented partnership between the NSF and the Department of Education, which in turn will require strong White House involvement.

The principal goal of this initiative should be to ensure that all secondary school American boys and girls receive a quality education in the STEM skill sets to build a diverse next generation of well-educated women and men, including the skilled scientists, engineers, and technical professionals who will be needed to meet the challenges of the 21st century. This initiative should include federal funding for STEM teachers and future teachers. The bipartisan “America Competes Act” provides an excellent starting point for authorizing legislation for this initiative and could be revised to reflect the new administration’s priorities.

Specifically, the new administration should provide four-year scholarships each year to 10,000 or more promising college students who will become primary school science, math, engineering, and technology teachers, thus educating 10 million minds. The initiative would also include summer institutes for 100,000 or more STEM teachers across the nation by providing federal matches to state funds, and fund new master’s degree programs (full or part time) focused on science, math, or technology education, offered to current K-12th grade teachers (with or without undergraduate science, math, or technology degrees).


New White House Offices 

OSTP and its coordinating body, the National Science and Technology Council, should work closely with the newly created National Energy Council to provide the scientific evidence and analysis to support the next president’s efforts to protect U.S. energy security needs, as well as develop mitigation and adaptation to alleviate the effects of climate change. The head of the new council should be a member of the National Science and Technology Council, and the director of OSTP should be a member of the new council.

OSTP should have the principal responsibility in all matters that relate to the funding, regulation, and management of R&D, and it should support the new council on broader policy matters. In particular, OSTP should focus on increasing the funding for R&D related to climate change and carbon-free energy. At the present time, progress is seriously hampered by the lack of strong interagency cooperation and collaboration in monitoring the effects of climate change from satellites. OSTP should develop recommendations to create a strong coordination mechanism involving NOAA, USGS, and NASA.

OSTP should also coordinate with and support the work of the new White House chief technology officer, whose role will be to ensure that the vast federal government is using the best information technologies to ensure that government is more effective, more open, and our nation more secure. (See the CTO chapter in the White House section of this book.) The CTO should be a member of the National Science and Technology Council. OSTP should work with the CTO as he or she coordinates the work of federal agencies responsible for regulating and supporting information technology, including broadband access to the Internet. OSTP should have the principal responsibility for White House policies related to the funding, regulation, and management of R&D, but the CTO should be consulted on all matters that might affect the government’s capabilities in information technology.




 White House Chief Technology Officer

MITCHELL KAPOR

 

 

 

 

 

Technology, especially information technology, is increasingly vital to the life of the nation, economically and culturally. The Internet has become integral to the nation’s economy and is transforming our media landscape. Like the telephone more than a century ago, the Internet is weaving itself into the daily lives of Americans in direct and personal ways: it is taking the place of the library, the mall, and the neighborhood hangout.

Yet the continued health of the information and communications technology ecosystem today is precarious. For instance, the United States lags badly in broadband deployment and the speed of broadband access. Our country recently slipped to 15th place among developed nations in broadband subscribers—a full 12 percentage points behind Denmark, which ranked first. Telecommunications oligopolies still control the so-called “last mile” between customers and the Internet, and continually threaten to choke innovation or impose enormous opportunity costs on it.

Similarly, overly broad intellectual property rights reward rent-seeking behavior and, contrary to popular views, act as a disincentive to entrepreneurial  innovation. Finding a new, balanced regime for intellectual property is one of the major challenges of the digital era. There also will be opportunities to promote new approaches such as reuse of spectrum in an open and collaborative way as it is being freed in the conversion from analog to digital.

Various executive agencies have well-established responsibilities that bear upon technology, such as the Office of Science and Technology Policy, the Patent and Trademark Office, and Copyright Office for intellectual property, but there are broad concerns that require higher levels of attention related to the new information and communications technologies. Moreover, when the benefits of a policy are highly concentrated but costs widely distributed, federal departments and agencies are subject to capture by their immediate constituency and are unable to serve a broader mission. By appointing a White House Chief Technology Officer, the 44th president would signal an understanding of the importance of technology and innovation to the nation’s future.

Rather than being thought of as alien territory or an implementation detail, the next president can use information and communications technology, or ICT, to proactively drive both the vision and the strategy for a progressive agenda that emphasizes democratic renewal, opportunity creation, and a broader vision of security. The United States led in ICT innovation in no small part because of far-sighted policies, such as the deregulation of telecommunications infrastructure, which promoted the competition that in turn led to successful commercialization of the Internet.

A 21st-century, technologically sophisticated White House CTO could help shape policies that would allow such breakthroughs in the future. The CTO in particular could advise on investments in learning technologies to develop more domestic science, technology, engineering, and mathematics talent, especially among underrepresented minorities, in order to remain globally competitive.

Specifically, the CTO would have three key roles. The first: advising the president on the federal government’s efforts to expand the use of technology in government operations to create a more open and efficient government. The second: working with OSTP to advise the president and the policymaking processes on all issues that have a critical ICT component, from the economy and national security to health care and education, providing a sophisticated understanding of technology’s influence and its promise for innovation, as well as its perils. One key example of this second role would be the digitalization of health records as national health insurance policy gets overhauled.

The third task would be playing a new and important coordination role in ensuring that the information and communications technology platforms deployed across the United States are robust in their capabilities, broadly available and affordable to all sectors, and organized in a way that embodies openness and interoperability. This coordinating role will straddle the public and private sectors to permit the greatest innovation by the private sector for the benefit of the public.




Recommendations 

The 44th president should immediately appoint a White House CTO who deeply understands information and communications technology policy issues, has concrete experience implementing and managing actual technology systems, and is a skilled and collegial advocate for technology issues. The new appointee must be able to advise the new president immediately on the delivery of real e-government and e-democracy reforms, in which government services are delivered with increasing effectiveness, and citizens participate actively in self-government.

The CTO should be a champion of principles of open government, in which government data (from weather and climate measurements and statistics to the state of legislation in progress) are made available in ways that are complete, timely, reviewable, accessible, and nonproprietary. In this capacity, the CTO should also identify and develop important new policy ideas and innovative strategies that involve interagency and government-public collaboration for consideration by the next president.

For instance, as the new president seeks to reverse the civil liberties incursions of the past eight years and invests instead in genuine improvements in security, the strategy and implementation needs to be done with impeccable technical sophistication, as all forms of communications today are digitally mediated. The CTO would work with the White House’s National Economic Council, OSTP, and other policy councils to drive these new ideas and strategies through the policy process.

More broadly, the CTO must serve as a public champion of the president’s information and communications technology priorities with Congress, the media, the private sector, and civil society. The CTO could also serve as ombudsman to industry, academia, and non-profit groups, providing a place to hear out important concerns that are falling on deaf ears elsewhere.

Within government, too, the CTO could act as a unifying force to overcome departmental silos. He or she could help recruit and support a network of experts with similar roles at the agency level, such as those working on health information technology implementation at the Department of Health and Human Services, on intelligent transportation systems at the Department of Transportation, on learning technology in the Department of Education and the Department of Labor, and on security technology at the Department of Homeland Security.
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Overview

A Pro-Growth, Progressive Economic Agenda

GENE SPERLING

 

 

 

Our new president’s largest challenge: ensure we grow together as a nation so that we do not grow apart as a people. A pro-growth, progressive economic agenda must focus on policies that both raise the economic tide and lift all boats—boosting productivity and our gross national product while fostering the shared prosperity that defines our nation’s values. These progressive values require growth that makes room for those seeking to prosper in America without forcing others to share a smaller slice of the pie. These values support a new social compact that ensures a basic level of dignity in economic life for those who work and take responsibility for their lives. And they offer every worker real opportunity for upward mobility while ensuring that the accident of birth does not severely stack the deck against any child. To this end, the new administration and Congress should enact tax reforms and investments focused on new jobs, especially in alternative energy on our shores, a new Universal 401(k) pension plan to promote savings for working families, a new strategy to promote early intervention in middle school to promote college enrollment and completion for disadvantaged students, a universal health care program, and a broad range of policies designed to both boost our national competitiveness and economic security.

 

 

The new president will most likely be forced to deal with the fallout of the financial meltdown and the need to jumpstart what could be an economy in recession in his first days in office. Yet over the full course of the next eight years the larger issue is more likely to be how we are growing rather than whether we are growing. Will we have an economy that both raises the tide and lifts all boats? Will we grow together with shared prosperity, or grow apart because of rising inequality and economic insecurity?

Thirty-five years ago, the fundamental economic challenge was the decline in productivity growth, which outside of the farm sector fell to a disappointing  1.4 percent from 1974 to 1995 after growing by 2.8 percent from 1948 to 1973.1 Starting in 1996, however, strong productivity growth resurfaced, bolstered by the spread of information technology, more productive workers, strong public policies, and the efficiencies of a more integrated global economy. While many economic commentators like to look at inequality or wage growth as a 30-year trend, there is much the 44th president can learn from looking at this most recent period from 1995 to 2007—which I have called the “new productivity decade.”

Far from being part of an unbroken 30-year trend, the history of the new productivity decade is in many ways a tale of two cities.2 In the first half, productivity grew 13 percent overall from 1995 to 2000, and the benefits were broadly spread among working families. Median working household income kept up, growing 11 percent during this period. From 1993 to 2000, every income group experienced real family income growth of at least 16 percent, with the bottom 20 percent doing the best at nearly 24 percent growth.3 Overall, working household income increased by $7,748 from 1993 to 2000.

In contrast, in the second half of the new productivity decade there was a complete reversal of fortune. While productivity growth kept rising, the majority of the middle class experienced stagnant or falling real income growth. From 2000 to 2007, productivity expanded at an average rate of 2.5 percent per year, yet the typical working-age household saw its income fall by $2,010. Even average incomes for college-educated men, which rose $12,224 from 1993 to 2000, declined by $3,687 between 2001 and 2007.

Most troubling for many workers was the sense that rising productivity and historic corporate profits—averaging 13 percent as a share of gross national income in recent years—seemed predicated on disappointing wages. According to Goldman Sachs Group, Inc., more than 40 percent of record corporate profit growth over the past five years was due to the historically low share of national income going to labor.4 The widespread deployment of information technology may have helped increase U.S. wages in the 1990s, but in this decade the interaction between IT and globalization seemed to put downward pressure on many service job categories, allowing companies to lower labor costs by searching out the cheapest option in a global labor force, or threatening to do so to keep labor costs down at home.

The two halves of the new productivity decade demonstrate that the forces of technology and globalization can lead to either wage stress or shared prosperity for typical American families—depending on both economic trends and our public policies. This presents a fundamental challenge for a new president seeking a pro-growth and progressive economic policy. Some policies that promote economic efficiency and productivity may put downward pressure on middle-class wages, yet efforts to simply halt dynamic competition and technological change in the interest of stability, security, and protecting existing jobs can inhibit long-term growth and innovation. That is why the 44th president must work with both sides of the political spectrum to design policies that boost shared prosperity by strengthening and growing the middle class, not policies that focus just on growth or on equity alone.

Conservatives often speak of gross domestic product growth as if it were the whole ball game, with the question of whether most people benefit from it defined as a quaint “distributional” issue. Yet this misses the degree to which the American aspiration for strong growth always included a focus on the degree to which that growth was widely shared. Benjamin Franklin’s critique of England 250 years ago was not of its economic growth record but of a society in which economic outcomes were overly determined by accident of birth. In modern day terms, he asked colonial Americans whether they wanted to create a new nation that would replace a dumbbell society—an upper class and a lower class and a thin middle class—with a bell curve economy that featured a majority middle class and only a few in poverty or wealthy, in which anyone could rise with inspiration and perspiration.

Explaining the difference between Europe and America, Franklin wrote: “[P]ersons of moderate Fortunes and Capitals, who, having a Number of Children to provide for, are desirous of bringing them up to Industry, and to secure Estates for their Posterity, have Opportunities of doing it in America, which Europe does not afford.”5 Progressives today must likewise shape globalization and technological change to ensure shared prosperity rather than downplay the intense global and innovative pressures America faces—pressures we must respond to in order to remain on the economic cutting edge. Strong and dynamic growth—even with its dislocation—is critical to ensuring the United States always makes room for anyone from anywhere who is willing to work hard and play by the rules without having to force existing groups to settle for less. In short, it is easier to have a melting pot if you have a growing pot.




Recommendations 

The progressive growth agenda of the new president must from day one promote four core progressive values—shared prosperity, economic dignity, real opportunity for upward mobility, and the chance to succeed regardless of the accident of birth.6 These values must be translated into pragmatic policies.

First and foremost, the 44th president must address whether the forces that promote productivity growth translate into good jobs, strong wages, and new opportunities for working families in the United States. Simply put, we cannot assume that what promotes corporate efficiency for U.S. multinationals necessarily results in shared economic growth for working families, or that what is good for Intel is good for U.S. workers. Part of the reason for updating this famous quip by former General Motors Corp. chief executive Charlie Wilson is that it was Intel Corp. founder Andy Grove who explicitly articulated the tension between what was best for his company and what was best for his country. “Those of us in business have two obligations in my opinion,” he said in 2003.

“The one that’s un-debatable is we have a fiduciary responsibility to run our business for the shareholders who put us in our place, gave us the decision making power.” But Grove also said that he “feels a responsibility for doing the right thing for the country,” and that “these two are pulling us in different directions.”7

Indeed, the second half of the new productivity decade under President George W. Bush confirms at a macroeconomic level Grove’s instinct concerning Intel. Despite previous economic studies indicating that economic expansion overseas generally creates growth and jobs at home, it is not necessarily so. For the new president this means he must carefully analyze where the intersection is between what is best for U.S. multinationals and U.S. workers’ standards of living. While incentives for alternative energy innovation in the United States and incentives for moving jobs overseas may both help the corporate bottom line, the former clearly intersects with job creation in the United States while the latter may have the opposite effect. When developing shared-prosperity policies we must first ask “who is us?” as former Secretary of Labor Robert Reich did in his prescient book, The Work of Nations.

In performing this analysis, policymakers must be willing to take a broad look at our economic policies, including trade, regulatory issues, and job creation strategies—not just cost-sharing and job-adjustment policies, however important. Indeed, much of the hostility among labor unions toward ideas such as wage insurance may be because of the suspicion these policies reflect an uncritical attitude toward the structural challenges facing the U.S. economy. While stronger adjustment policies are needed for those losing jobs in the United States, policymakers cannot limit a progressive policy approach only to re-employment strategies for what is too often described in patronizing terms as compensating losers.

Yet, a willingness to look broadly at how larger structural, technological,  and global issues impact job and wage opportunities in the United States is not an excuse to resort to inappropriate “picking winners” policies or other public measures that would dampen the competitive and innovative pressures that are essential to the United States staying on the cutting edge of the global economy. The new president must be creative, finding ways to make changing market conditions work for more Americans while ensuring our economy faces competitive pressures to innovate. Fortunately, the 44th president will be armed with a number of shared-prosperity policies to implement upon taking office.


Job-Creating Tax Reform 

In an open global economy, U.S. employers are essentially free to locate jobs, production, and services where they see fit. But that does not mean the federal government should be neutral about where they want jobs to be located. Currently, our tax laws allow a U.S. company located in tax havens or low-tax jurisdictions abroad to defer paying U.S. taxes indefinitely on their active overseas income. This practice gives U.S. companies that expand by building a new factory abroad to make products for sale overseas a competitive advantage over a rival company who chooses to expand a similar factory to make export products in the United States. The rationale for this tax advantage is that if U.S. companies have to pay higher U.S. income taxes when they are locating in tax havens, they will be less competitive with foreign rivals, which only have to pay the lower rate in the tax haven.

At times this rationale should be applied. If a U.S. hotel chain wants to locate in Hong Kong, for example, it makes little sense to force them to immediately pay higher U.S. tax rates where there is obviously no way to service those hotel needs from the United States. But when a U.S. company wishes to move a U.S. factory to China and eliminate U.S. jobs to make products to export to other nations, why should we give them lower taxes than other U.S. competitors by letting them defer their foreign income from U.S. taxation?

There is also no reason to make it so easy for hedge funds and U.S. citizens to park their wealth in tax havens at the expense of ordinary working families who pay their full taxes. Legislation proposed by Sens. Carl Levin (D-MI), Barack Obama (D-IL), and Norm Coleman (R-MN) in February 2007 smartly allows the IRS to shift the burden to those U.S. taxpayers who have set up accounts or companies that formed in well-known tax havens like the Cayman Islands to show that they are not engaging in tax evasion. The bill would require the companies and U.S. citizens to prove they have legitimate business abroad  through opening their offshore books to auditors, or else the government would assume that they are fronts for income shifting or other tax avoidance schemes.

Such measures could be part of a revenue-neutral, pro-job tax reform by using the increased revenues from these reforms to increase the amount of positive tax incentives for job creation in the United States. This could be done by expanding the research-and-development tax credit and basic research tax credit, providing incentives for new small business job creation in the United States, especially green jobs, and by expanding incentives for locating jobs in harder-hit rural and urban areas in the United States.

We will never keep all U.S. jobs from being outsourced abroad or offshored, or stop all U.S. companies from establishing offshore production platforms in lower-wage nations. But that does not mean we should not even seek to enable our most underserved rural and urban areas with up to 40 percent lower labor costs than in larger cities from competing for jobs currently being outsourced to foreign nations. High-tech and call-center jobs could be well suited for rural sourcing and could be a significant source of growth for regional economies. The new president should build on policies like the New Markets Tax Credit that provide tax cuts for those investing in financial institutions serving underserved and low-income areas, and the wage and new job credits utilized in Empowerment Zones to encourage location of jobs in the untapped markets in our own nation.


Green Jobs 

Rather than seeking to outguess the market about which technologies will provide the best results, the new president should adopt technology-neutral policies that require utilities to generate a respectable percentage of their power from renewable sources while providing incentives for major public and private investment in basic alternative energy technologies and research and development. Such policies will have enormous positive implications for our environment and national security while also spurring economic growth. There will be hundreds of billions of dollars worth of alternative energy investments made around the world over the next two decades, creating millions of new jobs. There is no reason the United States should not take all steps possible to ensure that a substantial number of those jobs are created here in this country, just as other nations are doing, and that our investment in research and technology development results in new industries and new opportunities for U.S. workers.

A policy framework that supports new green businesses means the new  administration could help spur jobs in largely new professions that help workers in construction and advanced manufacturing as well as new innovators, researchers, and entrepreneurs. A variety of new jobs would be created, from solar panel installers and electricians who would perform energy efficiency retrofits or swap out old and inefficient lighting, to advanced manufacturing workers who will do the metal fabrication to build wind turbines and towers or produce advanced batteries for a new generation of cars.

A strong R&D and venture capital component will also work to direct the initiative and energies of our brightest research minds and budding entrepreneurs aspiring to be the next Sergey Brin and Larry Page toward alternative energy. The investments required to forge a low-carbon economy will improve the productivity of the workforce, spur new innovation and industry, and restore the infrastructure that is the backbone of our economy.


Research and Innovation Jobs 

At a time when new competition from China and India should be leading to a major national effort to compete for research jobs and create more university-centered innovation clusters to keep jobs and investment in the United States, the Bush administration sat on its hands. Funding for the National Institutes of Health, for example, was frozen for five years, creating an enormous and disillusioning deterrent to scores of young researchers.8 Thomas Kalil’s overview chapter on science and innovation details investment policies the new president and his administration could pursue.

The Bush administration also failed to invest in the so-called STEM educational disciplines—science, technology, engineering, and math—at the primary, secondary, and postsecondary levels, leaving our nation with a human-resource policy that does not fill our high-level science, math, and research needs. The new administration needs to expand the education and opportunities of our own people, especially for minorities and young women who are currently underrepresented in these areas. Shirley Ann Jackson, president of the Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute, rightly calls this the “quiet crisis.”9 Cynthia Brown’s education overview provides a vision of a comprehensive educational reform program required to teach all of our children and young adults well.




A Social Compact for Economic Dignity 

Our nation’s social compact has never been spelled out in a constitutional amendment or even a commercial contract. Yet this implicit contract is built around a few core principles: A career of hard work should command respect  at the workplace, provide health care for your family and a secure retirement, and give you a chance to send your children to college so that they might lead a better life. Today, however, playing by what Americans thought were the rules too often means that a 30-year-old computer programmer is suddenly uncompetitive in the global economy, or a couple just entering retirement after working hard for four decades has to move into their child’s cramped basement due to rising health costs.

The 44th president must take a number of steps to restore the American social compact, beginning with policies that de-link health care security, retirement savings opportunities, and higher education affordability from job retention and job loss. The new administration cannot guarantee that any particular industry, company, or job will be stable, but it could enact policies that provide American workers with incentives to save for retirement, with affordable and portable health care, with the ability to send their children to college, and with the capacity to survive job losses and the career changes characteristic of today’s economy. These steps would help reduce poverty, too.

These sets of policies should not seek to de-link pension savings plans and health care from employment. Indeed, we know that people are more likely to save if they can elect to make automatic deductions from their paychecks, and that Americans are attached to receiving health care assistance through their jobs. But a policy that guarantees each American access to affordable health care would ensure that tens of millions of Americans are not one job loss or one illness away from financial devastation.

Similarly, a Universal 401(k) pension savings plan would provide major federal incentives for savings, even when a worker is voluntarily or involuntarily separated from the job market or simply working for himself or herself. And a more robust policy for both refundable tax credits for higher education and lifelong learning can enable workers to use higher education to improve their economic situations and allow them to give more opportunities to their children. A minimum wage that keeps up with inflation, combined with an Earned Income Tax Credit that is expanded for single workers and those with three or more children, will also help to continue to reward work and provide basic economic dignity for America’s most hard-pressed working families.

In this way, the new administration can ensure a basic floor of economic dignity for those who have worked hard throughout their lives. Through affordable health care, retirement savings incentives and tax policies that reward students and workers who choose to upgrade their skills to compete in the global economy, the 44th president can rebuild several key components of our nation’s historic social compact, even in a dynamic global economy.


Job Training and Adjustment Assistance 

The new president must develop a full jobs and economic dignity agenda to make clear to workers that his agenda is more than just a “band aid” or “burial insurance” when they suffer job losses due to globalization. He must do more to create worker adjustment policies that provide both options for workers to get job training and other assistance and for localities to seek economic diversification before predictable mass layoffs occur. Bringing a community’s stakeholders together could head off economic problems several years down the road before workers feel the sting of a pink slip.

These new job creation and pre-emptive policies for workers and hard-hit communities would make clear that a strong adjustment and re-employment agenda reflects not a focus on “burial insurance,” but a means to ensure economic dignity for workers who, despite all reasonable efforts, find themselves between jobs. As we do reform worker adjustment assistance, we must make such help universal regardless of how a worker lost their job through no fault of their own.

The full focus of our policies should be on helping workers find new jobs, not on finding out how they lost their last job. There is no reason why the government should care more about a person who lost their job due to trade than one who lost it due to outsourcing or technological change. Sorting out the causal differences will only become harder over time.

If we are serious about adjustment assistance then it has to be simple, have universal eligibility, and be user friendly. If Costco can provide one-stop shopping for life’s day-by-day necessities, then the government should be able to have a single toll-free number and one-stop centers that handle all re-employment issues, from job search, to training, to health, mortgage, and unemployment insurance. Such a one-stop shop could move us toward the consumer-oriented government that former Vice President Al Gore has championed.


Dignity and Rights of Workers 

Working families have also lost their ability to stand up for their labor rights thanks to a prolonged weak labor market and the more-than-decade-long attack on the right of workers to organize. The growing hostility toward organized labor between 1994 and 2006 severely undercut the right of workers to organize. Labor journalist Steven Greenhouse notes in his new book, The Big Squeeze, the meteoric rise in the number of union-busting consultants in the last half-century. And Cornell University professor Kate Bronfenbrenner found that 75 percent of companies facing organizing drives hired anti-union consultants, some of whom have admitted to using shady tactics such as planting contraband in the lockers of pro-union workers with drug records or other personal attacks.10 According to top union leader Richard Trumka, over 20,000 workers are illegally fired every year for exercising their most fundamental rights—freedom of opinion, expression, and association.

Furthermore, regulations promulgated by the Bush administration reduced those eligible for overtime and workplace protections. In 2003, the Department of Labor started a rulemaking process that, according to the Economic Policy Institute, will cause 8 million workers to lose access to overtime pay, giving employers free reign to require the exempt employees to work virtually any schedule for any number of hours, without providing additional compensation. The 500-page rule created new exemptions barring overtime for huge swaths of workers from pre-school teachers to sous chefs and funeral directors, while classifying others, such as fast-food assistant managers (who spend 90 percent of their time cooking) as full-time supervisors, making them ineligible for overtime.11

The Bush administration went even further, using its administrative powers to systematically attack organized labor and cut enforcement of safety standards and safety enforcement over the last eight years. Scott Lilly at the Center for American Progress noted that Occupational Safety and Health Office enforcement spending is down 8 percent from 2001 levels in real terms, and wage and child labor enforcement has dropped by 13 percent over that same period.12 The tragic mine disasters of this decade came at a time when the Bush administration’s Department of Labor was cutting enforcement. From 2002 to 2006 the Mine Safety Hazard Administration cut 100 safety officers (18 percent of the total), even though mining went up 9 percent during that period. Since then, congressional pressure brought over 250 more inspectors on board.13

Similarly, the number of wage-and-hour investigators at DOL dropped to 732 in 2007 from 945 in 2001, according to the Government Accountability Office. 14 This decline came during a time that labor journalist Greenhouse found shocking cases of immigrant workers being paid less than $3.35 an hour at a discount store in Brooklyn, others being barred from sitting down or even taking calls from a sick child, and grocery delivery men being classified as contractors, allowing their employers to pay effective wages of $2.43 an hour.

A new emphasis on worker safety, family leave and family-friendly policies, and working with labor when retrenchment is necessary to save jobs are the starting points. A first essential step would be the president’s signature on the Employee Free Choice Act, which would level the playing field between unions and companies when workers decide to organize. Other proposed reforms  related to the status of workers and their families are detailed in the economic mobility overview chapter by Angela Glover Blackwell and Peter Edelman, the Department of Labor chapter by Ed Montgomery.

Likewise, labor rights abroad have languished in the absence of leadership in the United States. The new president should prioritize the “decent work” agenda proposed by the International Labor Organization and supported by the Center for American Progress. Such core labor standards are crucial to ensure that U.S. workers and their counterparts abroad are not facing a race to the bottom in which unfair and shameful labor practices—including slave and coercive labor practices, abusive child labor, and violence against labor leaders—are used to achieve lower and more competitive prices. As Thea Lee, policy director and chief international economist at the AFL-CIO, noted, investigations into labor abuses in countries such as China are not aimed at stopping these nations’ “right to compete in the global economy on the basis of low wages,” but rather at the “incremental cost advantage that comes from the brutal and undemocratic repression of workers’ human rights.”15

Likewise, as seen in the U.S.-Cambodia textile agreement, labor standards should be part of a positive incentive structure that trades carrots such as U.S. market access for enforceable labor standards. There may be few places where the new president could so quickly unify progressives and gain quick legislative success on promoting, as President Bill Clinton used to say, “globalization with a human face” than a strong agenda to invest more resources in fighting abusive sweat shops and child labor and helping emerging economies build better safety nets and processes for enforcing labor rights. This can be done through increased funding for the international work of the Department of Labor and more resources, enforcement teeth, and monitoring capacity for the ILO. This commitment to focus on a decent work agenda should be adopted within the National Economic Council and National Security Council and in the policy considerations of the World Bank and International Monetary Fund. For a further description of policies in this area, see the chapter on the Office of the U.S. Trade Representative by Ira Shapiro and Richard Samans.




Strengthening Opportunities for Upward Mobility 

It is not sufficient for progressives to promote merely greater economic security for working Americans. We should never underestimate the strength of Americans’ desire for a fair chance to get ahead through their own efforts.16 The new administration should refocus on policies that create opportunities for Americans to gain more access to and succeed at higher education, and to  save so they can create their own wealth and nest egg for retirement or to pass on to their children.

Rising income inequality in our economy today is complemented by rising wealth inequality. Economist Edward Wolff has found that, excluding homes, 92.5 percent of our nation’s wealth is held by the top 20 percent of individuals, while only 1.1 percent is held by the bottom 40 percent. The problem is worst for minorities—more than half of African Americans (54 percent) and Hispanics (55 percent) have less than $10,000 in savings and investments, according to the Employee Benefits Research Institute.

U.S. tax policy actually encourages this disparity. Out of the more than $200 billion in tax incentives offered each year for savings, only about 5 percent goes to the bottom 50 percent of Americans. The wealthiest Americans are triple winners, benefiting from pre-tax contributions to 401(k)-type pension savings plans with generous matching incentives, a menu of additional tax-preferred savings vehicles, and (because they are in the top 35 percent bracket) a 35-cent tax incentive on every dollar saved. Lower-income Americans most often have no pension, and if they do save a dollar, they get a mere 10 percent deduction.

This upside-down system is a disgrace from both equity and growth perspectives. Unlike savings incentives for working families, incentives for upper-income families cause a shift of existing savings, not an actual increase in new private savings. To spread wealth creation and savings, we must start by righting our “upside down” system of tax-preferred savings.

Other than the Universal Savings Accounts or USA Accounts program, which President Clinton proposed in 1999 but was never enacted, there have been few major progressive savings initiatives. The recent movement toward automatic savings deductions, in which workers opt out as opposed to opting in to employee-based savings plans, is a crucial reform, but it does not address the upside-down nature of our tax system. A Universal 401(k) savings plan would offer all Americans the opportunity to contribute to a new tax-deferred retirement account. This savings plan would provide middle-class and lower-income workers with matching contributions on initial retirement savings of up to $2,000 per year, deducted from their paychecks, in the form of refundable tax credits deposited directly into their Universal 401(k)s.

This plan would also provide for a refundable “flat savings tax credit” of 30 percent for all savings done by those in the lower- and moderate-income brackets. Other new progressive savings proposals in the policy arena include those by Rep. Rahm Emanuel (D-IL) and Professor Teresa Ghilarducci of Notre Dame. Rep. Emanuel’s plan would establish voluntary personal savings accounts and strengthen the tax credit for families to save. Ghilarducci proposes a Guaranteed  Retirement Account system that would eliminate the current income tax and 401(k) tax preferences in favor of a government-subsidized annuity system that would guarantee employees at least a 3 percent real rate of return.

Proposals like the Universal 401(k) promote several critical progressive economic goals, including increasing our national savings rate, reducing wealth inequality, and spreading opportunities for wealth creation and a national culture for savings, while ensuring that on top of a strong guaranteed benefit for Social Security, tens of millions of Americans have a pension that will help ensure a more dignified and secure retirement.


Investing in and Completing a Higher Education 

While there is understandable angst at the fact that a higher education no longer provides foolproof protection against downward wage pressures and job displacement from global labor competition, we cannot forget that a higher education is still the best ticket to sustained upward mobility. A higher education has never been less of a sure thing and yet never been more important. And with declining labor growth in the future, the U.S. economy cannot rely as it did in the past on a growing labor force to supply a growing pool of college-educated workers.

We have no choice but to increase the pool of Americans who not only enter college but also complete it. Low completion rates are systemic but are even more prevalent among minority and low-income students. According to the Pew Hispanic Center, white youth beginning at community colleges are nearly twice as likely as comparable Hispanic youth to finish a bachelor’s degree, and among the best-prepared white and Latino college students at non-selective colleges and universities, 81 percent of whites complete a bachelor’s degree and 57 percent of Latinos do so.17

The new administration needs to significantly increase college education financing for the broad middle class, but also to ensure that young African Americans, Hispanics, and Native Americans not only enter college but also complete it. The new president should seek to increase the college tax credit in three ways: by increasing its $1,650 maximum value, by extending it for four years, and by making it refundable. This recommendation has been made in recent presidential campaigns and is also supported by Louis Soares and Chris Mazzeo in the recent CAP report, “College-Ready Students, Student-Ready Colleges.”

The new administration should also reform the lifelong learning tax credit by establishing a “Flexible Education Account,” which would provide a pool of tax credits for each person per decade so that Americans in the workforce would have an opportunity to get considerable help for concentrated periods of  retraining or retooling their skills as opposed to a small tax credit each and every year. While the current lifelong learning tax credit—20 percent of the first $10,000 of annual tuition—never allows anyone to get more than $2,000 of assistance in a given year, a $15,000 per decade Flexible Education Account would allow a worker to use up to $7,500 in each of the two years where he or she needed major training or educational assistance to make a critical job or career transition.

Finally, the new administration should create a College Completion Bonus Fund. This bonus fund should provide assistance to schools that are successful in increasing the number of young people that enroll and complete colleges as opposed to the percentage of those completing school. This design feature is crucial: if awards are based on the percentage of those completing, it might create an incentive for schools to take less risks on admitting more students from disadvantaged backgrounds. The goal of such a program should be to reward those who are willing to reach out to such young people and fund innovative pre-college and during-college programs to help such young people stay in college and succeed.


Spread Entrepreneurship 

Part of our global competitive advantage is our ethic of entrepreneurship and risk taking. Prosperity-spreading opportunities for entrepreneurship are vital to create more jobs in the United States, to create new green technologies, and to ensure more entrepreneurial opportunities among minorities and women. The Center for Women’s Business Research found that in 2006 only 29.7 percent of businesses (7.7 million) were majority-owned by women, even as women made up a full 46 percent of the labor force. And the Kauffman Foundation reports that despite making up approximately 13 percent each of the total population, African Americans and Hispanics respectively own only 4 percent and 6 percent of U.S. businesses.

One policy the new administration should consider restoring and expanding is the New Markets Venture Capital program started under President Clinton to ensure greater equity opportunities for entrepreneurs investing in our urban and rural communities. This initiative was designed to help create venture capital for those willing to invest in companies in at-risk communities, helping those companies to raise equity capital and to get the technical and start-up help they need in hiring the right people and creating a viable business plan. Though six NMVC companies were approved in 2003, President Bush subsequently eliminated the program, despite the fact that the existing NMVC companies have made significant investments in their at-risk communities.




Equal Opportunity, Not the Accident of Birth 

One uniting principle of our founders was the notion that United States would be a nation without a perpetual elite or underclass. John Adams wrote that “no expense would be thought extravagant” when it came to educating poor children, and Thomas Jefferson supported a constitutional amendment guaranteeing free public education and calling for inheritance laws to “prevent the accumulation and perpetuation of wealth, in select families.” We as a nation still cling to the ideal of America as a land where everyone can rise to the best of their abilities, but we are increasingly becoming a country where the accident of birth for the poorest children stacks the odds overwhelmingly against them while the perpetuation of wealth was strengthened by the Bush administration’s insistence on gutting the estate tax even for the wealthiest estates.

A progressive administration must address the persistence of youth poverty, which stands at 34 percent for African-American children. A concern for economic mobility should compel a more expansive preschool effort, from birth to 5 years old, in universal pre-K programs. Research compiled by Arthur Rolnick and Rob Grunewald for the Federal Reserve Bank of Minneapolis and Rob Dugger for the Committee on Economic Development shows that the cognitive skills needed to succeed in the global economy are significantly developed during the first years of life, and that the cost of investing in Head Start for a child is returned 14 times over that child’s lifetime.18

That is why the new administration needs to expand programs like Head Start and Early Head Start and ensure we develop a truly comprehensive education and child care initiative that offers all children from birth to age 5 from modest and low-income families access to quality infant, toddler, and preschool programs. Launching such an effort might cost $20 billion annually, but that is only 50 percent of what it would cost to repeal the estate tax for the wealthiest estates, further making the accident of birth more determinative in American life on both the poor and privileged side.


Reaching for College Early 

Education reform cannot be just about small twists in testing metrics and standards based on those tests. Instead, the new president needs to push his new secretary of education to support the kind of in-school reform and afterschool opportunities that instill in students high expectations and a sense of belonging beyond performance on standardized tests. How often have we seen that it is the exceptionally motivational principal or teacher or afterschool theater or chess club that turns a young person’s life around? Detailed proposals to bring public and private funding together at the federal, state, and local levels to  expand these types of proven educational programs can be found in Michele Jolin’s Office of Social Entrepreneurship chapter and Cynthia Brown’s education overview chapter.

While high school reform efforts are important, an effective effort to ensure that more disadvantaged youth, including youths from African-American, Hispanic, and Native-American backgrounds, go to college requires early intervention through mentoring, enrichment, and college preparation classes beginning in elementary school and continuing through to college. As one education expert aptly put it, children “begin to drop out of college in grade school.”19

Early intervention programs such as GEAR UP are the place to start. GEAR UP is an innovative program started in the late 1990s that reaches out to disadvantaged children at young ages and stays engaged with them through high school. Research by Steven Zwerling of the Ford Foundation validates the success of programs such as GEAR UP at increasing the pool of college-ready young people from disadvantaged backgrounds.

The federal government could lead universities and the private sector in greatly expanding GEAR UP and similar programs such as College Summit, Project GRAD, and the Harlem Children’s Zone, and begin to create a national ethic of our nation’s finest universities helping to increase the pool of well-qualified young people from disadvantaged communities in their own backyards.


Universal Education 

No child’s life should be determined by the accident of birth. Many Americans believe this bedrock applies to children born anywhere. Seventy-two million young children are out of primary school and another 226 million are out of secondary school worldwide. The leaders of the world are denying these children—particularly the girls who are out of school in higher numbers—a chance to grow, learn, and create healthier families, stronger economies, and more democratic nations.

These progressive growth values are furthered by universal quality education, especially for girls, in poor nations. Passage of the bipartisan Education for All Act of 2007 would go a long way toward positioning the United States as a leader in making that vision a reality by 2016. The act would empower the United States to build off the existing education fast track initiative to help lead a major global education fund, raising annual funding to $3 billion by 2012 to empower poor nations with strong plans to offer universal quality education and ensure special interventions for girls, children with disabilities, those impacted by abusive child labor, or those impacted by HIV/AIDS as well as the tens of millions losing their futures due to conflict or humanitarian emergencies.
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