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Proposa's Ly an independent panel for reor-
ganizing U.§ “public diplomacy"-inter-
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¢ tive branch and are slated far consideraticn in
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operations; two cthers are promising but nead
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would make the Voice of America an
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informaticn and policy advitory responsi-
bilities--seem more likely to hinder than to
advance the efficienny and effectiveness of
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To the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives

The successful adaptation of U.S. public diplomacy to a
raridly changing international environment calls for serious
ongoing analysis and consensus-building by all concerned.
This repecrt contzins an assessment of the proposals made by
the Panel on Intsrnational Information, Education, and Cul-
tural Relations (Stanton Panel). It also discusses certain
non-organizational changes that merit attention in the on-
going effort to improve U.S. public diplomacy.

Jur review was made pursuent to the Budget and Accounting
Act, 1921 (31 u.5.C. 53), and the Accounting and Auditing Act
of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67).

Copies of this report are being sent to the Director,
Office of Management and Budget: Secretary of State; and
Directer, United Scates Information Agency.
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Comptroller General
of the United States




COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S PUBLIC DIPLCMACY IN

REPORT TO THE CONGRESS THE YEARS AHEAD--2N
ASSLL5MENT CF PROPOSALS
FOR REORGANIZATION

Devartment of State
United States Information
Agency

United States "public diplomacv"--internationzl infor-
mation, education, and cultural relations-~is being exten~
sively reexamined in and cut of Government. Vacious pro-
posals call for refefining the mission of public diplomacy,
changing or eliminating functions, and reorganizing the
administering appacatus.

STANTON PANEL REPORT

The most prominent and comprehensive report suggest-
i@ changes in organizational arrangements to conduct U.S.
public diplomacy is that of the Panel on International
Information, Education, and Cultural Relaticns (Stanton
Panel), a group of private citizens.

The report, published in March 1975, was endorsed
3 months later by the Commission on the Organization of
the Government for the Conduct of Foreign Policy (Mucphy
Commission). A number of other gualified persons have
strongly opposed several of the proposals. The State
Department and the United States Information Agency are
on record against all but one of them.

The report is being reviewed by the executive branch
anc¢ ‘s slated for consideration in the Congress.

ChO's review is ccnfined to the Stanton Panel recom-
nendations. In the final chapter, however, GAO notes
certain nonorganizational changes that merit attention in
the onaoing effort to imporove U.S. public divlomacy-

(See pr. 34 to 36.)

One of the Panel's proposals would imorove present
over3tions; two others seem promising but reguire further
study; and the remainder--which contemplate & major reorgan-
ization--seem more likely to hinder than to advance the
efficiency and effectiven=zss of U.S. public diplomacy. The
latter proposals would achieve a certain tidiness on parver
at the expense of arrangements that essentiallv have met
the test of vractic.lity anéd performance.

Jear Sheet. Upon removal, the repert i ID-77-21
cover date should be noted hereon.



Policy information function

The Panel proposes to reagsign to the State Department
the U.S5. Information Agency's role in articulating and
advocating U.S. foreign policy overseas. This is based
on the Panel's distincticn between “pclicv" information=--
which covers the Government's "stance on foreign policy
questions of immediate concern“--ané "general” information.

Like many cther observers, GAO believes the two kinds
of information are often mutuall, reinforcing and difficult
in practice to sevarate. The primary responsibility for
articulatint and advocating es well as formulating U.S.
foreign policy is wvested in the President and the Secretary
of State. A role of the U.S. Information Agency is to give
resonance abroad tc authoritative definitions and interpre-
tations of that policy under State Department guidance.

For the most part this work appears to be done profession-
ally and to t-e State Department's general satisfaction.
GA0 believes the U.S. Information Agency should retain its
policy infermation role. (See pp. & to 13, 15, and 16.)

Policyv advisory function

The Panel also proposes to transfer to the State
Department the U.S. Information Agency's function of
advising U.S. policymakers on the policy implications of
foreign public opinion. This function is in fact performed
by several Federal agencies. The U.S. Information Agency's
cultural and mediae contacts abroad enable it to make a dis-
tinctive advisory contribution.

There have been complaints, echoed by the Panel, that
this contribution has not been properly utilized. How ade-
gquately it is utilized, how much it differs from that of
other agencies, and whether the "neglect" of U.S. Infor-
mation Agency policy advice can be corrected by means cther
than transferring the advisory function are among the
unanswered questions raised by this proposal. Pending
further study of such guestions, the present arrangement
shoula be left intact. (See pp. 9, 10, 13, 14, and 16.)

Establishment of new Information
and Cultural Affairs Agency

The Panel proposes to consolidate the cultural func-
tions of the State Department's Bureau of Educational and
Cultural Affairs and those of the U. S. Information
Agency. A single agency would be responsible for both the
domestic and oversesas aspects of U.S. general information,
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educational, and cultural programs. GAO believes, as do most
persons consulted, that this proposal is constructive. It
would lead to more efficient and consistent administration

of U.S. cultural programs. (See pp. 17 to 24.)

Relationshin of new Information and Cultural
Affairs Agency to Department of State

The Panel proposes that the new infermation agency be
placed “under--but not in--the Department" as an "autono-
mous" agency on the model of the Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Agency.

Both independent status for the information agency
and the Panel's alternative have distinct adwvantages
and shortcomings. Either could work well. The choice
should be based on a careful study of the pros and cons.

If the agency were assigned to State, however, some
safeguards and some vicilance would be advisable to protect
the agency's professional integrity and its ability to
cover objectively not only the State Department but other
agencies und branches of Government as well as the private
sector. (See pp. 19 to 24.)

Field reorganization

The Panel proposes to reorganize U.S. overceas
missions so that articulating “policy” information would
be the exclusive responsibility of State Department
officers while “general” jnformetion and cultural pro-
grams would be the province ¢f Infermation amd Cultural
Affairs Agency officers. This wonld fragment what the
Panel itself describes as "the unified organization which
has worked so effectively in the field for over twenty
years.” fhe present trend towaré closer integration of
those activities in the overseas missions should be encour-
aged. (See pp. 25 to 27.}

Voice of America

The Panel proposes to make the Voice of America an
independent agency under its own board, asserting that
this "would enable the Voice of America to function as a
credible medium."

The Panel offers no evidence that presemnt Voice of

America broadcasts lack credibiliuy, credence, or listerer-
ship. Audierce research by the U.3. Information Agency

Tear Shea? 111



and cthers in recent years suggests otherwise. Similarly,
the Panel implies without attempting to demonstrate that
Voice of America does not satisfy the needs of the Depart-
ment of State. The evidence again points in the other
direction, Implementing this proposal would adé consid-
erably to costs of operation.

How U.S. foreign policy is reported and advocated,
especially by fast media and especially in momen“s of
international crisis, can greatly affect the national
interest for good or ill. For an agency billed and per-
ceived as "the" Voica of America, there can be circum-
gtances in which diplematic needs ought to prevail over
journalistic concerns.

It should be emphasized, however, that circumstances
justifying State Department or White House intervention in
Voice of America broadcasting are highly unusual, and the
prerogative should be exercised with restraint and in full
awareness of the need to protect Voice of America's pro-
fessional integrity.

The present structural relationship between the Voice
of America, the U. S. Information Agency, &nd the Department
of State chould be preserved, but efforts should be made to
improve the working relationships. (See pp. 28 to 33.)

AGENCY COMMENTS

This report was submitted in draft to the interested
agencies and advisory commissions, as well as the Chairman
of the Stanten Panel, for their informal comments. All
agreed that the cultural functions of the U. 5. Information
Agency and the Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs
should be consolidate3d. GAO's conclusions concerning the
cther Panel proposals have elicited emphatic agrzement
and eqgually emphatic disagreement. All comments were
carefully cnnsidered,
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

U.S. conduct of what has come to be called “public
diplomacy"--international information, education, and
cultural relations--is being extensively reexamined in
and out of Government. Proposals from a variety of compe-
tent sources call for redefining mission and philosophy,
modifying or eliminating functions, and reorganizing the
administering apparatus.

THE NEW ENVIRONMENT AND NEW
IMPORTANCE OF PUBLIC DIPLOMACY

The urderlying reasons for the current reassessments
of public diplomacy are clear. U.S. public diplonacy
primarily originated in the late 1940s and early 1950s.
The past three decades have substantially changzd the
environment in which public diplomacy must be conducted:

~-Altered East-West relations have modified the
assumptions and rhetoric of the Cold War.

--North-South confrontations have driven home a
heightened sense of the economic interdependence
of nations.

--The bread-and-butter, not to mention survival,
aspects of in-erdependence have made international
relations a matter of concern not just to a select
few, but to large and growing publics.

--An explosion of literacy and communications tech-
nology has given those publics both greater access
to pertinent information and often more influence
over national policies.

--The increased prominence of human rights issues
has sharpened the continuing ideological conflict.

--The nature of military technology has made using
military power to attain national purposes more
guestionable, thereby increasing the relative
importance of the other tools of statecraft.

-~The growth in the number of independent states has
made the relevant sphere of public diplomacy
virtually worldwide.



Contemvlating these altered conditions, vractitionars
and students tend to acree trat U.S. cublic diplomace
enijoves enhanced opporctunitiss to serve the national
interest. The new international environment necessitates
the development of a2 more cooperative world system. The
Unived States c=xpects to play a major rnle in the organi-
zation and operation of such a system. To do sc¢, it must,
among other things, see that its values, purposes, and
volicies are correctly understood by the res% of the world
and that its policies consicder the legitimate interests of
other naticns. These two national objectives define the
mission of U.3. vublic diplomacv. They also dictate its
essential characteristics: to te effective in today's world,
G.S. international communicaticn must be candid, credible,
comgrehensive in coverage, att:ntive to other cultures ang
points cf view, and endowed wi.h adequate resources.

PRESENT STRUCTURE AND ARRANGE/ ENTS

The two Federal agenciz:s wrimarily involved in U.S.
public diplomacy are the United States Information Agency
{USIA; and the State Depatirert's Bureau of Educational
and Culturel Affairs (CU). ther agencies, notably the
Devartment of Healith, BEdur:ticn, and Welfare, &he National
Science Foundation, the Zei:nse anéd Commerce D:2pariments,
ard the Agency for Internazional Develooment, also have
important, more sgecialized information and exchange
grograms abcoad.

Under the Mutual Educeztional and Cultural cCichange Act
of 1961 (Fulbright-Havs acr) and the U.S. Information ang
EGucational Exchangs Act ©of 2945 (Smith-Mundt Act), LJ sesks
to promote mutueal undecstanding between Americans and other
peoples throush various orograms for the exchance of stu-
dents, teachears, artis-s, writers, volitical leaders, angd
other individuals of present or prospective influsnce in
their societ.es. It recruits 3Imerican participants for
such programs; assists ard en:oureges private American
orcanizations here zrd soroad in similar activities; ans
largely throuch orivare countractors. arranges hosoitality,
contacts, conferences, and ccher activities for foreign
erchangees.

CU, directed by an Assistant Secretary of State, emploved
262 oersons in fifcal vear 1476. It is organized into six
regional cffices and a number of functional offices that

deal with sucn activities as International Visitor Programs,
Internaticnal Arts Affairs, Private Cooperation, and Youth,
Student, and Special Programs. C(U's estimated expenditure
for fiscal year 1976 was $58.6 million. OFf this, aoout
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$43 million was devoted to exchange-sf-persons nrocrams
invelving 1,386 American and 3,620 foreign grantees. aigd
t¢ Averican-spon-ored schools abroad claimed $1.7 miilion.
adbout §1.2 million wes spent on cultural presentations and
some $647,000 went to support activities cof tlie United
Nations Educational, Scientific znad Cultural Orgarnization.

CU's cultural =znd educational programs abroad are
administered by USIA under a reinbursement arrangemern
with the State Department. To this end, USIA provides
a culitural arffairs officer in American embassies. This
officer mares the necessary locazl =zrrangemencg for the
recruitment and orientation of foreign exchangees ana for
the programs involving Amevican specialicsts, academicians,
performing arts grours, and othere.

The United States Information Agency was established
in 1953 as an independent agency to assume overseas ir-
formation functions of the State Depzrtment ard the
Mutual Security Agency. Its Director repor®s to the
President and receives guidance on forejgn policy from
the Secretary of State, Under tre Smlth—ﬂurah Act, USIA
prepares ard disseminates abroad

“inf-rmation akbout the United States. its
people, and its policies, through press, nub-
lications, radio, motion pictures, and other
infcrmation media, and through information
centers and instructors abroad. * * *¥

USIA is also charged by Presidential directive with
advising the President and interezted acencies on foreign
opinion and implications of such opinicn for U.S. pnlicy.

Five area offices provide the dizect link with the
Agency's 185 posts in 112 ccuntriec for develcping infor-
mation policies, products, and overations. rfour nedia
services--Broadcasting (the Voice ¢f America), Infoc.ma-
tion Cen%ter Service, Motion 2icture and Television
Service, and Press and Publications--prcvide materials
for the overseas posts. The overseas missinns of USIA,
known as the United States Information Servi-= (USI3), are
headed by Public Affairs Officers. Under them, the
Cultural Affairs Officer, Information Offices, end others

carry out the overseas information, educational, and cultural

prcagrams of the United States.

In fiscal year 1976, the Agency emploved 8,840
persons: 4,206 Americans, 1,079 of whom were zverseas, caé
4,634 forelgners overseas, Tc;al approcriatiens in that
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vear were sl.ghtly more than $273 million. Refources devoted
£o the Voice ¢f aAmerica (Vv0AaA) totaled $63 million and those
to information centers and related activities amounted to

$57 million.

RECENT CRITIQUES AND STUDRIES
OF U.S. PUBRLIC DIPLOMACY

Though there may be general agreement concerning the
increased copportunities and importance of U.S. public
diplomacy, there is less agreement as to whether its
oresent stvle and structure assure efficient and effec-

tive operations, Thus:

-~The Senate Foreign Relations Committee in 1973
guestioned whether all of USIA's functions are
worthwhile and whether thcse that are should
be carried out uncder different organizational
arrangements.

-=2 1973 study by a senior USTA officer suggested
for the 19%80s a reorganizecion of the machinery
of public dirlomacy that foreshadowed the principal
proposals of the Stantoa Panel.

-~In a 1974 report, we found a need for the executive
branch and the Congress to "agree on the aims and
exvected achievements of USIA operations" and
concluded that in view of changed interanaticnal
conditions, "a reform mav be needed to communicate
America'’s story to the world more effectively."

--The Panel on Internationzl Inforration, Education,
and Cultural Relaticens (Stanton Panel) in March
1975 called for an expanded information and cul-
tural program but noted that such an endeavor
must assume "* * * a3 new style and content."
Specifically, in view of greater public sophis-
tication, the program must take account of the
"great need today for credibility." Further, in
view of the need to find cooperative solutions
to world problems, the program "must also be
genuinely reciprocal.”

~=In June 1375 the Commission on the Orcanization of
the Government for the Conduct of Foreign Policy
(Murphy Cemmission) statad that “The ability of
this country to make its views prevail and its
policies succeed will derive less from its wealth
and power, ana more frem such respect ané suprort
as the rest of the world accords to its values and

4
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purposes." However, primarilv because of curable
structural defects, “neither foreign policy advo-
cacy nor the building of long-range understanding
between the U.S. and other nations is now being
handled with full effectivepess.®

-=-2 1975 study by the Congressional Research Service
of the Library of Congress concluded that, “presant
U.S. Government information and culturzl programs
are less appropriate to the foreign policy environ-
ment and technological capabilities of the 1970s
than to those of earlier decades," and it outlined
several alternatives to the "current structure,
enphases, and functional organization" of . he
agencies concerned,

--In a report of May 1976, the House Internationel
Relations Committee cdeclared, "It is timely,
almost imperative, that attention be given to
determine what, if any, changes should he made in
[USIA‘s] organization and its mission." The report
urged that the administration in 1977 s udy the
Stanton Panel's proposals and "present i1ts detailed
recommendations before the Congress oroceeds to
rake its own study and recommendatioans.”

--A recent public statement endorsed by nearly 500
of USIA's professional staff calls for a new USIA
“charter" that would emphasize the principles of
candor, accuracy, ané "dialogue" in international
communication.

SIGNIFICANCE OF STANTON PANEL REPCRT

Some of the concerns and ideas reflected in such
assessments led the U.S. Advisory Commission on Information
end the U,S. Advisory Commission on International Educa-
tional and Cultural Affairs to propose a fresh review of
U.S. public diplemacy by an ad hoc nongovernmental study
group. The resuat of that initiative was the establishment
in March 1974 of the Panel on International Information,
Education, and Cultural Relaticns, chaired by Dr. Frank
Stantor. and sponsored by the Georgetown University Center
for Strategic and International Studies. The Panel com~
prised all members of both acdvisory commissions togethar
with seven other distinguiched private citizens. 1Its
report was published a year later.

Several consicerations give the Panel's report unusual
inportance and provide the rationasle for the present review.
The report




--is the product of a prominent and unusually well
gualified group ¢f individuzls and has gained
support from other such persons;

~-has been (except for one minor proposal) £fully
endorsed by the Murphy Commission;

--has been, except for one major proposal (consol-
idation of cultural functions), opposed by the
State Department and USIA;

-~has elicited serious dissent from a number of
prominent and gqgualified individuals, including
some Members of Congress, a rumber of top officials
‘ past and present, and at least two members of the
Panel itself;

--advances progosals which would have major opera-
tional consequences for good or ill;

-~has been discussed in at least five congressional

committee hearings and is schecduled to be taken
up in others;

--contains some proposals (e.g., independent status
for the Voice of America) that would require
legislatiocn; and

--is still under consideration by the executive branch.

ESSENCE OF STANTON PANCL REPORT

In essence the Panel finds that the present organiza-
tion of U.S. public diplomacy :s "at variance with logic"
because it assigns certain foreign policy functions to the
information agency, gives responsibility for cultural pro-
grams to the diplomatic agency, and divides the adminis-
tration of those programs between the two.

The Panel would remedy these "anomalies" by assigning
all educational, cultural, and general information functions
to a new Information and Cultural Affairs Agency (ICA), and
creating a new office in State to assume responsibility for
policy information and for advising on the policy implica-
tions of foreign opinion. VOA would tecome an inderendent
entity unde: a board of overseers.

The Panel does not znalyze the U.
cultural product, nor does it claim to
serious defects in it. Indeed, the re

€. informational-
ave identified
rt has high praise
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for the work of both agencies. It finds that the present
system "has worked surprisingly well," but that it "will
work much petter"” if the Panel's recommendations are adooted.
The proposed changes involve only structure. The Panel
anticipates, however, that the proposed ulterations

will "gpermit the deeper changes of content and purpose

all desire." The deerer changes anticipated were not
specified beyond the reference to the need for credible

and reciprocal proyrams.

OFFICIAL REACTIONS TO PANEL REPORT

In January 1376 the State Department and USIA sub-
mitcved separate position papers to the National Security
Council ce¢mmenting on the Panel recommendations. Both
opposed all Panel proposals except the one concerning the
cnnsolidation of CU and USIA cultural functions. State
cited a "fundamental need * * * to establish policy
coherence in our international communications efforts."

It opposed the Panel's :ecommendations on the ground

that they would not "contribute to this needed coherence."
USIA argued that the proposals are unworkable and based

on a fallacious distinction betwesn information and culture.

SCOPE OF REVIEW

For several reasons, then, the Panel's recommendations
call for careful arziysis. 1In this review, we explored

- the pros, cons, and alternatives and assessed the practical

implications of the Panel's prcposals.

We reviewed literatuvre and documentaticn of public
diplomacy, including memorandums of the State Department,
USIA, and the Stanteon Panzl and applicable legislative
history. We interviewed more then 100 individuals,
including the Panel's Chairman and Project Director, the
Assistant Secretary of State for Educationzl and Cultural .
Affairs, the Director of USIA, and officials of U.S. embas-
sies in four ~ountries--West Germany. Poland, Portugal, an3i
Thailand, In December 1976, we convened a symposium of
Government officials and outside specialiste to discuss
international exchange programs. One item on the acerda
dealt with the reorganization of U.S. educational and
cultural rela:ions.

In our effor: to determine the practical implications
of the Panel's proposals, the insights of the working pro-
fessionals have been indispensable, alithecugh they cannot,
of course, be regarded as determinative. We have also con-




sidered the views of qualified individuals whose personal
or prcfessional interests would not be affected by imple-
mentation of the Panel's report.

The Panel made one reccrnmendation which we did not
examine, This was that

"USIA's FSIO [Foreign Service Information Officer]
career service should be absorbed into State's FSO
{Foreign Servic: Officer] corps. * * * Those offi-
cers presently in USIA and CU who are not involved
in the diplomatic aspect of the new agencies would
be classified as GS * * **

The complexities and importance of this vroposal suggest
the need for a detailed separate study.

In the next four chapters, we examine the Panel's
other recommendations. £ach chapter summarizes the proposal
under considerat.ion, states the P.nel's rationale, provides
a critique synthesizing the views of others we consulted,
briefly analyzes alternative organizational possibilities,
and preasents our obse:-vations.

Our review is confined to the Stanton Panel recom-
mendations. We do, however, note in the final chapter
certain nonorganizational changes that we believe will
merit consideration in the ongoing effort to improve U.S.
public diplomacy. One such step would be the development
of a new "charter" defining mission, objectives, and oper-
ating guidelines.

A draft of this report was submitted to the interested
agencies and advisory commissions, as well as the Chairman
and the Project Director of the Stanton Panel, for their
informal comments. All agreed that the cultural functions
of the State Department's Bureau of Educational and “ultural
Affairs and the United States Information Agency should
be consolidated. Our conclusions concerning the other
Panel proposals have elicited emphatic agreement and
equally emphatic disagreemsnt. All comments were ca-e-
fully considered in the ccmpletion of this report.

The successful adaptation of U.S. public diplomacy to
2 rapidly changirng internationa. environment calls for a
serious, ongoing effort of analysis and consensus-building
by those concerned. The present report is intended as 2
constructive if preliminary step in that process.
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CHAPTER 2

TRANSFER OF USIA'S POLICY ARY.ZUILATION AND

ADVISORY FUNCTICNS /O STATE DEPARTMoNT

PANET. 2ROPOSAL

Under its present mandate, USIA disseminates infor-
mation abroad about the United States, its people, and i:s
policies. It also advises the makers of U.S. policy on
the implications of foreign public opinion. One of the
Panel's principal proposals would have USIA's present role
in articulating “"policy" information abroad reassigned
to the State Department. "General" information would be
assigned to a new agency. The Panel's distinction between
general information and policy i nformation is fundamental
to its analysis and to ali of its major proposals. General
information concerns “"American society ané American percep-
ticns of world affairs." Policy information is “specific
information about U.S. foreign poliay." It deals with
"the presentatiorn of the U.S. Government stance on foreign
pelicy questions of immediate concern.”

The Panel would also reassign USIA's policy advisory
function to the Department. To absorb those functions, the
State Department would, unde:r this proposal, establish a
new Office of Policy Information, headed by a Deputy Under
Secretary of State. Reporting to him would be 2 new
Assistant Secratary of State for International Press
Relations, heading a new Bureau of Internztional Press
Relations:; the Assistant Secretary for Public Affairs,
heading the present Bureau of Public Affairs; arnd the
Office of the Department's Spokesman.

PANEL RATIONALE

sz, S s

"Placing the articulatioi of our foreign policy in
the hands of the Department most responsible for formu-
lating and executing that policy," the Panel argues,
would eliminate a major organizational "anomaly." By
s¢ doing, moreover, "articulation and explanation of
foreign policy for overseas audienres should not only
become more direct but, above all, more authecritative.”

Reassigring USIA's foreign public opinion advisory
function to State would eliminate another crganizational
anomaly:



“The rendering of advice to decision makers on
foreigl public opinion as an input to the policy
making process can, in the Panel's view, be
accomplished only by people who have regular
access to those decision makers in the Department
of State."

The Panel notes that "USIA has had difficulty carrying
out the task." One reason for this "has clearly been
the lack of reqular access to the makers of fcreign
volicy."

RESPONSE OF CRITICS

Critics of the Panel report object » the proposad
transfer of USIA's policy information and advisory functions
to the State Department for various reasons. PFirst, the
transfer would relieve the Agency of essentially journaol-
istic functions, which it has performed well and which
are best done by an independent agency. Further, it is
based on an unworkable distinction between policy infor-
mation and general information and on a misunderstanding
of the work of certain agency elements.

Some who disagree with the proposal point out that
the Panel does not make a case that USIA's performance
of either the policy information function c¢r the advisory
function is inaccurate or otherwise unsatisfactory. The
implicit question is, why disturb the existing arrangzsment?
Neither the State Department, which stands to gain important
functions and additional personnel, aor USIA found merit in
the proposal to transfer those functions, Lere is no
apparent record of chronic or serious dissatinfaction in the
State Department with USIA's3 performance of tnose functions.
Indeed, a number of present and former Department officials
we consulted had high praise for the Agency.

Policy informaticn function

A fregquent objection to the Panel's proposal is that
the distinction hetween policy information and general
information is unworkable. The Panel itself took testi-
mony showing that much U.S. infermation activity in the
field involves both, that they are complementary, and
that they are often incorporated in U.S. .nformation
products in ways that could not readily or usefully be
disentangled. Some public affairs officers suy that
their acceptance and credibility as policy spokesmen
have been enhanced by their identification with the
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post's cultural programs. In his official comment on
the Panel report, then USIA Director Keogh asked:

"How much would mutual understanding be worth
if the current problems and day-to-cday issues
which form much of the substance of relations
between countries are intentionally avoidead?

Is there not real danger that the programs of
ICA would lack substance and realism an? would
not be taken seriously? As the American
Foreign Service Association, representing the
career officers in the State Department, AID
{Agency for International Development], and
USIA, has stated, a result of such recrganiza-
tion would be 'a cultural program whose insula-
tion from the central concerns of the Embassy
would almost certainly undermine its relevance,'
The public would be justified in questioning
whether they should be paying for programs that
are so insulated from American policy.”

The present Director of USIA, John E. Reinhardt,
has taken a similar position, asserting that “the main
enemy of an infermation program * * * would be fragmen-
tation, setting up separate bureaucracies for the oper-
ation of different parts of the program."

Transferring USIA's policy information function would,
as the Panel notes, entail the transfer of the Wireless
File and its staff. It has been suggested that this oro-
posal represents a misreading of what the Wireless File
is and what is reguired to make it work. This is a high
frequency radio teletype network by which USIA Headguarters
on weekdays transmits five regional files to 130 posts.

The contents are primarily official texts, policy state-
ments, and backgrounders. 1In addition, news roundups

are provided to posts in countries not adeguatelv served

by commercial media, and essential program materials are
carried for other agency elements--V0OA broadcast schedules,
current booklists for the information centers, foreign
media reaction summaries, profiles ~n American specialists
recruited to go abroad, and advance transcripts of films
and videotape recordings.

Questions have been raised as to whether the Wireless
File, if moved to State, would continue to carcty such oro-
gram materials and would continue to provide adeguate coverage
of the White House, the Congress, other agencies (notably
Treasury, Defense, Labor, Commerce, and Agriculture) as well
as independent American comm:ntary that also coacribute to

11



the policymuking process. If not, it is argued, the
network output would lose much of its interest 2and credi-
bility to the foreign audiences for whom key elements of
the File are intended,

Moreover, some critics suggest, the judgments that
go into making up the daily Wireless File are necessarily
in large part those of professional journalists concerning
what the press attaches and their local media ani govern-
mental clic-ts are likely to find useful.

A possible variant of this aspect of tke Panel's
proposal would be to transfer to State only those positions
or persons who would be concerned with preparing the Depart-

ment's own contribution to the Wireless File. Final editorial

judgment as to the content of the File (and the right to
ask State for clarification or further details) would be
retained by USIA. This might alleviate what appear to

be largely marginal difficulties of USIA access to policy-
makers.

Another alternative, which has elicited interest
among some State Department officials, would he to
transfer the Wireless File staff not to the proposed new
bureau but to the existing Office of the Department
Spokesman. This, it has been suggested, would unify
and enhance the status and policy relevance of the world-
wide press function and increase the Secretary's ability
to fine-tune it.

Finally, with respect to the policy information
function in general, some critics of the Panel proposal
argue that the present system is best calculated to assure
conformance to foreign policy objectives without sacrificing
speed of communication. The key to this is the system for
delivering State Department policy gu’dance to USIA.

Such guidance is conveyed through several channels and

at several levels to USIA's media services as follows.

A remher of USIA's Policy Guidance Staff {(a unit of five
professionals in the Office of Policy and Plans) attends
the State Department Spokesman's pre-pressbriefing

seszion every wzekday morning; he and other ©USIA people,
e.g., a VOA correspondent, attend the noon briefing.

The Agency's geographic desk perscnnel maintain liaison
with their councerparts in State's political bureaus (as
do the regional officers of CU). VOA, in turn, receives
its policy cuidance from the Agency's policy group through
the VOA Policy Application S%aff (four persons). As the
need arises, there may be direct contact between the USIA
Director (who regularly attends meetings chaired by the Sec-
retary or Under Secretary) and senior Department officials.

12



ey

This arrangement puts the Agency's Office of Policy
and Plans in a position to evaluate the commentaries by
the Agency's media services in relation to State Department

. guidance. Where necessary, Policy and Plans will make

suggestions regarding these commentaries. Agency partisans
of the present arrangement claim that Policy and Plans

is able to clear 9 out of 10 commentaries within 15

minutes and that State, with its tradition of caution

and its professional bent for diplcmacy rather than
fast-media communication, would be unlikely to work

that quickly. To that extent, it would be unable to -

meet the standards of an effective and credible policy
information service.

Policy advisory function

USIA's function of advising policymakers on foreign
public opinion is based on President Kennedy's statement
of the USIA mission in a 1963 memorandum to then Director
Edward R. Murrow: .

“The mission of the U.S. Informaticn Agency is
to help achieve U.5. foreigi policv objectives
by * * * advicing the President, his represen-
tatives abroad, and the various Departments and
Agencies on the implications of foreign opinion
for present and contemplated U.S. policies,
programs and official statements."

Critics of the proposal to transfer USIA's advisory
function to State argue, in part, that USIA and its field
staff can make a unigue contribution to the analysis of
foreign cpinion and its implications for U.S. policy. Some
add that what is needed is not the proposed transfer but
better use of the USIA product. As the U.S. Advisory
Commission on Information put it:

"USISs officers, in the course of their duties,
develop an extraordinary variety and large number
of personal contacts in foreign societies. They
develop a highly useful fund of knowledge and
insight which can be fed back to Washington. But
this resource has been vnappreciated and neglected.
There has been little utilization of this feedback.
* * * Bacause of such neglect we are at times
unnecessarily surprised to suddenly discover the
depth cf opposition to our proposals.”

13



The Panel, as noted, attributes svch neglect to
USIA's "lack of reqular access to the makers of foreign
policy."® In his testimony before the Panel, George
Ball, former Under Secretary of State, offered a different
explanation:

"There were so many different channels of
information coming in all the time * * *

from a dozen different places, to say nothing
of the telegrams from the embassies, which
very often would incorporate whatever the
information officer in that embassy was
saying."

It is rcasonable to believe that if USIA's "feedback"
were the sole source of such information for policymakers,
the problem of "access" for that purpose would never have
emerged. In one U.S. Embassy we surveyed there were five
mission elements reporting to Washington agencies on
foreign opinion~-USIS, Foreign Broadcast Information
Service, the Embassy’s Political Section, the Defense
Attache, and the Central Intelligence Agency. Although
this may all be necessary because of the different users
and uses involved, there no doubt is some overlap in such
reporting on foreign opinion. :

Former USIA Director Reogh told us that in fact USIA's
foreign public opinion function does receive attention in
the policymaking process at all levels below the Secretary.
This wac confirmed to some extent by State Department
officials. USIA's advisory material includes a daily sum-
mary of press comment, which is prepared by the Agency's
Media Reaction Staff (eight persons) for distribution by 8
a.m. each weekday. These are based on reports written by
USIS persconnel in the field under the guidance of a weskly
"watch list" issuzd by headgquarters. This same staff pro-
duces approximately 20 other reports per week on foreign
media reaction to major internztional issues. The staff
is also charged with sending t¢ the President ¢ad to the
Secretary of State a separate series of daily reaction
cables when thev travel outside the United States. Other
reports on foreign opinion, provided by the Agency's Office
of Research, cover media research, attitud» and audience
researcn, and foreign information research.

One argumesnt sometimes cited against transferring
this service is that the professional independence of the
. -enecy and its field staff tends £o assure greater objec-
tivity in the reporting of foreign opinion.

14
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The provosals to reassign USIA's volicy information
and policy advisory roles to the State Decartment are
both based on the Panel's distinction between volicy
information and general information. We agree with those
who have pointed out that the two kinds of information
are often complementary and in vractice difficult to
separate.

Policv information function

The primary rescvonsibility for articulating and
advocating as well as formulating U.S. foreign policy
is vested in the President and the Secretary of Steote.
These officials and U.S. ambassadors explain our foreign
policy not only through direct communication with
foreign government representatives but also through press
conferences and other forms of public statement.

" The tole of USIA has been and should remain that
of giving wider resonance abroad to authoritative defini-
tions and interpretations of U.5. policy under vroper
State Devartment guidance. This is a function reguiring
professional skills in journalism and fast-medii management.
For the most part, neither the professional skills and
interests nor the organization and procedures of the State
Department lend themselves to that role. There is & distinct
possibility that assigning that job to State would lead
to diminished emphasis on, and less effective coverage
of, U.5. policy information abroad.

This is by no neans to suggest, however, that improve-
ments should not be sought in the present arrangements £for
policy articulation and policvy guidance. For example, a
freguent comment at USIA is that State Department officials
often do not appreciate the need to give USIA full infor-
mation--that the Department could afforé to be more forth-
coming in furnishing positive policy guidance. This point
is made particularly with reference to USIA's need to get
advance notice of major policy announcements in order to
better prepare the timely repvorting and analysis cn which
the Agency's effectiveness dezends. On the other hand, ¢s
a State Department official noted, there may well be instan~
ces in which time does not permit such notice or in which
secur ity considerations would properly lead Department
cfficials tc err on the side of caution in sharine iafor=
mation even within the U.S. Government.
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These gdifferences of perception between the two
ayencies concerning ac..sS sujgest that something closer
to an interacency consensus might us«fully be sought.

Policy advisory function

It is widely acknowledged that the Agency's advice
to State on the policy implications of foreign opinion
seldom reaches top Department echelons directlv. The
Panel attributes USIA's difficulty in this regard to
its "lack of regular access to the makers of foreign
policy." Another explanation is that State receives
policy information and advice on foreign orinion from
many other sources. Nevertheless, as George Ball pointed
out in his testimony before the Panel, a USIA contribution
may well reach senior Department officials through U.S.
ambassadors,

It seems to us that the Panel's proposal to transfer
USIA's advisory role to State raises a number of gquestions
that should be clarified before a decision is made:

--To what extent do State and other U.S. agencies
in fact make use of USIA policy advice on foreign
public opirion at pertinent lower levels?

-~Are there other ways to cure any "neglect” of
USiA's policy advice?

~-Is the USIA advisory product distinctive in ways
that would justify its continuation?

--To what extent is USIA's research and repcrting
on foreign opminion necessary to its own informa-
tion and cultural operations? X

Perding concrete examination of such questions, it

would seem advisabl: :0 leave the present arrangement
intact. )
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CHAPTER 3

ESTABLISEMENT OF NEW INFORMATION AND

CULTURAL AFFAIRS AGENCY

PANEL PROPOSAL

Under present arrangements, U.S. educationzl and
cultural exchange programs are managed by the State
Department's Burcau of Educational and Cultural Affairs.
Abroad, its prograns are implemented by USIA personnel,
The Panel proposes that the educaticnal and cultureal
functions of State and USIA be consolidated in a new
headquarters agency to be called the Information ana
Cultural Affairs Agency.

ICA would both manage U.S. educatrional and cultural
programs in Washington and execute them in the field,
Under the Panel's proposal, ICA would alsd> assume USIA's
responsibility for disseminating abroad generel informa--
tion, as distinct from policy information. The prorosed
reassignment of USIA's role in communicating foreign
policy abroad and in advising policymaker: on fereign
public opinion is discussed in chapter 2. With this pro-
posed redistribution of functions, USIA disazpears.

The Panel proposes that the new ICA operate "under--
but not in--the Department ¢f State.” It would be "an
autoncmous agency with its own kuadget and adéministration,®
on the model of the Agency for International Development
or the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACCA}.

PANEL RATICNALE

Wwhen USIA was established in 1953, the Panel notes,
the Bureau of Educationel and Cultural Affairs was left
in State "to avoid givirg the ecducational exchange of per-
sons a propaganda flavor." The overseas end of the work
has bheen done by USIA from the ocutset. In un era seeking
a relaxation of tensions, the Panz2l argues. and conszideriig
that the Agency's work has evolved to a voint whece elmost
all of it is directed at "the same longer ranrge objectives"
pursued by CU, the earlier reservations about transferring
"CU's functions (which "never made much sense") no longer
should govern.
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According to the Panel, combining genz2ral information
and exchange of persons in the new ICA would have several
advantages: "The Washington offices serving overseas posts
would be brought into correspondence with the unified
organizaticn which has worked so effectively in the field,"
and thereby would "simplify enormously the task of those
stationed abroad in their efforts to get from headguarters
the support they need to do their jobs." It would mean,
for ICA, “"one instead of two channels of communication with
the field * * * and one supervisor instead of two for the
cfficers who now try to satisfy CU and USIA." It would
yield “some budgetary savings from the ending of duplica-
tion of offices."” It would restore to the information
agency "contrel in Washington over an important tool for
its offorts to devict U.S. life and thought overseas (namely,
real )ive American exchangees)." Finally, i« would facili-
tate trograming “"based on the coordination of people with a
variety of media products.”

The Panel preferred putting the ICA under but not in
the Department of State, rather than giving it USIA's
status as an independent agency, for several reasons:

--"0Organizational logic" points in that direction.

-~The agency would gain prestige and greater accap-
tance in the Congress and the private sector,

-~Relevance of ICA program to policy would be assured.

~-The relationship to State would familiarize Foreign
Service Officers with the work and impress them
with its importance.

RESPONSE OF CRITICS

In general, those we consulted agree with the Panel
that the ecucational and cultural functions of CU and
USIA should be assigned to a single headgquarters agency.
For most, the principal reason is that this would eliminate
an awkward, troublesome, and time-consuming burden of
interagency coordination. Some note it would also tend
to assur= execution of the programs in conformance with
& single, consistent operating philosophy. There is, as
the Panel noted, the possibility of some budgetary saving
through eliminating duplica*ion of offices. USIA's budget
office has made a rough estimate that the saving might
be about $2 million and 50 jobs. A rough and possibly
optimistic estimate by the Congressional Research Service
put the potential saving at $10 millicn to $15 million.
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Relatiopship of new information-
cultural agency to Department
of State

Opinions as expressed by the interested agencies in
1376 differed regarding the relationship of the revamped
agency to the State Department. USIA preferred retaining
its present status as an independent agency reporting
to the President. The State Department preferred the
ACDA model proposed by the Panel. The Department departed
from the Panel proposal, however, in suggesting that the
agency head be an Under Secretary of State and that he
assume a role of “leadership in planning and coordinating
coherent communications strategies."

Some USIA officials, while acknowledging the need for
policy guidance from State, fear the proposed closer rela-
tionship would seriously erode the Agency's professional
and budgetary independence--~that the information agency
would be smothered in a Department having quite different
professional concerns and capabilities. Others have
suggested that any closer relaticnship to State would be
desirable only if the Department were reorganized, as a
1959 Brookings study proposed, along Defense Department
lines, with cabinet-rank secretaries for political,
economic, and information-cultural affairs. Some of
those oppesing the closer relationship concede, however,
that it might yield the advantage of greater access to
and acceptance by the Department.

The Panel has suggested that this issue--the formal
relationship of the information-cultural agency to State--
is perhaps more cosmetic then real. However, some, includ-
ing the Panel's Project Director, feel that the "cosmetics”
may be important because the Government's cultural constit~
uents--scholars, artists, journalists, and others--would
presumably be unwilling to accept exchange grants from or
other relationships with what some perceive as a “propaganda"
agency. On this point, cpinions differ and available evi-
dence is inconclusive. It is a plauvsible inference that the
Panel would not favor relocating CU's cultural functions in
an agency that retained the function of explaining and
advocating U.S. Zoreign policy. Among those we consulted,
however, there was strong support for the proposed €U
"merger" but not for the move to divest the information
agency of a policy information role. At the same time,
some point out that in such consolidation, precautions
should be taken to prevent either downgrading or politicizing
the cultural programs and to preserve gresent CU working
relationships with State's political bureaus.
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Finally, some critics note, the proposed consolida-
tion of CU and USIA func:tions might entail a conflict with
the congressional ban on the domestic distribution of the
information agency product. As Henry Loomis, President
of the Corperation for Public Broacdcasting and former
Ceputy Director of USIA, points out, the exchange program
"by definiticn is a two-way street and therefore involves
foreign cultural activities within the United States."

He suggests that, "The Congress should determine that this
would not be construed as attempting to propagandize the
American pecple, an activity from which USIA is wisely
prohibited.™

Possible alternatives

Possible alternztives to the Panel‘'s zroposed new
Information and Cultural Affairs Agency range from termi-

-nating the programs to maintaining the status gquo. With

some variations, as noted, State and USIA have advocated
g modified version of the latter. A summary of the other
principle alternatives follows.

Terminating preerans

The case for terminating the programs relies on one
or both of two judgments. One is that the Nation's needs
for international communication are adequately met by
intergovernmental divlomacy complemented by the commercial
media and the vast network of private contacts and exchanges
of persons and information. The other is that governmental
infermation and cultural programs amount to a form of
ideological or cultural imperialism which offends against
American values and which is, in today's werld, self-
defeating.

The counterargument relies essentially on the propo-
sition that the commercicl media either distort or icnore
much information which it is in the national interest %o
cornmunicate to foreign peoples and that Government-sponsored
programs fill important gaps in the private network.

An alternative short of terfmifi¥¥ing the progrars would
be to subject then to the test of zero-base budgeting, a
procedure adopted bv the Carter adninistration reguiring
the total rejustification of programs annually. The 1975
Congressional Research Zervice study suggests that "the
nature and extent of U,S5. operatiors should be ascessed
on a country-by-country basis before continuing officially
supported prograns.”

20




Fully integrating prodarams
in State Department

Ancther broad alternative would fully integrate infor-
mation and cultural operations in the State Department.
This might be done in one of at least two ways. One, as
noted above, was suggested in a 1959 Brooxings Institution
study. It would create a reorganized Department of Foreign
Affairs modeled on the Deifense Departnent, within which
there would be three component departments--State, Foreign
Economic Operations, and a new Department of Information
and Cultural Affairs to carry out the functions now
performed hy CU and USIA.

A variant of the Brookings proposal, suggested by a
Senior USIA officer, would establish an Under Secretary
of State for Public Affzirs on the same level as the Under
Secretaries for Political and Economic Affairs. Reporting
to that person would be Assistant Secretaries of State
for Cultural and Academic Exchanges, Cultural Cperations,
Media Services, and Public Informacion (domestic) and the
Director of the Voice of America. All administrative and
suppo.t elements of USIA~-such as personnel, researcn,
congressional liaison, general counsel, security, budget,
and inspector general--would be integrated into the
corresponding offices of the Depertment.

The British Council model

till another broad organizational alternative to
the Panel proposal would be to give the proposed general
information and cultural affairs agency, duly divested
of the policy information and advisory functions, the
status of a quasi-governmental institution on the model
of the British Council. The Panel reportedly considered
this alterrative serioucly and was dissuaded from it only
by the juagment that it might not be approved vy the
Congress.

The Rritish Council was established in 1934 to promote
a wider knowledge of Britain and the English language. It
received a Royal Charter in 1940. It sponsors language
training, runs libraries, publishes periodicals, conducts
exchange programs, mounts exhibitions, and organizes
artistic performances. Its 1875-76 budget was about $10C
million,

According tc a Member of Parliament who served severzl
years as Deputy Chairman of the Touncil, the organization
acts independently of the British Government. Although
there is much tehind-the-scenes consultation, the Govern-
ment dees not attempt to exert control.
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The Council is supported m=ainly by a lump sum annual
grant from Parliazment. It is governed by a chairman
appointed by the Foreign Secretary for a 5-year term and
a 20-member board drawn from literature, publishing,
science, the arts, trade unions, and the Bouse of Commons.

Those supporting this alternative believe that a
relatively independent general information and cultural
organization would enjoy greater credibility and acceptance
among the artists, scholars, journalists, and others who
form the constituency of official cultural affairs programs.

The Inter~American Foundation model

Sy

An interesting variant of the British Council model
within the U.S. Federal structure is represented by the
Inter-American Foundation. The Foundation is a nonprofit,
tax-exempt U.S. Government corporation established by the
Congress in 1969 "to support Latin American and Caricbean
efforts to solve their own ‘grass roots' economic and social
development problems." It is funded by the Government and
is authorized to receive contributions from nongovernmental
sources. It has a staff of 60 Federal emplovees and is
limited by law to a staff of 100. 1Its budget for fiscal
year 1977 was $23 million.

The unique and experimental nature of the organization
is reflected in a House report at the time of the initial
legislation. The report, as summarized in a statement b’
the Foundation's President before a House subcommittee,
calied for: :

“* * * jnnovation, sensitivity to and support for
indigenous efforts, independence from shor:~-term
political factors which affect the day-to-day
course of U.S. Government policy, experimentation
to overcome bottlenecks to progress, responsible
recognition and assumption of risks to help solve
specific development problems, replicability, and
cperations primarily through anda with the private
sector.,"

Management of the Foundation is vested in a seven-
member Board of Directors apoointed by the President with
the advice ana consent of the Senate. Four of its directors,
including the Chairman, represent the private sector, and
three are chosen from among Government orfficials concerned
with inter-American affairs. Directors serve 6-year
renewable terms without compensation.

22



CUR_OBSERVAT1ONS

Successful implementation of the proposal to consoli-
date CU and USIA cultural functions in Washington would,
! we believe, achieve a mrre efficient and consistent admin-
istration of U.S. cultural programs. This step, as the
Panel points out, world zlso permit the elimination of
one advisory commission by consolidating the functions
of the U.S. Advisory Commission on Information and U.S.
Advisecry Commission on International Educational and
Cultural Affairs.

If it were decided that the proposed agency, shorn of
the policy information and advisory functions, could serve
‘the national purpose more effectiively if it had independence
ccmparable to that of the British Council, we believe the
Inter-American Foundation might vrovide a more appropriate
model. The Foundation's President has testified that its
status has enabled it to relate effectively to indigenous
: private groups in the region “without always taking into
‘ account what a foreign policy or government=-to-government
relationship is." He added that while there is much consul-
tation with U.S. Government authorities, "there has been no
attempt tc manipulate us politically by any country, including
our own,"

For reasons indicated in chapter 2, we do not share
the Panel's view that the consolidated agency should be
shorn of the policy information role. GHowever, if CU's
functions are assigned to the information agency without
divesting the latter of the policy information function,
it would seem advisable to survey the CU-USIA constltuency—-
scholars, artists, journalists, etc.=--to determine how
they might respond to the consolidation and what sugges-
tions they themselves might have about implementation.

As to the relationship which the consclidated agency
should have to the State Departmecat, there are two main
options. One is that the agency retain a status of inde-
pendence, reporting to the President and taking its pelicy
guidance from the Department of State in accordance with
present arrangements. Another ies that the agency be
Placed, in the Panel's phrase, “under--but non in--the
Department of State," on the Arms Control and Disarmament
Ageacy model. A variant of the latter, urged by State
in its position paper on the Panel report and by John
Richardson, Jr., former Assistant Secretary of State for
Educational and Cultural Affairs, would put the information

TS W
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agency not only "under" the State Department, as proposed

by the Panel, but partly "in" as well. That is, the agency
director would be an Under Secretary cf State and, with cer-
tain agency elements, would have offices in the Department.
Advocates believe this variant would give the agency better
access to the Secretary for purpocses of both policy infor-
mation and policy advice. Some suggest this might also put
the agency head in a position to provide Government-wide
coordination and leadership in inforimation and cultural
programs.

We believe wcach option has distinct advantages aad
shortcomings; either could work. The choice should be
madz only after proper study. If the agency were put
under but not in the State Deparstment, provision should
be made to safeguard the agency’s present professional and
administrative independence while remaining under State
Department policy guidance.
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CHAPTER 4

FIELD REORGANIZATION

PANFL PROPOSAL

The Panel proposes to reorganize information and
cultural activities in the U.S. overseas missions to
ceflect the distinction it draws between policy infor-
mation and general information.

Thus, "The official abroad vrincipally concerned with
carrying out the volicy information and advisory functiocns
should be the Press Counselor/Attache,” a Ste-e Department

. enplovee. ©He would receive the Wireless File, wnolicy

guidance information, and backaround telearams from the
Devartment and would report to the Department cn media
reaction and foreign ovinion. The head of the local USIS
establishment of the Information and Cultural Affairs
Agancy would be the Infocrmation-Cultural Counselor/Attache,
an ICA employee. He would handle gensral information
progucts and the exchange of persons program.

This "eliminates the present echelon and position otf
Public Affairs QOfficer (PAQ) 25 an intermediate level between
the operating press and information-cultural elements and
the embassv's top management. The DCHM [Devuty Chief of
Mission] himself will henceforth be exercising this coordina-
ting and supervisory role on behalf of the ambassador * % *."

PANEL RATIOUNALE

The rationale for the vroposed field reorganization
parzllels that stated for the proposed reorganization of
tue Washinoton headquarters. (See vp. 3 and 10.)

RESPCNSE OF CRITICS

The proposal encounters the argumsnt noted above,
that the informati.on oroduct partekes of both policy and
general characteristics in ways often impossible to disen-
tangle.

Other objections cited are that:

--It disturbs an arrangement abroad against which
there avpear to be few major complaints and wiaich
the Panel itself describes as "the unified oraani-
zation which has worxed so effectively in the £ield
for over twenty vears."
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-=It raises possibilities of "jurisdictional" con-
fusion and controversy. The Panel concedes that
assigning piess functions to a State Department
officer and general information and cultural
furictions to an ICA officer will entail "some
ovarlap in the cultivation of ccntacts" and will
r:quire "a high degree of tact and managerial
skill" in dovetailing the work of the two. To
the extent that problems of jurisdiction emerge
in the field, critics argue, they will impose a
considerable new coordination burden on the

. Ceputy Chief of Mission.

--While Foreign Service Officers often do well in
dealing with the press, that work emphasizes
professional skills, experience, and interests
more likely to be found in USIA than in State.

--USIA advised the Naticnal Security Council that
a divided field operation

"would reduce mission effectiveness in
utilizing and coordinating all the infor-
mation and cul.ural tools available in
support of mission objectives. The effect
of the proposed reorganization would be

to export the artificial division that now
exists in Washington."

-~The propesal runs counter to what some critics regard
as a promising new trend in the managewment of U.S.
overseas posts. According to a USIA member of the
Governing Board of the American Foreign Service
Association, many U.S. missions

"have been doing away with the old cate-
gorization of personnel and function which
often inhibited effective operations. Press
and information offices have b‘:en imerged,
programm ng divisions have been created
which eiiminate the old and misleading
distinctions between information and cul-
tural activities., As 2 resul’. a more co-
herent and fully orchestratz2d program has
begun to take shape at many of our key
overseas posts."

Thus, what the Panel called the unified USIS field

organization 1s now being ever more closely inte-
grated,
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-~It overlooks an aspect of the country—~team concept,
under which the ambassador, as principal policy
spokesman abroad, normally establishes a close
working and supervisory relationship with the
Public affairc Officer, Political Officer, Press
Attache, or whomever he may designate to help him
perform that function. This tends to reinforce
State's position as foreign policy advocate and
to that extent obviates the Panel's concern that
policy articulation by USIA officers might be less
authoritative than it should be.

OUR OBSERVATIONS

B e

We agree with those who believe that the proposed
realignment of functions in U.S. overseas missions would
fragment field operations, open the way to confusion and
i controversy over the assignment of responsibilities, and
! to that extent reduce the effectiveness of present arrange-
ments. We believe closer integration of information and
< caltural programs in the overseas missions should be
encouraged.
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CHAPTER 5

VOICE OF AMERICA

PANEL PROPOSAL

The Panel recommends that the Voice of America be
made a separate agency outside of both State and the
information-cultural agency, though "closely linked" to
both. VOA would be supervised by a "bnard of overseers”
consisting of the proposed Deputy Under Secretary of State
for Policy Information, the Director of ICA, and three
private citizens appointed by the President.

State's interest in effective policy articulation and
advocacy would be protected under this arrangement by
making the Department itself and its proposed new Office of
Policy Information "directly responsible for explaining and
articulating U.S. foreign policy over the Voice" and giving
the Department's spokesmen “direct and uncgualified access
to broadcast time.” The material for the Department's
contributicn to VOA programing would be prepared by those of
VOA's worldwide English writers who would be transferred to
State for that purpose. The Department's interest in VOA
operations would be further protected by continuing the
“assignment to key Voice positions of foreign service
officers who have served extensively in the areas to which
their sectors of VOA are regularly broadcasting." (ICA's
interest in "the portrayal of American society" would be
served by providing for ICA guidance to VOA's writers.)

PANEL RATIONALE

As the purveyor of policy information, the Panel notes,
VOA would logically be locatec in State. As a general

information medium, the Voice would logically belong to the

proposed Information and Cultural Affairs Agencv. But VOA
is also a broadcaster of straight news, and “"the necessity
of freedom from Government control dictates an independent
status.” Placing VOA in the State Department o~ keeping

it in ICA would "severely compromise its independence as

a source of news" and "make it extremely difficult to carry
out the function eatrusted to the other body."

The Panel argues that these arrangements would put
policy articulation back in State where they feel it
exclusively belongs, would protect the objectivity of VOA's
news broadcasting, and "would permit the VOA to function as
a credible medium." ’
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RESPONSE OF CRITICS

Critics zppear generally agreed that the Pznel's case
for the importance of reliable, objective news reporting
by the Voice is in itself unexceptionable, for such empha-
sis does reflect America's "ideological appeal" as a
defender of the free flow of inforxzation »nd is essential
to the maintenance of credibility and listercrship.

The implied elevation of news to top priority in the
Government's scale of values for broadcesting raises two
guestions: whether it can be justified on policy grounds
and whether it accurately reflects the Government's intent.
So far as intent is concerned, there does not &acpear to be
a clear basis for assigning priority to any of VOA's three
functions. The Foreign Relations Authorizaticn Act, fiscal
year 1977, lists those functions without specifying their
priority: to provide reliable news, project significant
American thought and institutions, and present U.5. policies.

A1l three functions appear widely recognized as comple-
mentary and as indispensable to effective Government broad-
castiag. They can also be, the Panel rightly notes,
inherently conflicting. As former USIA Director Keogh has
acknowledged, “comprehensive news coverage is secmetimes not
the best diplonmacy." Questions critics raise are: When a
conflict arises, how is it to be resolved and by whom? 1In
moct instances noted, diplomatic imperatives sesm to have
prevailed over the principle of journalistic independence.
To what extent have such episodes undermined the credibilty
of VOA's news reporting? What circumstances, if any, might
justify State Department interference in VOA's selection or
treatment of broadcast material?

Critics of this proposal argue that the Veice of
America and the independent commercial press are notably
different. VOA is sponsored by the U.S. Government, .
financed by the taxpayer, and pilled as “the"™ Veoice cIf
America. Its personnel overseas travel on official or dip-
lomatic passports, are privy to embassy briefings, hav
access to classified information, and enjov the protection
and advantages of official status. Its mission is not only
to report and analyze the daily news but to "present a bal-
anced and comprebznsive projection of significant American
thought and institutions" and to “present the policies
of the United States clearly and effectiveiv." Undoubtedly
most of its listeners perceive it as an instrumentality
of the U.5. Government. (It has been noted in this con-
nection that changes in programing content or emchasis
may be interpreted by foreign governments as Ziplomatic
“signals.") :
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The Panel's proposal, some critics argue, would put
VOA in a position tu retain all its present speciai ad-
vantages and to act more independently of--that is, less
responsively to~~the overseas interests of the United States
as perceived by th¢ Dapartment of State. The guestion here
is not one of lovalty but cf judgment--whether, in the
event of disagreement, it is to be the judczent of an
independent Government board numerically dcminated by private
citizens or that of the policymakers that prevails. 1In
its official comment last year, the State Department concluded
that the present arrangement for VOA "is highly advisable
whatever decisions are reached on the Panel's other proposals.”

There are a aumber of addition~l conziderations cited
by critics of the proposal to make VOA independent:

--It leaves large uncertainties as to how policy infor-
mation (the State Department "coraercial" as some
have dubbed it) would be integrated into broadcasting
schedules, who would control programing, what "direct
and unguvalified access to broadcast time" would
mean in practice, and how responsive “he new management
would be to the needs of the Departrent and other
agencies.

--It is guestionable whether the State Department
woulé prove able to produce the necessary stream of
policy news and analysis in timely £zshion. 1In the
words o¢f Edmund A. Gullion, Dean of tne Fletcher
School of Law arné Diplomacy, retired Foreign Service
Officer, and a dissenting member of the Panel, "the
difficulties that might arise in trying to reconcile
fast moving news coverage with Department clearances
boggle the mind."

~-Assigning supervision of VOA to a part-time Government
board can be cuestioned, as at least one experienced
observer has suggested, on the ground that "an inde-
penédent Board would be a weak reed in time of tronble”
and that the *history of Goverament 2oards is not an
encouraging one.”

--Appointment of the Board's full-time Executive Director
and staff, assicned to carry out its policy control ard
evaluation tasks, could readily leed tc serious
jurisdictional conflicts between the Board and the
VOA maragement. The experience of Radic Free Eurcpe/
Radio Liberty and the Board for International Broad-
casting in this resard is instructive. As a GAO
report noted : years after the establishment of the
Board for International Broadcasting, "A bhasic
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difference exists between the Board and the
Radios over the interpretation of the Board's
authority, functions, and resconsibilities as
set forth in the Act of 1973."

-=-Independent status for VOA could agoiravate a
tendency to compete with other media at the cost
of increased sensationalism and reduced attention
to that part of VOA's mandate calling for "a
balanced and comprehensive projection of signif-
icant American thought and institutions." Former
USIA Director Keogh, in commenting con the proposal,
stated thit this could lead VOA to

"project too little of the basic, long-iange
side of american life and too much of the
transitory. The result could well be a situ-
ation in which American taxpayers' money
would be spent on a broadcasting service
which would devote too much of its time
telling the rest of the world the worst

about America.”

--It is possible that implementing this proposal
would reguire a substantial increase in funding
and personnel, The Panel believes that “VOA
will remain virtually intact under its new Board,
inheriting only a few USIA administrative officers
already accustomed te handling Voice affaires.”
USIA officials have concluded, however, that to
set _p the support elements now provided by USIA--
for example, a budget and finance unit, administrative
services, security office, training, audience research,
inspection and audits, legal services, the new
Executive Director, and a secretariat--would reqguire
a net increase of 100 people and add some $4 million
to the present operating costs.

OUR OBSERVATIONS

advocates of independence for VDA often cite the Britich
Broadcasting Corporation's External Services, which has its
own governing board, as the model to be emulated. On the
other hand, it has been noted that while the BBC has 2
deserved reputation for journ=listic integrity, that dces
not mean that its overseas broadcasting is insensitive to
foreign policy considerations or unresgonsive to Foreign
Office guidance. As USIA NDirector Reinhardt testified
recently,

31



o,

“The BBC has operated for many years under general
British traditions. In structure, it is quite
different, obviously, from our own. In actual
operation, the BBC is also cognizant of British
foreign policy. * * * The tradition of the Foreign
Office having lunch with members of the British
Broadcasting Corporation, cf exchanging telephone
calls, of discussing foreign policy issues is the
manner in which they have chcsen to do it, and they
do it well.®

The principle of State Department guidance for VOA
ccmmentaries on U.S. policy is not in dispute. During
our review, however, we noted numerous complaints by
V0A professionals against State Department interference
in VOA newscasting.

Scme of the State Departmen:t interventions we noted
did seem open to question. We believe, however, that there
have been and can be situations in which State's view ought
to control.

A well-publicized episode illustre'e- the point. in
the days preceding the evacuation of Saigon, VOA was under
instructicns to report only official statements of the U.S.
Government and congressional actions even though responsitle
unofficial American comments about the possibility of evacu-
ation were being carried by the commercial media, including
the wire services. State's reazoning was that such reports,
coming from the U.S. Government radio, would gain greater
credence and in the circumstances increase the danger of
panic ameng the South Vietnamese, with consequent risk to
American and Vietnamese lives.

Whether that would have occurred or not, the uncertzinty
itself provided some reason to err on the side of caution
and to give State's political judgment precedence over VOA's,
professional concerns. (We were told that VOA corresponcéents
in Saigon, anong the last to be evacuated, arplauvded the
State Department decision.)

The incident illustrates an infreguent but potentially
important situation that argues for maintaining the present
relationship between VOA, State, and USIA. It should, how-
ever, be emphasized that circumstances justifying such inter-
vention are highly unusual and the Department's prerogative
should be exercised with restraint and in full awareness
of the need to protect VOA's prefessional integritv.
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The Panel claims that making VOA independent “woculd
permit VOA to function as a credible medium." This appears
to imply that under present arrangements the Voice lacks
credibility, although the Panel does not make that asser-
tion. One test for credibility is listenership. Audience
research conducted by professional polling organizations
for USIA and cthers indicates that VOA has a substantial
listenership and in general competes effectively with BBC.

Similarly, the Panel implies but does not establish a
failure by VOA, operating from its base in USIA, to satisfy
the needs of the Department of State. We found no evidence
of serious or chronic State Department dissatisfaction
with VOA's performance.

The reporting and advocacy of U.S. foreign policy,
especially by fast media and especially in moments of
international crisis, can significantly affect the national
interest for good or ill. The considerations outlined
above, in our judgment, weigh strongly against disturbing
the present structural relationship between VOA, USIA, and
the Department of State.

New apprcaches to improving VOA's working relationship
with State and USIA should be studied. Local 1812 of the
American Federation of Government Employees, for example,
has suggested that VOA should be granted £ull authority
over its own personnel system, that a special oversicht
committee should be established to resolve policy diszputes,
and that the VOA Director should be elevated to USIA Associate
Director status and to membership on the Agency's Executive
Comnmittee,

For an institution charged with duties that put a
premium on profescional integrity but that may prove inher-
ently contradictory o': occasion, the solution may well lie
less in organizational alterati.ns than in other ecproaches..
We believe the answer to the VOA dilemma must depené zbove
all on a consensus on objectives and operating principles
within the agency and bevond, strong leadership, ané a
growing tradition of reasonable policy guidance by S:tate
with responsinle professional independence for USIa,
duly supported by tne President and the Congress.
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CHAPTER 5

A NEYW CHARTER FOR U.S. PUBLIC DIPLOMACY

The evidence reviewed in the preceding chapters led us to
conclude that one of the Panel's proposals (consolidating the
cultural functions of CU and USIA) would substantially improve
present overations; two others (merging the FSO and F5I0
personnel classification categories and reassigning U3IA's
policy advisory role) may have constructive possibilities
but require further study; and the remainder, which contem-
plate a major reorganization, seem more likely to hinder
than to advance onagoing efforts to imvrove the efficiency
and effectiveness ot U.3. public diplomacy.

It is the Panel's position not that thé present svs-
tem is working badly but that under the proposed structural
changes it "will work much better." We are concecned that,
on the contrary, if the recommendations as a while wzre
imdlemented, the system would work less well. The “anoma=-
lies" the Panel would correct appear, with one exception
(dual administration of the cultural proarams), to be ianoc-
vous and not anomalies at all. The Panel's approach would
achieve a certain tidiness on paper -at the exvense of arrange-
ments that have essentially met the test of practicality and
per formance.

To guestion & particular set of prorzosals for reorgan-
izing an institution is of course not to implv a blanket
endorsement of the institution or to deny the need for
constant adavtation to change. We believe that in the
case of U.S. public diplomacy, certain nonorganizational
acproaches to improvement would prove more promising. 2
Presidential Study Commission on International Radio
Broadcasting under Dr. Milton Eisennower observed not
long ago:

"Able men of cood will can make almost any .
organizational acrangesment work; and con-

versely, even the finest organizational

arrangements do not guarantee efficient

and effective overations.”

In the style, gquality, and impact of any program,
other than organization may well plav more important ro
A7ong such factors are caliber, orevaration, and morale
of odersonnel; claritv of purzose; and cesources
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We believe that while some imtrovement of U.S. public
diplomacy can be achieved through organ.zational reform,
mest ¢f the more promising prospects lie in other directions.
These include efforts to: establish Government-wide leader-
ship and coordination of information and cultural programs;
improve the orienta ion and training of participants and
practitioners; refin~ and more fully apply present techniques
for vrogram development and evaluation; clarify mission,
objectives, _hilosophy, and operational guidelines; and pro-
mote wider public understanding, support, and involvement.

Of those issues, one that needs early consideration
concesns, as a 1974 G20 report suggested, the mission,
goals, and operating guidelines fcr the conduct of U.S.
public diplomacy. Development of a consensus on this
among those concerned, beth in and out of Government,
would provide a sounder basis than now exists for further
consideration of organizational problems and solutions.

A new “charter" would also facilitate tie prcpvosed merger
of the information agency and the Bureau of Educational
and Cultural Affairs, since the two agencies tend to view
matters of mission ané method differently.

There is, moreover, recent evidence that information-
culturel cbjectives and methods are perceived differently
even within USIA. On Noveamber 3, 1976, a public statement
endorsed by nearly 500 USIA employees called for “"Govern-
ment-wide agreement that the mission of USIA is not to
manipulate foreign attitudes, but to seek understanding
of American policy as well as the society and values from
which it flows." It acknowledges that, "the basic task
of USIA has always been to support American foreign policy,"
and argues that the most effective and appropriate way to
do this is becth "to present persuasively the Administra-
tion's policies" and to communicate "responsible nongov-
ernmental ooinicn, even though such opinion may at times be ’
critical of those policies." It adds that, "To represent
our society and its values with candor and to enunciate
the policies of the Government with precision, we believe
the proper mode of discourse is the dialogue.”

The staff group calls for a new USIA charter based
cn those principles., It is apparent from a 1974 mission
statement by then Director Keogh that these unexceptionable
principles are not alien to the Agency's top management.
Much of the Agency's and CU's output today reflects those
brinciples. The differences appear to be those of degree
and emvhasis. They may also be in part semantic. Merely
to inject facts into a dizlocus i3, in ons csense, to
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"manipulate” attitudes. Similarly, whether or not
"propaganda" is reprehensible depends entirely on whether
the term is taken to mean the distortion or merely the
propagation of information.

It is clear, however, that this divergence of percep-
tions among USIA and CU vrofessionals is real ard has
implications for morale and effectiveness. The fact wculd
suggest the desirability of an attemot by management and
staff, of CU as well as USIA, to develop a comprehensive
statemert of mission and methods to which they and the
Congress couléd subscribe.

The Office of Management and Budget has taken a
step in that directiocn. In April 1376 it drafted a
parer and initiated discussion with the State Department
and USIA on U.S. public diplomacy. The paper, *Federal
Government Objectives for Information and Cultural Pro-
grams,”™ was in part a response to the Fanel report, which
MB staff criticize for having faileé to relate its pro-
posed structural changes to a clear concevtion of U.S.
chjectives.

Further efforts in that direction would be appro-
priate. There will always be discrepancies between theory
and practice; however, a comprehensive charter defining
mission, objectives, and procedures would provide a
useful frame of reference for those concerned with the
organization, conduct, and evaluaticn of U.S. publiic
diplcrmacy.
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APPENDIX I

PRINCIFAL OFFICIALS CONCERNED WITEH

THE SUBJECT HATTER CF THEIS REPORT

APPENDIX I

Tenure of office

From

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

SECRETARY OF STATE
Cvrus R. Vance Jan. 1677

Henry A. Kissinger Sept. 1973
ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
EDUCATIONAL AND CULTURAL
AFFAIRS
Josevh D. Duffey Aor. 1977

William X. Hitchcock (acting) Jan. 1977
John Richardson, Jr. July 1369

UNITED STATES INFORMATION AGENCY

DIRECTOR
John E. Reinhardt Mar. 1977
Eugene P. Xopp (acting) Nov. 1975
James Keogh Feb. 1973
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Present
Jan. 1977
Present
Apr. 1977
Jan. 1977
Present
Mar. 18977
Nov. 1376





