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Testimony before the House Committee on International Pelatiaps:
International Cperations Subcommittee; by Elmer B. Staats,
Comptroller General,

Iseune Area: Ynternational Fconomic and Military Programs (FD0),

Contact+: Office of 'he Comptroller General.

Budget Function: International Affairs: Conduct of Foreign
Atfairs (152).

Organization Concerned: Department of State; Unit=d States
Information Agency.

Congrecsional Relevauce! House Commit*ee on International
Reletiuns: International Oparations Subcoummittee,

A panel headed by Dr. Prank Stanton has offered
prooosals to reorgenize U.5. intormation, cultural, and
broadcasting operations in the field of public diplomacy. Gne cf
the panel's proposals ¢o reassign to the State Department the
“aitrd Ctates Information Agency's (U2IR) role in articulating
and advocatiag foreign policy overseas werld improve present
operations. However, USIA should retain its policy information
roie. Two other proposals require further study: transfer to the
State Department of the DSTA's function of advising policymakers
ot the policy implicatiors of ¥oreign public ofpiniong and
establishment -f a new Tnformatior and Cultural Affairs Agency.
Proposals contamplating a major - orgdganization of U.S. public
diplomecy seem more likely to hindcr than to advance the
officiercy and effectiveness of purtlic diplomacy. a 1976 rerort
reconmended chinges designed to irgprove the econcmy and
efficicncy of internaticnal rodio broadcasting. Many of these
chang=®s have been iaplenented; for example: (1) a single
corporation has been e:tablished which has facilitated
inteqration of administrative services for Radio Free furope ani
Padio Liberty; (2) the Agencies are installing a single salary
and tenefit syztem for theiir employees; (3) nev progran
schedules have been established; and (4) separate uewsrooms have
neen combined., U.S. educational and cultural exchange programs
serve an impportant national intereet, but are susceptinle to
improvements, Reviews are being undertaken in this axea. (RRS)
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:
I welcome this opportunity to discuss with you GAG's

thinking cnn the subject of what has come tn be called

r

ard cultural relations.

Public diplomacy today is of such importance that
it (Jdeserves a hew assessment to determine whether it
f: being adecuately used to serve the national interest
ard to support our foreicn policv objectives.

The question your Subcommittee has raised ig whether
these programs are organized, conducted and funded in
a manner which will yield the optimum return on the tax-
peyer's dollar, and whether various possible changes
might vermit sionificant improvement ip their efficiency

or imract.
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That is of course a large aquestion. 2Anything aprproach-
ing a cdefinitive answer would recuire more detailed and
comprehensive study than has yet been undertaken by anv-
ore, Much valuable work on this cquestiorn has been done
both in and out of Government, Much remains to be done.

I ar confident that the hearinags you inavgurate today

can greatly advance the effort,

s pvart in evaluating and strengthenirg U.S.
nublic dipleomacy, we have made a number of studies which
are listed :in an aprendix to this statement. They cover

z wide range cf subjects, including the Eagt-vWest Center,

th
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S e e s e . s, the U.S. Info
militar. ascistarce training programs, the U.S, Information

‘2gency, Radio Free Eu-ove,/Radio Liberty, the Intor-American

on, the African aerican Institute, and lanaguage
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lke today to confine my remarks cn U.S.
public diplomacy mainly =o those aspects on which GAO has
already done enouall work %o enable us either to draw sorme
cubstantive corclusions or at least to di:tcern the kinds of
further study which might materially assist the Congress
and the Administration in the cngoing effort to evaluate

and improve these prcgrams,

Accordingly, I oropose to discuse GACQ's conclusions

t

anc its plane for further study in three broad areas--
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vrooosals to reorganize U.S. public diolomacy, the future

¢}
141

U.S. international broadcasting, and the conduct of U.S.
internaticnai exvchange-of-persons programs,

TANTON D—‘EL PROFOSALS TO
REORSANIZE U.S, PUBLIC DIPLOMACY

Ag I had occasion to observe, Mr. Chairman, in a
recent exc-hange of letters with Cr. Frenk Stanton--which
are attached tc my testimony and which you may wigh to

make part of this record--the interest we all cshare in
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pubiic diplomacy raises issues on which

Hu

reasonable and informed persons can differ, That has
nowhere hbeen more apparent than in the oublic considera-
tion ‘o date of the Stanton Panel ocroposalz to reorganizaz
. information, cultural and broadrasting operations.
Cur repvort, "Public Dizlomacv in the Years Ahead--

*

4n Assessrent of Provosals for Reorganization," was

issved ¥ay 5. We undertook that review in an effort
to assist =he Congress and the public in their considera-
tion <f a nost complax and ceontroversial issue. As we

anticipated, our report has elicited emphatic agreement

and eaquallv emphatic disagreement. Our observations on

the Stanton Panel piLupnsals may be summarized as follows,
¥ie concluded that one of the Panel's major proposals

wculd improve present operations; two othevs seem promising

bet recuire further study; and the remainder--which



contemplate a major reorganization--seem more likely to
hinder than to advance the efficiency and effectiveness
of U.S. public diplomacy. The latter proposalc would
achieve a certoin tidiness on paper at the expense of
arrangements that essentially have met the tes: £
practicality and performance.

Policy Information Funct _-on

The Panel propcses to reassian to the Stuate Department
the U.S. Informatior Agency's role in articulating and
advocating U.S. foreig. policy overseas. This is based on
the Panel'z distinction between “policy" information--which
covers the Government's "stance on foreign policy questions
of immediate concern“--and "general" information.

Like many other observers, we believe the two kinds
of information are often mutually reinforcing and difficult
in prac*ic2 .0 separate. The nrimary responsibility for
articulating and advocating as well as rformulating U.S.
foreign policy 1is vested in the President and the SecretarV
of State. A major role of the U.S. Information Agercy is
to give resonance abrosd to authoritative definitions and
interpretations of that policy under State Department
guidance. Fot the most part this work appears tc be done
professionally and to the State Department's general
satisfaction. GAO believes the . (A should retain its

policy information role.



Policy Advisory Function

Tne Panel also proposes to transfer to the State
Department the USIA'S function of advising U.S. policy-
makers on the policy implications of foreign public
~pinion. This function is in fact verformed b several
Federal agencies. The USIA's cultural and media contacts
abroad enable it *o make a distinctive advisory contribution.

There have been cumplaints, echoed by the Panel, that
this advisory contribution has not bee¢n properly utilized.
How adeogvately it is utilized, how nuch it differs from that
ot other agencies, and whether the "neglect™ of USIA policy
advice car bSe corrected by means otner than transferring the
advisory fui.ction are among the unanswered guestions raised
bv this prooosal. Pending further study of such guestions,
thie present arrangement, we believe, should be left intact.

Establishment of new Information
ani Cultural Affairs Agency

The Panel proposes to consolidate the educational and
cultural fuactions of the State Department's Bureau of
Educational and Cultural Affairs and those of the USIA.

A single agency would be responsible for both the domestic
and overseas aspects of U.S. general information, educational,
and cultural programs. We believe, as do nest persons we
consulted, that such consolidation would be constructive.

Tt would lead to more erfficient and consistent Sdministtation
of U.S. educational and cultucal zxchanga proqrams.

5



Relationship of New Agencv
tu Deparctment of State

The Panel proposes that the new infcrmation and cultural
agency be placed "under--but not in--the Department” as an
"autonomous” agency on the model of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Acgency.

Both independent status for the new agency anc the
Panel's alternative have distinct advantages and short-
comings. Either could work well. The cnoice should be
based on a careful study of the pros and cons.

If the proposed new agency were assigned to State,
nowever, some safeguards and some vigilance wo'ld be
advisable to protect the agency's professional integrity
and administrative independence while remaining under
State Department and/or White douse policy guidance.

Field Reorganization

The Panel proposes %to reorganize U.S. overseas
missiong so that articulating “"policy” informatior would
be the exclusive responsilbility of State Department
cfficers while "general” information and cultural pro-
grams would be the province of information agercy
officers. This would frogment what the Panel jtself
describes as "the unified organization whirh hcs worked
so effectively in the field for over twenty yecrs."

We believe the present trend toward closer integration



of those activities in the overseas missions should be
encouraged.

Voice of America

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

The Panel offers nc evidence that present VOA brozd-
casts lack credipility, crederce, ot listenership. Audience
research by the USIA and otﬁers in recent years suggests
otherwise. Similarly, the Panel imvlies without attempting

to demonstrate that VOA does not satisfy the needs of the

[»)

epartment of State. The evidence again points in the other

-

L

»
&

M
G

i tion. Implementing this propesal would ajdd considerably
to costs of operation.

Bow U.S. foreign policy is reported and advcéatea,
especially by fast media and especially in moments of
international crisis, can greatly aftect the naticnal
interest for good or 1ill. For an agency billed and per-
ceived as “"the" Voice of america, there can be circum-
stances in which diplonmnatic needs must prevail over
journalistic considerations.

It shculd be emphasized, however, that circumstances
which have made it necessary for the State Department or
White House to alter VOA programs of the USIA are highly

unusual., The prerogative has been exercised with enough
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restraint to preserve the professional cnaracter and
reputation of VOA's news broadcasting.

Accordingly, we believe the present structerral rela-
tiorship between the Veoice of America, the U.S. Information
Agency, and the Department of State should be preserved, but
efforts should be made to improve the working relatiénships.

Pol. :v Information versuas Culture

Dr. Stanton's letter to me of April 26 throws important

My

urtrher light on the reasoning by wnich he justifies the

nJ

anel's recommendations, and particularly on the undeilving
diswinction the Panel draws betwsen "policy information" and
"aeneral infeormation.," What he suvggests is that Amcricans
who articulate aéd advocate U.5. policy cannot be among the
credible bearers or interpreters of American culture, wvr
carrot effectively serve as intermediaries in facilitating
intercultural relations. This, Dr. Stanton says, is because
advccacy of U.S. foreign policy is biased and partisan. 1
belisve that :-he policy information and cultural functions
are noc so far apart in vurpose and methcAs that they necd to
te administratively insulated from each other. Effective
advocacy of foreign policy zeéuires high standards cf
accuracy, candor, and =2ven dialogue. If such work is
understood and conducted in that manner, the problem of

any incompatability between U.S., cultural activities and



policy advocacy disappears, and a unified oreration becomes
feasible and vpreferable.

The:e iS thus a direct relationship between an organi-
~ation's mission ard the kind of structure it should have.
It was in vart with %ais in mind that we recommended in
our report an effcrt by State and USIA to draw up a new
“charter® for U.S. public diplomacy which would clarity
the mission, goals, ang operating guidelines for the
conduct of U.S. public diplomacy. Development of a
sonsensus on‘this among cthuse concerned, both in and

cut of Government, would provide a sounder basis than

I

now exicts for further consideration of organizational

7.S. INTEENATIOUAL PADIO BROADCASTING

Let Te now turn to the future of U.S. international
radio broedcasting, which I believe is one of your
srincipal concerns at present. GAO has deait with
maic. aspects of this cuestion in two recent reports, one
last year on "Suggestions to lmprove Management of Radio
Free Europe and Radio Liberty,” and the other last month
on “Public Diplomacy in the Years Aheac Lssessment of
proposals for Reorganizaticn." The latc.. deals with the
placement of VOA which I discussed earlier.

The 1976 report on RFE/RL recommended changes designed

to improve the economy and efficiency of the Radios as wel’



as to erhance the relationship between the Board fo.

[

International Broadcasting (RIB) and the Radio management.

Progress in RFE/FL Consolidation

Many of the recommendaticns made to the Radiog and the
TIB nave been implemented or are in the process of being
implemented. For example:
- a single corporation hes been established
which consclidated the two saparate corporate
Boards and facilitated further integration of
the Radios administrative services;
. the Radiotc are installing a new single salary
and benefit system for their emplovees;
- new program schedules have been established and
three minor Soviet languages have been eliminated;
- ©Sepyrate newsrooms have been combined;
- the BIB is hoiding annual program reviews;
. the BIBR appoints the independent zndit~-z Lo
perform the financial audits of the Radios; and
. the Chairman of the BlB now attends the
corporate board meetings of the Radios.

Relations Between BIB and RFE/RL

Our report last year also obéerved that the Board for
International Broadcasting needed to define clearly 1its role

and its method of exercising oversight respons:bility for Radio
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Free Europe 3nd Radic Liberty, because basic differences
existoed between the BIB and the Radios over the interpreta-
ticn of the former's authority, functions, and responsibili~-
ties as set .Jorth in the Board for International Broadcasting

v

We recommended that the BIB develop a definitive

[

r

asis aqreerent defining its fuactions and thouse of the
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adic's corporate board and management in carrying out
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eclared purposes of the Board for International
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sting Act of 1973, and that the BIB establish
requlations to govern the implementation of its functions.

The Board passed a resolution authorizirg the pre-
paration ot formal regulations to this effect, but these
have rot been established, and the problem remains
unresolved.

Another approach to resolving the present RFE/RL manaage-
meit problem is embodied in an amencment to t.e BIB Act
sponsored by Senators Pell and McGovern and spproved last
month by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. That
amendment stipulates that no Federal grant to Radio Free
Europe/Radioc Liberty may be made after January 1, 1978
unless the RFS/RL certificate of incorporation has been
amended to provide that "The Buard of Directors of RFE/RL,
Inc., shall congist of the members of the Board for
International Broadcasting and of no other members."

11



The amendment €furthner provides that "such Board 6f Directors
shall maké all major policy determinations governing the
operation of LFE/RL, Inc.; and shall appoint and fix the
compensation of such managerial officers and employees of
RFE/RL, Inc., as it deems necessary to carry out the purposes
ol this Act." The amendment increased the number of BIB
'membefs from gix to ten, to permit inclusion of four members
of the corporate board. .The committee report suggests tl it
the remaining members of the corporate beard should serve as
an advisory group..

I believe t?is proposed amendment, with some modifi-
cation, would effectively resolve the present management
problem while at the same time both preserving tne Radios'
professional integrity and providinog for £full congressional
oversight.

The first modification I have in mind relates to the
character and functions of the BIB and RFC/RL staffs. The
ecsence cof the present management problem is a discgreement,
arising from differing interpretations of the statuce, as to
the functions of those staffs. What is needed is an arrange-
meny under which the management and the oversight functions
are clearly defined and carried out by separate staffs undar
BIB control. I believe the RFE/RL President as the Radios'
chief operating officer should report directly to the Beard

and receive dicection exclusively from the Board. whether

12



he would remain in wWashington or be assigned to the broad-
casting center in Munich should be determined by the Board.

The head of ghe BIB staff, whose present title is
Execu;ive Director, should be responsible for helping the
BIB carry out its oversight responsibilities--i.e. to
monitor, study, evaluate, and audit the broadcasfinq
operaticrs--and its responsibilities for reporting and
making recommendsitions to the President and the Congress.
Perhaps 2 more appropriate title for e person with those
functions would be Exacutive Seézetary. He should be
assisted by a small staff of a size and character to be
determined by the Board.

Another modification to the Pell-McGovern amendment
could be to include & few senior Government officials
cn the Boazd. The present proposal calls for a Board
of nine "citizens of the United States who are not
concurrent .y regular full-time employees of the United
States Government" plus the corpcrate President a3 an
ex officio, non-voting member. The appointment of two
or three senior Governmcat officials would add a valuable
dimens ion to the oversight arrangemcnt® and wculé facilitave
broader and closer communication and understanding between
«he Government and the radio operation.

As you will perhaps have noted, the structure that

emerges from the Pell-McGovern amendinent as modified in



this way has importart features in common with a unicue
Federal institution created eight vears ago on the initia-
tive of a Committee under your Chadirmanship. I refer to
the Inter-American Foundation.

I believe that the Board for International Broadcasting,
modified aloaé the lines I have noted, could sec¢ve as a useful
and effective tool of the U.S. Government. I must note
however that some the practical and legal implications of
this propcsal need to be carefully examined before action is
taken. Similarly, I believe it would be desirable to obteir
the views and proposals of the Administration on this matter
and of the Board for Inteinational Broadcasting when its rew

members are appointed.

RFE/RL Contingency Fund

One related matter I would like to touch on briefly,

Mr. Chairman, is the $5 million contingency fund which GAC
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has proposed to enable the Radics to take care of the foreiqh
currency fluctuations theyv experience in their operations
overseas. We appreciate the strong suwport which your
committee and the full committee have given to this proposal.
We note, however, that the Senate Foreign Relations Ccmmittee
did not 1include :he provision :‘or the fund in its substitute
version of HR 0689, which is the companion bill to H.R. 6689
passed by the Hcuse authorizing funds for State Department,
USIA, ard BIB. We hope that in conference the House con-
ferees will prevail and have the prcvision included in the
final bill. The fund would, as you know, provide assurance
that the Radilos will be able to carry out their programs
at the levels approved by Congress. ~

Without such a fund RFE/RL will continue to be faced

witn serious and unnececsary disruptions in its operations

-

which are wasteful and deleterious to the successful accom-

plishment of their planned programs. The extraordinarily

joy
put
«q

h proportion of cperating costs which are paid in local
currencies places the radios in a unique position among
all of the U.S. agencies which operate overseas.

U.S5. EDUCATIONAL AND CULTJRAL
EXCHANGE PROGRAMS-~GAO REVIEW PLANS

Let me turn in conclusion, to the U.S. educationa.
and cultural exchange @»rograms.

15



From our work to date and from a symposium of Government
and outside specialists on public diplomacy which GAO spon-
6 months ago, it is clear that these programs, like the
information programs, serve an important national interest,
are being conducted professionally, and--at the same time--
are susceptible to improvement in several respects.

While some improvement of U.S. public diplomacy can
be achieved through organizational reform, most of the
more promising prospects lie in other directions. In
addition to clarifing the mission, gcals, and operatinrg
guidelines for the conduct of U.S. public diplomacy,
as I mentiored previously, ot.er efforts that are needed
include establishing Government-wide leadership and coordi-
nation of information and cultural programs; improving
zne orientation and training of participants and practi-
ioners; refining and more fully &applying present techni-
Jues of program development and evaluation; and promoting
wider public understanding, support and involvement.

In an effort to deveiop further some of these possibi-
lities, GAO proposes to undertake the following additional
reviews in the field of international education and cultural
exciandges:

~--a cost/benefit analyvsis on the establishment of a

central inventory system on exchanges. In this

16



review, taking into account past efforts to
eatablish an inventory system, we will seek

to determine what type of information an
inventorv system should provide and how it can
se*va as a management and reporting tool for
the agencies and the private sector, and to
compare the expected benefiis to the costs

of establishing and maintaining it.

--a study to determine whether tne training
of foreign military students includes appro-
priate efforts ‘o promote understanding of the
United States, end of mutual international
problems, and how such efforts might be

broadened;

--a review of the East-West Center In Honolulu
as a followup to our 1969 report. We will look
at the Center's efforts to relate its activities
nore closely to those of USIA and the State
Department and try to determine how well it is
meeting its stated objectives. We also will be
considering, at your suggestion, the appropria-

teness of applying the concepts and objectives

17



embodied in the East-West Center's operations

tc other geographic areas.

~-a review of U.S. exchange programs, with emphasis
on the selection and reception cf, assistance
to, and follewup with foreign and American
exchangees. Our objective will be to explore
problems in administration and coordination cf
these programs with educatocs, administrators,
ané foreign student advisors at American
universitizs and with tha binational commissions
overseas. In that eifort we will 3lso seek ro
assess tne impact of *hcse programs and to
‘clarify the limits ard possibilities of program
evaluation., 1In this review, we will be alert
to the concernz you expressed in your May 23
letter to me regarding the exchange of scholars

witnh the Soviet Union.

--a review of lancuage and area study-programs
at U.S. universities and U.S. Government
csupport of such programs to determine their
adeguacy in relatiun to national requirements,
interactions with the exchange programs and
the possible need for modifying priorities.

18



1 should emphasize, that these plans are in a pre-
liminary stage and are subject to change as developments
and experience may dictate. In pursuing these plans, we
hope to obtain useful comparative data about the programs
of other countries, notably Britain, Canada, France, Germany,
and Japan.

Taken together, these reviews should enable us to
get a clicarer victure of the impact of U.S. pubi.c
diplomacy, and cf the strengths, weaknesses, gaps and
oppcrtun.ties to which the Congress may wish to give
farther attention. ‘They should alse provide information to
assist the Congress in determining the optimum level of
funding for these prodrams.

It remains to be seén whether international public
diplomacy will enjovy significant expansion under the impulse
of tre Helsinki Final Act. What is already clear is that
thnse activities, all cof which serve the great underlying
principles of human rights and the free flow of infermation,
have become, particularly since the Helsinki Confererce. a
fitting subject for intergovernmental discourse, and a
proper concern of everyone. No longer can efforts tc pronote
respect for those principles be plausibly dismissed as
illegal impingements on national sovereignty. That is no

small achievement.
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You, Mr. Chairman, are to be commended for the leader-
ship vou have exerted to build cn the Helsinki commitments
and to focus continuing public attention on the manner in
which signatory nations are fulfillina, ignoring, or abusing
them.

This concludes my statement., I would be clad to have~

vour gquestions or observations.
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- APPENDIX

PREVIOUS GAQ REPORTS RELATED
TO TESTIMONY BEFCRE THE HOUSE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL OFERATIONS

REVIEW OF ACTIVITIES UNDER CONTRACT WITH THE AFRICAN-
AMERICAN INSTITUTE, B-1¢1632, July 2, 1968

ACTIVITIES OF THE CENTER FOR CULTURAL AND TECHNICAL INTER-
CHANGE BETWEEN EAST AND WEST, B-154135, May 20, 1969

PRCEBLIMS IN ADMINISTRATICH OF THE MILITARY ASSISTANCE
TRAINING PROGRAM, B-163532, February 16, 1971

U.S. GCVERNMENT MCNIES PROVIDED TO RADIO FREE EUROPE AND
RADIO LIBERTY, B-173239, May 25, 1972

NEED TC IMPROVE LANGUAGE TRAINING PROGRAMS AN": ASSIGNMENTS
FOR U.S. GOVERNMENT PERSC.“©L OVERSEAS, B-176.<7, January
22, 1973

TELLING AMERICA'sS STORY TO T.E WORLD-PROBLEMS AND ISSUES,
B-116654, March 24, 1974

IMPROVEMENTS MNEEDED IN LANGUAGE TRAINING AND ASSIGNMENTS
FOR U.S. PERSONNEL OVERSEAS, ID-76-19, June 10, 1976

SUGGEHTIONS TO IMPROVE MANACEMENT OF RADIO FREE EUROPE/
RADIO LIBERTY, ID-76-55, June 25, 1976

REED 20 IMPRCVE FOREIGN LANGUAGE TRAINING PROGRAMS AND
ASSIGUMENTS FOR DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSF PERSONNEL,
IC-76--73, November 24,1976

MILLIONS OF DOLLARS OF COST INCURRED IN TRAINING FCREIGN
tILITARY STUNENTS HAVE NOT BEEM RECOVEREL, FGMSD-76-91,
December 14, 1976

DEFENSE ACTION TO REDUCE CHARGES FOR FOREIGN MILITARY
TRAININC WILL RESULT IN THE LOSS OF MILLIONS OF DOLLAES,
FGMSD-77-17, February 23, 1977

PUBLIC DIPLOMACY IN THE YEARS AHEAD--AN ASSESSMENT OF
PROPOGALS FOR REORGANIZATION, ID-77-21, May 5, 1977

COST OF TPAINING GRANTED TO FOREIGN STUDENTS UNDEP THE
MILITARY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM, ID=-76-79, May 17, 1977
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April 26, 1977

Dear Elmer:

Iz =2y pote from London las! month, T indicated thet I would wr'' rtber In
reference to the GAO's draft critique of proposals feor reorganiziui the
international information, cultural and raedio progrens of the US govermmesnt.
As you know, @y interest in this metter stews from the fact that the GAD is
primarily concerned with -- and rather eritical of -- the 1975 remort of &
Panel I chaired on this subject.

Perheps it would be useful if I wvere to give you my conclusions and thep try
+- £:11 in the details, It seems to me the following poicts should be pade.

1. ™ere was end still is an urgent need to restructure this govern-
ment's international information, cultural and radio artivities.
Our Panel wes created because the Senate Forelm Relatiocns Cox-
mittec and the USIA and CU Advisory Commissions believed that the
programs required an urgent review and restructuring.

D, The Mupby Camrission and the Congressional Research Sarvice con-
cluded  &s did our Panel, that what is loosely called public dip-
lomacy is retlly composed of three distinct activities: policy
information (spokesmen), culturel communications and radio.

3, Tne Mu-phy Commisslon reviewved our reccmmendatioans end endorsed
thexr, They did so after full consideration of the points of view
expres;ed by our critics. for they bad their day in court before
the Con=ission. (Tbe Murphy Comzission's report was fipalized
four months after our report was published.)

f 334
.

The practicality &f our recocmendations is documented by the ex-
perience of other countries which divi. . their so-called public
diplomacy programs effectively lato (policy) informa:ion, culturel
and redio progrems, each run under separcte auspices. Ooe bas
ooly to review the British, French end German progra:ts in thes?
areas to be persuaded of the logic of our proposale.
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The G40 drafs has not changed my view that, taken in their entirety, our
Penel's “Recommendations for the Future" are still the best prescription for
gtrengthening these functions of our governwent, But my concern is not sclely
psrockial, The era of governmentel reorganization that the Carter Adzipistra-
tion nes procised desands a careful weighing of the evidence and a straight-
forward, detailed appraisal of both problems and solutions. I believe thet
the GAD critique fails to treat feirly either the Panel's report or the real
situaticn,

Though I do want to comment on the GAO's treeiment nf specific reorganizetion
proposals in some detell, before dcing so I would Like to pake a f:w observa-
tions ebout the dra”t as e whole. First, it strikes me that there is a per-
vasive, ill-conceeled bies in the evidence which the GAO marshuls -gainst
ouy "Recommendations.” Tt is difficult to be specific, because i: most ceses
the "eyities" to whick the GAO dreft refers are not identified except vy that
latel eni &s pert of & sarrle of 75 "practitioners...cutside specielists...
gnd officisls of US extessies...' Wwhon the GAD representatives interviewed.
With une exception, there is not 8 single specific opinion guoted in the

Te

o
Sl-pege dre®: favoranle to the Peral's work. Thas the overall impregsion is

oo
-
et
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thet practiticrners end officiuls of the US government are almozt totally:
opposed to the "Recommendsiiorns." Members of our Panel, on the other hend,
interviswed QF indivicduels (each of whor is listed by neme in our report ),
noluding three Se.retaries of State, virtuslly all heads of USIA, CU and VOA,
pore thar s dozen exbassadors, and scores of PAOs end CAOs. The very leest ve
could consiude fror thet larger end verifiable sample is that there were dif-
forences ¢ opinio: among these best informed, including & distipct majority
view syzpethetic tu changes like those the Panel recommended in its published
repcri.
Certairly there erc individuels who eve critical of the Paunel's report. at
there gre mlsoc mum: fhvorable to our "Recommendetions” whom the GAC -- distur-
bingly == ignored or failed to mention. For instance, it is & fact that emony
the moct senior USIA offizers who have retired -- amung those who have no w2
to grird -- there is practically ucenimous support for our rezcmpesdations.
While Y have not been privy to the 1976 memorandum (to which the GAO referc on
pege 10) of the then leedership in the State Department, I am fer:ilier eacugh

.

+he circumstences surrounding i1t oot to take it toc seriously. Former
USIA Director Jazes Kecgh's opposition to our report is well knows. Equally
wvell k:.own, bowever, is the support of the Panel's recamvendations by former
Asgsistant Secretary of State for Educational and Cultural Affairs;, John
Richarisor, and former VOA Direcior Keaneth Giddens, and their r:spective pre=
decessors, as is the signed petitica by 560 VOA staf:zrs (pudblisaed in November
197¢) supporting independence of the Voice fram USIA coatrol. Tae GAO dralt

e
Lo SRKL R




3

makes much of the first set of opinions, but curiously oxits coxpletely the
gacond, The same sort of gelectivity is evident in the few cases where the
draft rites bhard data: the figures were elmost all compiled by USIA rasage~
ment, chiefl among the Panel's critics, This bies is exply dezonstreted in the
" one cese where GAO cites Congressicnel Research Service as well a&s USIA deta.
In this case, USIA estimated less than 1/5 the savings CRS found likely to
result fror & Panel recoxmendation.

5

gt The Panel Did

I ax= uneesy, to5o, about some of the GAL's inferences concerning the Panel's
ows work end comclusions. The draft potes quite correctly that two memders
@id no* epprove our finel recommendations. BSince the Penel wes composed of 21
prosinent individuals, end since all of the other mewbers puuscribed to its
repcri, this me that we achieved en overvhelmi=zg conseasus. GAC elso feils
to ncte thet on ® the two dissenters cimply did not Dar'ﬂﬂipate 45 our work
excers for the tial full Prool meeiing, and thet the othel ectuelly did not
diggant. bul re ned from the Panel prior to the publiceticn cf :he epnrs
(efter voting for it in our concludingz day-long sessica).
I find it estounding how consistently the draft's criticisms of ous rroposels
g2z 1o be besel on Tacts or orinions GTdblauu% g in USIA, or otherwise releted
1. ithe defense 7 USIA's vested 1nveresua, Muceover, in a few places GAU's
=l &7 our Panel did pot know wwet it wes teliing etcut, that its
i were besed "oz a m;:reaiing of the work of certain npency (i.e.,
Whes one considers that our Projezct Director spent over 30
{5 way froz the boticm of USIA vo the very top of its carver
: v nothing of the eybortlse of the rest of the Panel «- this Kind
vunticted assertion is hard to teke seriously.

GAT dre® is elso pot free of mwisrepresentations end distor-
el'g gubstantive work. Muny of these are gpecific to th:
Wations and w311 L Qiscursed later, but 8 few concera tae
of tae repori mad its philosophical basis,
For exartle, cne the GAD's central end oft-rercoted erp: 3 egaievst our
recomTendat

. €1

icns s that we 8o pot explain the probless which they ere supposed

thingr sre working very wa2ll Just es they ere, thu JAC argument runs,
x . (1]

rere is ne reeson to pat the egencies through the "institutional treuma

8D I

ligely ¢o arcompany the;r irplementetion., I find it . range thot tae drafi's

authors fail to expiein, if there are so few probless, wiy tbe Bouse, tlie

Senate, the USIA and CU Alvisory Coxmissions, and even the GAC itsell, ul en

eerlier date, have calle? for gtuiles and mude racomzendeticns for rationalizing
ex

raordinarily compley orgenizational strusture. Furtbeimore, even
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though the Panel commended these agencies' personnel for their pest successes,
i1t i5 not true that wa failed to point out the provlems needing ettention,
ey ere %o be faund all ‘hrough the "Recomwendations" (see especielly page L)
and are surcinctly sumrarized in its one-page conclusion. Moreover, the Panel
designes its ravommendations so es to avoid sericus ingstitutional disruption,
gnd the vepnrt clearly explains (pages 37-33) bow that can and should be
insured. TIndeed, we consclously set aside eleborate interpal reorgenization
provosels so thet these could be worked out graduelly, without undue disloca-
12 a<ion of the new eagencies. It 1s therefore sizply not
v t Panel hed not carefully weighed costs and benefits
v s proposals, or tpal it dogs not speclly the protlems
1 adiressed,
ntive Jeficiency of the GAD repcrt is its apperent fail-
ceptuel distinctions which lie at the heart of all
QAT cites, es grounds for opposing our re-
of selected practitioners thut culture
I suspect that not only GAC but elso
wish tc recognize, let alone understand,

+incticn we meke beiween policy infermation (spckesaan)
2." The fart is, of courss, that all memningiul com-
srpngwission of some kind of informetion, 5o briaging
outh with American culture involves transmitil
o

very broadly to iaclude &ll aspects of our damestic life
"Culiure," therefore, ingludes "inforpaticz,” and aotl
e arts, letters, education and science, but elso in-
icen econamwy, governmentel system, and even the views
ationel affeirs. This kind of information-ebout-
"generel information."

P ] b g ‘-h
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Formesion 8Lour the Lme

What culture does nos include, ead this is the critical point, is snforuation
thet has to do with <he explanstion and advocacy of the US goverament's
foreig., policy (spokesman), We insist upon the seperation of this "policy
informs-ion” from ell the "generel information” about Aperican culfure for
the g'rrle reason that in this country, unlike asuthoritarien state:, the
government does not contrel culture, The genius of this country -- political,
economic, social, and especially ertistic -- lies in its intensely private
and individumlistic nature, For us to repsesent that soclety and custure
overgeas 4n & feshtion which mixes it Rll up in the pertisan asdvoca:y and de-
fenge of our governzeat's foreigs policy is & betreyal in method of the very

el . Eow cen we expect foreign peoples to believe what we say
about our free, open, and privete society whea they hear it from someone whose
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pripery job is to persusde them to support the latest US policy moves vis-a-vis
Moscow or a% the UN? This waiter has perceptively been addressed by George
Kenner, whose wise statement is, I understand, in your possession,

If vou accept this basic need to keep the advocacy of foreign policy seperete
froz general information about Americen culture and society, then the Panel's
organizational recommperndetions flow slpost inevitably from it. Establishment
of tbe pew Information & Cultural Agency (ICA), by ending the artificiel
separation between people-to-pzople programs and the medis products and US

Piciels with whom they must work, would provide an efficient organizational
hame for the effective overseas portrayal of our culture and society. The
articuletion, defense end advocecy of US foreign policy would center in law,
as it does today in fact, in the President, Secretary of State, and ovewseas
embassadors who formulmte the policy and understand it. The Voice of America
would be relocated under a separste Board in order to free its pews and
generel infeormation programzing from the pressures of day to day diplomatic
criser while still allowing the peolicy defenders unrestricted access to the
radic auldience.

One more point here: We are the only democratic country in tbe wvorld that
fails to separate the spokesmen role fram cultural sompunications. Britaln,

rance and West Gerpeny, to cite Lut the most important of our allies, ell
beve separate progra=s. S50 it cen be done. Indeed, representatives of these
counsries wonder whether these progrems cen be et all successful if they are
nct separated. Moreover, we are the only couniry which puts the international
redio operation under the seme roof as policy information and cultural coz-
municetions programs. I believe the worldwide reputation of BBC's external
service is such thet its model should be taken seriously.

s

Five Svecific Recomendetions

The GAD draft opposes all of our recaumendations except one. With t?e fore-
going &s background, let me turn now to its specific objectinns to what the
Panel proposed. '

1. The GAO first rejects the idea of tronsferring USIA's policy informaticn
(epokesmer) rcle into the Departwent of State. By proxy, il arjues that
po.icy ani general information are mutually reipforcing and difficult to
separete, The unnewed critics it approvingly quctes (without claiming they
are in the mejority) edd that an overseas officer who defends US foreign
policy along with portreying American society can do each jcb easier and more
effectively.
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+ sesms to me that two different matters are involved here, First, 1t may
indeed be argued that the cultural sugar sweetens the foreign policy pill,
that we can sell our foreign policy better 4f 4t is disguised by submersion
in a cultural prograz. If so, that is e method based on deception which I
believe we should reject as bound in the loog rus to fail, The reverse
gituation, bowever, thav & cultural affeirs officer's effectiveness would be
entenced by his being idantified as & foreign policy edvocate, seexs to me
patently absurd. 'In my opinion, culture explicitly dished oui in the service
of short-run policy could pot fall to be rejected as biesed end self-serving.
Of course the cultural progran must, as the Panel makes cleer, support the
long-renge goals of our forelgn policy. But protecting its effectiveness io

cing the* is precisely why it must be kept separate in the eyes of its
guiience from ruort-run pelicy advocacy.

GAO draft elso argues tbet policy dissexinetion would te poorly done by
Teperiuent of State because i¢ lecks the interest or gkills to bhandle
essentially "journelistic" job. It occurs to me parenthetically that
reesoaing may say more adout the government's view of journelisz than
GAC's view of our report. In my opinion, tke advocacy of US foreign
- <~ pot & journalist's job; it is closer to & lawyer's work, It is
-~ be partisan. US officials discussing US policy overseas
1, not like Jemes Reston or Murray Marder. Confusioz be~
les is also evident where the draft quotes or echoes
1 jon's remark tha:t the Stat . Depariment rould not clear comnen-
:os fast enough. If these so-caelled "eommentaries' are officiel, then
they arount to policy itself and clearance must be part of their formela-
tion; if they are reelly inde endent commenteries (such as might be used &S
part of VOA rews end features), then "clearing" meens censoring end is con-
trery to our most deeply ipgrained vulues. Journalistic skills and speed
ere of course importent to the policy information role, but the current Press
0<fice hes successfully carried out this function domestically for years end
in the process has proven that State can do this kind of work. MHigh level
interest would be guaranteed by glving Deputy Under Secretary rank to the
head of the new Office of Policy Information, end the persoanel nctually
doing the job in the Tield would of course be mostly the same pesple who now
do it for USIA,
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Most remarkable ebout the GAO draft's treatment of this matter is thet, in
the end, it admits thet there is & reel problem here: USIA spokssmen need
betier information about what policy is. That, of course, sside froz the
need to seperate it froo general information, was our reesnn for putting
policy informavion in State. USIA has been often esnd dramatically ouv of
touch wiikh the policy it is supposed to articulate, an inevitsble state of
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alffairs so long &s the agency which cerries the policy information role
remains an agency cutside the State Department. And the credibility of e
policy erticuliator depends on his authoritativeness, on repeated demonstration
that he knows what he is talking sbont, mhe GAD lemely suggests an effort at
{nter-agency dialogue to resolve this problem., I cen only pnritit out that 25
years of dialogue has barely served to make workable, &t great cost in time
and energy, & system which fundementelly is poorly organized,

2, A second Panel recommendetion which the GAO rejects is the transfer to
State of the duty to advise US policy mekers on the implicetions of foreign
urlic cpinicn. This service is one our stalesmen nee. when tbey formulete
policies gince the Jevel of acceptance oversees 1s one of the factors thaet hes
to be taken into coansideration, As the draft correctly points out, information
of this kind reaches the top of the Stete Department from & variety of sources.
The Panel's proposal would strengthen the Tlow of public opinion dete, geaeres
ted py press attaches, through Antassadcrs to the Secretary of State; indeed,
it would fecilitete that movement by placing the jnformation gatherers within
(instead of ouiside) the Stete Depariment end hence organi:ationally gend func-
tiponelly cleser te thelr Arbassedors. Creation of the ICA woulsd, presumably,
result in informeiion gathered by cultural officers reaching tne Department oO.
sate (:ly indirectly, 4t agress to the ambagsador in the field would be pre-
served by the country teez noncept. Moreover, the Panel essumed that tke
foreign policy :nazer needs tc estimate foreign opirien pbout present or Tros-
peciive US foreign policies, far oore than ebout Americen society and culuure.
Sincve the Cflicial dealing with policy information is in the best positicn to
esc-meve foreiga reaction to it, his is the edvice which wust get througkt.
iy access is whet the Penel's proposal provides.

3, The third Fanel recommendation is, I am hapry to say, accepted by the GAO
¢ertunately, eccepting it voile rejecting all the others sc distorts

- as to make the resulting gituation worse than todey 's status quo.

jon in questiion, of course, is the creatiocn of & unified

on ané Cultural Azeacy (ICA) out of tbe sou-fragpenwed USLh and State

Tureau of Educetional end Culturel Affairs. GAO approves of wkis

o pecause it would prozote organizationel e?ficiency, progremzing

vy, and budgetary savings.

1,

-~

¢ insists, however, that the ICA include policy information. It then pro-
ceeds to criticize its version of the nev agency for a series of provlems
vhirt eripe only because cf the addition of that function., "he government’s
¢ . ~omstituents, it seys, might rot be willing to accept grents or
‘ror a propegenda &geacy; the new ICE might violute the

- apn on domestic propegande; and o oa. Obvicusly, pone ct
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tnese problecs arise 1f the ICA sticks to general inforsation, &and they
congtitute enother group of reasons why the policy jnformation function
ghould be performed elsewhere. That the GAO has pot round eay other solution
to these provlexs becomes very clear at the end of the gection, when tkte draft
is unable to arrive at a clear recommendation &s to how the ICA could other-
wige be established.

I{n fact, there is no logical wey to create the ICA end include policy informa-
+tipn es part of its work. Tpe results would be disastrous. Fulbright
gcholers would be hendled by the sane ocutfit thet sells US foreign policy.

As the GAO list of alternative models makes cleer, DO orgenizationel relation-
ghip can be found whica is satisractory for both functions, i.e., independent
for the culiural prograd yet intimately 1inked to State end the White House
for policy informetion. The ipncreasingly important yreciprocel paeture of the
eulturel progran would nave to be scrapped, or the gpectre of & US governmead
egency propegandizing the American people raised. Ultimately, the resul®
would be the agandizing of culture (wuich was the reason for separeting
+he exchange Dregres frozr USIA 4n the first place), or a policy informetion
agenty even more out of touzh with whet's really going on gt State than is
USIL today. The IGA girply will not work in the forz GAO preposes.

4
'y
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L. & fourtn Panel preposel, orposed like the rirst two by GAO, has to de with
cha: pes in the Tield orzanization of USIA end CU. Todoy's field orgenizetion
Goo: poT rellect the Waghingtion division between USIA end CU because USIA per-
goanel execute 8ll infor=ation and cultural progrems Overseas. The Panel
neted thes the lack of correspondence between the field end headquarters was
»ouBTLY peneficial Lo our overseas progremming, but only because the currant
heglguavriers &: r i5 BO jyrational and not pecause field arrangements

L 4
19
, USIA coatrol of CU oversees vork is exceedingly frustrating
officers {(who essentiglly must gerve two pasters) and for
vhoge overseas 8rm 18 erpuvated by the setup).

One has only 1o reed the Resolution of the CU Advisory Commission of July 20,
1973, which perhaps more than eny olher factor wis responsible for the creetion
of our Panel. It often means that the PAO, or USIA person wic may gerve &8s

the ertessador's press officer, ignores the cultural side while concentrating
on policy informetion work. Our "Recommendations” urged thaet this problen
ceuld be resolved if the press officer were atteched to the apbassador {with
whop he must work enyway) by placing hio under tae State Derertment's O:Mfice

of Poclicy Informetion. The rest of the PAO's stafl would be exployed by the
ICcA, would continue working e & unid, but would report to cnly one exerutlve
4r Washingtea.
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The GAC raises a host of objections to this tidy arrangement. It condemns

the Panel for disturbing a setup that works reesonably well instead of com-
pending it for advocating & better method. It claims {hat jurisdictional
groblems will increase, when exectly the opposite is cleerly the cese, It
argues that USIA personnel are better equipped than State's to do the press
attache job, in spite of the fact that the Panel recommends transter of USIA
pecpie working in policy information to the Department's new office bandling
that fanction. It maintsinc that {somehow) our proposel overlooks the country
teax oo- ept, when in fact we depend upon the tearm to handle the minimel coore
dinetion still needed between pelicy information anid culture. Incredibly, it
accuses us cf exporting the "artificial division that novw exists in
Weshington," when the obvious effect of our proposals is to end the artificial
division betwsen USIA and CU by cnm  “ng them into the ICA, 1In fact, the
differing nature of the spokesman anc 2ltural communications mpakes & davision
betwaer ther essentiel, and that is the division which must be "exported" for
the =2ffeciive functioning of eech, The current division between general in-

, 8% the same tixe, & culturel ettache, both of whos report to the

Tormation &nd edchenge ol persoas is eliminuated, The GAD critigue completely
ignores the fact that practicelly every embassy in Weshingten has a press
ettache &nd

ol

5. Fipally, th2 GAD rejects the Panel's view that the Voice of America
rould be given a quasi-independent status undar a board of overseers cozposed
g . i -

=%
of three privaie citizens, the head of ICA, end the Deputy Under Secretary ol

frane for Policy Informetion. The Panel developsd this revommendation becutuse
Tk, &1 infivieible entity, must not only include policy and general infurmas
ticn programring, but also must perforz a news functicn essential to our
pationzl belief in the free flow of informatioa.

ortant to the Awericen poral position in the world thun

jective and free frow political alteraticn by diplomats,
Fence, we specified thet a mejority of itkhe Beerd and its Chairmen be apprinted
from tue private sector. GAO egrees on the general need for cbjectis/e navs
and on the likelinood that under current arrer zents diplomats can frustrate
it when they choose to. But the dradt ultimaetely ergues tha® corruption of
pews is essentiel for reesoas of ptete. I disagree. Governnent ceasorship of
the news is conirary to our deepest values mad grossly misrepresents us over-
seas, It also destroys our credibility when private news gouirces, the E3C,
and Deutsche Welle, are all broadcasting the news we ignore.

In no sense do I suggest thet the diplomats must be totally subservient to

the newsmakers. What I do suggest is that neither should doninate the other.
The GAD critigue of the Panel’r recommendations s based on the assuxption that
the pational interest requires diplomats and journalisis vo act together in



f disagreement., In my view thet is unnecessary. Hence, the Panel gave
lczats in the Office of Policy Infeormetion unirpeded acress to eir time
r to rpake US foreign policy known, but elso allowed the newscesters to
ir Job so long as they conforz to acrepted Journelistic standards of
ication end accuwrazy, If newsmen erd diplomats disagree, 80 be it., We
ralistic society. Should Azericen diplazats be embarressed by news
they cen make i1t clear (es the VOA will) that news broadcasts are
lled by the government and do nct reflect government policy. Were
+

v

ion estebtlished, there woulé be no reascn for ecbarrassment --

Part of the GAD view here stems fror the fect thet the "Voice of America" is
regarded as a US government radic -=- reelly, the "Voice of the US Government,
Executive Braach." Given recent Congressional-Executive differences, such a
view evern misgrervesents US foreign policy, to say nothing of American society

c a8 whole, The Viice cf Americe should represent American culture end
sceiety in all its cuooplexity, end the VOA must therefore be open tc generel
irformation programring as well es the pnews mnd policy information. Coordina-
tion ©f these three functions will not be an eesy tesk, but we believe that a
fiveepan groudr of cverseers representing all three interesis cen be sc¢
gelected and eppcinted by the President end epproved by the Senate as to do
it wisely., To suggest (as GAO does) ithat the board might allow the newscaesters
e operete ir a gensationalist manner is to essuwe not only that the 2/5 of
the btoard repregenting the government will heve no irfluence on its decisioas,
but alsc that the President and Congress will abdicate their respoasibility.

+* +* -* L <% +* +*

Iz tre end, afier rejecting most of our report, the GAO dreft is disappolint-
ingly vegue abou. its recommendetionc for the future. Since it believes that
exisiing errangements have "met the test of practicality end performance,”
it ie¢ & feir inference that the dreft comes down flat-footed for the status quo.
We heve seen only one apparent exception: it would move the Stiate Departzent's

Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairg into USIA. Fortunatvely, it seems
to me thet Congress would herdly eccept the submergence of the exchange of
persons progrexm in a "propegande” (i.e.,, policy information) azency unless
policy advocacy is returned to Stete, and the GAO I8 strongly igainst that.

riously, the only cther recommendation the GAO d-aft make~ 1z for A new cox-
prehznsive gtatemeat of CU-USIA mission and methods, anoiler USIA ides., While
I heve nothing egainst this sort of effort, 4t clearly bas little to do with
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the organizationel probvlems tc which our repori wes directed, It would leave
tne defense of foreign policy to en agency separave from the home of policy,
the State Depariment, It would leave ~ae exchange of persons =« the part of
cuttural communicetions intended to be protected from current policy prec-
gures -- viithin the Stete Department. It would maintain the tostly and
clumsy seneration betweea excuenge of persons snd generel informetion, while
retaining Jhe confusion of culture with foreign policy edvocacy. It would
leave culturel comrunica*ions wi‘hout 2 overseas erm of its own end culturel
cfficers overseas atiexpting to serve two bosses, It wouid do notking to pro-
tect the VOA against politicel pressures. Toese arc the probless thut need
immediate ettention; they are organi .». cnel problems dezaniing e&n crganiza-
tionel solution.

Our repor: is pow twd years old., It is tim2 thal wve stopped studyiung and
greried adiressing the reel needs.

With &1 good wishes.
Sincerely,

-

Frank Stanton

Yhe Honorabl: Eilmer B, Btasts
Coxptroller jenerel of the Uuited States
Generel Accointing Office

L11 G Street, RW

Waskington, DT 20548
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pr. FPrank Stanton
10 Eacst 56 Street
New York, New York 10222

Dear Frank:

I have your letter of April 26 cormmenting on a draft of our
report, "Public Diplomacy in the Years Ahead--an Assessment of __
Proposals fcr Reorcanization.” -

The interest we share in improving U.5. conduct of inter-
national information and cultural activities hes raised issuer
on which reasonable ané informed persons can {iffer.

Our report, issued on May 5, 2 cooy of whicn has been ser:

to vyou, sceks to cortribute to the current cungressional and
public censicderation ¢f those issues by clerityint anc evsluet-
ing the practical implicetions of the Panel's vrreoceosals fro-

our indevendent vantzge point. Since our report takes issue
with all but one of you:r proposals, your cdisappointment ccres

2as no surorise. I feel comgelled, however, to comment on vour
observation that our report did not fzirly trect certain iscsuss.

: You sugoest a bias in our remo't on the ground, in sert,
that it l:aves the impressicn of almost universsl copporiticn tc
tlie Panel's report and Goes not acknowledge thet it has veny
supporters.

Your suggestion f2ils to take into account these fa:cts
about our report, which:

--begins its discussion of each Panel prorosal with beth
a summary of the proposal 2nd & czreful recaritul:ztion
of the Pznel's own surporting argument, larcely in the
Panel's own worcs;

~-describes your report as "the vroduct of a prominent and
unasvally well gquzlified group of individuals" (the puo-
lished text adds that it "has ugained support froir other
such persons");

--gointe out that the Penel's revort "hag been (exce

for one rminor ‘proposazl) fully endorsed by the v

C: mmission; "
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--records the gereral support among those we consulted
for the Panel's proposal to consolidate the cultural
fun=tions of State and USIA; and

-=notes that the report was an outorowth of concerns
expressed by congressionzl committees znd the adyiscry
commissions among others over the effectivenrness of U.S.
public diplomacy.

hccordingly, I believe our revport does take due note of
the support your prooosals have received. v

You further sugoest that ‘our report offers criticism of
the Panel's proposals that eare "econeistently * * * based on facts
or cpinicns originzting in USIA, or otherwicse related to the
Gefense of USIA's vested interests.”

The sectiong in chapters 2 through % entitled “FResponece of
Critics" offer, as our revort expleins, 2 synthesis of the vievs
o0f others we consulted. Those sections are essentielly corfines
to criticism of the Panel's proposals. There are three regzcne
for this:

—wtte Panel's own case is carefudly set forth ir our
cections immediately preceding those covering the
response of critics.

--we found an impressive body of regponsicle coinien not
or:lv in USTA but in State end elgewnere ctroncly orrosed
te, most of the Panel's proposels-—oTinion prttreused LU
facts and anclyses that cleorly descrved to D2 concicered
or: their mer ¢s end thet had not hitborto teern broucht
together 1in a mwonner facilitating systematic consideratior
of your report and the alternatives.

--very few of the favorable comnents we heardé added mate-
rially to the Penel's own ctatemert of its rationale.
Since our report scts forth that retiorele, the incluosicn
of such s8ditional comrents would have besn redu~ctart.

Those =ections in chapters 2 to 5, however, are no: entirely
confined to criticism: in a number sf 1nstecnces where the gate

we obtained did provide additional insiohts suoportive of a
Penel proposal, we took explicit account ef trem., You will
exarples of this in our discussion of USIA's Wireless File
(.12 of the published report), possible variants to the =zrounlIed
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Information and Cultural Affairs Acency (pp. 21-22), the
options for relating the informetion-cultural agercy to

the State Department (po.23-24), the need to vrotect the
Voice of Americc's profecssional integrity (pp.2% and 32-33),
and the importance of managing the proposed consolidation

of U.S. culturel functions in 2 manner to prevent downgrading
or politicizing our culturel progreme (pp. 12 and 23).

Your letter states that you found “among those best informed
* % ¢ 5 distinct majority" sympesthetic to the Panells zpproach,
‘and “vractically unanimous support" among "the most senior USIA
officers who have retired." So far at least as the survivires
former directors of USIA are concerned, most of them share
our asrgescment of the Penel's recommendations.

I must cownphasize, however, that our review does not pur-
port to have conducted 2 voll--among the "best informed” or anv
other croup—--toc determine the ratioco of veasgs to navs. As roted
above, our cobjective was to clarify and evaluste indevendently
the precticel implicetions of the Panel's proposals.

~e

In “his effort, as our rerort roted, “the insichts of ¢
werkinu vrofessionals heve been indispensable.” As our revort
also noted, however, we could not recgard those insighte as
Ceterminetive, and we "alsc considered the views ¢f ogusl
i sils whose rersonzl or orofescional interests wou
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fecied by irrlementatinon of the Parel's rernort.™ Of t:
more than 100 versons we consulted for this review, some 27
-
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.cers of the Stete Department =néd 20 of USIA in

¢n. Of the remzinder, cone 41 were cfficers of one

: the other stationed in four widely scattered U.S.
embassier, We also consulted represcntatives of the Oflice

of Manrag:ment and Budcet, Nationel Security Ccuncil, Congres-
sional Resezrch Service, Murphy Commission, both U.S. Advisory
Conmissions, the academic community, and vrivete organiiations
doing contract work for the Bureau of Educatiocnal ana Cultureal
Affairs. As you know, we algo ctudied the transcrints of t=e
Psnel's meetings with its witnecsses.

Weshing

Ir light of 211 these. considerations, I b2lieve your charoe
of bias 1s quite unwarranted.

Concerning yocur suggestion of misrepresentations and dis-
tortions, these arpear to be little nriore than our differences
with you in matters of interpretatior and judorent. Tne only

L
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example you cite is our statement that the Panel fails to
1denti‘v the vroblems that it¢s proposed reorganizetion would

cure. That was and
sericus and puczzli
you cite Dages 4 a
Panel did icent.fy
ganization, it bec
our poin“.

the bpresent
which the Parel re

remains, in
ng aspects of
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the problems
ones clear
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view,
Parel's revort.
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the most
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that would be solved by reor-

that you have not

What vour report describes on thcse pages 1is
“organizational framework of public dlslohacy
veriance with logic

underctood
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--Dur revort

for reorcanization
cultural fun

--A careful readinoc (£
specific
change

other
possible
new charter

--Qur revort

Stanton Panel recor

enumerace
changes

{We are cur

other cogsi

In your lotie

ciewncy of our reso

tion Cetveen wolic

this igzoe, we can
said=--

"Like w2
bainds of infc
dofficult in
bolitv feor ar
t:ng U.5. for
Secietary cf
i to give re
and interoreot
guidance., Fo
ptofescicnell
sotlefarcion,
should retsin

We do not believeo
other ccuntriezs ar
25 yuu fucnhst. 12
toward closer inte

encouraged.

Most ¢f the o
differences of int
for present purvss
recert a2n? oure.,

observutions:

that we bel
the ongecing effort to improve U.S.

endorses one of the Panel's major provosals
!consolidating Stete's and USIA's
cticne;.,

our report will disclose several
sucagestions for chence, or for study of
including our prorosal to develop a

for U.S., public diplcmacy.
states thuc GAC's review “is confined to the
mmendations." We did, however,
in the f£inal chepter "certzin nonorcenizaetiornezl

ieve will merit consideration in

rent’y conducting reviewe of some of those
hilities).
7, you cbserved that the most ceriouvs cdefi=-
rt” was its failure to underistand vour distinc-
v informetion and oenevel inforwetion. On

say little more than whet we have elresly
nv other occervers, GAO believes the two
rootion are often wmutually reinforcina end
vractice tc separate. The vrimery responsi-
ticuleting ard edvecating as we ec for-ule-
eizn policy It vested in the Presicdent erd the
State. A vole cf the U.E. Information tgency
sonahce apbroad to eutnoritative definitions
ations of that policy unrder Stete Lepartment
r the moet part this work aoprears to be dcne
y and to the Ttate Department's general

Gr0 believes thg U.S. Information Agency

its oelicy inforration role.”

tnat informeticn znd culturel progrars of
e in oractice ac herreticaily compartmentalized
e remein convinced thet the rresent trend
egration of U.S. work in th:s field should be

ther statements in your letter relate to our
erpretation or judament on issues that perhaos,
es, have been sufficiantly exvlored in vour

I might, howcver, raxe the fecllowirz furiicr

- . W

rublic diplemacy.” '
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--Contrary to your letter, we aeither endorsed nor rejected
your Panel's vrcposal to tvans.er UEIA's policy advisory
function t» the State Deportment. What we said was that
this propcsal raised at least four specific questions
that should be clzrified before a decision is reached.

--Your suggestion that our report "is unable to arrive at
a clear recormmendation" as to how the information-

cultural zgency should be organized is puzzling.

The

report unarmbiguously recommends a unified information~
culturzl operation aéministered by a single agency

with State Department policy cuidance. As to whether

the agency shcould retain USIA's present inderendent status
or be assigned to State on the model of the Arms Contrel
and Disarmament Agency, we said that either alternative
could work, that esch had dist nct adventages and short-
comings, and that the matter should be further studiecd.

--Finally, as t6 whether the Voice of Areric
inderendent as the Panel vrooosei--or "cua
as your letter wute it--there is nothing in our
that would remotely justify your inference that
the "corrurtion of news" as "essential for reas
s-ate."” Ve believe the functions oI covernrent
d:ffer in sore iTportant resrects frem thoce of
brcadcecsting and that those differencec rust be
priately reflected in structure and r ragement.
we dc not believe the case for VCih indewendence
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on the cuesticn of credibility, because we found evidence

that VOA hes gocd credibility.
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