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"It (the Department of State) might be, as a comedian said, 
'It is like Gina Lollobrigida's elbow--everyone knows it 
is there, but who cares?'." 

Editor, medium-size newspaper, South 

"As the little girl said: 
made fudge'." 

II thought that was where they 

Assistant Professor, large University, 
Middle West 

"I would prefer to have the State Dept. in charge of all 
int'l concerns and put ~he Dept. of Defense under the State 
Dept." 

Assistant Professor, medium-size 
University , Middle West 

"The Department of State should be solely responsible for 
policy formulation. 

It should have overall supervisory responsibility for all 
relations with foreign nations." 

Professor, small College, South 
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This paper has been written under the auspices of the Senior 
Seminar in Foreign Policy, Foreign Service Institute of the 
Department of State. It should be noted that both limitations of 
research time and length of paper were imposed on the officers 
attending the Seminar. For this particular paper, although I 
believe sufficient evidence has been presented to support the con­
clusions, the limitations have not permitted complete analyses of 
all possible statistical correlations which might have been 
elicited from the data collected. 

It is recommended that the reader review the section on 
"Methodology" first. That background may make the comprehension 
of the main part of the paper somewhat easier. 

I would like to take this opportunity to acknowledge a great 
debt of gratitude to Ms. Janice Pemberton and Ms. Nella Wade of 
the Institute and to Mr. William W. Francis and Mr. Dennis Lamb 
of the Department's Automatic Data Processing Division for their 
invaluable assistance • 
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SUMMARY 

In recent montas, much.has been ~~i~tenA~op~.th~.concept of 
monetary "floats". :It 1.s "y. oont~dt!~n ·~ha2: :t;.he: ~pa2:"t:nent of 
State has been in a :st~e ~f. drgah-:i!zat~on41: ':flo21t:" ft>z: at least 
the last 12 years. ·1hiV·si~u~~!oh·a~pl~~s b~th ~~·tt~role in 
Washington and to its internal organization. 

A "float" exists when a government permits the value of its 
currency to be determined by the market-place1 that is, in re­
sponse to supply and demand. A "float" is "clean" when the 
country's central bank does not interfere at all with the market­
plilce's operations; it becomes "dirty" when the bank intervenes 
to maintain the value of, the currency at some level determined by 
the bank. The opposite of the "float" situation exists when 
governments arbitrarily fix the value of their currency in terms 
of a fixed standard (i.e., gold or dollars). 

Since 1960, the Department of State has been in a "float" 
condition since its role (or "value") became less and less well­
defined in relationship to the Office of the President and other 
Cabinet Departments and agencies. At times, Presidents have 
tried to establish the role ("a dirty float" situation) by issuing 
pronouncements which may have had some short-term effects, but 
were soon ignored by the bureaucrats ("speculators") either 
because they doubted the sincerity of the statement or because 
they felt they could re-establish a "clean float" situation through 
well-known bureaucratic techniques. 

with no defined or established role in Washington, it became 
impossible for the Department to establish clear functions for 
its constituent organizational components. Since it was not able 
to define its goals, the Department could also not determine 
whether it had achieved them resulting in continual criticisms from 
various sources, all of whom probably had differing views of State's 
role. Within the Department, the "float" situation creates tensions, 
confusions and ineffectiveness, leaving the decision-making process 
in the hands of the aggressive and battle-wise bureaucrat, rather 
than the theoretically established authority. This environment also 
explains the communication gap existing among the various organiza­
tional levels of the Department on the subject of roles and 
anticipated actions. Each level, or perhaps even each individual, 
sees and defines the Department's role in Washington based on his 
or her own personal status both in the Department and with other 
agencies. That status is partially defined by the person's position 
and partially defined by his personality. This phenonemum un­
doubtedly occurs in every organization; it is however more acute 
and perhaps more critical in the case of the Department of State. 

Most management experts would agree with Drucker and Peter 
that if the Department's role is as undefined as it seems to be, 
this would continue and perhaps even increase the Department's 
present irrelevancy. This comment applies to the institution and 
not necessarily to the individuals within it, who may, through 
personal attributes, continue to enjoy great influence. On the 
other hand, Harland Cleveland might describe the current situation 
as fore-runner of future oraanizational relationships. .. .... ..~. .... ... . ... .. 
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Without disputing Mr. Cleveland's contention which may prove 
to be quite correct •• ~.~e1ieve tnat At ~~~st.t~r.fP~ short run, 
the Department's rol&mws~~e:de~i~e~ i~.a~ ~~eqif~c~~rms as 
possible. But befo£~ 'he ~~glni~~tio~'s ~~jecttv~s ~~ goals are 
established, it woul~ ~~~m ~s~~h~i~~~h!t eh~re·be·~~e-examination 
of terms such as "foreign policy", "international relations", 
"foreign affairs" and "coordination". I question the implicit 
assumption that these terms are commonly understood. Furthermore, 
some doubts have to be raised concerning the relevancy of these 
terms in today's world and note must be taken of the neo-isola­
tionist trends in this country. 

Finally, attempts should be made to clarify the apparent 
confusion between the roles of the Secretary of State and the 
Department of State. A similar confusion has arisen between the 
roles of the Foreign Service of the united States and the Department 
of State. Each of these entities has a distinct and definable life 
of its own; the lack of understanding of this fact merely aggra­
vates an already over-amorphous situation . 
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~ THE ROLE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

I. As Seen By Respondents To Questionnaire 

Several of th~· .ql1M,t.i'~nl; a!ii~~d. ·(H. M:(Fit·~C:it~~·~nd APSA 
members were inten~~:to~li~it:q~n~.a~~~s~~n~e~·c~nferning the 
status of the Depaht:m£ili: .:i.~ 1:.he:e:r~·ot.~J:s~ t1fo:ar<;Vps. It was 
important to determine whether the Department's activities were 
felt to be at all important; for it they were not, then the ques­
tion of role might be immaterial. It would appear that in general 
the Department is still considered to be a vital element in the 
Federal structure. For example, in response to the question "If 
an Administration's foreign policy is successful, is it important 
or unimportant whether the Department is "effective" or has "good 
morale" the response was overwhelmingly on the side of "important". 

Very Important 
Relatively Important 
Relatively Unimportant 
Very Unimportant 
No Response or Don't Know 

Media 

53.6% 
33.7 

4.0 
• 7 

8.0 

APSA 

44.3% 
39.7 
9.4 

.7 
5.9 

No significant difference in response appeared between the two 
groups or among respondents of differing sub-groups. 

On the question "Do you believe that in the field of foreign 
policy, the Department of State should have primacy over other 
Cabinet Departments in the policy making process?" the answers 
were predominantly "Yes" (83.1% from the media and 87.4% from APSA, 
when the "No response" were excluded) 

However, significant differences arose among the various sub­
groups. The representatives of the newspapers with larger circulation 
(100,000 and over) were only 76% in favor of State's primacy. One 
out of four editors living in the Northeast and West did not believe 
that State should have the primacy. Among the academics, the support 
for primacy ranged from 90% for persons living in the Northeast to 
76% for respondents from the West. A similar wide range existed 
among the various academic ranks with the lecturers unanimously voting 
for primacy, as contrasted with only 81% of the associate professors. 
These variations are basically consistent with general attitudinal 
differences found among the sub-groups which will be described sub­
sequently in greater length. 

When it came to determining what specific functions might be 
assigned to the Department, an interesting pattern developed which 
was generally applicable to both the media and the APSA group. Below 
are the functions in order of preferance, with the first listed 
function having received the most support: 

To identify crucial international 
relations problems 

To present the U. S. views to 
foreign.&Q1J.~qiei. •• • •••••• 
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Ranking 
Media APSA 

1 3 

.,2 ••• •• 2 
• • • • • • • • • • •• • • • • • • • • ••• •• 
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Ranking - continued 
APSA 

To Pfqte~ :Am~fl:ca~· c:i.ti~e:ns Zi~~ad.: : : 
and ·to ;'~sue: RaOspqrts:~d ~:t.S4s ::!3 

To provide econtienuity ·to· US··· · ... .. 
foreign policy 4 

To intergrate and coordinate US 
overseas programs 5 

To administer cultural and 
educational exchange programs 6 

To formulate long-range policies 7 
To represent the views of foreign 

governments in US Government 
councils 8 

To formulate US policies (with the 
understanding that the President 
would approve major recommendations) 9 

To serve as balance to US military 
policy proposals 10 

To represent Administration views 
to Congress 11 

To serve as balance to domestic 
protectionist economic policy 
proposals 12 

To be responsible for resource 
allocations for all US overseas 
programs 13 

To represent Administration views 
to the US public 14 

1 

4 

5 

9 
8 

7 

10 

6 

12 

11 

13 

14 

It is interesting to note that both groups prefer a basically 
passive role for the Department, as exemplified by three of the 
first four functions. The first "managerial" function is listed 
as only fifth by both groups. The "activist" functions such as 
policy formulation, resource allocation responsibilities and the 
"balancing" to other interests rate low in the list. Also very 
low on the list are the functions of representation to the public 
and Congress, which would seem to indicate either a lack of con­
fidence in the Department's ability to represent the Administration 
or a desire to have policy pronouncements and justifications 
eminate from other sources in the Administration, presumably the 
White House. Although all functions received the support of the 
majority of respondents, among the media representatives, the 
responsibility for representing the Administration's views to the 
public and for resource allocations would be assigned to the 
Department by only 50% of the editors. Fifty-three percent of the 
APSA respondents would assign these two functions to the Department. 

It might be interesting to analyze some of the more contentious 
functions which substantial minorities of both groups indicate great 
reluctance to assign to the Department. 

"To be responsible for resource allocations for all US overseas 
programs" 

It is hard to understand why there seems to be so much reluctance 
to permi tting :t:l1e:·Oepq,r;ftI~rtt :ttf .a11pc:a(e l!eO~tl~lis for overseas 
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programs when the respondents were greatly in favor of allowing 
the Department to i~~gt~~·~~ c~~~t~~~ ~~s~~·p~rams. 
Undoubtedly, there ~4 ,bm4 s~an~ ~ro~~e~~~nt~e~ ~ith the 
terms used which musCt. ·h~.F! ·Q~ECl..utte:..Iil1~ t.~ so4te!.Qf:t'he re­
spondents. In my judgement, the essence of coordination and 
integration is resource allocation; without it, as the Department 
has long ago found out, the coordination function is empty, 
relying primarily on pleas for cooperation or on an overwhelming 
personality. The Middle West editors were consistent in their 
support, although in substantial varying percentages, for assign­
ing both the coordination and the resource allocation functions 
to State. The same pattern existed f.or faculty members in the 
Co~parative Government field. 

It seems to me that the lack of agreement indicated on this 
function is a perfect illustration for the need to define key 
terms when describing an organizational role. It seems obvious 
that the word "coordination", for example, implies a different 
function to a large number of the respondents than it did to me. 

"To represent Administration views to the us public" 

I can only surmise that the large number of. respondents who 
would not assign this function to State are stating a preference 
for Presidential statements. The other possible answer is that 
State's credibility has sunk so low that many would not rely on 
its statements in any case. There was wide disagreement among 
editors from small and large papers on one hand and the editors of 
medium-size papers on the other. The former group's majority would 
not assign this function to the Department. Similar opposition 
appeared among editors under the age of 40 and over the age of 60. 
The Northeast editors were the most skeptical of the geographic 
groupings. 

Academics under 30 indicated the same reluctance as their 
newpaper contemporaries. APSA members living in the Southwest 
were most strongly opposed while a majority of their colleagues 
in the South favored State's discharge of this function. 

"To serve as balance to domestic protectionist economic policy 
proposals" 

A far greater percentage of the APSA respondents favored this 
role for the Department than did the media representatives. This 
might indicate a greater concern in the academic community for 
the possibility of serious protectionist sentiment in the federal 
government or perhaps a greater support for such sentiment among 
the media. Among the various APSA sub-groups there was very little 
differentiation on this issue. All sub-groups were relatively 
close to 71% of the total group who would assign this function 
to the Department. 

Among the media sub-groups, there were some wide divergences. 
There was a steady increasing opposition to State's assumption of 
this responsibility with the newspapers with smaller circulation 
favoring the pr~Qi~~by.7~%.~i~ the.~.pars.~ta.large circulations 
only showing 4~%! su:>t=e:>rt: : ~he¢ al~ wls· ~ wilid Zlpread on a 
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geographic basis with the West showing the smallest agreement (38%) 
and +-ll~.M.icW1.e. Wtist..the. higaeSlit ~!)~%,' The repeated pattern of 

.... • •• '- .!'.,. -~ ••• 
st;o~g~$~s~~pbr~ fLOm.t~e ~1aQle·~~t and least support fr~m the 
Weot.is:~rt~y:df nbte:·.lt.he& alw~, been one of the cher1shed 
pere~~lohs th~t·tha~!d~re·West·w~s the center of isolationism 
and the West in the forefront of an active foreign policy. If 
one can translate attitudes toward the Department into general 
views of foreign policy, then perhaps time has overtaken these 
perceptions. It may well be that with the ever-increasing agri-­
cultural trade that has been developing between the Middle West and 
the rest of the world, that this section of the country is becoming 
the center for support for international cooperation. The West 
on the other hand may feel it is delighted to be so far away from 
Wa&hington and would wish to minimize all Federal governmental action. 

"To represent Administration views to Congress" 

Approximately only 65% of the respondents from both groups 
agreed that the Department should exercise this function. The 
usual pattern prevailed here with respondents under the age of 30 
showing the greatest opposition to the Department. The Middle West 
media showed greatest support, with editors living in the Northeast 
and West showing least agreement. 

I assume that the sentiment reflected by the "disagree" vote 
is similar to that indicated in response to the question concern­
ing the Department's representation to the US public. A large 
number of the respondents would prefer to have the White House 
represent the Administrati~n in the halls of Congress. One must 
ask whether this preference is absolute or whether it merely 
reflects today's situation and whether therefore the answers might 
differ under a changed set of circumstances. If the answer is that 
the preference is an absolute, then this would have serious impli­
cations for the Department's future. 

II. As Seen by the Media 

Among the media sub-groups, differences concerning the 
potential role of the Department become apparent. For example, 
editors in the West were less inclined to agree with the assign­
ment of certain functions. Only a third of them would give the 

. Department responsibility for resource allocations. Less than half 
of the Western editors would wish the Department to represent 
Administration views to the U. S. public. On the opposite end of 
the spectrum, editors from the Southwest were the strongest pro­
ponents for the assignment of the functions listed in the 
questionnaire to the Department. 

A similar split appeared in the analysis of views by editors 
representing newspapers with varying circulations. Among the 
group representing circulation of 250,000-499,999, five of the 
possible fourteen functions did received support from less than 
half of the respondents. Editors representing newspapers with 
circulations of 500,000 and above were unanimous in six cases for 
assignment of the function to the DepartmAntl The responses also 

.II • ... • • ......... • • • ...,. • .-'" brought oU::-." .. ':IE:\Tllira-c-.1iln. ga~" ~1 ~h· re!lppnd~n~s under the age of 
30 being f2tl! £Qr~ se1ectiue .1n oIt'hcii;;' ".:gree .... epts" than their · '--.. · ·0· ... · .... ... .. colleagues.,.Lu.the ... r59 age .1Ira.>k.t .... • ••••• 
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If one uses the standard that an "agreed" Dosition by 80% or •• ••• • •• • •• • ••••••••••• better of the respon&en~s ooHs.~tates.ge~eral.ag~emeat.for the •• ~. • .. •• • • .., • It, •• 
assignment of the fu~at~on ~~ the.~epa~tmen~,.then.the ~edia re-

i- • -. .0 t.:l... • .0.0 .. .,. 0.. 
presentatives see Sta~e.~as~~a~~y.ae ~er~~~~~g uhe.<~.st eight 
functions of the fourteen possibilities listed earlier in this 
paper. A number of comments indicate the reluctance that a large 
proportion of the editors have in making the Department a major 
factor in the "foreign policy" decision-making process. 

"I view the department as having as its primary role 
in foreign affairs the carrying out of policy, rather than 
bending efforts to persuade and mold." 

Editor, medium-size newspaper, 
Northeast 

"I believe the over-riding concern of American 
policy should be American national interest, and the 
essential element of national ir.terest is security. 
For that reason, I hesitate in replying to those questions 
which would assign primacy to State in foreign policy. At 
the very least, State's formulations need to be harmonized 
with those of the Defense Department." 

Editor, medium-size newspaper, 
South 

On the other hand, the proponents of a "strong" Department 
state their views in vigorous terms. 

"The need to reassert the State Department's position 
in the federal firmament is approximately as pressing--in 
terms of representational and constitutional gov't--as 
congressional reforms aimed at balance of power with the 
Pres. Not that the State Dept. is so much smarter--rather, 
the hedge against arbitrary, authoritarian decision would 
be much improved •••• " 

Editor, medium-size newspaper, 
Southwest 

"I am in favor a strong Department, non-partisan in 
flavor (if possible): think it should be premier dept. 
in federal government." 

Editor, medium-size newspaper, 
South 

One editor from a Northeast paper commented that "We are living 
through a situation where one wonders why have a State Department. 
Kissinger has taken over. Why not make him Secretary of State? 
It is about time the State Department be eliminated or be placed 
in its proper perspective •.••• " This theme appeared in several 
comments. 

•• ••• • • • •• •• • • • •• • ••• •• 
• • • • • • • • • c • • • • .. • .. • • • • • • • ••• • • • • • • • •• • •• , • • • • • • •• • • • • • • • .. • • • • • .. • .. .. .. 
•• ••• • ••• • •• •• • • ~ ••• •• 
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III. As Seen By APSA Members 

.in.~~e~l, ~~·~P$~ m~e.~·'ea~d to agree in the assignment 
of mo.e ~:ct~~~s.~o.th~Aep~tm~n~:t,an the media representatives. 
usi~:th~ ;am~ ~f~~·Q~~4f.~~Q~ oJiteeia, APSA respondents would 
questIon·only four of the fourteen functions. Within the APSA group, 
some sharp differences do appear. For example, in analyzing re­
sponses by age, we find the same generation gap as in the media 
group. The older the respondent, the more inclined he was to assign 
functions to the Department. The same biases presumably was 
operating when full professors were more inclined to a "strong" 
Department than the instructors. Not surprisingly, persons in the 
field of international relations were more inclined to give the 
Department a vigorous role than faculty in the field of contemporary 
political systems. 

The comments indicate the same range of disagreement on the 
possible role of the Department. There is the "information 
provision" school represented by: 

"I would emphasize its directional (under President) 
coordinating (non-military), two-way informational role-­
not decision-making." 

Clinical psychologist 

"The role of the State Dept. is not one of policy 
formulation. That is the field of the people and their 
elected representatives. The State Dept. is to provide 
information to help those groups make the policy, then 
the Dept.'s role is one of aiding in its execution." 

Instructor in Political Theory 

The proponents of a vigorous Department feel very strongly 
about the currently perceived deficiencies of the Department. 

"I feel the Dept. of State ought to adopt more of 
an adversary relationship to other departments (i.e., 
Defense) and do more in the area of developing a con­
stituency power of its own." 

Instructor in Comparative 
Government 

"DOS should: 1) be official representative of US 
abroad; 2) plan American foreign policy including MBFR; 
3) manage day-to-day foreign relations." 

Assistant Professor in 
International Relations 

"DOS should have full responsibility for all U. S. 
policies dealing with foreign states. There shOUld be 
no separate presidential advisor on foreign affairs out­
side the D.O.S." 

••• • ••• • • •• •• • • • ••• •• •• A~s£c1at£ l>roleEsor • .. • • • • ) • • in • • • • • ••• • • • •• • • • • • • • ~ ... .. Government • • • • • • • • • • • om~acatl.ve 
•• ••• • • • •• •• • ••• • •••• 
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And finally, the same questioning tone as was seen in the 
. •• ••• •• " • ._. OL.,t it ••••• ''''''.IIJ • comment from an ed~to£ e~~e~$ &n ~n&~remdr~ ~y ~.fi~~u~~ate 

Professor in contempo~e:r~ pc:tits..cat.ty~teem?:;.: :,,:~ .IZut· e~eo.ts of 
the 1950's to the 197Z>.'·s.i€)r·~ lie. "o:~ wh·a( tou:p6~~·do that 
is truly relevant". 

IV. As Seen By Authors and Official Documents 

The official description of the role of the Department of State 
can be found in The Government Organization Manual: 

"PURPOSE - It is to the Department of State that the 
President looks for his primary advice in the formulation 
and execution of foreign policy. As Chief Executive, the 
President has overall responsibility for the foreign policy 
of the United States. 

The Department of State's primary objective in the 
execution of our foreign policy is to promote the long­
range security and well-being of the United States. The 
Department determines and analyzes the facts relating to 
our overseas interests, makes recommendations on policy 
and future action, and takes the necessary steps to carry 
out established policy. 

Five Assistant Secretaries direct the activities of 
the geographic bureaus, which are responsible for our 
foreign affairs activities in the major regions of the 
world ... The Assistant Secretaries for these Bureaus are 
responsible for advising the Secretary in the formulation 
of US policies toward the countries within their regional 
jurisdictions and for guiding the operations of the US 
diplomatic establishments in the countries in their geo­
graphic area. They also direct, coordinate, and supervise 
interdepartmental and interagency matters involving these 
regions." (1) 

Many observers would seriously question the accuracy of this 
description. Many of the statements are subject to challenge. 
Does the President look to the Department "for his primary advice"? 
(What about his Special Assistants, the Treasury Department,etc.?) 
Does the Department "determine and analyze the facts?" (What of 
CIA, Defense, Treasury, etc.?) Furthermore, I would contend that 
the terms used are too amorphous to serve as meaningful goals. 

Similar questions could be raised about the description of the 
Department contained in The World Book Encyclopedia: 

"STATE, DEPARTMENT OF, is the executive department of 
the United States government that handles U. S. relations 
with other governments. The head of the Department is the 
Secretary of State, the senior member of the President's 
Cabinet. The Secretary and his Department advise the 
President on foreign relations and provide him with informa­
tion about .. 0Q.1i'iJ, teio~ .in.~t~~r. ceo~lili:r~es... •• 

•• •• ••• • •• ••• ••• •• •• ••• • ••• • • • •• •• ••• ••• • • •• • • • ••• •• •• •• • ••• ••• ••• •• ••• • ••• ••• •• • •• ••• •• 
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The Department, with advice from the U. S. Congress, 
plans united States a~t\on~.~n.~ealing with other govern­
.~~~~!: ~~~~ ~~e.~ces~dE~t ~~r~ves these plans, they 
e~~m!:~~·o~icl~ f.re~n pqltcy of the United States. 
'U.e: De~C¢'Oi~n~.i4 h~f6~oooiltle fi<!r carrying out foreign 

·policy. It also coordinates the actions of other execu­
tive departments that affect foreign policy. 

The Department negotiates treaties and agreements 
with other governments; handles official business with 
foreign embassies in Washington; speaks for the United 
States in the United Nations and other international 
organizations; and arranges for U. S. participation in 
international conferences. The Department of State is 
also the official custodian of the Great Seal of the 
United States, which is affixed to Presidential 
proclamations. 

Members of the Foreign Service, the operating arm 
of the Department in other countries, represents the 
United States throughout the world. They deal with 
officials of other governments and report to the Department 
on developments that affect the United States. These re­
ports give the President and the Secretary of State much 
of the information on which US foreign policy is based. 
Members of the Foreign Service also issue and renew 
passports; grant visas to persons visiting or emigrating 
to the United States; protect U. S. citizens and their 
property in other countries; and help businessmen promote 
U. S. trade and investment. 

The Department of State carries on educational and 
cultural exchanges with other countries. It arranges for 
students, teachers, and leaders to visit the United States, 
and for U. S. citizens to study and teach abroad. It 
promotes public understanding of U. S. foreign policy in 
the United States through information services and 
publications." (2) 

Let's look at the historical trend that is evidenced by the 
autobiographical or analytical books written in the last 20 years. 
Dean Acheson described the Department's role in his days in this 
manner: 

"President Truman looked principally to the Department 
of State in determining foreign policy and--except where 
force was necessary--exclusively in executing it; he communi­
cated with the Department and with the foreign nations 
through the Secretary." (3) 

The importance of the Department is emphasized in this 
sentence: 

-"Increased tensions in Europe and Asia led the 
Administration to turn to the State Department as never 
before for new policies to meet the new dangers. II (4) 

••• • • •• •• • • • ••• •• •• ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• • • • • • • • • • • •• • • • • • • •• • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• •• • ••• • ••• •• •• ••• • • -8-



In commenting on Dean Acheson's stewardship, Ronald Stupak 
noted that: 

:-- :-. ---: :-: -:- -:- : ::- : ::. :-: 
"Acheson sees no orga%l~4~i~~1: pal!.~ea :for: !Z0S.viIlg: :: 

the problems of American f~e!~~ ael.~Gnti,-~u~-h~ !trdn~1~-­
believes that "a coordinated, centralized administrative 
structure is a prerequisite to the process of effective 
policy formulation. 

The second role of the Secretary of State is that 
of fostering within the Department formulations of policy 
alternatives." (5) 

One of the most recent analysis of the Department was written 
by I. M. Destler. It is a discerning discussion of the Department's 
weaknesses and includes several paragraphs describing the opera­
tions of previous administrations .. Destler points out that "in 
an Eisenhower Administration where men worked tirelessly to build 
a logically structured foreign policy planning and implementation 
system, the Secretary of State" (6) insisted on divorcing planning 
from operations and established new agencies for specific programs. 
This distinction was erased by Kennedy, whose "staff concentrated 
heavily on what was happening at the moment. There was a correspond­
ing lack of a comprehensive planning process such as the Eisenhower 
Administration had developed. The Eisenhower system tended to 
assume that decisions setting broad objectives or guidelines could 
and would shape specific actions. The Kennedy people doubted this, 
believing that day-to-day involvement in events brought more results 
than top-level statements of purpose and general direction". (7) 
It is this new approach to bureaucracy management that begun the 
Department's slide into the uncertainty of today. 

In 1960, Robert Elder could write "The Department of State 
plays a key role in the-making of foreign policy. Its mechanisms 
and personnel, and their relationships to the broader government­
wide machinery, have a great influence upon the kind of policy which 
America will adopt to meet the challenge of our dynamic and confused 
contemporary world." (8) By 1967, David Willis would describe the 
situation in these terms: "Under Mr. Rusk, the machinery of 
American diplomacy is exactly what the word "machinery" implies: 
It keeps up the momentum of dealings abroad, and its more important 
cogs take day-to-day decisions in line with established policies. 
But it is the driver-the President-who alone presses the buttons 
that change speed and direction. The Secretary of State consciously 
limits himself to advice on what buttons to push and When." (9) 

Halberstam, as well as many of the respondents to the 
questionnaire, appear to suggest that this more passive State role 
had direct consequences for the Administration's Vietnam policy. 
There are undoubtedly consequences arising from an organization's 
"personality"; whether a direct linkage to a major policy issue can 
be proven is still an open question. 

Today, the Department's role is described by various observers 
as a coordinating mechanism, as the "principal staff arm in forging 
a national policy" (10), as the source of detailed knowledge on 
foreign countries/ .. a~d q.s _a ~n.~i-t ·f~!:! to..-e-:i.-cjn_ emrnissaries. Per­
haps the most .oitirrti!ltict !ltlterien~~as ~ri~te.rl t>y: Richard Johnson 
;n 1971· : - - - - - - - • - - :: - - - - - -• . •• 8. •• ••• • •• ••• • • 
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"The Department of state discharges four major foreign 
affairs responsibilities: it makes and executes political 
policy, except in a few highly specialized areas, and it 
~~p~~vi§es ~o~\cY·l~~ng in those areas~ it coordinates the 
Aff~~t4.~f ~ll ag~~da4s engaged in foreign affairs admini­
·~~r~~n~ ~~ ~~Q~:and executes policy in functional areas 
not claimed by other agencies~ and it supervises the 
Foreign Service of the United States, which executes 
political policy abroad, conducts such other operations 
as are entrusted to it by the department and other agencies, 
and supports representatives of other agencies . 
administratively." (11) 

One must ask how many people in Washington, both inside and 
outside the Department, would agree with this statement. But 
perhaps even more importantly, there is a need for insuring that 
whatever the role might be, it be understood by all participants 
in the process. 

If Mr. Johnson's statement had some validity, it should bear 
some relationship to the resources being devoted by the Department 
to the various programs. In fact, by analyzing the distribution 
of American officer positions which the Department had allocated 
as of December 31, 1972, (including both Washington and overseas) 
one finds the following distribution: 

Executive and Program Direction 
Political Analysis 
Economic Analysis 
Research and General Analysis 
Consular 
Administration 
Miscellaneous 

10% 
14% 
11% 

4% 
13% 
40% 

8% 

Many of my colleagues will dispute the obvious conclusions 
that might be reached from this table. There are valid reasons 
for high proportion of administrative positions, since the 
Department supports not only itself, but many of the agencies 
operating abroad. Nevertheless, I believe that it is also true 
that an organization will tend to devote its time in proportions 
similar to the number of personnel assigned to each function. 
Therefore, looking at the Department overall, I think it can be 
said that it spends considerable energy in the discharge of its 
administrative and consular responsibilities. It may do this 
in part because the personnel involved in both functions have a 
relatively clear concept of their roles and the objectives of 
their programs. It is also true that, in general, the Department 
has less competition in Washington in these two functions than 
any of the other it might be attempting to discharge. 

v. Possible Operational Activities 

Although the analysis of the responses to the question 
concerning possible operational assignments must be viewed in 
light of the cautions outlined in the Chapter on "Methodology", 
some brief comments might be in order. 

•• ••• • ••••••• •• •• • •••••• : :: :.: :.: : ::: :: .. . ... . . .. . . ... ... :: 
• •• ••• ••• • •• •• •• •• ••• •• • •• • ••••••••••• 
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Just as in response to the question concerning possible 
responsibilities, respondents from both the media and the APSA 
group were overwhelmingly in fay~r .q~ a~s~gni~g c~s~~~.~i.~ ••• •• 
issuance of passports and visas: p~rat~~~s ~:th~ ~~p~(~e~:. :: 
A great majority recognized that f~ D~~a;tm~ w~ a~~4dy :: :: 
involved in this program. •• ••• • ••••••• •• •• • ••••• 

It is also clear that a sizeable minority of the respondents 
were opposed to involving the Department in other operational 
programs, such as promotion of US exports and provision of mili­
tary assistance to foreign governments. 

But perhaps, the most important finding coming from the 
an9 1ysis of this question, supported by some of the written 
comments, has to be the inadequacy of information available on 
the present functions of the Department. For example, fourteen 
percent of the media representatives did not seem to know that 
the Department operates the educational and cultural exchange 
program~ at the same time, almost a third of this group held 
the Department responsible for the operation of the military 
assistance program. Similarly, 25% of the APSA group believes 
that the Department is now involved in the promotion of US 
agricultural exports. I recognize the deficiency of this 
analysis since it is based on a poorly constructed question; 
nevertheless, there seems to be a crying need not only to re­
define the role ·of the Department, but also to insure that at 
least two of the influential groups of the American public are 
better informed about the activites of the Department of State. 

VI. Summary 

The available literature quite clearly indicates a marked 
shift in the role of the Department of State since the bean 
Acheson era. The Department has moved from an era in which it was 
quite clearly predominant in the field of foreign affairs to today's 
environment in which both the official description of duties and 
some of the unofficial observations are not entirely consonant with 
the facts, at least as seen by many of the Department's personnel. 
It also appears that there is a consensus among members of two 
key segments of the American public for assigning to the Department 
some relatively passive functions. The more active roles that the 
Department might pursue are viewed as agreeable by a majority of 
these groups, but with considerable less support and with in­
creasing skepticism by the younger and more junior members. For 
certain functions, the younger respondents and those living in 
the West are in fact opposed'to assigning them to the Department. 

THE ROLE OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE 

Several of the comments by the respondents as well as much of 
the literature indicates some confusion between the roles of the 
Secretary and the Department. In a speech given in 1970, Deputy 

•• •• • • ••• • ••• •• •• ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• •• • • • • • • • •• • • • • • • • • •• ll!.. • • • • • • • • • • ••• •• •• ••• • ••• • •• 
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Under secretary for Management, William Macomber, stated " ••• But 
the personal influence of Secretaries of State and the institutional 
r~s i>~a~~d boy the Qep.a.litl'rlellt should not be confused". The 
~le~·ry .~t: ~tat:: -iii udi~ul! among his Cabinet colleagues for his 
rdld 1s ~n ualge ~aa~urd ~QVerned by requirements imposed from out­
side hl~ O~partm~ht~ ~~l ~~cretaries spend a large proportion of 
their time travelling both around the world and in the United 
States and devoting many long hours discussing the Administration's 
views with Congress, its committees and its members. 

It is true, of course, that each Secretary in the last twenty 
ye~s, saw his role differently from his predecessors and his 
successors, but they were all in agreement that most of their time 
had to be devoted to functions other than the management of the 
Department. Secretaries had close relationships with the Presidents 
they served. The following description of the present appears to be 
typical of the relationships between post-war Presidents and 
Secretaries with perhaps the single exception of President Kennedy 
and Dean Rusk, although even in this circumstance it is difficult 
to be precise about the nature of their rapport. 

"In an administration where few men deal directly 
with the President, the Secretary has ready access. He 
makes use of this access, speaking with Nixon regularly 
by phone, and seeing him as much as several times a 
week. His judgment as an old and trusted friend is 
undoubtedly valued, and on the Middle East he has been 
able to play an important role." (12) 

It is v~ry difficult to translate the personal role played 
by a Secretary into an organizational role for the Department. This 
problem is little understood; there is continual mystification on 
the part of both parties when a President grants a broad charter 
to the Secretary of State, but nothing significant appears to happen 
to the operations and attitude of the Department. Ambassador Briggs 
noted that: 

"It is important to recognize, however, that never 
before NSAM-34l has the delegation of authority for the 
conduct of foreign affairs been in such specific and com­
prehensive terms. Never before has a Secretary of State 
been assigned "authority and responsibility ••• for the 
overall direction, coordination and supervision of inter­
departmental activities of the United States Government 
overseas". (13) 

I doubt that many would argue that the issuance of National 
Security Action Memorandum (NSAM)-34l made the Department more 
assertive, more positive and more effective in the role that this 
NSAM assigned to the Secretary. The Washington bureaucracy under­
stands that the assignment of a responsibility to a Secretary of 
State, even if included in a Presidential document, does not 
necessarily alter the Department's role. An organization can only 
be expected to respond and can therefore only be measured against 
standards, goals and objectives established for the organization 
itself. 

•• • •• • ••• • • •• •• • • • ••• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• • - • • - • • • • • •• • • • • • • • •• • •• • • • • • • - • • • • • • • • • • • •• • •• • • • •• •• • ••• • ••• •• 
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. '" 
This is not to depreciate in any way the need for a close 

Presidential~Secretarial relationship. I agree entirely with 
Johnson's comment that: : •• : ••••• : ••••••••• : : •• : : •• : •• . ... . . .. . . ... ... :: . .. . . ... . ... :: .. 

"Nevertheless, it remp.ions.~S'!\E!n%:j...a:tlt ~rn~-c~ to •••••• 
affirm that the character and personal endowments of 
the Secretary of State and the closeness of his relation­
ship with the President and the Congress still largely 
determine the ability of the Department and the Foreign 
Service to discharge their roles." (14) 

But it is not enough. In addition, a definition of the 
Department's role is required and perhaps Dean Acheson was also 
correct when he found, according to Ronald Stupak that "the 
Secretary of State must struggle to retain a position of pre­
eminance on the foreign-policy process. A number of operating 
procedures and techniques that will improve the power position 
of the Secret.ry of State in relation to other Presidential ad­
visers and executive departments must be undertaken and perfected". 

THE ROLE OF THE FOREIGN SERVICE 

It is of course impossible and unrealistic to attempt to 
divorce entirely an organization from its employees. Nevertheless, 
it appears that in the case of the Department, greater confusion 
than normal is engendered by the fact that it is perceived to be 
staffed primarily by Foreig~ Service Officers. There can be no 
doubt, based on many of the responses and on some of the writings 
that the reputation of the Foreign Service could stand improve­
ment and that the potential of the Department is seen in some 
quarters to be limited as long as it is staffed by Foreign Service 
Officers. 

"Much has been said about the declining influence 
of State in the realm of policy formulation. This may 
be due, to a degree, to inflexibility on part of Depart­
ment personnel. While continuity of operation is desirable:j 
it may not always be of paramount importance. New blood, 
new ideas, and new programs could make State the most 
dynamic department in government." 

Editor, medium-size newspaper, 
Middle West 

.,. <c 

"The State Department is better than the BIA and nO~'r 
as competent as the Forest Service. ":r:,,:;i 

Editor, medium-size newspaper, 
West 

"The greatest problem I see with the Department is 
the over-conformity of its members." 

Lecturer, University in West 
•• It • ••• • ••• •• • • •• • • • •• ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• • • • • • 
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••• • •• • • • 

"Get rid of Eastern establishment FSO's." 

••• •• • •• ••• •• • • ••• ••• ••• • • • •• • • • ••• 

Associate Professor, Contemporary 
Political Systems, Middle West 

:: :"E~cti."IT~n~ss :of ~ole performance has been severely 
·lifrt'itea 1:>1 bt1'reau~C!cy·"in state Dept." 

Assistant Professor, American 
Government, South 

The fact that I am quoting these statements should not be 
interpeted to mean that the responses indicated a major anti­
Foreign Service ground-swell. In fact, a number of very favorable 
comments were made. My purpose here is merely to illustrate the 
confusion that is created when an organization's role is analyzed 
in terms of the strengths or weaknesses of its employees. 

Again, I do not wish to deny the relationship between an 
organization's effectiveness and the capabilities of its personnel. 
Chris Argyris and others have enough evidence to suggest that per­
haps different personalities might make the Department into a 
different organization. I would not, however, support the following 
findings of Professor Rothstein: 

"The State Department is a large organization 
dominated by a professional group with unique problems 
and perspectives. Only the Mafia seems to get a worse 
press, although for the opposite reason: the Mafia 
seems to work too well, whereas there are persistent 
doubts that the State-Department works at all. It is 
difficult to find evidence that refutes either point 
of view." (16) 

I would further stipulate that if the Department's role in 
Washington were sufficiently delineated, its employees would be 
considerably more effective and would enjoy a better reputation. 
No one has yet seriously challenged the intellectual capacity of 
the Foreign Service Officer. Repeated documentation indicates 
that he performs well in a variety of circumstances.- Why then, 
it must be asked, is he often perceived as a failure in the 
Department? 

It is important not to confuse the capabilities of the Foreign 
Service with the role of the Department. One could speculate, for 
example, on whether the Foreign Service could not be useful to the 
government, even if there were no Department of State (i.e., no 
meaningful role is developed for it). Conversely, it should be 
remembered that not too long ago, a great proportion of the 
Department's personnel in Washington was not Foreign Service • 

•• • •• • ••• • • •• •• • • • • • • • • • ••• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• • • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • •• -1.4'- • •• • • • • • • • • • •• • • •• • • • • • • • •• • • • •• •• • ••• • • •• •• 
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THE NEED FOR A ROLE DEFINITION 

•• ••• •• • •• • ••••••••••• • •• ••• ••• • •• •• •• , . . _. . . .. . . ... ... .. 
1. M. Destler agrees tha~ .":.t VK)uls, ('9~·col'rse!':h~ v~" :: • • eo .••• ,.. ~ • 

convenient if the problem of o£~aa~~~ng ~fi~·ge~n~~n~ for·fOt~~~n 
policy-making could be reduced to one of designing a rational 
system where each official or unit played a preassigned role .. ". (17) 
Destler does not believe that such a system can be designed. I 
believe that it must be, unless one would wish to continue the 
present situation or look for even more drastic remedies. I tend 
to believe that Drucker's injunctions have considerable merit. 

"It is not possible to be effective unless one 
first decides what one wants to accomplish. It is not 
possible to manage, in other words, unless one first has 
a goal. It is not even possible to design the structure 
of an organization unless one knows what it is supposed 
to be doing and how to measure whether it is doing it." (18) 

"Specifically, this means that we need to know what 
"performance" means for this or that institution. We 
need to be able to measure, or at least to judge, the 
discharge of its responsibility by an institution and 
the competence of its management. We need to insist that 
institutions and their managements confine themselves to 
the specific tasks whose perform~nce justifies their 
existence and their power. Everything beyond is 
usurpatjon." (19) 

It seems to me indispensible for an organization to have its 
role defined, to know its goals and objectives if it is expected 
to achieve. It cannot be evaluated without such goals and it cannot 
very well have an enlightened self-image if it has no expectations. 
Laurence Peter points to the communication of objectives as one of 
the cardinal principles of competent leadership. Two of Peter's 
prescriptions are also applicable to this issue: 

"PETER PRESCRIPTION 26 
Identify your objective 

The Peter Prospect: 

An objective is a description of what things will 
be like when a goal has been achieved. It is a state­
ment identifying the intended conditions for the 
conclusion of an activity." (20) 

"PETER PRESCRIPTION 34 The Peter Precision: 
State objectives in specific, observable, or measurable 
terms." (21) 

As suggested in the opening "Summary", there is of course the 
possibility that the Department is in the forefront a managerial 
revolution which eventually will bring all organizations to work 
in a loosely defined environment, as described by Harland Cleveland: 

"The organizations that get things done will no 
longer be hierarchical pyramids w~th.flost. of the ree_l 
contro:--:a •• ::~ tp.~.: "r¥"1 ~E-r~8t ~yst:=Its:-interlaced 

•• •• • • •••• .. ... ... . . .: ... . .. •• •• •• • •• •• ••• •• •• ••• • ••• ••• •• • 
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webs of tension in which control is loose, power diffused, 
and centers of decision plural. "Decision-making" will 
become an increasingly intricate process of multilateral 
brokerage both inside and outside the organization which 

: tU:i.nk!>. :i.t. ha~ t¥ ·~~spqnsibili ty for making, or at least 
:~o~nc~~~, ~he ~e~is~qn. Because organizations will be 
:mb~e·p~~i:oA~al~·~~~ ~AY they are governed is likely to 
be more collegial, consensual, and consultative." (22) 

I suspect that we may yet see the day when Mr. Cleveland's 
description will be accurate, but it is not likely to come in the 
near future. I therefore, at least for the present, prefer the 
Drucker-Peter theories. 

It would not do for a paper written about the Department of 
State not to include some comments by Henry Kissinger. Although 
to my knowledge Dr. Kissinger has never publicly addressed the 
problem of a role for the Department, he has some firm views on 
the capabilities of bureaucracy. 

"The purpose of bureaucracy is to devise a standard 
operating procedure which can cope effectively with most 
problems. A bureaucracy is efficient if the matters which 
it handles routinely are, in fact, the most frequent and 
if its procedures are relevant to their solution. If 
those criteria are met, the energies of the top leadership 
are freed to deal creatively with the unexpected occurrence 
or with the need for innovation. Bureaucracy becomes an 
obstacle when what it defines as routine does not address 
the most significant range of issues or when its prescribed 
mode of action proves irrelevant to the problem. 

When this occurs, the bureaucracy absorbs the energies 
of top executives in reconciling what is expected with what 
happens; the analysis of where one is overwhelms the con­
sideration of where one should be going. Serving the 
machine becomes a more absorbing occupation than defining 
its purpose." (23) 

These comments would suggest that Kissinger would not be 
opposed to defining the role of the Department, but he would probably 
limit the goals to routine and repetitive functions. In fact, he 
seemed to recognize the need for a role definition when he said, as 
quoted by Destler, "The nightmare of a modern state is the hugeness 
of the bureaucracy and the problem is how to get coherence and 
design in it". 

Despite the relatively obvious need for role definition, it is 
interesting to note how few authors have attempted to do so. What 
work has been done in this area uses terms of "conventional wisdom" 
such "coordination", foreign policy" and "policy execution", all 
which seem to me to be "buzz words" requiring considerable definition • 
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THE NEED FOR DEFINITIONS 

• •• • ••••••••••• •• ••• •• ••••••• • 
h ••• ••• •• • ~.. ••• •• Two of the authors who ~e ~~t~pt~d t~d~fin~ .he m~anin~ : 

of various words or phrases ha:r.; C>~f!rf .ArrC:\As;a%iw" Bcod.·g!s: an~ : •••• 
Mr. Destler. It is interesting to compare their statements as 
an illustration of the difficulties involved in reaching definitions 
and the importance of doing so. 

Briggs 

"By international relations, 
called interchangeably foreign 
affairs and foreign relations, 
is 'meant the intercourse of 
states, through their 
governments ... 

Diplomacy, which in a 
restricted sense is the art of 
negotiating agreements be­
tween states, has come to 
mean the business of conduct­
ing relations among govern­
ments. Negotiation, 
representation, and reporting 
remain the fundamental 
activities of professional 
diplomacy. The New Diplomacy 
would add propaganda, intelli­
gence operations, cultural 
osmosis, the Peace Corps, aid 
programs, management and 
harbingers of a more abundant 
international life. None of 
them are essential. They are 
adjuncts to foreign relations, 
sometimes useful and sometimes 
futile, but never controlling" 
(24) 

"A foreign policy is a 
course of action adopted by a 
Government in order to further 
its national interests. For­
eign policy represents both 
implementation of a national 
interest and mobilization of 
a nation's resolution. A 
:oreign policy is specific 
rather than general, and is 
often comparatively short-
1 i ved. " (25) 

• • •• •• •• ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • •• • • • 

• • • • ••• 
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Destler 

"International relations" can be 
narrowly defined as "political" 
relations, whatever that may mean. 
If stress is put on "diplomacy" 
separated from "operations" that 
other agencies run anyway; if con­
cern is focused on "political" 
(distinct from economic? military? 
development?) policies, and atten­
tion riveted to communicating with 
Embassies about these "political" 
problems, inter-agency conflict is 
reduced. And the Statesman can 
hold the comforting belief that 
his own business is primary, too 
important to be compromised by 
such activities as aid, 
information, etc." (26) 

"Foreign policy," as used here, 
means activities by government 
officials which influence (and 
whose purpose, in large part, 
is to influence) either events 
abroad or relationships between 
Americans and citizens of other 
countries, especially relations 
between the U. S. government and 
other governments. Specifically 
included is a wide range of 
defense issues, since our armed 
forces are intended mainly for 
providing security against actual 
or potential threats from other 
countries, influencing events 
beyond our borders, or strengthen­
ing our international bargaining 
position generally. Thus our use 
of the term "foreign policy" en­
compasses what others call 
"national security policy." It 
also includes international 
economic policy, specifically aid, 
trade, monetary, and commercial 
policy." (27) 
••• • ••• •• 
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It is particularly important that the terms "foreign policy" 
or "international relations" be re-examined and redefined. As 
Rothstein poInts out, "the distinction then between foreign and 
domestic policies is a matter of degree." (2S) Destler suggests 

•• : ··tna~·:~t~r~~tighal l~e§·~~~:becoming more and more interwined 
:: ·~i!th·1 :ra~ge. ·of:~me~ti<! pb:l!c1 interests, from the textile in­
•• : •• ~ustr~ ~!~~~~g:~~.~ ~PQ~1~.to young men resisting the draft of 

a foreign war." (29) One of the respondents with great insight 
felt that at least one of the questions could have differing 
answers depending 'on your definition of foreign policy". 

And what is the relationship of multi-national corporations 
to the present definition of "foreign policy"? How does one in­
corporate the independent activities of an airline pilots 
assoCiation or the dock workers into the concept of "foreign affairs"? 
Rothstein's analysis is worth considering: 

"There is no single right relationship between 
foreign and domestic policies; there are only re­
lationships that exist at historical moments. Thus, 
there have been periods, and they may return again, 
when it was accurate to describe foreign policy as an 
autonomous and superior realm. In our time, all the 
signs are not perfectly clear, but it does seem beyond 
dispute that domestic factors are exercising an increas­
ing influence on the style and content of foreign policy, 
not only because foreign policy is becoming domesticated 
(that is, embroiled in the partisan play of domestic 
politics), but also because the issues that dominate 
foreign policy are no longer solely the traditional issues 
of war and security. Economic and social issues that once 
fell primarily within the domain of domestic politics have 
now become internationalized: they can no longer be 
handled in isolation by individual states, no matter how 
powerful, for the international system has become too 
interdependent--at least on these kinds of issues--to make 
autonomous decision-making very reasonable. This hardly 
means that the security issue has disappeared or been 
transcended, but simply than an additional range of con­
cerns has become a legitimate international issue." 

One should also bear in the mind the ever-increasing pre­
occupation of this country's population with domestic problems. 
There are reasons to believe that in the short run at least 
Americans will see "foreign affairs" as an extension of domestic 
policies. This trend was well documented by Watts and Free in 
their book "STATE OF THE NATION". 

"Q 25 H We shouldn't think so much in international terms but 
concentrate more on our own national problems and building up 
our strength and prosperity at home. 

Agree 73% 

•• • •• • • • • • • • ••• • • • •• • •• 

Disagree 20% 

• ••• • • • • • • • • •• • • 

• • •• •• • •• .. lS .... •• • • • • • •• 

•• • • • • •• 

• • • • • • • •• • • • ••• 

Don't Know 7%" 

• ••• • • • • • •• • • • ••• 

•• • • • • • • • • •• 

(31) 
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ti 

14) 
15) 
1 ,- " 1.0) 

"Table I MAJOR NATIONAL ISSUES AND DEGREES OF 
PUBLIC CONCERN (1972) 

•• ••• •• • • •• ••• •• • ••• • • •• ... .. ",. l' ., • ••• Rising pricc::s and the cos .. .,1.. lVH1~ •• 

The amoun c of violence in ·Ame·ltca~1 r!fe· • 

•• • • • • •• 

•• • • • • •• 

The problem of drLg addicts 
Crime in this country 

anj naICG~LC drugs 

The pr~blern of Vietnam 
'=lec.;-'L"~ up (Jur wat.erways 

• • • • • • 

••• • •• • • • 

Keeping our ;'ii1. i tary and defense for:.:::es strong 
Maintaining respect for the U.S. in other countries 
Maintalcing close relations with our allies ... 

•••••• •• •• ••• • • •• •• •• •• •••• 9~ 
90 
89 
89 
08 
84 

21) The threat of communism at home and abroad 6J 
22) The danger of a major war breaking out in the near futur~ nc 

24) 
26) 

The problem of Communist China 
Improving mass transportation ... 

rhe incraasing difficulty in differentiating between foreign 
and domestic issues was clearly illustrated in the responses to 
,::<JestiGn III. There were probably more comments, particularly 
from APSA meIT~ers, about the impossibility of determining whether 
the "Environment" \vas, for example, primarily a foreign or a domes-' 
tic policy issue. Only "Welfare" I "Housing". "Economic Develc~prnent 
l.E the U. S.", and "Environment" were perceived to be clearly 
domestic issues. The" size of U. S. mi 1i tary establishment" pro­
duced an interesting result: 

Both Foreign Polic¥ Don't Know Domestl-':: ------ --~- . 

Editors 9.3% 36.4% 6.6% 47."l"c 
.ZI"PSA H2mbers 7.7 55.1 5) . ~ 32.1 

As for the other listed problems, a majorlty of respondents 
saw them as foreign policy issues although it was quite clear froll 
the co~~ents that many felt uncomfortable about having to make a 
distir.ction. 

It may be that this perception of the indivisibillty of 
problems between domestic and foreign led an overwhelming majority 
of respondents to consider that the "effectiveness of the Office 
:.:d the President" to be the primary determinant of C;. successful 
foreign policy (although a number of people raisec che question of 
how one would define a "successful foreign policy"). The "~ffective­
ness of the Department of State" and "events outside the control of 
the United States" were seen as secondarv factors far behind the 
first choice. 

If this increasing concern with domestlC problems coupled with 
the recognition of the difficulty of separating problems into foreign 
and domestic should continue, one must raise the question whether it 
is still t~mely to disouss "foreign policy" or "internatLo!1.al re­
lations" or whether one should not be v\ewJ.~g Ule problem of the . .. .. . ..... : .. . .. 

•• ••• • •• • •• • ••• .. .. ... . ... : . . ... .. .:: ... . . .. ... . .. :: .. .. . . a.. . ..... . 
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environment in its domestic and foreign segments; that is, to 
approach issues on a functional basis, recognizing that they may 
have two separate geographical manifestations. This approach would 
~f.~~r~ ~~ve.grav~ im~~c~ons for the organization of the 
fe~ll dov~t~4nt~~d:i~:pl~icular for the future of an organ­
lza~~n:su¢h ~:th~ Qe~ar(m~~ of State, which is primarily 
~eog"rAph-.t·cal11 ~r'l~"ntAteM~ •• 

I am certainly not competent to solve the large number of 
issues that I have raised. I am however confident that a re-exam­
ination and redefinition of some of our "conventional wisdom" is 
certainly overdue. It is in the interest of the Department of State 
that this process be undertaken before it becomes entirely irrelevant 
to ~he decision-making process of the federal government • 

•• • • • • • • • • •• 

••• • • •• • • •• 

• ••• • • • • • · , • • • • • 
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The data for this project was collected from two sources: 
selected writings and a questionnaire. 

•• • • • • • • • • •• 

The writings selected are listed in the bibliography. Basically, 
authors were chosen for their knowledge of the subject matter. Un­
doubtedly, I have missed a number of additional books that should 
hav~ been included, but tailoring the reading to the available t.ime 
became a very difficult problem. I am also indebted to a number of 
the questionnaire respondents who led me to some writings that I 
might have otherwise overlooked. 

The questionnaire was prepared with the assistance of Professor 
Philip Burgess, who in addition to ~is academic pursuits conducts 
the Ohio Poll. I have been seriously delinquent in not following 
one of his suggestions, namely that the questionnaire be pretested. 
Once again, time was a serious limiting factor. I have also come 
to the conclusion that the pretesting would have had to take place 
with a sample of the actual group of respondents since it would 
appear from some of the comments written on the returned question­
naires that words have different meanings to people of differing 
occupations. 

I selected two groups of the American public to serve as 
sources. The first group, selected from a list of editors or 
editorial writers of American newspapers and TV stations, was 
chosen as one of the major influences on the perceptions of the 
American public. It was my assumption that on a subject such 
as "The perception of the role of the Department of State" most 
of the American public would have to rely on its media for 
the basic information. I was also curious to determine the degree 
of interest in this matter among media representatives. The 
response from the media group was gratifying: 439 questionnaires 
were sent out and 151 responses were returned, or a percentage of 
34%. 

The second group chosen consisted of members of the American 
Political Science Association. Although responses were received 
from persons in business, law, and other occupations, 93% of the 
respondents were from the academic community. I have therefore 
used the terms "APSA members" and "academics" interchangeably. The 
response from this group was even better with exactly 50% (or 287) 
of the questionnaires serving as the analytical base. 

As I suggested ear~ier, the questionnaire obviously created 
difficulties for a number of the recipients, particularly those 
in the APSA group. It was apparent that in addition to the design 
problems, some respondents were most reluctant to make the choices 
required. A number would have preferred not to confront the 
dilemmas, but the problem areas were carefully selected as basic 
issues to be faced by anyone who would have to determine the role 

•• •••• •• •• •••• ••• • ••• •• • ••• • •• ••• ••• •• •• ••• • ·-e-jll-· • ••• .. .:. ... . . .-~ . . .... 
•• •• •• • ••• ••• ••• -.: ... . ... ... .. . .. ... .. 



•• ••• • • • • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • •• ••• • 

of the Department of State. Obviously, in the real world, few 
issues are decided entirely without some compromises; nevertheless, 
the decision-maker must start with some basic assumptions (arbi­
~~afy. as the~ ma~ be) if conclusions are not to be hopelessly 
·(""~ntF~:ed·". :it. was ~hese: J::loEUic assumptions that the questionnaire 
,y ... '" • ~. • • • ••• 
wJls· ,ente!ldecs.oto 'estj. • •• 

It • -... • •• ••• ••• 
•• •• •••• ••• • ••• •• 

I am indeed grateful to all who took time to respond to the 
questionnaire. I am grateful to the approximately half a dozen 
people who characterized the effort in terms such as "I really 
wonder why the DOS should support a questionnaire like this", or 
if "the quality of this questionnaire is an indication of the 
quality of trainees me thinks there is need for prayer". I am 
ev~n more grateful to the considerable number of respondents who 
took the time to indicate that the subject matter was interesting 
and the methodology acceptable. 

There was one major fault in the questionnaire. Under 
question V, I neglected to include a "Should not be assigned" 
column. It had been my hope that recipients who had wished to 
make that choice would just not have checked any of the available 
columns. In fact, most of the respondents indicated that they 
had followed this procedure, but I should have stated my assumption 
in the instructions or added the other column. Although I believe 
that the views of the respondents were captured relatively accu­
rately on this question, my analysis needs to be read in light of 
the methodological problem. 

There were in addition apparently some minor semantic problems, 
particularly with the words "represent" and "present". From the 
written comments received, however, I do not believe that this 
problem created any distortion in the analysis. A number of 
returned questionnaires a·lso raised the question whether under 
question I (f) the phrase "that the President would approve major 
recommendations" would include "disapproval" as well. This I be­
lieve is a clear example of the problems of communications; it would 
never have occurred to me that the authority to approve would not 
automatically encompass the right of disapproval. Any analysis based 
on the questionnaire techniques is subject to certain deficiency 
(small, I would hope) resulting from communication gaps. 

One final word should be said about the methodology. In one of 
the following annexes there is a summary of the characteristics of 
the respondents. I have no way of judging whether the respondent 
group is representative of either the media representatives or the 
APSA membership in total. A superficial analysis would indicate 
that it might be approximately representative, but only additional 
and considerable more research would verify this conclusion . 
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APPENDIX C 

THE ROLE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

..... 
• • •••••• 
• • • •• •••••• ....... 

• • • •••••• ....... 
Various authors have suggested that the Department's primary strength should lie in its 
managerial role. Others have emphasized the policy formulation responsibility. A third 
group has suggested that the Department should devote maximum effort to playing the 
"balance wheel" role. Below are listed a number of responsibilities that could be 
assigned to the Department. For each, please indicate whether you agree with such an 
assignment. 

•• • • •• • • 
•• • • •• • • 

• •••• 
· . . 
••••• 
• • 

a) 

b) 

Strongly 
Agree 

To integrate and coordinate 
U.S. overseas programs. 

To be responsible for resource 
allocations for all U.S. 
overseas programs. 

I 1-

I I 

c) To identify crucial 
international relation 
problems . I I 

d) To represent the views of 
foreign governments in the 
U. S. Government councils. I I 

e) 

f) 

g) 

h) 

To present the U.S. views to ____ _ 
foreign countries. _1 ____ 1 

To formulate U.S. policies 
(with the understanding that 
the President would approve 
major recommendations). I I 

To formulate long-range ____ _ 
policies. _1 ___ 1 

To serve as balance to U.S. 
military policy proposals. r----7 

Moderately 
Agree 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

/ I 

I ; 

r----7 

Don't 
Know 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

r----7 

Moderately 
Disagree 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

r-7 

Strongr; ••• 
Disag':e •• 

e·.J •• 

• • • •• 1------,···· ----.... 
• • •••••• 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

r-7 
,. 



•••• • • •••••• 
• • •• • •••••• 
•••••• 
• • • •••••• 
•••••• 
• •• •• • • • 
• •• •• • • • 
••••• • • ••••• 

I • 
IV • 
~ ..... 
I. • 
• • •••• 
• • •• • •••••• 
•••• • • •••••• 

i) To serve as balance to 
domestic protectionist 
economic policy proposals . 

j) To provide continuity to 
U.S. foreign policy . 

k) To represent Administration 
views to Congress . 

1) To represent Administration 
views to the U.S. public. 

m) To administer cultural and 

Strongly 
Agree 

/ 1 

1 1 

1 1 

/--/ 

educational exchange programs./ 1 

n) To protect American citizens 
abroad and to issue passports 
and visas. 1 1 

-2-

Moderately 
Agree 

/ 1 

1 1 

1 / 

1 1 

1 / 

/ / 

Don't 
Know 

/ / 

/ / 

/ / 

/ / 

/ / 

/ _/ 

Moderately 
IYisagree 

/--/ 

/--/ 

/ / 

/ / 

/ 1 

/- / 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 / 

/ / 

/ / 

/ / 

1---1 •••••• ---. . • ••• 
• ••••• • •• • • 

/---/ .... ----. . 
• • 

II. a) Do you be lieve that the success of an Administration's foreign po licy is primarily 
determined by: (Please rank 1-4 with "one" being the most important) 

•••••• • • 

The effectiveness of the Office of the President 1 --I 

The effectiveness of the Department of State / 1 

The effectiveness of other Cabinet Departments / / 

By events outside the control of the United States / / 

b) If an Administration's foreign policy is successful, is it important or unimportant 
whether the Department is "effective" or has "good morale"? 

Very Important Relatively Important 

/ / 1 / 

Don't Know 

,---I 
-'--' 

Relatively 
Unimportant 

/ 1 

• •••• • • ••••• 
• • • •• •• • 
• • · ... •• • 
•••••• 
•••••• • • • 
•••••• 
•••••• • •• • • 
•••••• • • 
~i"f 
Unimportant 

/ 1 

• 
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•••••• •• • • • 
•••• • • • • 

•••••• • • 
••••• • • ••••• 
• • •• • • •• 
• • •• • • ••• .. ~ ... 

•••••• • • • 
•••••• 
•••••• •• • • • 
•••••• • • •••• 
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•••• • • •••••• 
• • • •• •••••• 
•••••• 

• 
III. Do you consider the following subjects to be primarily American domes tie problems or 

foreign policy problems? 

• • •••••• 
•••••• 

IV • 

Environment and Ecology 

International Trade 

u.s. Military Bases overseas 

Welfare 

Housing 

International Payments 

Sale of Agricultural Commodities 
overseas 

Economic Development in U.S. 

Size of U.S. military establishment 

Foreign Policy 

/ / 

/ / 

/ / 

/ / 

/ / 

/ / 

/ / 

/ / 

/ / 

Don't Know 

/ / 

/ / 

/ / 

/ / 

/ / 

/ / 

/ / 

/ / 

/ / 

•• • · ... • •• Domestlc 
•• • • •• . /--; ...........-
• • 
·i~ .---• .:c:J 
• • . r-; .--­• •• .. // 
-.­• • .. , ... / 

/ / 

/ / 

/ / 

Do you believe that in the field of foreign policy, the Department of State should have 
primacy over other Cabinet Departments in the policy making process? 

Yes / / No / / 

V. Which of the following operational responsibilities are now assigned or should be 
assigned to the Department of State? 

Now Should Be Don't 
Assigned Assigned Know 

Educational and cultural 
exchanges /--/ / / /--/ ----- ----- -----
Military assistance to foreign 
governments /I / 7 r-7 



•••• • • •••••• 
• • •• • •••••• 
•••••• 
• • • •••••• 
•••••• 
• •• •• • • • 
• •• •• • • • 
••••• • • ••••• 

I • 
I'-.) • 
......., ..... 
I. • 
• • •••• 
• • •• • •••••• 
•••• · -•••••• 

VI. 

Economic assistance to foreign 
governments 

Issuance of passports to U.s • 
citizens 

Information activities 
overseas 

Promotion of U.S. commercial 
exports 

Promotion of U.S. agricultural 
exports 

Issuance of visas to foreign 
visitors 

-4-

Now 
Assigned 

/--/ 

/ / 

/ / 

/ / 

/ / 

/ / 

SheJ'lld Bt' 
Assigned 

/- / 

/ / 

/ / 

I I 

/ / 

!--/ 

Don't 
Know 

/ I 

/ I 
• ••••• • • • ••• " .... " ~. 

• • 
•••• 

i. • *; 
•••••• • • 
,-;;-;;j 

• • • •••• 
• • . /-~ 
J.~~ 

• • • •• In recruiting for the Department of State, would you put greater emphasize on broad ..-
representation from the American society (e.g. economic ciass, race, religion, geograph~~--.­
ect.) or on achievements of the candidates without regard to other factors? ---:-: 

Primarily Broad 
Representa tion 

/ / 

Don't 
Know 

/ / 

Primarily Personal 
Achievements 

/ / 

-•••••• 
•••••• - --- -•••••• - -•••• 

VII. Any narrative comments you may wish to make on the role of the Department of State would 
be gratefully received. 

.. 
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•••••• • • 
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OPTIONAL 

The following information would be appreciated for the purpose of analysis: 

a) How many students (graduate and undergraduate) 
are there at your University (or college)? 

b) Your University (or College) is in? 

c) Your University (or College) is? 

d) Your age? 

Your religion? 

From what University (or College) did 
you receive your highest graduate degree? 

e) Your profession: 

Less than l, 000 
1,000 - 4,999 
5,000 - 14,999 
15,000 - and above 

NorthEast 
South 
Middle West 
South West 
West 

Private 
Public 

Catholic 
Protestant 
Jewish 
Other (Specify) 

Legal 
Business 
Government 
Military 
Academic 
Medical 
Other (Specify) 

•••• • • •••••• 
• • • •• 
~. 

1. .... 1. 
I I. 
I. •. : .'­
~/. 

-A..L.-.J 

~1 
,I AI I. 
t! • .t 
I .... J 
I •• : • .t ._--
f. ••• J. 
I. J -.--. 

• ••• 
• • ....--.-. 
• ••••• 1--;;:-; 
I: ... ;t! 
_I_I 

I~ 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
/ / 

.. 



· ., .. • • •••••• 
• • •• • •••••• 
•••••• 
• • • •••••• 
•••••• 
• •• •• • • • 
• •• •• • • • 
••••• • • ••••• 

• • I •••••• 
N 

\D. • 
I •••••• 

• • •• • •••••• 
•••• • • •••••• 

[) Ii in the Academic Profession, 
your area of specialization: 

Your Academic rank: 

g) You have travelled abroad as: 

-6-

Durillg your travels, you have had contacts 
with Americam Embassies: 

Contemporary political systems 
International relationti 
Political theory 

;--; 
; ; 
7--; 

Public administration 
Comparative Government 
Other (Specify) 

Lecturer 
Instructor 
Assistant Professor 
Associate Professor 
Full Professor 
Other (Specify) 

Tourist 
Student 
Lecturer 
Businessman 
Armed Forces 
U.S. employee 
Other (Specify) 

Yes 
No 

; ; 
; ; 

: .. ,-; 
..~. 

--:-..-,.. ; 
.; I 
..:,-. I 
• .. ,. I 

: .-. / 
.. ; - I . --­• • • .-e---.---

• ••••• 
. .. :r.; 

/--; ... .....-
•••••• • •• • • 
•••••• • • •••• 
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•••••• • • · .' .. 

-5-

OPTIONAL 

The following information would be appreciated for the purpose of analysis: 

a) The circulation (or estLmated viewership) is? 

b) Your newspaper (or station) is located in? 

c) Your newspaper (or station) is? 

d) Your newspaper (or station) is? 

e) Your age is? 

f) Your newspaper (or station) has editorialized 
on this subject in the last 12 months? 

g) You have travelled abroad in the last five years? 

During those travels, you have contacted the 
American Embassy? 

Less than 5,000 
5,000 - 9,999 
10,000 - 49,999 
50,000 - 99,999 
100,000 - 249,999 
250,000 - 499,999 
500,000 plus 

NorthEast 
South 
Middle West 
South West 
West 

Independent 
Affiliated 

Family Owned 
Public Owned 
Other (Specify) 

Yes 
No 

Yes 
No 

Yes 
No 

•••• • • •••••• 
• • • • • ..... f7 ..... , 1 

.i! I .... ,.. I 
• ••• i' I 
• ••• 7! 1 
• , I .. ---.--
• • • • '--I ..:.,. 1 . .. -, I 
• I I • ···,--1 

• .,.-• • ... r-7 
• ",: 1 • . .. .......-
.··ie-;---j . .. , .. 

/ 

1--1 
_I_I 

1--1 
_I_I 

1--1 
_I_I 
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APPENDIX D 
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MEDIA RESPONDENTS 

151 Responses 
Number 

Circulation 

Less than 5,000 
5,000 - 9,999 
10,000 - 19,999 
50,000 - 99,999 
100,000 - 249,999 
250,000 - 499,999 
500,000 and over 

Location 

Northeast 
South 
Middle West 
South West 
West 

Independent 
Affiliated 
No response 
Family owned 
Public owned 
Other 

Less than 30 
30-39 
40-49 
50-59 
60 and over 

Hav2 editorialized in last 12 mos. 
Have not editorial. in last 12 mos. 
No response 

Have travelled in last 5 years 
Have not travelled in last 5 years 
No response 

•• ••• • • • •• •• • • .... 
• • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • .. ••• • 
• • •• • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
•• ••• • ••• • •• •• ~31-· 

4 
19 
56 
33 
25 

7 
7 

34 
37 
43 
16 
21 

96 
51 

4 
100 

25 
22 

9 
34 
53 
40 
15 

82 
65 

4 

68 
81 

2 

• • • • • • • • 

••• • • •• • ••• 

• ••• • • •• • • • • • •• • •• • • • • • • • • • • • ••• 

•• • • • • • • • • •• 

•• • • • • • • • • •• 

Percentage 

2.6 
12.6 
37.1 
21. 9 
16.6 

4.6 
4.6 

22.5 
24.5 
28.5 
10.6 
13.9 

63.6 
33.8 
2.6 

66.2 
16.6 
14.6 

6.0 
22.5 
35.1 
26.5 

9.9 

54.3 
43.0 

2.7 

45.0 
53.6 

1.4 



contacted Embassy 
Did not contact Embassy 
No response ... 

• • • • • • • • •• 

••• • • ••• • •• • •• • ••• ••• • •• ••• •• ••• •••• •• • • 
S:ze of University 

(or College) 
Less than 1,000 
1,000 - 4,999 
5,000 - 14,999 
15,000 and above 
Not responding 

•• • • • • •• 

Location of University 
(or College) 

Northeast 
South 
Middle West 
South West 
West 
Not responding 

Nature of University 
(or College) 

Private 
Public 
Not responding 

Age 
Less than 30 
30 - 39 
40 - 49 
50 - 59 
Over 60 
Not responding 

Religion 
Catholic 
Protestant 
Jewish 
None 
Not responding 

Profession 
Legal 
Business 
Government 
Military 
Academic 
Medical 
Other 

•• • • • • •• 

• •• • • • • • •• • • ••• 

• • • • • • • • 

Number 

31 
108 

12 
• •• ••• • • •• ••• •• • .. . . -... 

••• • • • •• 
¥;i1\ .§ESrotiO~N'l;$ 

.... • • •• • :.:-32:-• • • • • • • • • • • ... 

lS 
S3 
84 
84 
lS 

89 
47 
81 
lS 
34 
lS 

117 
152 

18 

33 
110 

66 
51 
26 

1 

34 
154 

28 
64 

7 

2 
2 
7 
1 

266 

9 

•• • • • • • • • • • •• • 

• • • •• • • •• 

• ••• •• • • • • • • • •• • • • • • ••• •• 

• • • • 

Percentaqe 

20.5 
71. 5 

S.O 

6.3 
28.9 
29.3 
29.3 
6.2 

31. 0 
16.4 
28.2 
6.3 

l1.S 
6.3 

40.8 
53.0 
6.2 

11. 5 
3S.3 
23.0 
17.S 

9.1 
0.3 

11. 8 
53.7 
9.8 

22.3 
2.4 

0.7 
0.7 
2.4 
0.3 

92.7 

3.2 

• 



Area of Academic spe~a~~~a~io~ 
Cont. Pol. Syst~n::. :.: 
International ~~~io~s. : 
political TheorY··· • ••• 
Public Administration 
Comparative Government 
Other 
Not responding 

Academic Rank 
Lecturer 
Instructor 
~ssistant Professor 
Associate Professor 
Full Professor 
Other 
Not responding 

Travelled Abroad 
Yes 
No 

Contacted American Embassy 
Yes 
No 
Not responding 

•• ••• • • • •• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• 
• • •• • •• • • • • • • • • • • 

Number 

• .(4 •• • • • • • • • ••• 7J • • • ·49 • • • •• 
35 
33 
49 

3 

4 
16 
75 
69 
94 

6 
2 

279 
8 

158 
120 

9 

••• • ••• • • • • • • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • •• ••• • ••• • •• •• .... 33- • • ••• 

Percentage 

.. • •• • ••• •• • • • • • 16.5 • • •• • •• • • • • • • • • 28.4 • • • • • • • • • ••• •• 10.9 
13.2 
12.5 
18.4 
0.1 

1.5 
6.0 

28.0 
25.9 
35.3 
2.3 
1.0 

97.2 
2.8 

55.1 
41. 8 
3.1 

•• • • • • • • • • •• 
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RESPONSE TO QUESTION I 
MEDIA 

Fuaa~~H 
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134 

5 ------
TOTAL 151 

FUMH&-
I PERC ENT , - - - -
r~-

99.7 
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TOTAL 151 

62.9 

31:r-
100.0 

VALUE A BS.D..LHU,,*I+r-E _...-!RH'E.LAH~ 
-""---;F~f{T:Q4ENCY FKFWU E Ncr 

'PF~CENT' 

o~ --·--10-···------·h-~h----

1. lb 50.3 
--,.;-----6 r-----4T~n·--.. .... .. .. ....... . ... .. ------

_. •• • •. _ • •• : _ :. TO!A ~: 151 100.0 

-:.-: . --:---:----:' -:-- .-. _ .. -~--:.:- . -:-~-: -. --: :-.:-_.- --- ._- --_ . 
•• : ••• • ••• ••• •• -37- • • ••• •• 



_1l_U.!.l.LI.Aflll ____ _ 
.-------YALUE-tU08~~H-~~~b~H~ 

(PERCE:"T) 

~-~'iO---"-PESPONSE----- ------.-.~~-'--------,- 0'.--·---6-------·-4'"";0--

,.":'P!.E. • ••• ••• •• ••• ! ••••• : • -: 1. 126 83.4 

:-rt.~AJ:re'r-;:: • • •••• : • • : :: 2. -Tq----n;o-.. .. ... . :.: ..: ... ------- -------
•• •• ••• • •• ••• • ••• ..TOTAl 151 100.0 .-.. .... .. .. .. 

PROTECT AMEP ICAN C I TflENS-rl¥ElfSEAS--·----·-'--

J.MJJLL.AUt..lEL-------------XYAL~ft~3~ffi-b-9 -"F~~t~~ 
I PERCENT I 

, AGIH'E 

--'D'j SAG)l-EE 

.. 

.. -- ,- ----._-_._-----

'--"0';---'-----"'3'-- --2;0---' 

1. 146 96.1 
-~2r.-·------'2·--------'1~ ------

TOTAL 151 100.0 

RESPONSE TO QUESTION II •• 
MEDIA 

-u~all-----------------_~Y~A~lU~E~F~~~a~·~9~F~~~~b~~f­
(Pt:HCENT I 

:--.O·-----REsPdNse---­

, MOST EF-FECT IVE 

SFcrfmr"-

lEAS T 

1. 9~ 64.9 
'-------~~.-----~Jq~-------~2~B----

4. 2 1.3 .. ------ --------.-,--.-. -.-.- -'-" "--. - .. ------'----·"--TOrA(----,51'-----.100~O·--

~ALll~~OE~L ____________ _ 

.' :'i!O' -,-. PESP-UNS·r--------.. -'--·-,->-.. ·,,--- ... , .. "-'0;" 

. ",OST F.f-FECT IVE 

--s-i.'Crrno----
r HI<! 0 

1. ·18 11.9 
.. --·---2-.-----r6Tr------z:;40rr;r;--

3. 5~ )~.4 

-T EASr--- - ....... -, --"·---'·---·---·--·---·---4~---·----·5·--- --.--'). '3"'-' 
------- -------

TOTAL 151 100.0 

IIC 

LLA6£L ____________ ~yAJ.1Jf__ AI\SO.LJJTF_ - REt.ATIVL 
J.ALU__ nE'QI.,IENcy---n-F.'QU r-NCV-

'PERC ENT I - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - -
NO ,iE SPON SE 

-----_._,-' ". ----- - ,. 0.' -·-----··1 z.-~-.---' - - -7'~ q . 

. ""ST fF-FfCT IVE 1. 2 1.3 
-.; FCONO--·-------· ----.. ro-----6·------,4-.0·--

rHI ~ 0 

-'l EAST---'-: .'. 
• • • • • • •• 

3. 30 1 q • "I 

-: . .a. __ .. ; .... -:------:-:----.-;-----;-:--:.----.--) ~:--~-:-.. lor-·-··---- - 66."q-
• • • • • • • ••• •• -y-,--- -------
•• • • •• • • • •• TOTtlL.. • 1051 101}.O 
• ••• ••• • •• •• •• • •• •• • • -. "-_." ... ----.--••• - ".-.-.. -iT·· .. ·------------· .. ·· .. _'-
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~U~~~~ShliH--,:*~-MH~-f-
(PEKe ENT I .. ... .. . .'. .. ... - .- .-.;- ; ;. ~ ~.- - - - ~ - -

• 'j(J PF SI'ON SF-:---: :.--!-·-:--:I: ---.-------.- --:o:~- -:--:r2-- :-:------,-;<)--
• •• • • ••• • ••• •• • • 

. "II1ST fF-FECTIVF : •• : ••••• :~. : : •••••• :1-: ::H :.. 15.2 
---SFCbNb-- -- ----.. 7.. 37 2lt;?--

fHf R D 

L fAS t 

3. 46 30.5 
.-----------.--- -·4~-----13--------21.9 

TOTAL 151 100.0 
-.---------

RESPONSE TO QUESTION II B 
MEDIA 

J.,"l!1L..LAB.EL--------------"V.n.JAL,...Uu...E--.,.,.F~~~8~MJ.it9r-""-FtHU~bj.HH­
(PERCENT' 

:-NO - ------ PI' SPOIifSE----- --------T~----·O;-----~ ------2 ;0---

. VERY IMPORTANT 1. ,81 53.6 

--Oie ATIIiE l v-'-'rp(]1{n~T -------..,zr.·---.... 5'TI-----.,3M3-."1I8--

DO~I' T KNOW 3. 9 ".0 
1,;-.-0---

V!'~Y. UNH'POIHANT 5. 

fonl 

RESPONSE TO QUESTION III 
MEDIA 

1 0.7 ----- -------151 100.0-:-

JALU.E....l.A!I EL ---------_____ --"'VAL .... UE ___ 
F 
~~.8t*tb-y --'F-R-~ ~M-R&-

(PERCENT I .-
QE SPONS e-------------- ---1~-

. FO~E IGN POLICY 

-j'lN't--- KNOj,{ 

r)[,r~F ST IC 

1. 

2. 
10.n 

4;0--

3. 114 75.5 ------- ----------.--- -----------.- -------.-- ---.------------ 'TOTU--·----HT---------l 00.0--- -

---- --_._----

JAW.£...LAJll.1..-----______ . __ Jf.JVAU L.J,iUII:.I'_-rF ~~a8HJt~U~~~ 

(PEKCE~T I 

0;------ - -9-------- .. 6.0 

. FC;q[ IGN POL I CY 1. 126 A3,4 
-D~'lN'-t. "--"ijiiW. •• .-.--..-.-.... -.----., ...... -----r------,.-. )--

•• ••• • •• ••• • ••• 3 

f) UF~Tt·C •• •• ~ • ••• • • ••• .. 0," ... • •• • • •• • • • • i • • 11 7. 3 .. ... ....... ----.... ....... ------ -------
~-:_-._~:_-_:_-~;:_ •• ~ -;. -.--.-.-·-~flTA!·-- In- ----lOO~O-
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_1l.AillE.....LA ... O£cElL-____ _ 

. '. 
• • !'lfl·-· -.--··It~S~l~t----;_· .. __;_ -: .;~. -..... !'-....... !----O-.-- '''9'-'-- -----6-~()'-··-·-.'. .. .. "~ . 

e I!. ,,... • • •• • • •••• 
: !f'Jt\ I~N Iil-Jl:Y. • ••• .'.: ::: 1. 116 78.1 

• .:--O .. ~1T!-i<~~-·" • .' :-~~-"·-""·"'·""'·-"'·"'·---2·.--- rcr-·---~6.D··-
our'E'>T If. 3. 14 9.3 ------- -------

TOTAL ["'5'1----

-Y.A1.LLLLAB.fL. _____ _ 
---------.:v~AI..UE~~OHJ~~~~MH~}_ 

IPERCENT) 

DON'T KNOW 2. 4 2.b 
-[jj)-'B-rrr. ---- 3-.---14-r---~tt-;T-

TOTAL 151 100.0 

__ II ,\ ULLLA BfL --------~VWJ~~ijHj[Tt:H..---.F.w-UMH&-
IPERCENT) 

.--
NO----- RESPONSE---- --.. -------~·----()-~·----·-4----·--'2·;6 .. --

I)ON'T KNOW 

-OCt,WSllC 

I t If 

--~b--- - RESPONSE 

_ FPQEIGN POLICY 

-i),:.lN '-T---I( NOW-----·-· 

2. 4 2.6 

TOTAL 151 100.0 

--------.---VI:a.ALU'.u;.IE-....--!Fua8*~HH_ 
I PF.RCfNT) 

.-. 
i~--'-·--- - - - O~-----'--B---'---?:~ --

1. 124 82.1 

2-.----~5~------~--

3. 14 9.3 ------- -------.. - .--- --.---------... ---·---------TO'T A [-----1 sr----, 00 ;;0--

J I J (; 

J_Al.IllliliE.t _________ . _______ _ 

.-
- PFSPd'NSE' ---- .. -.-------- , .. ->---- .. --·---·O~-- ----- ----IT' -·---------·8.b 

, FOQF-IGN POLICY 1. 92 bO.9 
'-OljNi t--'---KWilO/ ------------ ~;------7----·- zt-;r;--

DUMF SHC 3. 39 25.A ------- -------.. -------- ---TOTA l--' -----151 - --.- ----. -100 .0--

•• ••• • ••• • • •• •• 0 • • ••• •• • • • • • • 0 • 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• • • • • • • • • • • •• • • • • • • • •• • •• • • • • • • • 0 • • • • • • • • • • •• ••• • • • ... ~O·· • ••• • ••• •• 



ECONUM IC DE VE[OP~F. ~r-rN-'-U~S~----

_V.ALULLflBEL. _____ . _______ -----lIVAL.UL-r~~~&~~H-f!-~~M~-h~~ 
(PERCENT I .-

~-No------JiEsprjNsC.~ -:-.... -.-i~ j-.' __ .-",--l.+, .. "--•• --.-" ())~-.-". --.--.-.2 •• ------ "- 1.9--- ---
• ••• • •• •• • • 
: .. : • : • • ..: ~.. :: • 2 : : 1 .3 
: •• : : ••• ••• ::: :: •• 6:-<:~.-·----4.·0---

. FnRCIGN POLICY: ::- : 
-OON ... T·-----Kr~Ow-· -:T--!-e.--..... 

OO'IEST IC 3. 131 Cb.S 

_IlALU.LJ..hllEL-.. ____________ VAL~{~~~MHH-

tJ (PFRCENTI . ' - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - . 
~--!.--.-

1. ·55 3b.4 

-----·-----------------------~2--.------~1~O---------~--

3. 72 47.7 ------- ------------.- -"--' .-- ---... - ----- ------. ---- . ----- ------- .. - TOTA r--- '151------'1'00-;'0--

RESPONSE TO QUESTION IV 
MEDIA 

-i-"LU LLA B . .E.L ______ _ . _______ --YALUE 

NO 

YES 

R'ESPONSE 

-~O -------

.-. . _________ , .. 1..:....:_._. ___ _ 

1. 

3. 

Il3 111.5 

0.7 
... _-- -----... -------.---------- '-----TDTAl --·----15r------l00~O--·----

VA 

RESPONSE TO QUESTION V 
MEDIA 

.. ..II. A UI E LA 8ll, _____ _ 

. 
NO ----- QESPONSE-·----.... -------- -i .. ·~ .. ·~--- ...... -..- ·0.----- ........ lZ-- ----- -7 ;1:1"--

. NOW ASS I (;NEO 

-sHoOL'l'f-lIf. 'A~$ tGrlEO 

1. 102 
---·-------z~· '---rs 

DON'T KNOW 3. 19 
- ..... - ... -••. __ • -- __ Jl .... JI._!I..A .• -..L.--•• --:-.-.:-.-~ .•. H!nT;l---.~-l~-I~ 
•• •• ••• •• •• ••• • ••• • • • •• •• ••• ••• • • •• • • • ••• •• •• •• • ••• ••• ••• •• ••• • ••• ••• •• ·-41· • ••• •• 

67.5 
---n-;-q---

12.b 

100.0 



_VALU.LLA.f\.tJEL-------------lVuu..:AL~~3a-~f,~$-...lF~Mi~b-~H~~ 
(PERC ENT I 

, ... - .... --------------. . ... ... .. . . ~.:~:~.--~ .. . 
'II'.,.-:----".o~-SPtJN"Se_ ..• ----;---:---:--.---:--- • • .-•• O~----·-- 18-··-----1T~()·--
•• ••• ••• • ••• • • ••• • 

, .... tl'l.ASStGl'(ED : :: • • ••••••• : ·.:1. ·29 19.2 . . . .. . ... e.. . 
--St(M [~ItF·"A$Sl'hN~l':i 2 .4-'--~lI.?--

nON'T KNOW 3. bl 40.4 ----- ---------rcrTU---15I---YOO ~ll---

_'J.!L.lLLU.weE;;,J.l ____________ ~VA!UL.J,jUct...E -~F ~~~8~MH F~~M-t~f-
(PERCENT) 

.-·~ll- -_. QE SPONSe----- .-------..... ~-­

, 'lOW ASS I CoN EO 

--SHdfT[OBF. '4nTCNEO 

DON'T KNOW 

9:-T--

1. bb 43.7 
Z-~--~'7:4----.... 2Z_.T-

3. 37 24.5 
-------

10rr~o-

_'H 1.!l_LI .. AA.E.L ~-----__ --____ --__ -----------Jy~Aul~u~F~~~AnSOLuTf 
FRI:QQENC'i 

RFlATIV_E 
F lttQlITNrr­
(PFRCPIT) 

,--N 0 ----RI: SPO;;.{S ~-.--------- -

, '1r'1loj ASS IroNED 

-SHOll m--fI f.. AB h~Nrn 

DO~~'T KNOW 

1. 

2. 
107 70.9 
f5-----.".-. "7-

3. 18 11.9 ------- -------
TOIAr---"r--·---':o(J;;O-

_YAUJ..E..J.AaEl ______________ . _____ 'lAL Uf 

. 
RE SPUNS£ -. -_. - --.- .----- ,-... -!... .. --- -- 0.- ------lli---·- ----.-. lC;·q -.-. 

, Nnil ASSIGNm 1. 
-S~rjLJ (1nn-· J\$-STGNro··-- ··------·--------2·. 

r)ON'T KNOW 3. 

·63 

'4-3 

27 ------- -------.- ------.. --·------TO'TAL-----, '51----- '-l 00.0--

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -.. 

01N' T K~lQW 

--- .. -·-·--···------:.42=---· 

.. 



IIALUL..LA.ll.fl. ____________ ~VAJAL~Uu;.E _~,AJll(lLUT. f .>--~R~E L.rrl~ 
- FREQI,IENCV FRE(JUTNCY 

( PERC ENT I : .. :.. .. . .-... .. -. -.•. - . - .•. - .-. -
'--~fO----Rl:SPONS~·---~-~-:---:-:----~----;---:-o:.~--:--:-~i1: : n ~9---

•• • • ••• • ••• •• • • . ~ow ASC;IGI';FO : •• : ••••• :.. •• • •• 1, •• lA. • 11.~ • • ••• •• •• • ••••• 
-slio"LiLO--BE- AS S fGNFO---------- Z~------n'C"""=---~2~--

oaN'T KNOW 3. 73 411.3 ------- -------
TO.AL------15r------roo~O --

-..I/..ALll.f.....LAEl_Ft1I _____________ ~VA .... L ..... U .... E_nF~\H~a~8-J,.l~~:o!,I.Jt-S-9-..-!F~~~~b~HH-
( PERC ENT I 

'--NO~--- RE SPONST-----------------,-.--'------- o. Tl-----T;'3--

• NOW ASSICJoIEO 

~4ttiiiUi--R-E-ArrfGij"r=D 

0,)1'4 If KNOW 

1 • 

2. 

3. 
TO.Al-

RESPONSE TO QUESTION VI 
MEDIA 

107 

11 
Ib -----In 

-Y-ALV_LLAeU_ _______________________________ V~A~L~U~E __ _p~AKjLQLUTE 
HE QI,IENCV 

70.9 

11.3 

10.6 -------roo-;u--

~~bAT lY.~ FR UHltT 
(PERCENT) 

--~-'l RE SPUNSE------- - ------ --- .~~-' -----Ci~-------- -0-'-------4-;0 ----

. BROAD REPRESfNT. 

-(jjN jr-K-~iOi~ 

PERSONAL ACHEVMT 

•• ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • •• • • • • • •• ••• • ••• 

• •• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• •• 

• • • • ••• • • • • • 

1 • 

2. 

23 .8 

4-;n--
3. 102 67.5 

----lOlA l--=-151:-=-----=-ioo~_u::...-

••• • ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • -43- • ••• • • 



•••••• •• •• 
VARI2'8'E ·:I( 

•• •• 
vALU E·tA~il • 

••• • •• • • • 

NO krSPUNSl 

• • • • • • 

RESPONSE TO QUESTION I 
AfSA 

•• • • • ••• •• •• • • • • • • • • • • • •• • • 
• tOO.aIN:N u.~ • •• • ~ VCR SE~S-"R)lGRA;fS 
• •• •• • • ••• • ••• •• 

1. 

8 

263 

2.8 

91.6 AGMEE 

IJISAGI(H --·-··------~--·-----2:_·-- "·-"16 -·-·-------~.6 

'VAI(l AULE Itl 

VALU E LABEL 

NO PESPUNSE 

AGREE 

UISAGKEE 

VARIABLE IC 

------- -------
TOTAL 287 100.0 

It E SPONS lSL E-OVER SEAS' RE SOURCe--.·IJ:OCUJ ON .---. ---.-.--

- - - - - - - - - --,- - - -
-·--·--·--·-----··0. --- . 23 .. 8.0 

53.0 1. 152 ._--_._--_._. -~-;---T1 C ·-----38.1---

3. 1 . 0.3 ------- -------TOTA(---··· 287 - - .- .. 100.0 . 

· IDENTIFY -CRUC IAC1NTeRNU10NAL ~ROBlEMS . -.. ;: 

vALUE LABEL • __ •• __ • ____ oo ___ •• ____ -1JVALUE ABSOLUTE RELATIVE 
F REQUENC Y---FREQUENCr­

• PERCENT t 

NO RESPONSE 

AGREE 

JlSAGREE 

v Afll AtlL E 

VALU E LAtlEL 

10 

NO RHPONSE 

AGrefE 

llSACkl:E 

v ARI Atll E Iii 

vALUE LAB[l 

NO 

AGREE 

01 $ACHE 

K(SPONSf 

•• • • • • • • • • •• 

--- - .. - .. -.. -"- ~-.. .. -.-.-.. ~-O; ----" 

1. 271 95.1 
-2-. ------ ,--,-----·2 .4-----

TOTAL 287 100.0 

o. 7.3 
1. 2J4 81.5 
2'----.. 32'-' ,..._- -- -U .1 

TOTAl 281 100.0 

PRESENT US ViEW TO' FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS .-

••• • • • • • • •• • • • • ••• • 

. _____ -"'Y.l1CU.IJL ASSOLUTE RELAT IVE 
rREQUENCV---FREQUENCY-­

• PERCI:NT t 

". 

O. _.'--
9 3.1 

1. 274 95.5 
'2."-' 4 1.4 ------ -------

TOTAL 281 100.0 
••• • • ...• ---..P ..... • e_·· • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• •• • ••• • • •• • • 
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IIAIH AIIL E II-

VALUE LlIllt:L __________ ~y~AL~~ ABSOLUTE RELATIVE 
FREQUENCY- FREQUENCY­

I PERCENT I 

r~O 

AGREE 

lISAGREE 

. . .. . .. . . . .. -. -.;. - . -. ~.- .-. - - - - - - - -
Rt:SPO~~ :---:. : - ---:-::--.;;~--.;:-:-:~. -r:.--~:- 5.9 

:... ••• •• • ••• 1 ••• 2~. 80.1 
-.. -.--~~ ... -.!-.-~.. • •• •• •• ••••• .. 

2~---40~-------13 .9 

TOTAL 287 100.0 

VARI A8LE IG .. -- FUM MULA T£" LONG RANGE-lJ~S;--P-OLTCY---

ilALUE LA6EL ___________ . ___________ ---.lylfA!JL..!./U,E ABSOLUTE RELATIVE 
----,: REOUENCY---FRE QU £"NCV­

I Pt:RCENTJ 

NU 

4GMt:E 

DISAGREE 

ME;SPONSE 

VAlli ABLE IH 

-------- O~--------- 14 

J.. 21t0 
··--------------------2-~------:n---,---- -. 11.5-------- -------

TOTAL 287 100.0 

ABSOLUTE RELATIVE ,ALUE LAllEL ._--_._----- . ________ ~yALUE 
FREOUENCY--':REOUENCV­

( PERCENTJ 

NO 

AGIIEE 

OISAGRtE 

VARI A8LE 

RI:SPONSE 

I I 

II ALU E LABEL 

NO R£SPONSE 

1 21t2 84.3 
- ---- -------------2;;------31---·- ----10.8 

----- -------
TOTAL 287 100.0 

-- bALANCE DOMESnCTRAO-e-PROTECTTUNISTS-

VALUE ABSOLUTE RELATIVE 
----------~~"------..FREQUENC.,-FREQU E NCY­

(PERCENT I -----------------
-- ---- --- ----0-.-- ---- - 29 

1. 205 AGRE E 

OISAGIiH 
--- -------------------------2-;-----S3 

-10.1----

7l.1t 
------- -18"-5- ---

TOTAL 287 100.0 

VARI ~BLI: IJ - PROVIDE CONTINUITY TO- U~r. FOREIGN "POlIC-

-------~l~-ra~a3~~~~F~~~I~U-
I Pl:RCENT I 

'1ALU~ LA6t:L 

NU IIE!oPUNSE 
--0. 2.8 

9J.7 
AGREE 

.1ISACRH 

VARI ABU 

IIALUE LA6EL 

IK 

1 
------- -.. -----------------2~----- -J.O------- --- --3.5 ------- -------

TOTAL 287 100.0 

REPRESENT -ADMI STRA nON---VlEW--TO-CONGRESS --------- -- -- . ---

_________________ . ___ . ___ ~y!!!.AJo.LY~ A8S0LUTE RELAY Ive 
---rREQUENCY-FRE~ENCY--_ _ _ _ _ (!E~ !N!'_ 

~O 

AGRI:E 

RESPUNSE o. --11 - 3.8 

66.2 

-30.0 •••••• 
:JtSAG':Ef! 
•• • •• •• •• •• ••• • 

-----
100.0 

•• •• ••••••• • ••• •• 1 190 : -f-:-T---:-::----:-- -.-:----::-:-:-- 2;------ 86:--

.:: •••• :: :.: .:: tOTAL ---Zsi-
• •• e •• _... • •. e .. _..J! .•. !t._J e .... 
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VAlllA8LE Il REPRESENr AOMI STRA TlON~IElf TO -PiJ8LK 

VALU E LABEL 

•• ••• • ••• ••• •• • 
:N~ .: :~Es,pZlN1E.·- -eo. : : 

•• ••• • ••• 
:AtREE.. ••• • :: .. .... .. -.-~~--.--. 

UISAGKfE 

VARI AULE 1M 

VALU E LAIiEL 

· ....... -------
• •• ••• -:----:--.-:--:-: --0. --- -- -n 

•• : ••••• : •• : 1. 1~2 
------------t;;--- -124-

TOTAL 287 

- - - - - - - --

3.8 

100.0 

NO 

AGREE 

lllSAGREE 

KESPUNSE 
----- -------0. -- ------19 

1. 230 
----- ----- ---- ._-- ,,:--- - 38 

6.6 

80 .1 
------- -~13.2--

TOTAL 287 100.0 

VARI A8ll: IN 

VALUE LABEL -- ----- -------uyAlIL.,WIUE"--.,.FUa8k~l~~~bt1U~f-
'PERCENT I 

NO RESPONSE 
-- ----------. -- . --o;;-----·~ ---6--' -----

1- 278 A(iRE E 

OISAGkEE 2-.------ )----------

TOTAL 287 

RESPONSE TO QUESTION II A 
~ 

....I.tA8lE IIA 

VALUE LABlL 

NO RESI'ONSE 

MOST EF-FECT IVE 

Si:CUNO 

THIRD 

lEAST 

VAAl ABLE liB 

VALUE 

----------------.-.---- 0;---------··-25- - ~ 

1 167 
----i~---- - 83 

3. 

It. 

TOTAL 

11 

1 

287 

VALUE LABEL ---- ------- -----------

NO RESPONSE 

MOST EF-fHT IVE 

SECOND 
--- ----- ----

•• ••• • ••• 
, HIIIO • • • • • • • • • • • • • a·e_ --.---- • lEAST • • • • • • •• ••• • • 

._------------
• • •• •• • • • • • • • • ••• • • • • .- ...... - _. __ 'L .. " •. 

• • • • • • • •• •• • • •• 

1. 

25 

o!8 

z.;-;;;~-- -;.84 
3!. • • • • .li3 
• •• • • 

'"' -. ·'7 • .... _& .. _--

TOTAl 287 

1'00.0 

8.7 

58.2 

28.9 

3.8 

0.3 

100.0 

8.1 

9.8 

29.3 

1t6.3 

5.9 

100 .0 
----~--.--.~-- .. ~-. --.---.-~-~--- -----_.-
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VAKI A6l E 

VALut LADtL 

IIC 

•• • • 
Rt:SPONSe: : ,"40 

'1UST EF-fEcr aVE : •• 

EFfEC JI VENESS Of CA81 NET--DEPT$~-- --

• •• • T. 
• • ••• 

------------~yALU~~2a3~~l$---F:~~I~l$--
I PERCENT I .. . .. .. -.-.•. -.- .-.... - -

• •• J~ __ ' __ • ____ .A. '" ___ ....... _ .... ____ ... _... . _. _ ..• _. __ 

• • •• • • • 0.. • .elS •• • • ••• • ••• •• •• 
• • :.. •• • • ·1' •• It. • 1.1t • • ••• •• •• • ••••• 

8.1 

~ECUNO 

rHIKO 

lfAST 

-.. --- .~--.. --.----.-----.------ --2-;.------- 14--··------ .. ".9 

TOTAL 

IAIH AOlE J 10 

50 

191t 

281 100.0 

II ALU E LAIlEL - --- __________ -lIVIAJALl..Wu ...... e -pFa~aB~~l~r~~bt1I~~-

NU RESPONSE 

'4UST EF-HCT IVE 

I PERCENT) 

--- ---------- --------------0-. --- .. - 25-' -----

1. b9 

8~1 

21t.O 
... ----- -_._---------- 2~--- 86-----30.0 SECUND 

Tttl RO 

lEAS T 

TOTAL 

bit 

It] 

281 

RESPONSE TO QUESTION II B 
AW.. 

VAR I ARL E liE 

V ALU E LABEL 

NO KES~UNSE 

IIfRY IMP(.RTANT 

KELATIVElY IMPORTANT 

,)ON'T KNIIW 

______ vALue 

. - 1 

121 
-·-·---------2 :---- Hit 

3. 10 

It. 21 

5. 2 

'2~ .J 

15.0 -------
100.0 

2.1t .. 

Itlt .] 

---- -]9.1 

1.5 

9.1t 

0.1 
KElATIVElY UNIMPORTA 

VEKY' UN I MPOIH ANT -----....-T'O"Tl[---==isl- --=-ioo:o~--

•• ••• • • • •• •• • • ••• • ••• • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • ••• • • • • • 
• • •• • •• • • • • • • • •• • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• ••• • ••• • •• •• • -a7.! ••• •• 



RESPONSE fO QUESTION III 
'~ 

•••••• ••• • • • 
•• •• • •• ••• • • . ... ..: .::: 

111dAiI"i : •• •• •• •• 
"A~" E ·eA-B a 

I ...... • • • • • • • 

NO ~tSPONSE-

F URUGN POll C. Y 

lIUN't KNOW 

DOMESTIC 

• - ~"Vl~ENT:AND.ECOIlOGi(· -------
• ••• •• ••• e •• e ••••••••••••• 

VALUE 

- --- ---------------0.----33----------11.5 

1. - 50 
2. '13-----------,..5----

3. 191 66.6 
------- -····--··------·--·----TOTAL---·~~~81 -.--- -'00:0-' ---

IIARI ABLE lili -----'NTERNAflofilAi. TRA-DE 

IIALUE LABEL .. ----

NO RESPUNSE 

f·UItE 1 GN POll C Y . 

IJUN'T KNUW 

UCMtSTIC 

VARUBLE IIIC 

_IIALUE_ LABEL_ 

_______ --.VAIU.Il'w:..,JE ---y§Fteask~l~&MUU-
'PERCENT t 

_. -- .. ---.. _._- - ------0-. ----Z4- -.----.--. -8.4 

78.4 
-it-~2--

1. 225 

2. iz 
3. 26 . 9.1 

------------- ------------TOTAl--~~81~ ---------~iuo:o~--

us -MILITARY BASES-OVERSenA""S..----------

--------llVAJ.AL.sa;UE-FHa8.~t_F~~MUlJ_ 
C PERCENT) - - ---- - - - - - -

'IU RESPUNSE -

fORE IGN POll C Y 

DUN't KNUW 

aOMEST IC 

"ARIABLE III C 

V ALU E LA BEL 

NO RESPONSE 

fORE IGN POL I CV 

OU .. ' T KNUW 

!lUMEST1C 

VARI ABLE 111£ 

VALUE LABEL_ 

WELFARE 

1. 256 

----------------2'-.-----8 
89.2 

----2.B---

3. 18 6.3 
lOlA("-~~~;j~ .. - -. --- -~ 100:0~ 

1· 1 

0.7-

0.3 
2. --4----·----- 1.1;--

3. 280 97.6 ------- -------TOTAL- ---- 2117 100.0 

HOU-SING ---.----.--- -----------

NU 

fOREIGN 

I)UN'i 

RtSPONSI.- ••• ·_-.- •••• --.-.-.--.. --.-.--;-•••• -Z--.-- 0.7· 
• •• ••• •• • ••• •• • • • 

POLICY.: : :. : : :.: •••• : I. ::. 2!: 0.7 
KNOW - .-:-;-:.. • ••. :-----;--; ;--;-;-:--l;-.-~-:-;~ l. -;--: --- --1 .0 - ---

UOMESflC 280 '97.6 

TOTAL 287 100.0 
-48-
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• If 4KI AHll: IIIF INTERNATIONAL PAYMENTS.' 

VAlU E lABEL .- . - -'-- ---.. --.------.--.... VAL1L-~taBk~H-F=f~UU-
'PUCENT) •• ••• • • • • • • .. _. • 

NU IU SPaN-.) E' • • • • • • 
fURE IGN POLICY" ••• 
OUN'T KNUW 

DUMESTIC 

VARI AlilE IIIG 

• • 
• • 

• • • • • • • • • ••• • • • • •• • • 

•• • • • • •• 

• • ..!f _'~'_'_'.!'_'J_ • •• •• •• -',,:':-0; :--!' ~: 
• •• •• •• •• •• 1. • •• '21J9t 

.. -" -.-.---.-- .. ----- '-2. .. 20 

3. 35 --------.,.- --'-"'-- --TOTAL' .. ---- 281 

SAL E OF A'RlCULTURALPRODUC U-OIiERSEAS -. 

-

100.0 

_ VALU L LA8EL VALUE Faraet~~f---F:~bOl~l} 
,pbCENT) - - - - - - - - - - - -

NU R~SPUNSE 

fORE ICiN pull CY 

OIlN'T KNUW 

UUMESTIC 

VAMIABlE IlIH 

VAlUE LAlSl:l 

NO RI:SPUNSE 

fORE I(iN PUll CY 

UUN'T KNUW 

DOME 51 Ie 

VARI AULE 1111 

o. 
1 

·--··-··-------2~ 

31 

15S 

28 

73 3. 

· [CONOMIC 'DEVELOPMENT ·INU;S-;------·-· 

o~ 

1. 
20 

21 
.- .----.. ----. ·--·--"--·-'··-·--------i~-·--- - f2 

3. 2l~ ------TOTAL .. 287 

• I 

SUE Of US Mill lARV esU8USHHENT 

10.11 

54.0 

9.8 

25.4 

7.0 
7.3 

.. ".2 

81.5 ------100.0 

. . 
IfAlU E LAUt:l ~~ ABSOLUTE RELATIVE 

---- --FREQUENCV-FREQUENCY-' 

o. - .-... - '22 

1. 158 
.-- . - ._- - --- - .. -----.----.. --. ------·--2.--- -----.. -. 15--

3. 

TOTAL 

RESPONSE TO QUESTION IV 
APSA 

1)2 ------287 

I PERCENT» 

7.7 
55.1 

5.2 

32.1 -------
100.0 

V AM I AOl E • I V A SHOULD STATE HAVE PRIMACV OVER-OTHER DE' ...... . 

. _ VALUE. LABEL 

NU 
•• YES •• 

• • 
NU • • • • •• 

RESPUNSE . O. 7 •••• •• •• •••• ••• • •••• • • •• ••• • •• .., •• t:. 245 •• ••• • ••• • • •• ••• lo':-:----;-- .~- -:.-: --r';-:---:--:-2:'--- -.. - -35 
•• : : •••• ,. •• • •• "'TOTAl --281-
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••••••••• 
V~MtIiB~': : vA.: 
•• •• • 

vALI%E elAtd ~ 

RESPONSE TO QUESTION V 
'~ 

• ••• •• ••• •• 
• . ~.; .... -t~Tl~At- .'-IDOC!EXMM.Eh.csPONSUII:1TY---------.-
• • ••• • • • •• •• • •• ••• ••• . =-_~ .. ! ~_~_.~.. ••• • ••• vltUE ABSOLUTE RELATIVE 

FREQUENC.,--rREOUENCr­
'PeRCENT) 

IItSI'ONSE . ----- --------0 ;-- . .--- - 9 - - --- - 3 .1 

NOW IISSIGNEl) . 1. 216 75.3 
SHOUlO 8t: ASSIGNEO' -.------... - .. --. ------2 ~-.------ 2 8 - - ------· .. 9.8-· 

DON'T KNCW 3. 31t . 11.8 ------- -------------·-----TDTAL----- 287 ------ 100,0-

VARI ABLE VB 

VALUE LABEL VALUE ABSOLUTE RELATIVE 
------------.XJ!1I~""L--c:FREQUENCy__FREQU ENCr 

"PERCENT' 

NO Rt:SPONSE 

"4OW IISSIGNEO 

.. - SHOULD BE ASS IGNED 

DON'T KNOW 

----.. - --- .,..---- ---- 0-;;----- 108-----;-·- 16. T -

1. 29 10.1 
2. -n6 40~4---

3. 910 32.8 ------- -------.------- -·-----------TOTAL---·-287 -----;---100.0 

VARIABLE ve 

.... \fALUE LABEL .------------....IYl!!A, ... Ll£UE~--.::FA'a3~~~~:~bt1UlJ_ 
(PERCENTl - - -- - - - - - - - - -

NO RESPONSE --- --.' - .. ---- ------ - . -- ----0';--------29- 10.1 

NOW AHIGNEO 1. 131t 46.7 
SIIOULO BE ASS IGNEO' 2. 76- ----- 26.5 
OCN'T KNeW 3. 1t8 16.7 

-. -----.. ---------- .---------TOTA L·---~~287---- --"-~lOO:O 

VAAl ABLE VI) 

VALue LABEL 

NO RESPUNSE 

~OW ASSIGNEO 

SIlCU'LD UE ASS IGNED--­

DON'T KNeW 

--· .. - .. ---··----------O~----·- -~ - 1.7---

1 . 2108 86.4t 
2;----- -16'------"-·;- 5.6 

3. 18 6.3 ------- -------------- TOTAL"-- -287 100.0 

VARIABLE Vi: .- "--'INFORMATIGIiI-ACTlVI TJES--OVERSEU----·- - .. ---.. --.... - .. -.---

VALUE LADEL 

RlSPONSE 
.. -.--... -... _- .. ------.- o •. -........ - .12 11.1 

50.2 ~ow ASS I GNED 144t 

SIIOUlO liE ASS IHED~-;;----;-- •• --;-;-;--;-;--;;--;-;2-;--;--;;;-1"-------.... 25.8 

!)ON'TKNOW ::: :.: :.: : :::3.:: l7: 12.9 
• • •• • • •.• _. _. ••• • •• -1-~ -------• • •. • -.... -.• - ••. - ---•. --- -rmAl'- -T- 2"7. 100.0 
•• ••• •• • •• • ••••••••••• 

-50 ... 



VARI ~8LE VF 

vAtU E LAB(;L 

VG 

vALUE LABEL _ 

PROMOTE US COMMERC IAl- eXPORTS--------

------ --

VALUE ABSOll,lTE RElATIVE 
FREQUENCY--FREQUENCY­

e PERCENT. - - - - - - - - - - - --

35.9 
-----rOTAl 287 ------

100.0 

-- - PROMOTe -US-AGRICUTllUL"npOIlT"-S--

VALUE ABSOlllUTE RElAr~E 
FUQ ENcv---FREQUE 0r­

e PERCEN I - - - - - -- - - - - -
NO PE SVUNSE---- - -- --- ---- ----O~----51---' ---- 19.9--

15.1 
26.1-

38.3 

NOW ASSIGNED - 1. 45 
SlillJLO IH ASS Ic.NEO--- ---- - ---- ---------------2-.-----75_ ------ -- .. 

DCNtT KNOW 3. 110 
---------- ---TOTAL--~--~87- - 100.0 --

VARI ABLE VH ---------ISSUE v ISU-TO-FORetGIiI-vTSnOIlr-------

_ VALUE LABEL -------------IVAAIo.lLUIl5E"--...,F..;n~8k~a__,,::~~Hl'­
'PERC ENT. 

NO PlSPUNSE 
-- ------- -- - -- O-~ 10 -----3.5 

I\IOW ASSIGNED 
S HIlJL D 1i.E AS S lliN eo --- ---- --- .. ---

1. 226 78.7 
2;----1'9----:-------- - 6.6-

DeNt T KNUW 

liAR 1 ABLE VIA 

VALU E LABEL 

NO RESPONSE 

tSPOAD REPRESENT. 

DUNt T KNew 

PERSONAL ACHEV'" 

•• ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • ... 
• • • • • 'O. ••• • ••• 

• • • • • • 

3. 32 11.1 ---------- --------- - TOTAI.:---- 281 --100.0 

RESPONSE TO QUESTION VI 
~ 

•• • • • • •• 

ReCRUITMENT PRACTlce---

•• • • • • •• 

• • ••• • • • ••• • • • • 

______ ~VA~l~U~E~~A8S0lUTE RELATIVE 
FREQUENCY-FREQUENCr-­

'PERCENT. 

---- -- ------ -O-~--------18- - ---

I. 71 
2. -11 

3. 187 ------TOTAL----- 287 

• ••• . .. 
• • • • • • • • • • •• • • 

6.3- --

24.7 
--- -- 3.8-----

65.2 --------100.0 

••• -51-· • • • • • • •• • • 
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