. W

A ROLE
" FOR THE
DEPARTMENT OF STATE?

Case Study by THOMAS STERN

Sl e inerily 10
, OADR
VT

“J5 e ( )G, OADR

QEPARTMENT OF STATE

i

gimim;ziimlll“” l

; m |

i

s%!ﬂﬂm g






. L] ®o e L ]

o o L [ L2 * @ L] : : L ]
¢ o oo L L * o L ] * o e o * o
o o o L ] L] [ X X J LJ ¢ o o s o L N
e o o * o o L 2 L ] ¢ o o e o L J
ee L XX ] L] eee o o oo e * o o s00 oo

A ROLE
FOR THE
DEPARTMENT OF STATE?

Case Study by THOMAS STERN

rom?ffk
LIBRAR

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

FIFTEENTH SESSION

l"""lllln“""'
SENIOR SEMINAR IN FOREIGN POLICY "lll'

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

7 @ v VN
Ut I —j

1972-73
THIS IS AN EDUCATIONAL EXERCISE AND pg NOY Ne¥es®aniLy AEPRESENT YHE VIEWPOMT OF TR SENIORPSEMINARAN FOREMN POLICY OR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE
% % ¥
o o * @ o o o L] [ XX ] L] L ] ® o
* @ e @ e o L L] L N L] L e o o
® o [ I 2 ® o L ] ® o o * o o e & o
o0 080 6 200 o oe ® L] » e e L J



. .
evve
seecee b
e o [ s e
. . [ XX TR Y
sosce (XX ¥ ¥
. .
[} [} BAd .
. e &
sovcse . b4
.
P se .
. e o
. ]

00000 oo e

ss0000 . . .

.
eseses evseoee



ee oo o o ee o oee
" **® oARre OF CONTENTS © * *tt tt
Page

Foreword --—-—==-c--c-mrrccrmer e s e e — e — = ii
Summary =—=-----mre e e e e e e —— - —— 111
The Role of the Department

I. As Seen By Respondents to Questionaire ---- 1

II. As Seen By the Media -------------—oe——cce- 4

III. As Seen By APSA Members =-—--—--———=—————==-- 6

IV. As Seen By Authors and Official Documents 7

V. Possible Operational Activities ~--ww=e—=- 10

VI. Summary =======r s e e e — 11
The Role of the Secretary of State -—-=------weeew- 11
The Role of the Foreign Service -=—---vc-—meeewe—w- 13
The Need For a Role Definition ---=—--e-ccecccee-- 15
The Need For Definitions —--=--=me-c—mcom—ccama——a- 17
Table I - Major National Issues and Degrees

of Public Concern (1972) ====-——mceceemccomccena— 19
Appendix A - Methodology --=-==-=-—c—ce—emmemaa_—- 21
Appendix B - References -----—-—-=v--——ecec—coa——ao 23
Appendix C - The Role of the Department of State 24
Appendix D - Profile ---==—=-——cmcom e 31
Appendix E - Bibliography ----===--—c-cmmccccece—ww- 34
Response to Questions --=--—-=—c-cer—ceccmcccacoaax 36

®e S0 o ® @ e ¢s & O see L] [ X R J (X ]
* o ® o e o ® L] o o ¢ o o * @ @
e o . o ® o o - [ XN ] L4 L 4 s o o
e @ oo © oe o L] e o . [ ee ¢ o
L I e o e o L] * o o e & @ * & o
6 0600 O 000 o o> LA L ] [ ] L] [ X X ] [ X ]






oo eve . [ 4 [ ] L X ] %o O 900 9 0ee oo
* o o LI N ) e e o * L 2N J o e s o
o & oo [ 4 L] L o o 0 LN X J o o
®» & o L ] L ] [ X J L J @ o o * o LI
o o o a8 & @ e o L e o o ®* o e o
o0 s0e L] co® o o oo X ] L N * 008 oo

"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: 'I thought that was where they
made fudge'."

Assistant Professor, large University,
Middle West

"I would prefer to have the State Dept. in charge of all
int'l concerns and put the 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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f N e fordwbant o0 B3

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 months, @uwchshas been written about,.thg, concept of
monetary “"floats". oIt ds &y* dontdritfon *that Mthe! Qepafthent of
State has been in assfate &f. drgahfilzation$l: “floatt" £pr2 at least
the last 12 years. Thi¥ ‘’situdfloh *applids bPth tP*2t% role in
Washington and to its internal organization.

A "float" exists when a government permits the wvalue of its
currency to be determined by the market-place; 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-
place'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 flocat" 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 indiwvidual,
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 orqanizational relationships.
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Without disputing Mr. Cleveland's contention which may prove
to be gquite correctes khebelieve that at legst,fqr,fhe , short run,
the Department's rodes rusts Beldeffifet] if, ag gpeqific sterms as
possible. But befoie he buglniation's dij¢ctives and goals are
established, it would $&&m es8$thfill®*that theére *be*s *re-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 thé «quebtiend asked.'df.meqia"eq;i_;vrq°§md APSA
members were intendedsto selilitighndyal® réspongess cgngerning the
status of the Depattmé@ai i theleYas®of,*tlisp t@olgrqups. 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 elément 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".

Media APSA
Very Important 53.6% 44.3%
Relatively Important 33.7 39.7
Relatively Unimportant 4.0 9.4
Very Unimportant .7 .7
No Response or Don't Know 8.0 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:

Ranking
Media APSA

To identify crucial international

relations problems 1 3
To present the U. S. views to ’
foreign..caunt.ties e oo 6o o o s0e o2 see ™ 2
e @ ® o e o @ [ ] * @ ® o o * o
® & ® o o & e L L XX ] ® ® * @& o
* @ eoe o o8 o * [ ] ® o L J [ ] .0 o O
L N * o e o [ ] * & o * o o e & e
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Ranking - continued

e 00 o sos & oo e oeoe Mg i1a APSA
To pgote.. Amey scap® c;tlens aerai:

o!

oqgees

ang sto ggsuel g gagsprtsiednd Yisds o 1
To prcvzde-contrnuity°to°US"‘ s eee @
foreign policy 4 4

To intergrate and coordinate US
overseas programs 5 5
To administer cultural and
educational exchange programs
To formulate long-range policies
To represent the views of foreign
governments in US Government
councils 8 7
To formulate US policies (with the
understanding that the President

~ O
[e e JiNo]

would approve major recommendations) 9 10
To serve as balance to US military

policy proposals 10 6
To represent Administration views

to Congress 11 12

To serve as balance to domestic

protectionist economic policy

proposals 12 11
To be responsible for resource

allocations for all US overseas

programs 13 13
To represent Administration views
to the US public 14 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

Erograms"

It is hard to understand why there seems to be so much reluctance
to permlttlng,thd'Departmédt tﬁhallodate ﬁesahﬂdes for overseas
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programs when the respondents were greatly in favor of allowing
the Department to irffgg¥itg®anyl cebrdifiate HVirfsial pibgrams.
Undoubtedly, there ar¢ $bme sehaniji Brobfledst*in{ollvell with the
terms used which musl *hage hbeeh ulifanilig? i sohel Qfithe 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 for faculty members in the
Comparative 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 prgpqsal.by.lp%.w1th the Jpaparseswithe large circulations
only showing 45%: suppbrt‘ : '2heﬁa. alsb w&s e! wuié %pread on a

[ ] e0 @ L]
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geographic basis with the West showing the smallest agreement (38%)
and, thg.Middles Wastestheoe highest ¢&83r: The repeated pattern of
stgohgests suppbrt® fromsthe ?idéle-yqsg and least support from the
Wests istwdrthys d&f nbte:':{E:hqﬁ alwamys been one of the cherished
pereepgtiohs thht *the’Middle "West was 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
Waghington 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 Administration 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, differencés 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 Departmgnt, The responses also
brought ou}’,"3°’Yalerat’ien: gap" wiih:regpyndgn;s under the age of
30 being far derd selec%ibe-ln'fhcig-"gg;ee@epts" than their
colleagues?d'n sthe s305-59°ayec dorackataes o see oo

-4~



If one uses the standard that an flagreed; position by 80% or

better of the responélegxt;;c;c‘»’nsgitl.gf.:gsv'gengra.l:agreér'n.erie:for the

assignment of the fugqpion *Q the;Egpagtmepg,:%hénE%hq media re-
presentatives see State-basrcaiiyoas exercisimg thesfiswst 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.

"] 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 irterest 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.
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III. As Seen By APSA Members

sinegenerstl § 1ore® APSH mdhhétg'ﬁena§d to agree in the assignment
of mo¥e €urctions,to thelJepayrtmént sthan the media representatives.
Usingsthe same} $four *qutt ¢f.£ive” oditeria, 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
pdlitical 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.0.S."

s o o o eve 20
* Adsdciaté® Professor in
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And finally, the same gquestioning tone as was seen in the
comment from an edito?:a"éa-r's én thise PemdYR DY dnsAbd8ciate
Professor in Contempofary Paliticalebyfhembs: "o’ .But® ededts of
the 1950's to the 197dseforad e So0¢aal wiaf §oudpdopLe®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"?
(Wwhat 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 gGopditiong ,in,pther, GOYREriCSese oo
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The Department, with advice from the U. S. Congress,

plans United States actiong jn,dealing with other govern-

eo omerstees WHER \:’he.l’residergt gpgr{ves these plans, they

bgq:me:tglaoof.f’iciaal férgi:gn Pqlicy of the United States.
'Tye:Depaxfmeﬁb.iﬁ casponsilkie #8r 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." (4)



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

®

[ ]
"Acheson sees no orgahLzatlonal.panacea-for godvingg: o
the problems of American fb¥feiga *5818&si@ns o Hute he strongly *°
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
guestionnaire, 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,, and as.a aondurtofot'ﬁéréTgn.emmlssarles. Per-
haps the most -ogtln;lsgtld; St&tement"was yrltte.r{ By. Richard Johnson

in 1971: R ... ... ..- S0t Lt et
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"The Department of State discharges four major foreign
affairs respon51b111t1es- it makes and executes political
policy, except in a few hlghly specialized areas, and it
‘Supthviles godicy haking in those areas; it coordinates the
LEfartdOf 311 agéhdids engaged in foreign affairs admini-
straLidn? J4f hakaseahd 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 agencxes,
and supports representatlves 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 10%
Political Analysis 14%
Economic Analysis 1l1s
Research and General Analysis 4%
Consular 13%
Administration 40%
Miscellaneous 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 fayor Qf ass;gnlqg CONSYLAL oli - ese oo
issuance of passports and v1sas) opgrations tpsthe Deparimpenti. -
A great majorlty recognized that the Depagtmeyry wals alrkddy ¢ o .
involved in this program. A P M T ¢ o900 0

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
anglysis of this gquestion, 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 responsiblé 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. 1I 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 alsc 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 Dean
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. 1In a speech given in 1970, Deputy
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Under Secretary for Management, William Macomber, stated "...But

the personal influence of Secretaries of State and the institutional
xiwe played hy the Depantment should not be confused". The
Sacdetary .Oft State *i% wilifuk among his Cabinet colleagues for his
rald §s in 1&dge headurd §olerned by requirements imposed from out-
sidé hi’s De&pharththt? NT1 Becretaries 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
years, 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 very 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-341 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)-341 made the Department more
assertive, more positive and more effective in the role that this
NSAM assigned to the Secretary. The Washington bureaucracy undexr-
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 w1th

Johnson's comment that: :0. :‘o .o. . . .. .co .oo . :oo . :o- se
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"Nevertheless, it remarns essen;;plly gﬁrr ct to
affirm that the character an 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 Secretary 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 Foreign 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 desirabley -
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

"The State Department is better than the BIA and noix Lyt
as competent as the Forest Service."

Editor, medium-size newspaper,
West

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

Lecturer, University in West
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"Get rid of Eastern establishment FSO's."

Associate Professor, Contemporary
Political Systems, Middle West

o ;'.'Efsf.'éctj.srqnéss.soi Ecole performance has been severely

lintited vy bUreaucracy*sin State Dept."

Assistant Professor, American
Government, South

The fact that I am guoting these statements should not be
interpeted to mean that the responses indicated a major anti-
Foreign Service ground-swell. 1In 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.
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THE NEED FOR A ROLE DEFINITION
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I. M. Destler agrees tha& gt would, qi'COQrse':be very o .
convenient if the problem of organ:zlng the-government for *forti*dn

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 performance justifies their
existence and their power. Everything beyond is
usurpation." (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 The Peter Prospect:
Identify your objective

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 pyramlds w1th Jost of the real
controlesate e tpp: .“The? Will1°be "ayStenstinterlaced
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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
eee e térinks, it hag the ‘respnsibility for making, or at least
°e samopnciny, the Heeisiqn. Because organizations will be
s smorechpnigontal,s the way 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

.
Two of the authors who have gttQmptpd ta.aéflne {he meaning ¢

of various words or phrases have beert Anhas$alion’ Banggs-and sse oo

Mr. Destler.

It is 1nterest1ng 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,
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)

aid

"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
foreign policy is specific
rather than general, and is
often comparatively short-
lived. (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; i1f 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."
also includes international
economic policy, specifically aid,
trade, monetary, and commercial
policy." (27)

It



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." (28) Destler suggests

‘it M htérnThichal $ssfued*andibecoming more and more interwined
*Vith*s rafnge ofsdbmedtid p¥llicy interests, from the textile in-

eoditlstry Eight’ings Asiad Yalperkd.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
asso¢tiation 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 ocur 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% Don't Know 7%" (31)
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"Table I MAJOR NATIONAL ISSUES AND DEGREES OF
PUBLIC CONCERN (1972)
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2} The amount of violence in *AmeYfcan Ilife 90
3 The problem of drug addicts and narcocoic drugs 89
4y Crime in this country B89
Sy T cklem of Vietnam 58
PO up cur waterways 84
14) Keeping our military and defense farces strong 7
1%) Maintaining respect for the U. 3. in other countries G
165 Maintaining close relations with our allies... B

21} The threat of communism at nome and abroad 0
22) The danger of a major war breaking out in the near future &¢

24) The problem of Communist China
26) Improving mass transportation...

Sy

The increasing difficulty in differentiating between foreign
and domestic issues was clearly illustrated in the responses to
Tuestion IiI. There were probably more comments, particularly
from APSA members, about the impossibility of determining whether
the "Environment" was, for example, primarily a foreign or a domes-
tic policy issue. Only "Welfare", "Housing", "Economic Development
in the U. 8.", and "Environment"” were perceived to be clearly
domestic issues. The "size of U, 8. military establishment” pro-
duced an interesting result:

Both Foreign Policy Don't Know Domestic
Editors 9.3% 36.4% 6.6% 47.7%
APSA Members 7.7 55.1 5.2 Jz.l

As for the other listed problems, a majority of respondents
saw them as foreign policy issues although it was quite clear from
the comments that many felt uncomfortable about having tao make a
distinction.,

It may be that this perception of the indivisibility cof
problems between domestic and foreign led an overwhelming majority
of respondents to consider that the "effectiveness of the Offica
of the President” to be the primary determinant cf & successful
foreign policy (although a number of people raised the question of
how one would define a "successful foreign policy"). The “effective-
ness of the Department of State" and "svents outside the control of
the United States" were geen as secondarv factors far behind the
first choice.

If this increasing concern with domestic prcblems coupled with
the recognition of the difficulty of separating problems into foreign
and domestic should continue, one must raise the question whether it
1s still timely to discuss "foreign pclicy" or "international re-
lations" or whether one should not be v;ewing.t?e problem of the

o ® o
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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
efeourse have .grave implicatdions for the organization of the
feddril Jovetring@nt @ands inspariticular for the future of an organ-
2zatlidns sudh #£Lethel Reparfmdrit of State, which is primarily
Jeodréphically Srithtatedr °°

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 ‘the 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 gquestionnaire.

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
have been included, but tailoring the reading to the available time
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 his academic pursuits conducts
the Ohio Poll. I have been seriously delingquent in not following
one of his suggestions, namely that the guestionnaire 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 earlier, the gquestionnaire obviocusly 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 PP determine the role
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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-
&rary,,as, they may be) if quclusions are not to be hopelessly
qengfuged. 3tewag eheséinddic assumptions that the questionnaire

w3ss intepdedeto Hests. R

* o e O o @ do00 * [ XX ] L X J

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 gquestionnaire is an indication of the
quality of trainees me thinks there is need for prayer". I am
even 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 also 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. 1In 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 1is 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 ceons

THE ROLE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Various authors have suggested that the Department'’'s primary strength should lie in its e ‘e e
managerial role. Others have emphasized the policy formulation responsibility. A third ¢ *
s L]

group has suggested that the Department should devote maximum effort to playing the * s o
"'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. .""
L

Strongly Moderately Don't Moderately Strongly ***

Agree Agree Know Disagree Disag»éﬁ.'.

P »
a) To integrate and coordinate e e . .:.:
U.S., overseas programs. /] / / / / / / / ....°
:....:

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

¢) To identify crucial
international relation
problems. / / / /

~
l\
~

.\

d) To represent the views of
foreign governments in the

.

U. S. Government councils. / / / / / / / / /
e) To present the U.S. views to
foreign countries. / / / / / / Yy Y

f) To formulate U.S. policies
(with the understanding that

the President would approve

major recommendations). / / / / / / / / / /
g) To formulate long-range -

policies. / / / / / / / / / /
h) To serve as balance to U.S. '

military policy proposals. / / / / / / / 7 / 7
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Strongly Moderately Don't Moderately Strongly
Agree Agree Kiow Disagree Disagree
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
educational exchange programs./ / / / / / / / / /essoea
..Q...
n) To protect American citizens escssoe
abroad and to issue passports . . : e
and visas. / / / / / / / / / / eeee
L
. L]
I1. a) Do you believe that the success of an Administration's foreign policy is primarily sesese
determined by: (Please rank 1-4 with "one" being the most important) .
..:...
The effectiveness of the Office of the President / / ssces
[ ] L]
The effectiveness of the Department of State / / “ee” o
[ ] L
The effectiveness of other Cabinet Departments / / oo’ &
[ XXX XX J
By events outside the control of the United States / / sscens

b) If an Administration's foreign policy is successful, is it important or unimportant seseee

whether the Department is ''effective' or has 'good morale'? sessee
® ®
.0...:
®
Very Important Relatively Important Don't Know Relatively L e g
Unimportant Unimportant

|
|
1
|
|



III.

Iv.

v.

-3-

Do you consider the following subjects to be primarily American domestic problems or

foreign policy problems?

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

~

~.

~

~

~

~

~

~F P

S N

[ ]
Don't Know Domest
L ]

“~
~

|
|

~
~

I\ ’
I \i

S~
~
L 4

[ ]
]

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

Which of the following operational responsibilities are now assigned or should be

assigned to the Department of State?

Educational and cultural
exchanges

Military assistance to foreign
governments

Now
Assigned

/

L

/ / . / , /
7 ey
/ / / /
/ / / /
/ / / /

/ /

Should Be Don't
Assigned Know

/ / / /

I —_‘



VI.

VII.

Now Should Re Don't
Assigned Assigned Know
Economic assistance to foreign -
governments / / / / / /
Issuance of passports to U.S.
citizens / / / / / /
seed00
Information activities sece
overseas / / / / Y
L] [ ]
Promotion of U.S. commercial seee
exports / / / / Y
(A X NN R J
Promotion of U,S. agricultural H
exports / / / / Jeoes /
o000 00
Issuance of visas to foreign : s .
visitors / / / / YR
L] [ ]
In recruiting for the Department of State, would you put greater emphasize on broad “ee o
representation from the American society (e.g. economic ciass, race, religion, geographwseess
ect.) or on achievements of the candidates without regard to other factors? seveee
L]
Primarily Broad bon't Primarily Personal *cssse
Representation Know Achievements geseee
L [ ]
(XN X R J
7 A 7

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



OPTIONAL
[ XX X
The following information would be appreciated for the purpose of analysis: ,.:.,,
[ ]
a) How many students (graduate and undergraduate) . —eat
are there at your University (or college)? Less than 1,000 AN A
1,000 - 4,999 / A
5,000 - 14,999 sk
TIT 15,000 - and above Lanands
(A XXX X3 : 20 »
PR b) Your University (or College) is in? NorthEast L
.oaoo. South /., /,
. Middle West A *
ooooo: South West /lllli
. West A
...:.. Y
essee ¢) Your University (or College) is? Private A
. Public /.. J.
oo - seoe
LN d) Your age? . o
e e cceooe
veedee Your religion? Catholic / eosd
:.:... Protestant /oco';o
° Jewish / /
soseee Other (Specify)
o009 90T
* L] [ )
* * From what University (or College) did
secces you receive your highest graduate degree?
[ A N N ]
e) Your profession: Legal / /
Business / /
Government / /
Military / /
Academic / /
Medical / /

Other (Specify)
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[ ]

X YXY ¥
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o, .
| "eces

)

g)

1{ in the Academic Profession,
your area of specialization:

Your Academic rank:

You have travelled abroad as:

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

Contemporary political systems /
International relations ya
Political theory /
Public administration /
Comparative Government /
Other (Specify)

Lecturer /
Instructor tree /
Assistant Professor tepe
Associate Professor vl /
Full Professor A
Other (Specify) : Sk

e TV
Tourist ~?1 7 /
Student / /

Lecturer A

Businessman

Armed Forces :..J o« /
U.S. employee . / /
Other (Specify) e

ee 00
Yes ’..EL: /
No --.JL'~——/
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OPTIONAL
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The following information would be appreciated for the purpose of analysis:

a) The circulation (or estimated viewership) is?

b)

c)

d)

e)

£)

g)

Your newspaper (or

Your newspaper (or

Your newspaper (or

Your age is?

Your newspaper (or
on this subject in

You have travelled

station) 1s lucated in?

station) is?

station) is?

station) has editorialized
the last 12 months?

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 Owmed
Other (Specify)

Yes
No

Yes
No

Yes

:oo:o/:_"'—/'
.noo.7§°“—7

Ny i
0000375""_7
000071——'7
0..0/0 /
.0- /
C r

/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
/ /
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MEDIA RESPONDENTS

151 Responses

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

Type

Hava
Have

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

editorialized in last 12 mos.
not editorial. in last 12 mos.

No response

Have
Have

travelled in last 5 years
not travelled in last 5 years

No response

o o088 ® ¢ o o0 oe o & a&
e o o o * o @ [ . o
o o o ¢ & o . eee
e o eo o e o [ o. . :
.o: oo: : oo: : oo. (X ) .0-3]__

Number

34
37
43
16

96

100
25
22

34
53
40
15

([ Z XX XN ]

ofo0eN

Percentage

=N W e
PN AR NN
. . .

I e R P

22.5
24.5
28.5
10.6
13.9

63.6
33.8

2.6
66.2
16.6
14.6



*

Number Percentage

Contacted Embassy 31 20.5
Did not contact Embassy 108 71.5
Nc response 12 8.0

Size of University
{(or College)

Less than 1,000 18 6.3
1,000 - 4,999 83 28.9
5,000 - 14,999 84 29.3
15,000 and above 84 29.3
Not responding 18 6.2

Location of University
(or College)

Northeast 89 : 31.0
South 47 16.4
Middle West 81 28.2
South West 18 6.3
West 34 11.8
Not responding 18 6.3

Nature of University
{(or College)

Private . i 117 40.8
Public 152 53.0
Not responding 18 6.2

Age

’ Less than 30 33 11.5

30 - 39 110 38.3
40 - 49 66 23.0
50 - 59 51 17.8
Over 60 26 9.1
Not responding 1 0.3

Religion
Catholic 34 11.8
Protestant 154 53.7
Jewish 28 9.8
None 64 22.3
Not responding 7 2.4

Profession
Legal 2 0.7
Business 2 0.7
Government 7 2.4
Military 1 0.3
Academic 266 92.7
Medical - -
Other 9 3.2
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Number Percentage
Area of Academic Spegdaligatiop .

Cont. Pol. Systbrd 8o 3 ° 3 3eofd " 2302203, 16.5
International RRXafiorfs, § 3°3 73 RS 28.4
Political Theory” °*°** * *¢¢ ¢ » 25 " 00 Il 10.9
Public Administration 35 13.2
Comparative Government 33 12.5
Other 49 18.4
Not responding 3 0.1
Academic Rank
Lecturer 4 1.5
Instructor 16 6.0
‘Assistant Professor 75 28.0
Associate Professor 69 25.9
Full Professor 94 35.3
Other 6 2.3
Not responding 2 1.0
Travelled Abroad
Yes 279 97.2
No 8 2.8
Contacted American Embassy
Yes 158 55.1
No 120 41.8
Not responding 9 3.1
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RESPONSE TO QUESTION I

TVARTABLE TA 777 T CONRDINATE U.S. OVERSEAS PROGRAMS
° * . ses 080
_VAULNE | A% .
® . ee s s o @ e o ® . . H M PERCENT
P ¢ e o o . P c e s s________ (PER —N-,-
P e o e ® o 200 @ ese ee
o _n0e_0____ 8 @& LX) e® o » N . —
TNO T PESPONSE ; o ¥ T
, AGREE . 1. 13¢ 88,7
TDYSAGREE z. 5 33
TOTAL 151 100 .0
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£ LABEL YALUE AB gﬁﬁ%&“‘r&fﬁﬁ%ﬁ*?‘
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TVARTABLE T IG T T T T FORMULATE ThnG RANGE U.S. PGLICY

(ALUE L ABEI — AL ST F—rREBSTR

_______ (PERCENT)
TNOTTTTT RESPUNSE Te e T ede e e TR T Ter  ee 04 e v e ae % N
: : :. : ° e . e o . . e o e o "
| MOREE s s s e % ses te CJE 3T JZe D0 2.1
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TNOT T RESPONSE T T T e o: o 56
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’ TOTAL 151 100.0
TVARITABLE T I T BAUANCE DOMESTIC TRADE PROTECTIGNISS T —
YALUE LAREL ) YALUE ABSOLUT RELAT (VE
rRPAGERE T RERO I
. {PERCENT)
TNO T RESPONSE B 0% TATTTTTTIIY T
. AGRFE . 1. a2 56,3
TODISAGREE 2. 52 “34.%
’ TaTAL 151 100.0
R T T e T e R 4"":;"“ - ‘"‘::""' . - i o - ) ) ___- -
=~ ARTABLE ™ 713 77T TUTTPROVINE CONTINUITY TO U.'Ss FORETGN PELTC
' _VALUE ABSQLUT R
—VALUE LABEL FREQU%NC%‘——FR ﬁu-
{ PERCENT )
N0 T pESPUNSE B S 9 [3 ??@"' -
. AGREE . 1. 144 9544
TDISATREE z 3 2.0
: ' TOTAL 151 100.0
Y ARTABLE ~ IK 77T T  REPRESENT ADMISTRATION VIEW TO CONGRESS
LUE L ABEL ‘ VALUE ARSOLUTE  RELALIL
—4A LA FREQUENES FRESOENET—
(PERCENT)
N0 TTTTTTRESPONSE T T T T T T i e ¢ - Y - ¢ R
. AGREE . 1. 95 : 62.9
TDISAGREE 2. 37 £} P2 U
TOTAL 151 100.0
=y ARTABLE 1L 7T TRCPRESENT ADMISTRATION VIEW TO PUBLIT
_VALUE_LABEL i YAL LATIYVE
QU& T e
{PERCENT)
NO RESPINSE s R S U Y Y S
AGREF . l. 16 5043
YISAGREE 2. 65 410
[ X A4 oe - -——
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VARIABLE T

_YALJE LABE]L

™

T ACMINISTER CULTURAL & EDUCATIONAL PROGRA ™~

YA QT RELG R

_____ (PERCENT)
NOTTTTTRESPONSE s o ) o
_.A."P.E.E. o sv0 o no. oo. ... : .'. ": .': l. 126 83.‘6
:“ﬁ‘“ﬁBEE 20 TN RS- - £ 19 2%
° e ® & & 2 TTESTeEss seme-seeo
fo: ° : : : : .o. ..- : : oo: .o. see soOTAL 151 100.0
TVARTABLE  INT T T T PROTECT AMERICAN CI1TIZENS TIVERSEAS )
__VALUE {ABEL YALUE 38%%%5 RE&' ¥gs
o IPERCENT)
N0 T T RESPONSE = LR 3 20
. AGREE . . 146 96 .7
TDTSAGREE Z. z 1.3
TaTaL 151 100.0
RESPONSE TO QUESTION II
VARTABLE T TIAT TEFFECTIVENES DF“OFF 1TCE OF PRESTOENT — ~ i -
VALUE LABEL VAL UF ABSOQLUTE RELATIVE
FREQUENCY " FREQUENCY
{PERCENT)
NG RESPONSE v 03 2 v9
. MOST EF-FECTIVE . L. 99 64 .9
TSECOND 2. 19 5.8
LEAST 4. 2 1.3
T TOTAL 15T 100.0
~VARTABLE 1187 7 TEFFECYIVENESS OF DEPT UOF STATE
YALUE
—YALUE LADEL rRESUERL S —rRERGENY
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. TOTAL 151 100.0
VAR ABLE fI1cC " EFFECTIVENESS OF CABINET DEPTS,
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. MNST EF-FECTIVE . l. 2 1.3
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, e s 20 o . Y s e ooTOTALob . e bSIL 100,.,0
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VARTABLE 110 EFFECT OF EVENTS QUTSIDE CONTROU OF US ——
_ess o VAU ASSReTE — AEMTL
{ PERC ENT )
:'0 !O _:. .‘.'h.. e ¢ cee o P ;o- -TT-T=="
_— e .. ¢ e e B @ —— SR N — ——- S ———
TN PESPONSE L S-SR, VoA - S 7%
' c e s ses, T T tuS vyt 15.2
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LeAsT = " T T el 33 219
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RESPONSE TO QUESTION II B
=~y ARTEBLE ™ TTHE ™ "7 TREERCT OF GODD MORALE AT DEPT OF STATE
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—YALUE LABEL FRESOENC—rRERG TR $—
(PERCENT)
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POMFETEC 3 0 L0 8 %e Ce 0 0w ee $.p ___ 1 7.3
O - " —— — e e . » [} [ 2 e e—— | e e ———
BT IPNS o St o P T TS ednTAR*TT T I51 T —100.0



TVARTABLE ™ TIITCTT T T TTUS MILTTARY BASES COVERSEAST T

_VALUE [ ARE1 o VALUE ABSOLULE

RELAT L
FRENGENEY —FREQ) AL
[ PERCENT)
o NAS T TR IS, T T "J":""‘:?“:'li’“ B 9 6.0
. . B
SFOREIGN AR IXve® o° ses o s 2oss 1. 118 78.1
[ ) . o8
S SDd T kRO T T e e e e e PR CPY S
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=VARTABUE TITIR WELFARE — ' B
_VALUE LABEL ' VALUE ARSOLUTE RELATIVE
£ FREQUENCY —FREGQUENCY —
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N0 T RESPONTSE Tt 0. B i 2 S
CDON'T  KNOW . 2. P 2.6
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TOTAL 151 100.0
“UASTABLE TYIVE HOUSING ]
: VAL UE [ A
_VALUE LABEL rRESOENEF—FRER) HREE-
{PERCENT)
TNO T RESPONSE : e [+ P 26T
CDON'T  KNOW . . 2. 4 2.6
TOCHESTIC 3. __T183_ AL
TOTAL 151 100.0

“VARIABLE  TUIE 777 TTINTERNATIONAL PAYMENTS,

_VALUE LABEL ‘ VALUE éggg&é; REL AHA

NG TTT T RESPUNSET T T T T T e oY ) T
. FORE [GM PDLICY . l. 124 82.1
RO K NDW 2. > 3.3
DOMESTIC o 3. 14 23
T e ‘ TOTAL 151 10020
'VARTABLE  IITG ~~ SALE OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS OVERSEAS
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—YALLE LABE FREQUENET—TRESO LREY-
{PEPCENT)
TR T R SPONSE T T T T g A e e g gt e g
. FORFIGN POLICY . ‘ 1. 92 : 60.9
TOUNY TR NN T 7. 7 iTE T
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TVARTABLE  TITIR T T TTECONUMIC DEVECOPMENT T INUTSe

_V.ALUE_LABEL ' VALUE____ ABSQLU RELAL
"?REQU%NE$_—?RE%U hé&”
_______ { PERCENT)
Ty T P [\ Y¢ [ " e e —."1 . . " > Oee e e o s T T T T
. NO £S ANSE s e e s . . .:0 L (:.p- : :052:0. 7:9
. FORCIGN POLICY o ¢ o P ¢ ‘ sees . ‘. : < : :. 2: : 1.3
._9_o o e & o S __» Py P S ®-
THONYT KKOW T Tee  ewe e ®e6 o o o [ o cee o sesboa 4.0
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T T e e e " TTOTAT 151 100.0——
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_VALUE LABEL NALUE_._"Agéség%5___rggba é
.______ e o e e e e e e e A ..«...o.._ - l_.‘. —Q.T U
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- 3 10 5%
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MEDIA
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_VALUE LAREL VALUE 3 !ﬁ%$ RELATINE
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RO T RESPONSE T L 0T TR 9.y
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- TOTAC I5T 100,090~
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RESPONSE TO QUESTION VI
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RESPONSE TO JUESTION I
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SIUTEEIEE e tlesty P oulid |
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DISAGREE I - Ze VY S 38.7
3. 1 0.3
ST s g AL T 287 T T 1006400 7T
VARIABLE IC "IDENTIFY 'CRUC IAL TNTERNATIONAL PROBLEMS ~~ =
YALUE ABSOLUT RELAT ]
VALUE LABEL ... : FRESOENCT —FREGOENCY ~
_ _(PERCENT)
"o RESPONSE ~~ | e g e g ey o
AGREE 1. 273 95,1
JISAGREE T 2 T T 2.4
: 107AL 287 100.0
VARJIABLE 1D 77 REPRESENY FOREIGN VIEWS IN USS. MEETINGS
VALUE LABEL . VAL ABSOLUT RELATI
Lraeouéucg“'rnewsuzs—‘
________ _ {PERCENT )
NG RESPONSE ~ 77 e e
AGKEE 1. 234 81.5
" JISACREE o 2. 32 111
TOTAL 287 100.0
VARIABLE  1E PRESENT US VIEW TO FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS ~~ = " ===
_ VALUE LAB o VALUE ABSOLUTE ___ RELATIVE
LABLL FREQUENCY —"FREGUENCY -
_______ {PERCENT)
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DISAGREE T T TR T T e T e T
TOTAL 287 100.0
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VARIABLE IF  FORMULATE US POLITY FORTAPPROVAL BY PRES ™~ 7~ 7~

VALUE LABE e VALUE ABSOLUTE RELATIV
UE LABEL t FREQUENCV““FREQUENC$"
(PERCENT)
es o060 o o ® es oo s sae o ees T T T
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JISAGREE ' 24 40 13.9° T
: TOTAL 287 100.0
VARIABLE 167 ""FURMULATE LONG RANGE U.S. POLICY "
_VALUE LABEL . _ VALY ABSOLUTE RELATIVE
E““"FREOUENCV""FREQUENCY“‘
_________ { PERCENT)
NU RESPONSE A« PO ¥ Y 4.9
AGREE e 240 83.6
DISAGREE T F 2 337 11.5 T
TOTAL 287 100.0
VAR[ ABLE | ] T T BALANCE UeSe MILITARY POLICY ‘ : o
JALUE LABEL . .. VAL ABSOLUTE RELAT IVE
w e RSN —FRESOLAL—
. . { PERCENT)
NO RESPONSE T B 18 4,9
AGREE . 1 242 84.3
DISAGREE R o 2 31 TT10.8 -
TOtAL 287 100.0
VARLABLE I1 " gALANCE DOMESTIC TRAOE PROTECTTUNISTS  — S
- VA ABSOLUTE RELATIVE
- VALUE LABEL . - - L RBQUENCY—FREGUENCY —
{PERCENT)
NO RESPONSE ~ T B PR 1" R ' Y S
AGREE 1. 208 Tle4
O1SAGREE ST 2. S8y T 1845 T
: TOTAL 287 100.0
VARI ABLE 1J - PROVIOE CONTINUITY TO UJSs FOREIGN POLICT -7
- ABSOLUTE RELATIVE
VALUE LABEL oo VALVE R ROENC Y —FREQUENCY—
{ PERCENT)
NU RESPUNSE R R Y P ) T 2.8
AGREE 1 269 B 93.7
JISAGREE o T 2.7 (1o __3.5_
TOTAL 287 100.0
VARIABLE  IK " REPRESENT ADMISTRATION VIEW TO CONGRESS ~ "~~~
VALUE LABEL . VALUE ABSOLUTE RELATIVE
FREQUENCY ~FREQUENCY
_ { PERCENT)
NO RESPUNSE = 7 [ P S 1Y
59‘1&0%- . . :‘,.,.._L'., ®e_o o se0 o  eeo X 1 __190 ‘ 66.2
SIPSAGHEE 2 ST T .t 3. e e 20 T B6” 7T T 30.0
es ere et e 0 S, tt ST es %es doraL 281 100.0
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VARL ABLE it " REPRESENT AODMISTRATION VIEW TO PUBLIC

' YALUE ABSOLUT RELATIVE
VALUE LABEL FRESUENCg"—FREOUENXY”
. - { PERCENT)
ee Ses o see o O (Y [ ._:..._!_._L_._ ;_ ’_A,‘,. - ':— - - - -
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e e O .
TBREES D 284, .01l el . eel Tl 152 530
bisdcuee o ; 25T Hae T 4302
TOTAL 287 100.0
VARI ABLE IMN " ADMINISTER CULTURAL & "EOUCATIONAL PROGRAM— — 77 7~
VALUE __ _ABSOLUT RELATIVE
 VALUE LABEL . e rRESATING
FREQUENCY | AT ENTl_
NO RESPUNSE Y + PO ¥ 6.6
AGRE E le ?30 4-<_~.__-.,‘-_ao'l<, .
DISAGREE o 2. ___ 38 __i3.2
TOTAL 287 100.0
VARIABLE  IN "7 "PROTECT AMERICAN CITI26NS OVERSEAS™ ——— ~——— ~ ———
VA ABE . e VAL ! RELA
tue LABEL e R RdOERIS—RESOLNE—
_____ ( PERC ENT
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TOTAL 287 100.0

RESPONSE TO QUESTION II

«/{ABLE  11A EFFECTIVENESS OF OFFICE OF PRESIDENT — ~— ~ — -
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AESB&H&S—:&EB&HX%
o e . {PERCENT)_
NO RESPONSE S 6.7
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lEA..ﬂ' - -4-“_ 1 0.3
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SECOND LN ) .’.‘. [ ] eo0e '— L ] [ R J L X ] * ® 2‘ o8 e ‘:-.8‘" 29‘3 '''''
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LEAST ¢ o o o & o e o o . e o a, e * p7 549
) Y F Y X ] 3 . . o0 e® & o980 o S0 _AR_ - —t————
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VART ABLE 11c

VALUE LABEL

L]
NO RtSPONSE: :

9OST EF-FECTIVE oo
SECOND

THIRD
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C
:oo o o . e deTeTaTe T 608 a8 T T T T T
T
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EFFECI!VENESS OF CABINET DEPTS.™
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(PER

EFFECT OF EVENTS QUTSIDE CONTROL OF US

VALUE LABEL — VAL UE eagokgzs___Fae AE

e e mcm—— {PERCENT)
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RESPONSE TO QUESTION II B
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RESPONSE TO QUESTION III
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