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Consolidation of USIA Into the State Department:
An Assessment After One Year

ExEcuTIVE SUMMARY

The U.S. Advisory Commission on Public Diplomacy finds that the consolidation of

the United States Information Agency (USIA) into the State Department has to date
produced a mixed record. For former USIA employees, the transition has meant a very
difficult adjustment; while moving to the State Department has afforded former USIA
employees unprecedented career opportunities, it has also required them to conform to
the procedures of a Department that is overly centralized and hierarchical. The
Commission finds that morale among the Department’s “new” employees is worringly
low, but morale is a major problem throughout the entire Department, not just among
former USIA employees.

Although USIA personnel have gone through a very difficult transition, the programs
they administer have been affected to a lesser degree. Fortunately, exchanges continue
apace, as do information and speaker programs and other public diplomacy activities,
although implementation has become more cumbersome under the State Department.
Credit for this, the Commission believes, goes to the Under Secretary for Public
Diplomacy and Public Affairs for her work in raising the profile of public diplomacy in

the Department and tirelessly pursuing the goal of integration. Of course, without the
dedication and effort of the Department’s public diplomacy officers—those in
Washington and abroad as well as the Foreign Service nationals—as well as those State
officers who have worked on the transition, success would never be possible. Despite
their efforts, it will take several years before public diplomacy becomes an accepted
“cone” in the Department and is recognized for the value it brings to U.S. foreign

policy goals and objectives.

When consolidation was first proposed in 1997, its supporters in Congress expected it
to be accompanied by a reinvention of the way the United States conducts and carries
out its foreign affairs. Consolidation was launched last October, though much remains
to be done to smooth the transition from USIA into State. The Commission looks
forward to the day when real reinvention will follow.



. Introduction

In spring 1997, the U.S. Advisory Commission on
Public Diplomacy endorsed the idea of restructuring
America’s foreign affairs agencies when the concept
was first floated by President Clinton and the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee Chairman Jesse
Helms. The Commission supported the then-stated
goal of putting public diplomacy “at the heart of

U.S. foreign policy.”

After numerous fits and starts, consolidation of the
United States Information Agency (USIA) into the
State Department finally occurred on October 1,
1999. Now, roughly a year later, the Commission
can say that consolidation has produced mixed
results. For the most part, consolidation has had
wrenching effect on personnel assigned to
Washington. It has had less of an impact on the
programs carried out by former USIA employees.

To be fair, 1 year is not enough time to reach final

officers in the Department’s regional and
functional bureaus and in the administration
and finance and management bureaus,

officials in the Office of the Under
Secretary for Public Diplomacy and Public
Affairs,

officials in the Bureau for Educational and
Cultural Affairs (ECA) and in the Office for
International Information Programs (lIP), as
well as in the Office for Media and Research
Analysis,

Congressional staffers, and

representatives of the nongovernmental
(NGO) community who work on exchange
programs

This Report, released roughly a year to the date of
consolidation, will not be the Commission’s final
4word. Future reports and studies will assess the
impact consolidation has had on the interaction
between public affairs and public diplomacy, the
placement of public diplomacy personnel, and the
usefulness in this day and age of the Smith-Mundt
Act (legislation which restricts PD employees from

conclusions about consolidation; it will take several being used to influence the U.S. domestic audience)
years before the degree of success or failure can b(—Fn addition, following trips to posts overseas, the

definitively assessed. The Commission, however, Commission will report on the impact consolidation

believes it is important, at this point, to focus on
what is working well and what is not, and to point
out where problems remain and improvements can
be made.

This Report deals with the impact of consolidation

has had in the field and the effectiveness of public
diplomacy more generally overseas.

on public diplomacy operations in Washington, D.C
In writing this Report, the Commission relied on a
review of official documents and outside
assessments, as well as interviews with more than }0

Il. What Happened
October 1, 19997

people (on a nonattribution basis), including:

« those involved in planning and
implementing consolidation,

USIA, created in 1953 by President Dwight

Eisenhower, was abolished as a separate government

agency, effective October 1, 1999, when the

Department of State assumed responsibility for U.S.

« assistant secretaries, principal deputy public diplomacy activities. This involved the
assistant secretaries, and/or deputy assistantansfer of 4,025 USIA employees (including 2,079
secretaries and other nonpublic diplomacy Foreign Service nationals, or FSNs) to the State

« public diplomacy and public affairs officers,



Department. Othe 1,946 positions filled by

Americans, 1,291 were located in the United I1l. The Role of Public
States. A new position, Under Secretary for

Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs, was created Diplomacy - In Theory
with responsibility for two bureaus—the Bureau
for Educational and Cultural Affairs (ECA) and

the Bureau of Public Affairs (PA)and for the Public diplomacy involves U.S. Government
Office for International Informatio®rograms activities intended to understand, inform, and
(1P, formerly known as USIAs “l Bureau”). In influence foreign publics through international
addition, USIA's former area offices joined exchanges, international information programs,

respective regional bureaus at State, and public  media research and polling, and support for
diplomacy staffs were added to State’s functional nongovernmental organizations. Public diplomacy
bureaus. USIAs Research Office was placed undekolidifies relations with America’s allies, seeks to
State’s Bureau of Intelligence and Research (see inculcate others with American values, and promotes
Organizational Chart on page 2 ). The overseas mutual understanding between the United States and
officers responsible for carrying out public other societies. Done properly, it reduces the
diplomacy activities in each post, known as public potential for conflict—military, political, and

affairs officers (PAOs), already largely integrated economic—and dispels negative notions about the
in their missions, now report directly to the United States. Public diplomacy is an inexpensive,
Ambassador, no longer also to the USIA area yet highly effective, way to promote American
director in Washington, D.C. The broadcasting  policy and interests overseas.

parts of USIA—Voice of America and Radio

Marti—were placed under a separate Federal entitgompared to public affairs, which is geared

the Broadcasting Board of Governors. principally to the U.S. domestic audience and is
_ - _ _ concerned principally with providing information
According to the Administration’s “Reorgani- about government policies and activities, public

zation Plan and Report” submitted to Congress  diplomacy is focused on audiences overseas.
December 30, 1998, pursuant to the Foreign Through exchanges and polls it seeks to promote

Affairs Reform and Restructuring Act 4898, mutual understanding—not just foreigners learning
about the United States but Americans learning
Integrating USIA [into the State about other countries and cultures as well.
Department] and bringing public Traditional diplomacy, which focuses on
diplomacy insights into play sooner will government-to-government relations, differs from
develop more effective policies that are public diplomacy, which deals not only with other

persuasive to foreign audiences. The
infusion of USIA's strategic approach to
public diplomacy, open style, close ties
with nongovernmental organizations

governments but also with nongovernmental
organizations and foreign publics at large.

(NGOs), technology for open The importance of public diplomacy was stated
communications, and skillful Internet use succinctly in the Report of the Overseas Presence
will make U.S. foreign policy more Advisory Panel: “Public diplomacy is needed to
agile! help clarify the American position and viewpoint, to

explain why the United States favors a particular

For the most part, the Commission has concluded, course of action, and why that course of action
much remains to be done before this goal is would benefit both U.S. interests and that of another

achieved. nation.’?

1 http://www.state.gov/iwww/global/general_foreign_policy/rpt_ 981230 reorgl.html

2 “America’s Overseas Presence in the 21st Century,” Report of the Overseas Presence Advisory Panel,
November 1999, p. 32.



State Department, a highly centralized and
hierarchical institution driven by the needs of the
Secretary of State and other top officials in
Washington, D.C. The State Department, as many
employees acknowledge, does policy, not programs.
USIA was all about programs. Melding fiedd-

The push to make public diplomacy a central driyen, program-qriented USIA into theadhington-
element of American foreign policy, a major goal of driven, poll_cy-orlented State Depgrtme_nt has proven
consolidation, was reinforced by an April 30, 1999, {0 be a major challenge. As one interviewee noted,
Presidential Decision Directive/NSC—68 entitled ~ People at USIA “have come from an organization
International Public Information (PDD-68). The that sent out mformatlon. and arn_ved_ atan

objective of the Directive is “to enhance the use of organlgatlon tha_t draws information in and by nature
international public information as a key instrumentk€eps it locked in.”

for preventing and mitigating foreign crises and
advancing U.S. interests around the wo?fld.”

IV. The Role of Public
Diplomacy - In Practice

In addition, before consolidation, USIA dealt with
State as one of several Government Agencies and

Moreover, in making the case for consolidation of Départments in putting together public diplomacy

USIA into State, the Administration, according to itsPrograms. Since October 1999, public di_plomacy
“Reorganization Plan and Report,” stated: has functioned as a part of State at the virtual

exclusion of other agencies. In the past, State was
one of several consumers of, and contributors to,
public diplomacy. Today, it is harder for public
diplomacy to reach out to other Departments in the
government.

We place very high priority on public
diplomacy with foreign audiences, and are
firmly committed to integrating public
diplomacy more fully into foreign policy.
Our goal is to strengthen public
diplomacy through its integration into the
policy process. Negotiations on such
issues as NATO enlargement, Iraqi
sanctions, and global climate change
show the value of being proactive in
informing and influencing foreign
publics, NGOs, and others. These

Moreover, the systematic collaboration that USIA
had with other Departments, for example with the
Pentagon, has not continued. This deprives the
Defense Department of an opportunity to make use
of the expertise offered by public diplomacy
officers. It also robs public diplomacy officers of

audiences are playing greater roles in
international issues as communications
improve and pluralism expands. When
public diplomacy strategies are applied
from the outset as policy is formulated,
policy and its articulation will improve

and be more persuasive to foreign publics

the chance to learn more about defense and military
matters, which could come in handy particularly for
public diplomacy in the security-related bureaus of
the State Department. Similarly, not only is there
little collaboration between State’s Bureau for
Educational and Cultural Affairs (ECA) and the
Agency for International Development (AID) on

and policymakers. exchange programs that both support, but there is a

certain competition between the two agencies.
The Commission believes that the Department has leedless to say, the two should be collaborating to
long way to go before the statement above is true imaximize the effectiveness of U.S. Government-
practice. Public diplomacy, largely driven by the  supported exchange programs.
needs of posts overseas and revolving around
programs such as exchanges and information The approach to consolidation by the last USIA
dissemination, stands in contrast to the policy-driveadministration did little to smooth the transition.

3 http:/AMww.state.goviwwwi/global/general_foreign_policy/rpt 981230 _reorgl.htnd. PDD follows aecommendation
made by the Commission in its 1998 Report, “Publics and Diplomats in the Global Communications Age,” p. 4.

4 http://www.state.gov/www/global/general_foreign_policy/rpt_981230_reorg6.html.
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Amid resistance to consolidation throughout most oGetting things done in the public diplomacy field
the agency, the last USIA leadership unsuccessfullyhas proven to be much more difficult since

sought to achieve consolidation on USIA's terms, toconsolidation. From procurement to personnel to
move USIA, as a whole, into the Department. This grant-making to travel, the Department of State

did not go over well with people at Main State. Thebureaucracy is far more cumbersome and slower to
negative attitude toward consolidation permeated work through than was the much smaller, and more

throughout USIA, contributing to a sense of flexible, USIA. The Commission agrees with those
demoralization from which those in public who describe the Department as hierarchical and
diplomacy, especially in Washington, D.C., have nobvercentralized. Former USIA employees believe
yet recovered. that USIA had a good system to get things done, pay

people, and transfer funds, and the Commission
At the same time, many in public diplomacy felt thatshares the view that State should have adopted some
USIA had become a weakened organization—and of these procedures. Instead, there has been
not just because of its resistance to consolidation. virtually no “best practices” approach to
There is a widespread feeling among those consolidation. “It's frustrating when we had an
interviewed for this report that USIA had become efficient, time-tested system yet State says do it our
too disconnected and isolated from the rest of the way,” one public diplomacy officer said. Another
foreign policy establishment. The key has been howffered this assessment: “It's been a painful time.
to reconnect public diplomacy without sacrificing itsThings have not gone as well as before October 1
unique nature. [1999]. State didn’t appreciate that we run programs
on a real-time basis.” Yet a third said, “My 2 years
. in Washington have been interesting, but | can’t wait
A. Cutting Throth the to get out of here and back into the field.”
Department of State’s
Bureaucracy In the past, when the then-equivalent of ECA was
under the State Department, it encountered many of
N _ the same problems then as it does now. In 1978,
Although c_rltlcal of the last USIA Ieadershlp, those ECA was moved into USIA, and its operations
in public diplomacy who now must negotiate the  pecame smoother after a transitional period. At least
State Department bureaucracy almost unanimously, years will likely be needed, the Commission finds,

yearn for the less—bureaucratic, more-responsive  for thjs latest transition back into the Department.
days of USIA. Not one interviewee involved in

public diplomacy neglected to complain about the The view that the State Department is a

difficulty of working through the State Department's«qysfunctional” place, as several interviewees have
rules and procedures. The bureaucratic way State gaiq, is not limited to new employees from USIA.
operates with its mount_ain o_f required clearances, The layers of bureaucracy and difficulty in doing
paperwork, and regulations is not geared for PD  gyen the simplest things have discouraged longtime
programs. As one nonpublic diplomacy person in  empjloyees as well as newcomers at the Department.
the Department acknowledged, “It's excruciating to

get beyond State’s hurdles.” Another person Although some of the bureaucratic delays and
comparing the accounting systems between the problems besetting public diplomacy have been
Department of State and the old USIA noted that  5qgressed, they caused serious hardship at the outset
“while USIA might not have had the greatest systenyf consolidation and remain an impediment for

in the world, there was a sense that we were workingGos. Nonprofit organizations that work with ECA

for a higher purpose—to serve the field.” By in carrying out exchange programs face, on average,
comparison, at the Department of State, this persoffoyr more layers of clearance on grant decisions than
continued, “accounting is an end in itself. in the past, and their staffs are spending too much

5 See, for example, “As Diplomacy Loses Luster, Young Stars Flee State Diept.York TimesSept. 5, 2000, p.1,
for examples of people who have grown disillusioned with the Department.



time on responding to added bureaucratic demandsyet most traditional (i.e., non-PD) State Department
Last fall, several NGOs had to scramble to meet officials do not think of public diplomacy as a tool
payroll and other costs as the result of slow to use in responding to the exigent needs of crisis
payments made by the Department, and timely management. That is because there is a prevailing
receipt of funds to grantee organizations remains alack of understanding of, and appreciation for,
problem. Another concern for NGOs involves public diplomacy in the Department among
budgets; whereas in the past USIA accepted budgetraditional officials. One public diplomacy officer
submissions as estimates to allow for unexpected put it this way: “For most honpublic diplomacy
changes, State mandates a “not-to-exceed” budgetpeople at State, consolidation is not an issue. The
guideline which eliminates the flexibility from past mentality of desk officers [in the bureaus] is that PD

budgets and imposes a rigid approach. Taken folks do things that desk officers don’t want to do.
together, these problems have left a lasting Public diplomacy is not seen as integral to the
impression on the NGO community. Department, rather, peripheral.”

New administrative headaches have not been Public diplomacy is more than having the Secretary

restricted to Washington or NGOs either. Accordingof State fly into a country for a 24- or 48-hour visit.
to many PD officers, those in the field are finding It requires sustained interaction with the indigenous
that anywhere from 20—60 percent of their time is government, media, elite, and public at large to build
consumed by administrative matters, keeping them sympathetic constituencies—the very work that

from their main function: making contacts with public affairs officers are trained to do. It means

people outside of the Embassy. disseminating information about U.S. policies and
values and engaging foreigners in exchange

B. Integrating Into the programs. It involves exposing foreigners to U.S.

culture and ideas and also educating Americans
about those living in other countries. Public

_ _ ~ diplomacy, in other words, is too important to be
There is a tendency in the State Department to viewjismissed by State Department officials stuck in the

the six regional bureau_s—African, Eurqpean, Near g|q ways of thinking and doing things, both of
Eastern, Western Hemisphere, East Asianand  \yhjch the Commission saw and heard firsthand. It

Pacific, and South Asian Affairs—plus International 550 requires those who work in public diplomacy to
Organizations as the cream of the crop. They handig, torceful creative. and responsive.

the day-to-day emergencies that crop up around the
world and generally maintain the highest profile.
The functional bureaus, by comparison, although 1. THe ReGioNAL BUREAUS
vital to the Department of State’s operations both inOne of the most noticeable changes that came about
the long and short term, play a less glamorous role.as a result of consolidation was the creation in the
State Department’s regional and functional bureaus
Public diplomacy, which has operated principally  of public diplomacy positions filled by former USIA
with a long-term orientation, is more like the area officers. There is no denying, by placing ex-
functional bureaus—i.e., it does not make headlinesJSIA officers in these bureaus, that public
but it is instrumental in formulating successful diplomacy has come closer to policymaking. The
foreign policy. PD officers also need to be able to transition in the regional bureaus was logical, as the
think and act short-term and to respond during regional bureau configuration at State matched up
emergencies. In times of crisis, for example, as thewith a similar regional breakdown that existed in
Commission noted in its July 1999 report on the watSIA; 103 full-time positions transferred from
in Kosovo, “wars have to be fought on two fronts— USIA to the regional bureaus. The rank at which PD
through the use of arms and the use of directors assumed their positions in the bureaus,
information.’® however, has been a source of controversy. Many

Department of State

6 “Kosovo: Shaping the World’s View of America’s Foreign Policy,” A Special Report of the U.S. Advisory
Commission on Public Diplomacy, July 1999, p. 1
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expected and sought to enter the bureaus at the  bureau personnel that can only occur by being co-
deputy assistant secretary level; instead, they located in the same building.
became office directors for public diplomacy. In the
status-conscious and hierarchical Department of  Yet, even being in the same building is not enough.
State, title and level matter a great deal. Moreover,For integration to really work, public diplomacy
area PD directors lost some control over resources offices cannot remain several floors apart from the
they once had and also lost responsibility for rest of the bureau. As one senior non-PD official
evaluating the public affairs officers (PAOs) in the interviewed noted, “The fact that my PD office is
field; PAO evaluations are no longer done by the not co-located with the bureau is a major problem.”
area directors in Washington but by the Deputy Finding space so that public diplomacy is co-located
Chiefs of Mission or Ambassadors. The in the same building, on the same floor, and in the
Commission, while recognizing the impact these = same general office space should be a top priority
changes have had, believes that the PD country  for the next administration. Aside from the
directors should make the best of their situation, asadministrative problems that have accompanied
some already have. consolidation, physical separation will remain the
biggest short-term obstacle.

The degree of integration of public diplomacy into At the same time, in moving those still in SA-44

the regional bureaus has been uneven, varying from . :
bureau to bureau. Generally speaking, where the closer to, or into Main State, the Department of State

assistant secretary or principal deputy assistant needs to be sensmv_e to tgl.e rde_s ||stance to SUCh. a”
secretary in a bureau has had experience overseas%g\slg agﬁ(?r? T:?gelr;g;ir:ics trg?[i\%n?i?g E??ﬁg'a y
and thus firsthand exposure to the value of public former USIAgTo the extent possible. the overall
diplomacy and the role it can play—there is a T Nt pe P .
greater appreciation for public diplomacy and its work environment that exists in SA—4A_r—|r_10Iud|ng
role. vital Ir_lternet access—nee.ds to be_mglntalned
following a move. Integration was jarring enough; a
physical move of those left in SA—44 will be even
more disruptive, and the Department of State needs
to minimize the impact such a step will have on all

personnel.

In bureaus that include countries where the media
are controlled by the state or where the country is
relatively cut off from the world mainstream, public
diplomacy can be especially important and
influential. Itis in these countries, in fact, that more
resources for public diplomacy need to be deploye
even if, given the finite source of funding, they
come at the expense of PD resources in other
regions.

or the most part, the public diplomacy sections in
he regional bureaus have remained separate offices,
even while they have become more integrated into
the operations of the bureaus. In several, the press/
public affairs office, which deals mostly with the
U.S. domestic audience, and the public diplomacy
office, have been merged, although the PD and PA
: . . officers themselves remain separate to abide by the
sections are located in the same building as the Smith-Mundt Act and funding that mandate such

regional bureaus themselves—the Main State distincti | binina PA and PD
Department building (recently renamed the Harry S. Istinction. I many ways, comoining FA an

Truman Building). The African Affairs public makes sense.
diplomacy office remains in the former USIA

In Washington D.C., with the exception of the
African Affairs Bureau, all public diplomacy

- B e In this day and age with technology advancements,
building (SA-44 at 301 4th St,, SW.), a 15-minute it is increasingly difficult to differentiate what the

cab ride away from Main State where the rest of theU S. Government says to an American audience

bureau is located. Moving the Bureau for African from what it says to a foreign audience. A Brazilian
Affairs public diplomacy office to Main State cannot. y 9 '

happen quickly enough, for the physical separation N R'O de Jan_elr;), much_lllkle an Atmi:r:lcan Il;] I_?e?
has seriously handicapped efforts to integrate publi h0|r|:/|es_, cgtn {usDas e?S' y tog ohn /0 h € we tf]l € Olro i
diplomacy with the rest of the bureau. Nothing can € Main State Department as he/she can the website

substitute for the constant interaction with other of the International Information Program (IP),



which is geared toward a foreign audience. In fact,these slots. In preferring officers at mid-level rather

the legal necessity to produce different messages toéhan senior-level, functional bureaus raise questions

different audiences can lead to policy problems about the sincerity of their claims that public

down the road. As long as public diplomacy as a diplomacy is truly important to them.

function is protected, the move toward PD—PA

mergers should be encouraged. Because PD officers lack familiarity with functional
bureaus, the bidding for positions in the functional

A different problem involves attempts to disperse bureaus has lagged significantly behind that for the

PD officers among the political desk officers. regional bureaus. This is a two-way street, of

Unlike the PA—PD merger, which makes sense, the course, because functional bureaus, relative to the

effort to break up the PD office by assigning its regionals, are also less familiar with public

officers to other desks is designed, it appears, with diplomacy. As a result, however, almost half of the

the intent to get rid of public diplomacy as a PD positions in the functional bureaus have gone

function of the Department of State. This has beenunfilled—in some cases, bureaus have gone a full

particular problem in one of the regional bureaus year with all of their PD slots vacant. Some PD

where one senior non-PD official, in an interview, officers who started FYOO in functional bureaus left

exposed a bias against public diplomacy officers in frustration over the type of work they were

who bid on senior jobs. The Department should noexpected to do and how they did, or did not, as the

tolerate such attitudes among its senior managemeonase may be, fit in.

The original plan was to create 27 full-time
2 THE FuncTIONAL BUREAUS permanent positions in the functional bureaus to
help devise PD strategies on regional, transnational,
In a few functional bureaus, public diplomacy is  global, and thematic issues. The closest experience
working well; in others, it is either not working well USIA had with such issues was through the former
or not working at all. For starters, placing PD Bureau of Information, which was divided into both
officers in the functional bureaus has been far moregeographic and thematic offices. Many officers
difficult than it has been in the regional bureaus. have opted to remain in the | Bureau, now known as
Whereas slots that were created in the regional  the International Information Program (lIP), instead
bureaus were logically filled by transferring USIA  of joining the unfamiliar functional bureaus.
area personnel to these positions, slots created in the
functional bureaus could not be filled easily by Exchanges play virtually no role in the functional
people in similar positions at USIA—for there were bureaus, and so public diplomacy in these bureaus
no equivalent positions at USIA for the functional revolves around information dissemination. Much

bureau slots. Additionally, according to some of the work that PD officers would perform in these
interviewees, the functional bureaus were late in  bureaus is already being carried out by personnel in
formalizing their positions, meaning that many IIP, forcing most functional bureaus to work closely

potential public diplomacy candidates already had with IIP. One functional bureau official noted a
received assignments elsewhere by the time the  “heavy reliance” on IIP for that bureau’s work on
functional bureaus were looking to fill their slots. international conferences and treaty negotiations.
And, little recruiting was done overseas by the
functional bureaus to attract public diplomacy An additional problem is that the public diplomacy
applicants. officers in the functional bureaus have no money to
carry out programs, though they receive $6,000 for
With some exceptions, the regional bureaus have administrative support. Functional bureau public
filled their PD positions with officers at a higher diplomacy officers depend on regional bureaus or
level than those the functional bureaus have soughthe Under Secretary’s Office to find funds to support
The relative shortage of mid-level Foreign Service program initiatives. This dilemma reinforces the
officers in public diplomacy—and of Foreign widely held perception that public diplomacy plays a
Service officers in general, for that matter—has notless significant role in the functional bureaus than it
helped the functional bureaus in their search to fill does in the regional bureaus.
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That public diplomacy in the functional bureaus secretary meetings.) In some ways, consolidation
depends to a large degree on cooperation with the has not been terribly disruptive for the work and
regional bureaus and IIP does not mean that publicoperations of ECA and IIP as it left their structures
diplomacy is redundant in the functional bureaus ormore or less intact. Both exchanges and information
that there is no role for PD in them. A key purpose programs have continued apace since last October.
for placing PD officers in these bureaus is to build At the same time, adapting to State’s administrative
liaisons with the rest of the public diplomacy and financial policies has been, in the words of one
community, both in Washington, D.C., and in the  interviewee, a “nightmare” for both ECA and IIP.
overseas posts, and to handle outreach to foreign

audiences. a. lIP

The next Under Secretary for Public Diplomacy andVhereas the Department of State was one of a

Public Affairs needs to address the resource number of Government Agencies with whom IIP, or
imbalance if PD is to work in the functional areas. the “I" Bureau, worked closely in the o
The rate of public diplomacy vacancy slots is preconsolidation days, State is now the principal

another serious problem in the functional bureaus, focus of 1IP’s work. This is not surprising, of
and should it continue after the upcoming bidding ©oUrse, given that IIP is now forma}lly a part of the
cycle on positions, the Department should rethink Department, but it also reflects 11P’s effective

how to attract PD officers to work in the functional integration into State. With its full and
bureaus. unencumbered access to all facets of the

Department, IIP plays a more active role at State
than it ever did when it was under USIA. Before
consolidation, IIP was largely field-driven in its

products; since last October, it has been driven as
The Bureau for Educational and Cultural Affairs much if not more by directives from Washington,

(ECA) and the Office for International Information p.C.
Programs (lIP) have something in common with the

3. ECA anD IIP

Bureau for African Affairs Public Diplomacy lIP has become the “operational arm” of the
Office—all three are still at SA-44. For Department, as one IIP official stated. “lIP is PD,”
consolidation to truly work and to have public he added. IIP’s single goal is advocacy of U.S.

diplomacy fully integrated into policymaking, both  positions on a range of issues in the hope of drawing
offices need to move closer to Main State. Thisis maore countries and societies toward the United

even more critical for IIP than ECA, but both need t&tates, or at least toward a better understanding of
be moved. (Some people in ECA and IIP actually yU.S. policy.
prefer the distance from Main State and would rather

stay in the smaller, more accessible, SA-44.) Among traditional Department of State employees,
Virtually every public diplomacy officer located at  there appears to be real appreciation for IIP products
Main State cited the physical separation from ECA such as the Washington File. The Washington File is
and IIP as a problem that needs to be addressed. an electronic daily IIP produces of U.S. Government
official texts, transcripts, and policy statements, as
Initially, the reorganization plan called for exchangegell as nongovernment sources of information,
and information programs to be placed into one interpretive articles, and opinion pieces. Previously
bureau, but this idea was abandoned; the two, as  known as the Wireless File with origins dating to

they were under USIA, have remained separate 1935, the Washington File is available to posts

entities. (IIP, unlike ECA, is technically not a around the world on the 1IP website and through
“bureau” but an “office,” and its head is not an email. One Foreign Service officer, referring to it as
assistant secretary, as ECA's head is, but a “ the primary tool of the FSO,” said, “If we were
coordinator, though IIP is considered equivalent to &utting resources, the File would be the last to be
bureau and the coordinator attends assistant cut.”

" “The Washington/Wireless File: ‘Long yet aliveState May 2000, p. 19.
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With about 270 employees, IIP covers both thematithe most important things we do.” President

and regional issues and makes full use of the Clinton, during his visit to Moscow this past June,
Internet, with more than 80 percent of its programs emphasized the importance of exchanges as well:
online; lIIP’s homepage receives over 60 million

visitors each year. Such reach does not go unnoticed  _ [TJhe most important Russian-American
in the Department. Public diplomacy officers in the relationship still should be the relationship
regional, and especially in the functional, bureaus between our peoples — the student
find 1IP’s products to be an invaluable tool for exchanges, the business partnerships, the
furthering policy. A number of non-PD Department collaboration among universities and
officials share this view as well. In countries where foundations and hospitals, the sister city

links, the growing family ties. Many of the
Russiansand Americans involved in these
exchanges are very young. They don’t even
have any adult memories of the Cold War.
They don't carry the burdens and baggage

the state controls the media but Internet access is
available, 1IP’s work can provide an important
outside source of information.

In addition to its web prOdUCtS and WaShington File, of the past; just the universal, normal desire
IIP handles speakers by arranging digital video to build a good future with those who share
conferences with posts overseas and/or travel of their hopes and dreams. We should do
Americans to other countries to make presentations. everything we can to increase these
IIP officers work closely not only with the overseas exchanges, as wéll.

posts but also with their public diplomacy

counterparts in the Washington bureaus to geta  The Commission strongly endorses the President’s

sense of policy priorities; these are then reflected incall for more exchanges, not just in Russia, but

[IP’s products. worldwide. This will require not just rhetorical
support but additional financial resources as well.

The major concern about IIP’s future, aside from  There are few better ways to open non-Americans'’

being in a separate building from Main State, is thaleyes to U.S. culture, values, and society than

it will be seen as simply providing a service to the through exchanges. Roughly 23,000 Americans and

other bureaus. The fact that it is an office and not &foreign nationals participate in State Department

bureau in the hierarchical, title-conscious State academic and professional exchange programs each

Department connotes a downplaying of its year. More than 230,000 participants—86,000
importance. Although IIP is an “operational arm” of Americans and 144,000 from other countries—have
the Department, it runs the risk of being participated in the Fulbright Program alone since its
marginalized if it is perceived, as one person inception more than 50 years ago, including Nobel

suggested, “like a 7-Eleven Store where people picland Pulitzer Prize winners, governors and senators,
and choose what they want.” 1IP cannot develop prime ministers and heads of state, scientists, artists,
programs in a vacuum, of course, but it should not Supreme Court Justices, and CEOs.

be dismissed as a mere service provider. IIP’s

knowledge and use of technology is vital in this dayAnother program, the International Visitor Program,

and age to effectively further policy goals and brings participants to the United States from all over

objectives. That expertise should be sufficientto the world each year for interaction with their

warrant IIP a place at State’s table. professional counterparts, and to experience
America firsthand. More than 186 current and

b. ECA former heads of state, 1,500 cabinet-level ministers,

_ _ and many of the world’s leaders in the private sector
Exchanges remain one of the most obvious and  haye participated in the IV Program. As one senior
effective tools of public diplomacy—and for that  non-pD official said, “The IV Program is

matter of diplomacy in general. As one senior non-yremendously valuable in breaking an awful lot of
PD Department official said, “Exchanges are one Ofgtereotypes.”

8 President Clinton’s remarks to the Russian State Duma, June 5, 2000, as transcribed by Federal News Service.
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The organization principally responsible for interviewees have commented, has a mindset that
implementing exchanges is State’'s Bureau for  they are not, and should not be, part of the
Educational and Cultural Affairs, or ECA,; the Department; that their unique function should keep
Agency for International Development (AID) is thethem outside of State. The fact that they receive
other major financial source of exchange programseparate, earmarked appropriations for their work
As mentioned earlier, a counterproductive rivalry heightens this sense of uniqueness. Yet, they are
of sorts exists between the two. NGO officials  part of the Department, whether they like it or not,
complain that instead of collaboration between theand the thinking of ECA's leadership for the past
two over parallel objectives, there is often year, should it continue, runs the risk of
competition that can be damaging to exchange  marginalizing ECA.

programs in the field. At AID meetings on

exchanges, one NGO interviewee said, ECA To some extent, IIP is more responsive to the
officials are rarely present, and vice versa. immediate needs of the Department—it is able to
Compared to its relationship with AID, ECA's place items on the Internet quickly and disseminate

interaction with the posts overseas remains close information at the click of a mouse. ECA, by

and functions well. Consolidation has had virtuallyjcomparison, is longer term. Exchanges, obviously,

no effect on ECA's relationship with the field. take time, and the Department of State is an
institution not accustomed to thinking long term.

Consolidation in other respects has not gone so Also, ECA, like State itself, is and has always been

well for ECA. Despite the importance of significantly more hierarchical than 1P, making it
exchanges, a widespread view in other bureaus isless flexible to respond to the challenges of
that ECA is isolated from the rest of the integration; IIP, by comparison, is far more

Department, significantly more so than IIP. The decentralized.

sense that ECA is isolated is a view that

nongovernment organizations and even people whHdany employees in ECA are dispirited by State’s

work in ECA itself share. This is attributable in  bureaucracy. As one interviewee noted, “Their

part to ECA's being in a separate building, though mission is to have meetings and write papers that

this is also true for IIP. go up a chain of command. That's not what's done
in exchanges.” Another described the problems of

Functional bureau public diplomacy officers have transferring funds overseas, a process that under

little contact with ECA staff, for exchanges are not USIA used to take a week and that now takes 3-4

a big part of what functional bureaus do. Regionaimonths. This imposes unfair financial burdens on

bureau PD officers, by comparison, have the implementing organizations that handle
significant interaction with their ECA colleagues. exchanges and damages the relationships between
Yet, there is a mutually held—and unhealthy—  ECA and the NGO community. Paperwork that
view that both are isolated and out of the loop— implementing organizations must fill out is more

ECA officials generally believe that the bureau  time-consuming now than before consolidation,
public diplomacy people are isolated and bureau and authorization takes longer.
PD officers think the same about ECA. The
continued physical separation between the two At the same time, as NGO'’s would quickly point
branches—where regional PD officers are in Mainout, preconsolidation ECA was not a perfect
State and ECA remains stuck in SA—44—is operation. The tendency of ECA officials toward
worsening this sense of divide. micromanagement of grant programs is not,
according to some NGO interviewees, a new
Like IIP, ECAis an operational bureau—it makes phenomenon resulting from consolidation but a
things happen. The Department of State does notlong-standing problem. “ECA needs to get away
truly understand this kind of action-oriented bureadrom the notion that every grant program needs a
and both ECA and State have had difficulty minder and handler,” one interviewee said.
adjusting to each other. The leadership in IIP has “There’s too much focus on process and not
done better in making the adjustment than has theenough on the end results,” complained another.
ECA leadership. The ECA front office, as some The next Assistant Secretary of ECA faces a dual
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challenge of improving the bureau’s integration intointerests, to protect our security, and to continue to
the Departmerand working orits relationships with  provide the moral basis for our leadership in the
the NGO community. In ment months, tre have  world.”® A former Director of the Voice of America
been promising signs on at least the former challengand Assistant to the President and Deputy White
House Chief of Staff, Lieberman made up for what
she lacked in foreign affairs experience with her
c. Office of Media Research and close ties to the Secretary of State and the President.
Analysis H_er clout has pee_n very important to public
diplomacy during its first year under the
One of the little noticed gems from USIA was the Department. Her attendance at the morning
Office of Research and Media Reaction, which meetings with the Deputy Secretary affords public
commissioned opinion polling abroad and compileddiplomacy the exposure and place it deserves.
and analyzed foreign media reporting. This office,
known in the Department by its initials INR/R, Indeed, public diplomacy officers have high praise
remains fairly autonomous within the Department ofor Under Secretary Lieberman'’s role in raising the
State’s Intelligence and Research Bureau (INR).  profile and level of awareness of public diplomacy
Unlike most of public diplomacy, which is involved within the Department. “She inherited an empty
in outreach activities, this office gathers foreign house and has done very well with it,” said one.
public opinion information for consumption in the  “She knows how to cut to the chase,” said another.
United States. Integration has been beneficial to Added a third, “Lieberman has great access to the
INR/R in that it has afforded the office, through the top levels of Government, something USIA hasn’t
Assistant Secretary for INR, daily access to the top had for years.” Many noted how she fights for
levels of the Department that did not really exist in resources vital to public diplomacy. She has spent
the past. However, in working for State now, INR/Rthe bulk of her time trying to resolve administrative
has lost some of the connection it formerly had withproblems and institutionalizing public diplomacy as
such other agencies as the Pentagon or AID. The a regular part of the Department so that her
INR Bureau needs to maintain the open-source  successor will inherit a normally functioning
nature of this office and recognize its value to both portfolio. In short, Lieberman has done a very good
public diplomacy and traditional policy. job during a difficult transition.

The Under Secretary is handicapped by the fact that
two of the three bureaus within her jurisdiction—
ECA and lIP—are, as previously noted, 15 minutes
V. The Role of the Under away from Foggy Bottom A top priority of the next
Under Secretary should be the physical
Secretary consolidation of all bureaus at the State Department.

Lieberman has been careful, perhaps overly so, to
On October 1, 1999, Evelyn S. Lieberman was avoid the impression that she is meddling in bureaus
sworn in to a new position_Under Secretary for not within her area. The result is that the pUblIC
Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs. This position diplomacy officers in regional and functional
was created at the State Department under the ~ bureaus are orphaned to a degree; they report first to
reorganization to supervise three offices: the Bureathe deputy assistant secretaries and then assistant
for Educational and Cultural Affairs (ECA), the secretaries in their respective bureaus and then
Bureau for Public Affairs (PA), and the Office for  ultimately to another Under Secretary under State’s
International Information Programs (IIP). “[P]ublic Organizational Chart (see page 2). Accordingly,
diplomacy,” Lieberman remarked in her Lieberman has kept her distance, but to the point
confirmation hearing, “practiced in harmony with ~ where some PD officers are unsure whom to turn to
traditional diplomacy, will enable us to advance ourin times of need. “There is no one place to go in the

° http://www.state.gov/www/outreach/index.html
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Department for problems related to public and administrative—and public diplomacy became
diplomacy,” one PD officer complained. Most the fifth. The prevailing tendency among many
public diplomacy officers want more contact with  traditional Department of State employees is to
her than the monthly meetings that occur. Even  consider political and economic cone officers the
some senior non-PD officials in the Department ~ cream of the crop. Public diplomacy, by

have found it difficult to meet with her. comparison, is considered second tier.
(Administrative and consular cone officers face
With a new administration entering office in 3 similar bias, so this is not a problem unique to public

months, and as candidates are considered for variodiplomacy officers.) Moreover, the Department is
Government positions, the choice of the next Undedargely a Foreign Service organization whereas
Secretary for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs USIA was largely Civil Service, and this creates a

will determine public diplomacy’s future. natural friction between the two camps.

Lieberman’s shoes will be tough to fill. Her ideal

successor should have her clout and stature At the same time, there has been evidence of cross-
combined with a strong familiarity with public fertilization whereby some applicants for public
diplomacy and foreign affairs more generally. The diplomacy positions have come from the non-PD
ability to work closely and get along with the cones (and not just from the administrative and
relevant bureau assistant secretaries will also be consular cones but from the political and economic
crucial. as well). This is attributable, as some interviewees

have said, because public diplomacy jobs are seen as
good opportunities by those in the other cones. But
employment opportunities must work both ways—
qualified PD cone officers need to be able to obtain
VI. Personnel and Morale positions in other cones that they seek. The
upcoming bidding process on jobs will reveal how
well cross-fertilization is really progressing.

The next Under Secretary for Public Diplomacy and

Public Affairs will face no greater challenge than ~ Consolidation has afforded ex-USIA employees

that resulting from low morale among those workingcareer opportunities previously not available, from

on public diplomacy issues. The demoralization thagreater flexibility to move to other cones to the
accompanied the dissolution of the U.S. Informatiorincreased potential to become DCMs, Ambassadors,
Agency and the takeover by the Department of Statdeputy assistant secretaries, and assistant secretaries.
of those who worked at USIA is not terribly unusualLike any organization, USIA had some great PD

It happens often in other organizations that are takegfficers and some not so great, and some in-

over by other, bigger organizations—in the between. Now as employees of State, these
government and in the private sector. Consolidatiog@mployees deserve a fair shot at promotions and
had a major impact on the lives of every USIA other jobs just like anyone else in the Department.
employee—positively and negatively. Life for The Commission believes that integration will truly

administrative personnel in public diplomacy has be achieved only when the public diplomacy cone is
become especially difficult as they learn to conformtreated no differently than other cones.

to State’s much more complicated and cumbersome

procedures and regulations. Over time, the hope isThe state of morale at the Department is a very
that former USIA employees will grow accustomed impressionistic issue to measure. Yet even non-PD

to their new employer. officers interviewed for this report acknowledge the
existence of a problem. The Department’s public
The morale issue is exacerbated by problems diplomacy work is bound eventually to suffer if

endemic to the State Departméhtersonnel are morale remains as low as it currently is perceived to
divided into cones—political, economic, consular, be. The Commission believes that addressing this

10 See “As Diplomacy Loses Luster, Young Stars Flee State Dblgw”York TimegsSept. 5, 2000, p. 1.
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matter—for public diplomacy officers as well as for

others working in the Department—should be at th :
top of the list ofriorities for the next Secretary and VIIl. Recommendations

Under Secretary for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs.

1) Finding space so that all public diplomacy
operations are co-located in the same vicinity as
the rest of the Department should be a top
VII. The PD Earmark priority for the next administration. At the
same time, State needs to minimize the impact
such a move will have on all personnel, for
Funding for public diplomacy falls under the integration was jarring enough; physical
Commerce, Justice, and State Appropriations Bill relocation of those left in SA—44 will be even
and accounts for less than eight percent of the State  more disruptive.
Department’s total budget. It is vital that Congress 2)
approves the necessary funding levels for public
diplomacy, and its record on this score to date has
been very encouraging. Equally important,
Congress should maintain a hard earmark for public _ _ B T _
diplomacy, protecting its resources from the 3) Bias against qualified public diplomacy officers
possibility that the State Department, under financial ~ Who bid on senior jobs—simply because their
pressure of its own, would chip away at the PD background is in PD—should not be tolerated.
account to fund other activities. The Administration4) The Department should rethink how to attract
has not requested such an earmark for public public diplomacy officers to work in the
diplomacy, and in fact has opposed one, arguing that functional bureaus.
earmarks, in principle, are too binding and don't
allow for flexibility to respond to potential crises.

As long as public diplomacy as a function is
protected from resource grabs, the move toward
public diplomacy—public affairs mergers within
bureaus should be encouraged.

5) The International Information Programs Office
(IIP) should not be dismissed as a mere service
provider. IIP’s knowledge and use of
technology is vital in this day and age to
effectively further policy goals and objectives
and that expertise should be sufficient to
warrant IIP a place at State’s table.

For public diplomacy, the Commission believes that
maintaining an earmark is vital. Public diplomacy,
as the neweglivision in the State Department, needs
the financial protection afforded by an earmarkis

is especially true as Administration officials
complain, with considerable justification, that the 6) The next Assistant Secretary of the Bureau for

Depatment of State is inadequately funded for the Educational and Cultural Affairs (ECA) should

non-PD aspects. State should not compensate forits ~ focus on improving the bureau’s integration

overall shortfall by taking from the public diplomacy into the Department and working on its

account, and the earmark ensures against this. relationships with the nongovernmental (NGO)
community.

To be fair, the consolidation of USIAinto State is 7) Addressing the low morale—for public
not even a year old, and it will take several years for - diplomacy officers as well as for other

people from both organizations to fully learn about Department of State employees—should be at
and adapt to each other. Until that time, however, it the top of the list of priorities for the next

is vital that public diplomacy receive protected Secretary of State and Under Secretary for
funding through earmarks. Only after the Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs.

consolidation of USIA into the State Department is
distant memory will public diplomacy be an integral
part of the Department and no longer need special
attention. The Commission believes that point is
several years away.

%) Congress should continue earmarks for public
diplomacy to ensure adequate funding for PD.

16



The U.S. Advisory Commission on Public Diplomacy, in
its ongoing assessment of the State Department and its
public diplomacy operations, welcomes your comments
to this report and input for future studies. Please contaf
David Kramer, Executive Director of the Commission,
by email at dkramer@pd.state.gov, by phone at (202)
619-4457, or by fax at (202) 619-5489. For more
information, see:
http://www.state.gov/r/ladcompd.
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