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This paper discusses a President’s needs in making and
implementing & foreign-policy strategy for the United
States. It begins by listing the major respounzibilities
which have been transferred out of the Department of
State’s jurisdiction since World War II. It then reviews
the ten most common critigues of the Departmeni of 3tate’s
performance in fulfilling the President’s foreigun policy
needs, It mentions the common attitudes of nemter:z o0f thne
Departnent s wmid-level and senior-level workforce Lo thuse
criticisms. Finally, the paper makKes suggestions aimed at
helping remedy the ten problem &sreas and generally
improving the Department of State’s pericrmance in thse task
of assisting the President to develosp and impliewsni a sound
foreign policy strategy for the United States.
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PREFACE

The Department of State has played & changing raole in
forelign policy formulation since the end of Werld War II.
Sowme o©of the changes appear to be cyclical, or caused primarily
by the personality of the President or Secrazisry of State.
Other changes, albeit evolutlonary, seewn wmore germanent and
represent a significant loss of authority for the Department.

The losses of functions since 1945 which appesr (o be most
significant and permanent are:

~-The loss of the exclusive function of coordinating
foreign policy for the President and being the Preczidenl®s
almost exclusive adviser on foreign policy, in 1247, with the
National Security Act and the establishmentl i the Nalional
Security Council.

--The 1loss of the intelligence-gathering, intelligence-
coordinating and covert operaticns functions, in 1947, witlh
the National Security Act and the establishwment ol the Cenctra

Intelligence Agency.

--The loss of the overseas informaticn operalicns
function, with the establishment in 1953 of the Uniied States
Informalion Agency, first viewed as an appendage to the

Department, but later a quite independent agency Lo whiich Lhe

Department was merely to provide policy guidance.



~-The lo¢zs of responsibility for supervising &and coordin-
ating the trade agreements program and for divecting U.S.

participaticn in trade negotiations with other couuniries, to

(8]

the Special Trade Representative, 1n 137C, under provisions ol
the Trade Expansion Act of 1%62 and the Trade Act of (974.

--The less of the cultural and educaticnal exchange
program, to USIA, in 1978.

~~The loss of the commercial functicn, -~ assistance to
J.5. business overseas and development of more U.3. marketls
overseas =-- in 13879, to the Department of Commerce.

~-The loss of policy guidance for U.3. overszegas: informs-
tion operations, with the establishment ia 1931 oI Llhe pablic
diplomacy program under the authority of the Nationsl Security
Council.

~-The lozs of the foreign policy crisis mansgement func-

tion, ia 1981, with the passing of this funciticn to the Vice

(8]

President after the Secretary of Statc nad spcecifically
requested the role.
There was also the loss of the position of (he Secrelary

of State, the first among cabinet members in senizrit

33 Lag

or
f
~

successor position to the Vice President in cuase of the dealhn
of beoth the President and Vice President during s term of
cffice, during the Truman/Acheson regime.1

it would appear from this list alcne, that Lue rate of

losing significant formal functions has not slowed dcwn, and

oo



may even be increasing as administrations change. Officers in
the Deparitment have often agenized amoung themselves about

ve  pemcaned the

Fa
o
1

i

these losses 1n State’s functions, snw
apparent fact that the Department is playiny a decreasing role
, z

in foreign policy formulatici and implementziicon.” To date,
however, there has been no central policy review in the Depart-
ment to determine whether the losses du in fact seriously
undermine the Department’s principal role as chief foreign
pclicy adviser to the President, whether the Deparitment can cr
sanould do anything to prevent future losses of
responsibilities, and, if s0 what it might Jdo, aad how.

This paper 1s a first effort to address the underlying
questions: Can the Department of State play a more effective
role in Presidential f{foreign policy decision-making, and if

50, how?
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CHAPTER I

THE ORGANIZATION OF NATIONAL SECURITY DECISION-MAKING

Under Article 2 of the Constituticn the Presideat has
prime responsibility for foreign policy. Tuals authority comes
from his power as chief executive, his power tc¢ appoint and
receive ambassadors, other public ninisters and consuls, to
nake Treaties provided two thirds o¢f the Senators precernt
concur, and from his ocath of office requiring nim ic preserve,

protect and defend the Constitutiocn of the United State

[4}

in the wake of World War II, with the United States
clearly the most powerful nation on earth, it was evident
throughout Washington that better coordination betiween foreign
and defense ©policies and intelligence was redquired than
existed before 1940.3 One result was the HNational Security
Act, which established a National Security Council in the
Office of the President, a formal body bringing togather the

President, the Vice President, and the Secretaries of Stat

©

Hh

and Defense as members, with the Director o) Central

+

Intelligence, the Chairman of the Joint Chief: of Ztaff and
the Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency as

regular advisers.



o

Under Fresident Truman and Secretary of Statle cheson,
both of whom had matured politically in & pre-exiszting sysien
and had previously developed views of the 1ycie of ihe
Secretary of State, the Secretary of 5S5tate coentinued Lo e ihe
paramount voice in foreign policy, even though the other
agenclies had a policy input in the NSC. The NSC Adviser
played & coordinating role.4

The arrival of President Kennedy, however, brought a new
set of expectations. This was the (first President who had
matured with the National Security Council mechanism already
in place. Moreover, the President seemed to have absorbed
some of his ambassador-father’s consideraple skepticism, even
antagonism, toward the Department of 3State and the Foreign
Service Officer Corps. Consequently, Keunedy leaned much more
heavily upon his National GSecurity Adviser, his long-tera
friends appointed to White House positions, his brecther, and
the BSecretary of Defense in reaching decisicns whicah in
earlier periods might have been considered State’s excliusive
prerogative. Dean Rusk was a very important counsel for the
President, but he was now just one among several Key voices.
The NSC met rarely except in crisis management situaticns
under Presidents Kennedy and Johnson.

President Nizxon entered office even more skKeptiical toward

State and the Foreign Service, and from personal rather than

indirect experience. He had been quite unfavorably lupressed



during his Vice Presidency with embkassy advice and support he
received on his Latin American tour, Jduring which he was
nearly Kkilled by Communist agitators. Mr. Nizon was KkKeenly
interested in foreign policy and followed intsrnational lssues
closely during and after his term as Vice President. His
overseas experiences in the years between his Vice Presidency
and nis Presidency only confirmed in him the impression that
the Department and Foreign Service were ineffective foreign
pelicy managers.

Conseguently, Nixon was determined from the cutset to run
foreign policy directly from the White House. His selecticns
of Natiocnal Security Adviser and Secretary of State revealed
his intentions. He chose Henry Kissinger, a man who had spent
his lifetime in teaching and advising on foreign policy, NSC
Adviser and William Rogers, a relatively distant friend with

no expertise in foreign policy, Secretary of GState. Nixon

o))

called the NSC together weekly and attended. He authorized

Secretary Rogers to conduct policy for the Middle East, but

4

had NSC Adviser Kissinger conduct policy for all other parts
of the globe. In August 1973 he sinplified the situation by
naming Kissinger Secretary of State, while Kkeeping him as
National Security Adviser.

President Ford 1Initially retained Kissinger in both roles,

~

at least 1in part because of the domestic and international

o

respect which the Secretary had and in part <o provide



continuity of policy in the troubled post-Watergate period.
The NGC met rarely under either Presidents Ford or Carter.
President Carter assumed office with 3 strong distrust of
Washington in general, and an egually strong wish to emulate
President Nixon’s foreign policy successes, {le, therefore,
tried to replicate the Nixon plan of a very strong National
Securily Adviser in Zbigniew Brzezinski, aiong with &

Secretary of State whose primary work experience had been that

I+,

of a lawyer. Carter’s first two decision memnvs, -- prepared

o] the control-minded Brzezinski, -- concerned the organiza-

~

tion c¢f the NSC staff and the assurance of itz integrating and
coordinating role in foreign and defense policy decisions as
well as its role in setting the agenda for N3T meetings and
preparation of the necessary papers for those meetings.7
President Reagan entered the White Hcuse without a
distinct, clear foreign policy strategy, but with a determin-
ation to move foreign policy advice out of the White louse and
back to the Department of State while at the samz time Keeping
control of foreign policy decision-making by weekly NSC
meetings which he chaired. His first Secretary of State, --
Alexander Haig, -- wanted to be the President’s "vicar" in
terms of foreign policy, but failed to estaklish a close
workKing relationship with the President, and was thus unable

to take advantage of the relatively weak NSC Adviseyr Richard



Allen. With Secretary Haig’s departure over the issue of
crisis management, the President selected o new Secretary with
broad experience in Government, although not specifically in
forcign policy, and wide trust throughout Washington political
circles. He moved the former Deputy Secretary cf State, Judye
Clark, a close personal friend, to the HNSC Advisecr’'s role.
Secretary Shultz tried to sway the Presiden’. on foreign
policy;s; news reports pericdically portrayed some difficulties

and successe

4]

in that effort. By early summer of 1986 the
Secretary was widely seen to be winning wmany inner policy
debates. Yet in 1986 Shuitz took public issue with the
President on three matters: the disinformnation effort with
Libya, the President’s plan to use screening-type lie detector
testing throughout the Executive Dranch toc control leaks of
information, and the arms-to-Iran/prcfits-Lto-contras incident,

wilh its side issue of whether the NSC should ive directions

w0

tc ambassadors without passing through the Secretary. The
news of Iranlontragate Dbroke in Novembker 1986, znag left many
different interpretations of the relations between Secretary
Shultz and President Recagan. Nevertheless, nswsmen in close
tocuch with the most conservative Republican circles (where
Shultz®s greatest opposition lay) gave Shultz credit fecr keing
able tc¢ remain Secretary of State throughout the Reagan

administration because of his eleventh-hour defense of tne



President and the President’s Iranian policy, bkoth during
testimony in Congress and on television, and his strength with
Congre=s, the press, and European Ieaders.a
STATE’S ROLE IN THE NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL:
NATIONAL v. NATIONAL SECURITY v. FOREIGN POLICY

Under each President and N3C Adviser, State has piayed a
Key role in staffing many of the principal and subordinate NSC
cecmmittees. State no loanger chairs them all, however, and has
nct done so since Kennedy’s Presidency. Some of the newer
committees on trade, economics, science and technolegy, have
typically been chaired by representatives of other agencies.

All NSC Advisers have emphasized that thelir role concerns
national security policy, rather than foreign policy. In 13847
this meant that defense policy and foreign policy needed to ke
related and coordinated. National security decisicn-makKing
was merely a code name for coordinating the poiicies of State
and Defense. With the growth of United Statesz interests in
almost all problems of all countries and regions, however,
national security decision-making has also bruadened te the
point that it now requires coordination of other U. 5. agen-
cies® international policies as well: particularly Agricul-
ture, Treasury, Special Trade Representative, and Infdrmation
Agency.

Moreover, because the United States is more affected by

the world’s stability and trade than it has ever befores been,



domestic policy and national security pelicy arc also much

more closely linked than ever before. One seniocor amkassador
depicted the new age by stressing that the Président nakes

national policy, and is the only one who can do so. That

nztional policy may, however, need to go directly contrary to
strictly foreign policy interests.g To a cevlain esxztent, the
White House, the Executive Branch, the Congress and the
American people are groping for a means of covordinetiag atil
varieties c¢f domestic and international 1issues fiowing intoc
the President for decision-making. It 1s an awescie task, as
evidenced by the rather stormy history of relsticns between
the NSC Adviser and the Department of State.

It has become common for current and former policy-makers
to press the view that foreign policy must be wipartisan,
because there 1is no vroom for fickle partisan changes in the
country’s international relations.10 With the growing inter-
dependence of domestic and foreign policy, however, one can
speculate whether domestic policy can become less partisan, or
whether foreign policy must perforce become, or remain, more

partisan than it once was.

10



CHAPTER I1I
4 PRESIDENT’S NEEDS IN FOREIGN POLICY
When each new President parades up Pennsylvania Avenue for

the first time, he inevitably has high hopes for his aew

admwinistration. Just as Ecclesiastes points to the ages of a

man,11 cne can point to the ages of a President in office.

Thne first age 1is &a partisan age. Those who clustered
about the Presidential candidate and worked for nis election
celebrate their victory. Usually eacn higher-level
participant in the campaign wants a specific reward in terms
of a title and position in Washington, preferably in the White
House itself. Partisan committees process innumerable job
applications. Defining the President’s specific policies from
campaign rhetoric becomes a critical but camouflaged
activity. No President ever ran on a platform that ne would
simply continue the policies of his predecesscors; e¢ach has had
to galvanize supporters behind some new “"reform” program just
to get elected. Each President has had to convince supporters
that, together, they have the knowledge, clout and power o
implement their progran. No President, however, could
conceivably please all supporters. Parts or a&all c¢f some

programs must be relegated to lowest-priority, without anyone

11



(particularly the President) specifically saying s5o0 and
thereby alienating supporters. Other programs may be high
priority, but nust be camouflaged because political strate-
gists believe they can be successfully marketed oniy on & very
guiet basis or at a later time.

The second age is the power maintenance age. There are
nyriad pitfalls in Washington. 3 mis-statement &t a news
conference, loyalty to & less-than-perfect fricnd, physical
awkwardness, and shortcomings in graciousness ‘toward other
powerful elements in Washington have all chipped away at
Presidential stature. Internationally, the pitfzlls for =a
President are even greater, =-- the order in which hg receives
foreign visitors or wvisits foreign countries, thez remarks he

makes about ocr to foreign leaders, the tones of f{inal

o

communiques, the scphistication of his spouse, can all help or
hurt a President’s image and power, and, conseguently, his
ability to accomplish his goals.

During this power maintenance age the Presideunt begins to
realize how vast the coalition is which he needs tc¢ Implement
his policies, -~ particularly how much kroader this coalition
must be than that which elected him. This is the age wnhnen the

President becomes more “"bipartisan,"” sometimes to the diswmay

of his original backers. This is the age, too, when the

m

President wusually realizes that he must continually hons hi

skills, =-- studying the 1issues, choosing wisely among the

12
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options, developing & relatively coherent set o policies,
communicating then, persuading Congress and ithe public,
working with the domestic and international news media, and
choosing and retaining wise and able subordinates. The more
effectively he performs all these managerial and coumuniica-

tions tasks, the more powerful and uccessful he remains.

w

Flaws in any part of the process, however, can virtually
destroy his ability to be a success abroad or at hocme.

Finally, there is the reflective age. &As FPresidents move
toward the end of their terms, they take stock more and wmore
of their place in history. American Presidents are extra-
ordinarily powerful in the world®s and nation’s eyes, and they
know they will inevitably be more than a footunote in nistory.
As their terms mature they begin to read critigues of their
administraticns with new eyes. No longer dc they sceK respect
merely from those who put them in office, or even {frcm their
countrymen, but rather they look to the world’s citizenry, and
to the next generation, for their ultimate stamp ¢f aspproval.

It is clearly the President’s duty <o cliallenge
bureaucrats’ policies and inject new ideas intc foreign
pelicy. It is in the interest of the Department of State, --
and arguably in the interest of the entire American public, -~
to move the Presidency into a mature stage of the power malan-
tenance age as quickly as possible, and to Kkeep =stressing to

the President his historic, national and international respon-

[
w



sibkilities rather than his partisan responsibilities.
Inevitably these two sets of duties wiil produce uanlict.

In the foreign policy arena, the President needs the image
of success, because there is no over-riding personnage,
system, or law to which to appeal. The free world expects and
wants the President of the United States to e its 1leader,
too. To perform this fnternational role successfully, the
President must convey the notion that he i3 kotn wise and
good, Kknowledgeable, thoughtful of free world Iinterests as
well as of America’s own narrow interests, that he 1s powerful
in nis own country and that his country is a&at 1least as
powerful as any other single nation on earth.

In order to convey these impressions in the sophisticated
world arena, the President needs a bureaucracy wnich gives hin
an unusual degree of support:

1) It must offer responsible and timely options and
recommendations (based on very deep expertise) from which he
must make his foreign policy choices.

2> It must take all foreign nations’ needs into consider-
ation and make certain that, even if the President does not
act in a way any individual foreign country want: him to act,
he is at least aware of the interests of other caountries and
of the impact his decisions will have on other countries C(and
the consequent impact upon those countries’ perceptions of,

and confidence in, the United States).

14



3) Depending upon the President and his interest in and

long~-range stud of internationzl relations, the bureaucrscy
¥

iy

may have to develop for him the relatively ccherent set o
foreign policy priorities which are apprcpriate for thne Uaited
States. These options must be continually reviszited as circun-
stances change, and the President needs to ke clilszarly informed
of those changed circumstances and the ne& optioné by which he
can address the challenge of the changes.

4) Because the rest o¢f the world does nol practice the
intense self-criticism prevalent in the United States, and
because £here is much greater fragility of leadership on the
world stage, where every one of the 150 <countries has
sovereignty, the President needs active support f{rom the
foreign bpolicy bureaucracy tc establish and maintain his
leadership role. He naturally expects the bureaucracy to help
portray him as the gecod and Knowiedgeable leader, to explain
sensitively to foreign countries his perscnal distress if he
cannot do what they would 1like him to do, euzplalining the

reasons he must act differently, -- in brief to we proactively

loyal.
5) This sensitivity must be conveyed prompiLly through a
variety of family-like communications, -- letters, notes cof

congratulation and sympathy, visits, gifts, toasts, etc. Each
country which is already an ally, or potentially & friend cr

ally, must be recognized as unique, gcpecial, wnd deeply

15



respected. Antagonistic powers must also be treated with
respect 1if the United OStates 1intends one day tc negotiate
anytning with them, as it inevitably does.

6) Because there 15 inherently great risk in offending

£

another country by some slight, and great embarrassment if one
country®s special relationship seems . to run contrary to the
"eqgually” special relaticonship of a third country, diplomats
have historically been valued not only for their gracefu!l
vords, but also for their studied silences. Leaks in foreign
policy need not be critical national security leaks to ke
extremely embarrassing to the United States Government, or
seriously wundermining to the power of the President in some
important country or region of the world. Consequently, the
standard for what constitutes a serious "leak"”™ is much brocader
in foreign policy than in defense policy. The President
expects his proactively loyal diplomats to exercise extireme

discretion with all audiences -- foreign, domestic, press,

Congressional and social.

.
[«2]



CHAPTER III

CRITIQUES OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Recent literature on the Presidency, foreign policy and
the Department cf State is full of criticisms of the Depart-
ment. COften the same criticisms are repeated {from one Presi-
dent to the next and one National Security Council Adviser to
the next. Most of the critiques can be condensed to the
following ten points, arrayed in order of the importance,
rather than the frequency, of the charge.

It is alleged that:

1> the Department has not, and perhaps institutionally
cannot, develop a coordinated global foreign policy strategy
for the United States.12 One subset of this argument ccncerns
the structure and conventions of the Department; another the
lack of sufficient in-depth Kknowledge of geographic and
particularly functional areas; a third 1is poor analytical
work.13

2) members of the Department’s staff frequently leak
information which embarrasses the President. It is charged
that these leaks are often traceable to the wide distribution
of cable traffic through the Department and abroad. The

allegation is that the leaks are made by employees, however,

not that the cables are intercepted and decoded while in the

17



electronic stage. This particular allegatiog is =zo pervasive
that highly secret agencies, it 1iIs alleged, are no loager
passing their most highly classified cables to the Depart-
ment’s desk officers.14

3) the Department does not take initiative in policy, kut
rather it expects initiatives to come from otner sources, --
the White House, foreign countries or incidents. Some charge
that the Department is simply too absorked in the day-to-day
process of implementing yesterday’s decisions and managing the
bureaucracy to develop new and important initiatives.15

4) the Department is slow to respond to the ¥White House,
and does not give clear responses to Jguestions. Rather, it
allegedly homogenizes and hedges its recommendatlions because
of internal bureaucratic disharmonies among its 30 bureaus.l6

) the Department does not provide enthusiastic or strong
support to the President’s 1initiatives. This 1is allegedly
caused in part by a failure to understand tne FPresident’s
peolicies, in part by disloyalty to the anncunced policy (scme-
times allegedly partisan disloyalty), by arrogant irritation

with White House "interference" in foreign policy or simply by

—

. . L . .o 17
inadequate nuance in explaining the President’s policies.

6) the Department does not take a President’s domestic

needs into account when making foreign policy recommendations.

18



Consequently, its advice may seem quite uhrealistic when
viewed by the White House.18

7) the Department is so absorbed in listening to and pre-
senting foreign nations’ views that it develops "clientitis,”
putting foreign interests above those of the United States.19

8) the Department is never prepared to counsel the use of
force or confrontation when necessary to seize an advantage
for the United States, no matter how great the provocation.zo

9 the Department 1is neot sufficientiy disciplined or
skilled to advance 3tate’s needs in the domestic kureaucratic
setting. Moreover, the Foreign Service 1is too arrogant, too
whiny, too self-serving to be as effective as it should be,
either at home or abroad.21

10) the Department’s budget is so small that even if it
wanted to exercise more significant power within Washington,
it would not be able to do 50.22

DEPARTMENT’S PUBLIC RESPONSES TO THESE CRITIQUES

Employees of the Department have heard these criticisms so
often throughout their careers that they have become somewhat
blasé about then. On occasions when they are expected tco
support the Department, however, the Department’s senior
leaders have said the following:

1) The idea that America must have a total global

strategy was strictly Mr. Kissinger’s or Mr. Brzezinski’s

13



view. International events, especially conflicts, occur too
guickly to permit development of one great global strategy.

d

[

Inevitably new administrations will reinterpret the same ©
facts; domestic Issues may cause foreign issues to be seen
totally differently, even when nothing abroad ha:z changed.

2) The Department of State does nct leak information any
more than any other Department or the NSC staff itself.22

3 The Department is the policy option devcecloper and the
poiicy dJdecisiocn implementer. 1Its role is not to put a parti-
san "spin" on American foreign policy. Inherently, that role
belongs toc the President and to the President alone.

4) While the Department is often slow, this szlowness

comes from the need to vet any paper going to the President

with extreme care. Lawyers, economists, political experts forvr
different geographic regions and functional buresus often wmuzi
approve. The slowness 1is merely a reflection of how broad,

deep ana complex the international issues facing the United
States are.

52 The Department does suppcrt the President in foreign
policy. There is, however, an inevitable difficulty of
having both the White House and State press spokesman desl
with foreign policy, for the press trizs to find and highlight
differences between the two organizations.

6) The Department cannot effectively take ihe TFresident’s

domestic political needs into account. First, thozse overseas
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cannot know Washington politics very well; nor can nonpariisan

the White

outsiders understand partizan politics az well a=
House insiders.
73 Clientitis Is an 1inevitable part of foreign policy.

No one else in Washington has the responsibility 5f reminding
domestic policy-makers of other countries” interests; this is
a unique and critical Departiment of 5State 1role. The State
bureaucracy which ezxzists above ambassadors and deszsl officers,

-~ Assistant Secretaries, Under Secretaries, a3 Deputy Secre-
tary, and a Secretary -- assure that unsupportable clientitis
is toned down before policy options are prepared or decisions
made.

8> Department instructions reqguire its senicr officers to
persuade, cajole and confront every day, on a wide variety of
issues. If the United States wisnes to use militury force,
such a decision must inevitably be made by the White House.

ED The Department may well have a weaknezsz inn buvreau-
cratic disputes within Washington, but the Department is=
Erying harder to develcp broad managers. The Foreign Service
secures the best officers of any Department in the United
States Government; most of them have master’s degirzes and have
been carefully selected from among several thcuzuand serious
applicants. OCnly one in one hundred candidates pssses both

written and oral FS0O examinations and enters the

A
—



10) The Department’s budget grew apace in tne early
198Gs. Fereign policy does not need the mammothh budgets of
defense agencies. To protect State’s budget, State has been
recaognized by OMB as a national defense agency. Until the
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings controls have eznhausted themselves, no

agency can expect to gain much in apprepriations oveyr other

INFORMAL ASSENT TO SOME CRITIQUES
Yet, when assured that one will not gquote them directly,
both mid-level and senior-level officers tend wmore to agree
with the criticisms rather than to disagiree. Qfficers in ocne

kurceau will protest that another bureau has gained some unfair

Mm

advantage that would have been Iimpossible had there bkeen
cverall policy “coordination” on the mnerits of the issue,
rather than purely internal buresucratic politics. Others
complaln about the Department’s inakility to szet prioriities
and tc fashion a budget which takes thoze pricrities intu
consideration. On occasion, Department officers themselves
use CIA communications channels to protect their own sensitive
information. One Assistant Secretary complained in wid-1986
that he had "never" seen so many s€rious leaks on important
U.85./U.5.8.R. negotiations as he had seen recently. bnother
senicr officer lamented what he regarded as the lack of
discipline and increasingly self-serving attitude of +Lhe

Foreign Service, which he attributed to the  unionization of



the Service. Many agreed with one seniocr officer s statement
that the Department had reached a state of "totzl gridlock."
One enployee whoe came to the Department from long ciperience
in private industry indicated that he had neve. before seen
such a wildly inefficient and ineffeclive budget proceszs as
that In the Department. A nid-level official close to the
budget process said, "Well, the Department’s kudget doesu’t
have much impact on the things we buy, the things we do, or
the positions <(i.e., jobs) we create, s5¢ there’s uo point in
paying much attention to it."

Because many responsible individuals in the Department
quietly sympathize with the critiques, because the critigues
are widely perceived outside the Department «s Lrue, and
because the widespread perception that the critiquesz are true
appears to be responsible in part for the Deparlumeut’:s losszes
of responsibilities, it appears more useful to examine acticns
the Department might take to improve its performaunce rather
than to challenge at any further length the degres of accuracy

of the critiques themselves.
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CHAPTER 1V
POTENTIAL REMEDIES FOR THE DEPARTMENT
ts tend to

Private-sector managers and academic analy

in

"y

develop vremedies for all of the Kinds of proklems which
allegedly face the Department. In private industry managers
tend to apply thelr remedies periocdically, and develop confi-

by certain

dence that certain results will ke produced
actions. The Department, however, tends to be guite sKeptical
of any textbook remedies. First, those who have lived in many
different countries vrecognize that no solution is totally
portable. Even when countries copy each other’z constitutions
verbatim, the countries inevitably develop vzry different
governments. Consequently, the Department tends to reject
textbook remedies on principle. Second, Deparimenlt managers
peint out that private sector actionz can ke conducted withcut

the heavy political interferences which are bound to occur in

the ublic sectovr enerally, and at the Department in
P %

particular. Sucn political interferences can change normal

outccomes quite radically. Third, Department sanagers note

)

that the private sector often takesz a remedy tuvo far. Jne

year “"grid" pattern management s stylish, and then some of

its practitioners push companies into difficulity, and that

. . ’
s5tyle of organization becomes passe; soon ancther manage-
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ment style,-- perhaps Japanese quality circles, =-- becomes the

Y,

new style, wuntil this fad, toc, wears itseif cut and iz
overtaken by yet another. - No Pepartment manager cares to

1

emulate theze wide swings of style in A&wmerica’s premier

ct
o
m

departmsnt, which generally upholds need for policy
continuity as a way of establishing crediblility with bctn
allies and competitors.

At the 1risk, then, of suggesting analyzesz and sclutions
which will inevitably appear wunacceptable, I cifer the focl-
lowing thoughts on the Department’s problems.

1) Global strategy -- Inscfar as any countyry can have a
cunsistent global strategy, the Department tends to have oue,

and it appears to be relatively well-coordiaated most of the

623
ct

time. The Department seewms reluctant to articulate its

ra-

Q1

tegy, (1) for fear of having to defend it roith domestically
and abroad, from the many diverse political groups out Lo
attack it no matter how correct it may ke, (23 because cf the
continucus changes in the inlernational arena which will make
today’s policy pass€ tomorrow, and (3) for fear that the
public, once convinced a policy is correct, will then prevent
changes in it, blocking all flexibility, despglite differing
circumstances. This lack of continuous, public cowmunication
and justification of the nation’s foreign pcliicy, however,

‘nces. It

T

allows a3 many critics to enter the fray asz It =Il:
tends to leave the American public and the vast kulk of the

Department’s Toreign and Civil Service enployees somewhat
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2
unsure of the Department’s goals and plans. Dulles was thne
last Secretary of State who used regular news conferences to

have veen arn

25

convey his strategic concepts, which may
important factor in maintaining a foreign policy cousensus.

Moreover, where the policy options available include cone
ocption which would require very bold steps and which could
produce radical antagonisms among the American puvlic, -- the
China policy, for 1instance, under both Nixon and Carter, --
the Department tends not toc take the initiative to push for
the radical option, even if it seems inherently hest. The
principal reason for this hesitation is the lack of assurance
among FS0s of their accuracy in interpreting the President’s
policy, his will for change, and the breadth (or narrowness)
of options the &merican political spectrum permits in foreign
pelicy at particular moments.26

The arguments of various authors that the Department lacks
expertise and analytical perception should not ke neglected by
the Department. The growih in the number o¢f foreign policy
think-tanks in the United States, offering many extremely well-
educated individuals the opportunity to develop international
expertise on a full-time basis, constitutes a growing threat
to the perception of the Foreign Service as the most Knowledge-
able base of foreign policy experts in the country.27

Moreover, the think-tank employees have the luxury of spscial-
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izing in a geographic or international functional area, while
remaining in the United States where they can develop deep
personal contacts with the press, Congress, fcreign embassies
and academnics.

Tne relatively small size of the Department constitutes a
serious obstacle to the long-range career development of deep
foreign policy expertise. Only a few deep experts are needed
for most areas of the world or specific functions, and =zo long
as individuals remain highly specialized, they csnnocl advance
to the more senior positions, coveted in any case by FS30s.
Yet, it would be highly frustrating for outstanding experts to
contemplate a 30-year career with no advancement.

Given the rotational nature of the Foreign Service (with
locations of service based mainly upon personal desires rather
than short- or long-range institutional needs), the fact that
virtually all professional positions in all {five regional
bureaus are staffed by the Foreign Service, and the declining
budget for training, the traditional perception that the
Department has sufficient or pre-eminent expertise compared to
think-tank personnel 1is already undergecing a major change.
The traditional perception could only be restored by carefully
identifying position needs throughout the Department and posts
abroad and then developing a coordinated training/assignment/
career plan to meet those needs, -- something the Departmnent

has been reluctant to undertake.28
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For the sake of continuity and expertise, tne Department
should alsc re-think the issue of keeping Civil Service
enployees out of upper levels of the geographic bureaus. At
present, the Foreign Service regards the idea of yresater Civil
Service 1input into policy as heretical, and the Hansgement
Council specifically rejected the notion in 19&C. During the
1970’s, when the Department aimed toward a single service (the
Foreign Service) for all employees of the Department, the
skills necessary to manage a strict Civil Service system were
lost. Gradually, the Civil Service experts who had resisted
entering the Foreign Service, ~-- first under the Wriston
Program in 1953 and then with the single service plan of the
early 1970s, -- retired, taking their continuity expertise
with then. Today, Foreign Service managers find wmeny Civil
Service employees do not perform their duties well, but the
FSO0s do not Kknow how to remove them from theilr positions
quickly without suffering personal agonies, lawsuits and olther
challenges. As one former ambassador said, “"There i3 nocthing
which so frightens a Foreign Service officer as to have senlior
Civil Service employees in his or her office."

There are solutions to that problem, however. Civil
Service employees can be hired on temporary schedules (e.g.,
Schedule B), allowing quick and easy termination but permit-
ting the best to remain up to four years.29 Outside expertise

can also be hired on a temporary basis from academic institu-



tions, retired military and think-tank enployees, Usually
outsiders need two vyears to develop sufficient bureaucratic
skills to assist their offices; during the next Lwo years they
begin to produce effectively. Without retreating to the pre-
Wriston situation, where the Department was staffed overwheln-
ingly with Civil Service employees, one can find a balance

where Civil Servants (selected and promoted as rigorously as
memkbers of the Foreign Service) could mnake & substantial

contribution of expertise and continuity to Lne Department
which the F3S0s cannot make by virtue of their constant rota-
tion. Sheer prejudice against a pay plan needs to glive way to
reason. Good management of the Civil 3Service could help

immeasurably in raising the Department’s level of expertise
and could help the Foreign Service achieve the breadth it

wantz by relylhg wmore on Clvil ZService cmplcyees for the
needed depth.

Developing & tour of duty policy which linked length of
tour to the specific requirements of each positisn rather than
simply according to grade level or the proclivities of
individuals would also help. Probably it would be determined
that ambassadors and Deputy Assistant Secretaries, who
typically serve just 30 months, would be kept in their
pcsitions somewhat longer.

Building a high-guality computer data base of manipulable

country, regional and worldwide information c¢ould also



increase the foreign policy knowledge of FSOs and help in
indicating trends, such as the rapid growth of adherents to
the Moslem religion (compared to other world religions), which
play a Kkey role in understanding national problems but which
are all too easy to overlook in the course of s two or three
year assignment to a single country or country desk. Members
of the Foreign Service have been extraordinarily reluctant to
move toward the use of computers in analytical work, in part
because of their abhorrence of systemic approaches which might
curb the flexibility they have always feit essential to their
trade and in part because o0of their tendency toward a specific
type of personality.So CIA has begun to make serious use of
computer-assisted analyses of foreign-policy related data and
is quickly outstripping the Department in this arena. While
computer techniques cannct stand alone, i.e., without
direction and interpretation by ezperts, they could begin to
be of great wuse to FSOs to supplement the traditional
reporting of conversations and observations by individual
officers abroad. The more common such analyses bDecome in
cther agencies, in academia, the private sector and think-
tanks, the more outdated the Department’s traditional approach
will seem.

Since 1968 the Department has vacillated between having
"specialists” and "generalists” in the Foreign Service. In

the [960°'s, provisions were made to hire new F30s in one of
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four "ccocnes" =-- administration, consular, econcmic or politi-
cal. By the mid-19807s, those originally hired and develcped
in cones were beginning to reach senior levels. Yet in 1986
the Department’s most senior career managers were still uncom-

fortable with the "cones,” and still had not defined any type
cor quantity of specialized needs relating to geographic or
functional expertise other than conal specialiies for which
FSOs would be trained and developed. Instead, wmanagement
moved slightly away from cones and adopted a multi-functicnal
system of promotions which allows any FSO to rise within the
Service without ever serving in tours of duty in his or her
own cone. It would be wiser to define position needs {irst,
and then determine the best means of fulfilling those needs
through hiring, training, assignments and promoticns. Guite
possibly, the current promotion system, which promoctes set
numbers of FS0s with no relationship whatsocevepr betweeun Lne
skills of FS50s and geographic or functional ezpertise of
positions (other than the four cones) would ultimately be
modified.

Lastly, the Department might once again seek to have one

ooK ahead

Pt

cross~bureau policy planning group which tries to
(and to encourage the bureaus to do S0) Lo tomorrow's
problems, much as George Kennan did in the late 1940’s. There

appears to be ample consensus in the Department that the

[
ot
O
)
-
7

-

current Policy Planning Group does not perform thi
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which 1is often labelled the most difficult of all foreign
. 31

policy processes.
2) Leaks -- While most of the mnembers ¢if the Foreign

Service regard the charge of leaks as a "bum rap,” neither the

White House, nor other agencies, nor the Deputy Secretary of
2

State does.°2 The suggestion that other agencles sre already
withholding cables from desk officers means there 1is an urgent
reqguirement for dramatic change if State is not to iose ground
in foreign policy formulation once again. The Secretary has
already made Known that he wculd not permit screening-type lie
detector testing in the Department because he believes it
would not be practical.

The Secretary’s recent firing of one acxknowledged leaker
helped dramatize the issue, but was only possible because the
person who leaked both admitted the fault and was in a person-
nel category (Schedule C) which permnitted instant firing. For
the broader group of tenured Civil and Fureign Serwvice
employees, immediate firing is not an alternative. Concrete
proof against the perpetrator can almost never be established,
because the press is committed to protecting its "sources,"
the leakers. Consequently, the lie detector test has proven
the only method of determining who did, in fact, leak.

Currently, no member of the Civil or Foreign Service 1is
required to submit to lie detector testing. Although menmbkers

of the Service are encouraged to take the lie detector test
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during particular investigations, they do not have to do so,
and have refused to do so, particularly in cases where they
have felt it might incriminate them. The Foreign Service has
been loath to acknowledge that over the past 4C years NSA and
CIA have come very far in establishing the lie detector as a
valid and accurate means of investigation when in the hands of
well-selected and highly-trained practitioners.

The one remedy sufficiently powerful to change the szitua-
tion would be to require all new Department emnployees of
either Service, and all existing members of either Service
being admitted to or exiting from a position requiring special

compartmentalized information (S8CI), to submit to lie

ol

detector test and to agree to resubmit to one whenever there
is a leak of classified information to which they were privy,
and to recognize that they would never again be allowed access
to any classified or SCI material if it is established by
expert lie detector methods that they did leak information.
This proposal would, of course have to be negotiated with the
union and, given the testiness of the issue, wignt require
several years to negotiate and implement. It appears to be
the only solution which could have sufficient impact to change
both the behavior of Foreign and Civil Service employees of
the Department and the perception of other agencies in

2

Washington about the leaky character of the Department.3” It
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could go a long way toward re-establishing White lcouse trust

in the Department and Foreign Service.

Pericdic reviews of cable traffic distrikcution, to limit
distribution to "need to Know" offices, would wlcc help, pul
cnly minimally.

2 Initiative -- Bny large bureaucracy has difficulty
taking bold Iinitiatives. By the time the proposed action Is
circulated among the relevant bureaus for clearance, necarly
any new idea will be batted down by someone. Thiz is partic-
ularly true because of the minute divisions cof rezponsikbility

between the 30 some bureaus,-- so fine that zZowe senicr

[0}

officers believe no one beneath the Secretary has wmuch
authority left, and that total "gridlock" exists throughout

the Department. The potential remedy to this iz the samc

[41]
]

that for the following complaint.

4) Slowness of Response =~- The Department Jdoes praovide
slow responses to the NSC. Once again, the Depavtment wants
to make sure that "all bases are covered." Coing this
reguires broad circulation of the questions c¢r proposals smeny

the many separate regional and functional bureau:z ghi

._
('.‘
el
-

alre
impacted by any given policy.

Managers who have worked in the private sector sugygeszt
that the normal solution to this proklem 1is to siamplify the
Depariment’s organization. (a) Combine those burcaus =-- som:

of which have only 12 to 20 officers -- into otner Lureaus so
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that there can pe better coordination, and tnhat Assistant
Secretaries responsible for larger bureaus have the Knowledge
and autherity to clear more documents and policy issues than
they do at present. (b) Remove extra supervisory layers
wherever possible, e.g., multiple Deputy Assistant Secretaries

whose responsibilities remove much authority from Office

. 34 . . ;
Directors below themnm. (c) Socialize the workforce around a

set of common values to enable it to focus con its external

work rather than internal politics. > The reason these

w

remedies have never been undertaken is threefold: (a) & numker
of the bureaus have been created specifically by order ¢f the
United States Congress to get attention for one or wmore areas
which Congress felt were neglected by State <(e.g. hunman
rights, international telecommunications). They can only be
"undone” by the same authority, and Congress is unlikely to
act unless there is a Congressional consensus con the
dissolution, which there almost never is. (b?>» The propitiocus
moment for such restructuring comes at the beginning of a new
administration, =-- before political appointees begin filling
the unnecessary but nicely-titled positions; yet at that very
moment the new senior political appointees dc not have
sufficient familiarity with the Department to recognize the
cumbersome quality of the Department’s structure and are loath
to act. (c) Members of the Senior Foreign Service aspire Lo

many of those Deputy Assistant Secretary and redundant staff



positions which would bke eliminated. €5 ) Thie Department’s
managers have never developed a consensus on Lhe common
values of the Department (or the Foreign Service), -- values
which need to be instilled in all personnel.

However, the Secretary could try to develop a design to
streamline the Department, could take as wmany steps as
possible within his own jurisdiction to reduce and combine
bureaus, and to produce accountability for performance petween
bureaus, and then attempt to persuade both the White House and
Congress that the infinite splitting of responsibilities among
different bureaus within State does not serve tLthe public
well. There are significant gaps in bureau responsibilities
as well as significant overlaps of responsibilitiss; both
situations need attention. Perhaps one of the Senators on the
Foreign Relations Committee could be persuaded to do for State
what Senator Stennis did for the Department of Defense, --
insist that there be a fixed number of bureaus and refuse to
permit any additional number, although titles and responsi-
bilities could be changed. With White House and Secretarial
support, the current structural problem need not bz either the
dead letter or the hot potato that it has been. A2 better,
simpler organization of the Department could go a long way
toward making the Department more responsive and 5peedy.36
Establishing a few common values for the organization could

also enable the Department to become more effective.

36



5> Support of the President -- The Department has
recently been commended for its responsiveness by the Deputy
Secretary‘37 Effective and continued loyalty, however, exists
cnly when recliprocated. 50 long as tbé Department’s policy
recommendations are listened to, taken into consideration, and
accepted or rejected for =sound reasons (defense, domestic
policies, or other explainakle reasons) the Department has
suppcrted them. It is only when the Department’s cocllective
wisdom 1s ignored, when the NSC Adviser seems to prevent the
Department’s knowledge from getting to the President at all,
or from getting to him except 1in distorted fcrm that thne
Department has gone public with its dissent.38

Consequently, the sclution to this problem seems to lie
more in the realm which the President must address than that
which the Department can effectively address onr 1its own.
Certainly, the Department can take steps to ezplain the
President’s policies more widely to cofficers in Wasnington and
abroad. One 1international agency makes it & point to send

verbatim texts of the best analyses of the Fresident’s

policies {(both pro and con) and problems to all its o

=y
by

icers
abroad. Such a step, however, helps only margianslliy; the
biggest assist will come from the President paying heed to his
chief foreign policy adviser on a regular basis. This, in
turn, can only be achieved when the Secretary and the

President see each other almost as freguently and lengthily as
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Kissinger (as NSC Adviser or Secretary) saw Presidents Nixon
and Ford: for about one to one and a half hours daily.39 Here
the suggestion of Secretary of Defense Weinberger that the
Secretaries of State, Defense and the Director of Central
Intelligence maintain offices in the o0ld Executive Office
Building and meet with the President every morning has great
merit and should be investigated further.

6) President’s Domestic Needs -- Many of the senior
officers in the Department have commented from time to tinme
about the bureaucratic ineffectiveness in Washington of the
Department as a whole, -- including of course, its senior
officers. Here the problem seems to be one of focus. Members
of the Foreign Service are taught to focus on the overseas
political environment, and frequently neglect the Washington
political environment. This problem seems to be vest attacked
by training all'Foreign Service officers immediately prior to
any new Washington assignment, as the Foreign Service
Institute has just begun to do. Just as teenage and spouse
members of Foreign Service families are "re-introduced" to
America through "re-entry” courses offered at the Foreign
Service Institute, Foreign Service officers, who may spend 10
to 15 years consecutively in assignments overseas broKen only
by brief periods of home leave, should be given & few days of
seminars about the Washington scene, the concerns of niddle

America, of Congress and, of course, the President. They
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could be instructed that interpreting the Washington scene
will be as much a part of their responsibility in pushing

through their programs as interpreting their host government
o)

~

to Washington was when they were overseas.

73 "Clientitis” -- Most members of the Foreign Service
appear to believe that "clientitis,” or the over-emphasis on
the needs of a particular foreign country, is an inevitable
result of service abroad and of the fact that no other insti-
tution in Washington has vresponsibility for inserting a
kKnowledge of foreign governments’ interests intc American
policy. Most, however, believe that the very wmultitude of
supervisory layers above each desk officer and asmbassador

eliminate any dangery of "clientitis' infecting the
Department’s final policy recommendations to the Fresident.
In this, they are probably right. Each gdgeographic Assistant
Secretary has no fewer than 20 countries on which to report,
and 1inevitably will balance off the recommnendsations of the
over—-eager desk officer or ambassador for one country with
those of a less-active desk officer or ambassador for another.
Focussing more on State’s overall ggals, objectives and
mission would, of course, tend to make clientitis less of a
problem, whether actual or merely perceived.

8) Failure to Confront -- Members of the Department are

recognized for not being prone to confrontations, either awong

themselves or with the governments of other countries. Such
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nesitation abroad 1s perfectly natural. One always wishes to
save a relationship for the test which may come towmorrow or
the day after, and which may be wmore inmportant than tocday’s
test. Mureover, foreign leade:rs may react very differently to
cenfrontation than we would expect. The Aswan Dam case under
John Foster Dulles is an example. There are other cases where
foreign governments were confronted and pressured by an
Amer ican awmbassador, acting on instructions, and where the
ambassador was moved out of that ambassadorship, &t the
request of the host country, as a direct result of the pres-
sure and confrontation. Conseqguently, anmbassadcrs usual.ry do
play the need for confrontation quite conservatively unless
they are very s0lidly backed by both Secretary and Freszident.
Mature confrontation in an international setiing (s a 3kill
which needs development. It is a skill importanl to teach snd
re~teach throughout the Foreign Service officer’s carcsr.

Once again, the Secretary and President caun contribute
much to the solution through demonstrating loyalty downwards,
by articulating and establishing goals and objectives on a

country-by~-country basis, and by holding senior policy-makKers

ed goals.

cr

accountable for making progress toward the articula
On the inside of the Department, increased snility teo
confront issues 1is equally important, for there 1s & sziiroany

sense among FSOs that serious issues are being avoided rather

than confronted, and that issues on which there 15 vy consen-
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sus will continue to be hidden from the next higher level in
order to avoid risk and a loss of face for the "loser." The
Secretary and Deputy Secretary woculd need to take a strony
personal interest in ferreting out unansweresd problems in
order to resolve this typical bureaucratic situation.

D) Discipline, Arrogance, Self-Serving Attitudes -- For
some of the more experienced members of the Service, the
attitude of the "new" Foreign Service is the key to a serious
problem. The Foreign Service has always had a reputation for
arrogance. At one time that reputation was based upon family
background, wealth, social standing and education. With the
Foreign GService Act of 1946, however, the Foreign Service
began democratizing itself. By 1984 the family backgrounds
and education of those taking the key oral examination were no
longer made known to the examiners, and the intake system was
as close as possible to a true meritocracy. BEy the mid-
1880’s there were no officers left in the Service who had been
selected into the Service prior to 194753 the old aristocracy
had disappeared.41

The new officers, however, absorbed much of the arrogant
aura of their predecessors, even though they often did not

have the connections, background or wealth of the o0ld aristo-

crats. There is one additional difference: the focus cf the
newer officers has been much more strongly oz benefits:
special allowances, family benefits, etc. Morzover, the
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Department’s senior managers, all of whom are now from the
"new"” system rather than the o0ld, have fully abetted this
focus on empicyee benefits. Over the past sixx years. the
Department has concluded 45 agreements with the American
Foreign Service Association, the Foreign Service’s wunion, 22
of which provided manageﬁent—initiated additional benefits

with no gquid pro gquo from the union, at a time when the

President was seeking cost-containment management. Nor did
the Department calculate what each of the additional benefits
would cest the Department before it offered the new benefits
to the wunion. One of the Department’s senior managers (an
Assistant Secretary) represented the union a4t a union-
management forum in 1985, contrary to the ground rules for
labor-management relations and in front of the Under Secretary
of State for Management.

The Department has been pressured from time to time by the
Office of Personnel Management to agree to iegislation
removing all members of the Senior Foreign Service from its
bargaining unit.42 The Department has opposed con the grounds
that the union 1is more responsible if it, like management,
must face up to the broadest array of senior, mid level,
junior level and staff level problems. Congress, too, has
supported the inclusiveness of the union.

The Department’s management would do well <to iecognize

that AF34 is no longer the historic professional association
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for FS0s, but a full-fledged, wkenefit-oriented union, which
has arisen in part because of managemesnt failings. State’s

intimate management/union relationship i3 subject to valid

criticism, and management needs to distance ltself from
practices that can be said to be self-serving, -- ¢.g., main-
taining a wide open door policy witn uizion leaders,

traditionally appointing ocutgoing union chairmen to deputy
cnief of mission positions, offering benefit packages without

guid preo guos or prior budget estimates. Useful guid pro _guo

arrangements would make it easier to a) move members of the
Foreign Service more quickly to positions where there is ths
greatest need for them (especially to positions for which they
already have the language? rather than merely to¢ positions
desired by the officers, and b) require non-lifestyle lie
detector tests for new employees and those needing 3C1 access.
Cn the issue of arrogance the Department faces a difficult
situation which can be remedied only by recoguizing a problen
and changing long-held attitudes. It needs to recoguize that
the Department has long scemed arrogant toward other agencies,
and that arrogance is tolerakle only {f accoapanied by
undeniably superior competence. Officers at all levels need
to be trained how to avoid (or correct) the impression that
they are arrogant, and how to take other ageuncy needs iatoe
account when developing "“State’s"” foreign policy recommenda-

tiocns and when providing services to other agencis.. Without
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this accommodation, State has little hope of obtaining
effective coordination between the s5ix foreign affairs
agencies (State, AID, USIA, Agriculture, Commerce and Peace
Corps) or the other agencies with a strong international role

(CIA, Treasuryl.

l

10> Budget Process -- The Department’s budget process has

¢

lony been an extraordinarily odd one. Tne Department®'s senior
managers have held firmly to the bkelief that the Departmenf’s
resources were so small (State has long been the second
smallest department in Washington), that management measures
appropriate to large organizations were undesirable and
unnecessary, and that merely average managers could take care
of this housekeeping functlion qguite adequately.43 This
attitude did not change when the Department’s annual budget
passed the billion dollar mark. Even then, senior managers
did not pay attention when G5-15 civil servants were permitted
so much control over the budget process that they changed the
budget priorities of Assistant Secretaries withcut Iinforming
them. After all, it 1is said, civil service mudgeit experts
only secure funds from OMB and Congress, and do a very guod
job of that; once funds are available, bureaus control
spending, and can do what they want with available funds so
long as they remain within specific budget categories.

As a result of lack of attention, the Department has never

had an effective link between official policy priorities and

44



the budget process. Its Policy Priorities Grouup, now aban-
doned, did not work effectively; its aksence has not helped.
Management regularly authorizes substantially wmore positions
for the bureaus than the Bureau of Personnel iz &allowed to
fiil within employment and full time equivalency (FTE)
ceilings, with the result that scme of the highest-need
pecsitions cannot be filled. It has never required Lhat Office
of Personnel Management regquirements on measuring full-time
equivalency hours (FTEs) be followed. It has never 1insisted
that bureaus receive prompt, accurate reports ou various
categories of expenditures. It has never examined whether
actual expenditures matched any previcusly agreed-upon seb of
priorities. The manner in which the new Diplomaltic Security
budget was recently developed attracted widespread criticism
within the Department. Given the close relatiounsnip between
some enmployees of the Department and Congress, it will
docubtless not be long before Congress begins toc share these
concerns; in fact the recent sharp reduction in State’s budget
regquest may have stemmed from such internal Criticism.4
Bringing the Department’s budget under policy control is
possible, however, just as soon as a set of policy priorities
is articulated. The Under Secretary for Management s
Operations Staff, the logical locus of such priority steff
work, currently consists almost exclusively of F30z drawn

from all cones, but most heavily the political and econ-
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omic cones. Staff members currently suffer Ifromn lack of

expericnce and expertise in their effcrils tuv address the
i

Department’s management problems.

The Management Operations staff, however, cuuld be made a

ol
oF
C
r<

mucn more central resource operation. Under an cxz-ambass
who typically heads the staff, there could ke tws Career Civii
Service (8ES) deputies who were specilialists in human and
financial resocource management. Each depuly weuld nave a small
staff with perhaps an equal mixture of Foreign and Civil
Service employees who would specialize in drawing up coordi-
nated resource choices for the Under Secretary for iHanagemen:
and the Secretary, and in reporting on the evcntual cxpendi-
tures ky those priorities. The current Conptroller’®s DBurcau
and Bureau of Personnel would then be responsiv.e for lmuple-
nenting the agreed-upon priorities. Some of the Department’s
double book-Keeping might ke avoided.

Tnis organization might substantially help the Department
pegln to use the budget and personnel resouvrce: in a wmore
cocrdinated manner, with greater responsiveness SO the
Secretary’s long-range plans. Moreover, 1its very existence
might help the Department’s senior managers, =-- particularly
the Secretary, Deputy Secretary and Policy Plananing staff{ --
feccus more on the future than they do &t preseuni, and also

pegin to coordinate more effectively the policies and zdminisz-
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trations of all three core foreign affairs agencies, -- State,
USIA and BID. finally, once the budget was developed in such
a manner, lhe Congressional Relations staff and postz abroad
could be instructed to educate Congressmen abocut it, much as
the Air Force mobilizes 1its legislative stafli behind its

cudget process. Last-minute efforts oy the Secrziary Lo argue
Y 9

for the Department’s budget, no mattezr now wvaliauni, caunct
nake up for years of zstaff neglect in  merRzting tne

Department’s programs and budget.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

The Department of State has its weaknesses, alithcugh they
are not nearly of the depth that NSC Advisers Brzezinski and
Kissinger suggest. Wise NSC advisers would concenirais on
assisting the Department of State to achieve itz mazimum
strength rather than denigrating it, or going arcund 1%t to
achieve short-term objectives.

The current Secretary of State 1=z probakly thes sirongest
organizational leader the Department has had iu two Jdecades.
He has shown that he deeply cares ébout the organization of
the Department, -- taking time first to meet cocn = daily
for several months with those in charge of security problems
and then on a weekly basis with the members of the Management
Councilil. He has also made himself available to meet with
Assistant Secretaries whenever they have & need to do so0, --
something not all of his predecessors have been wililing to do.

Such actions are important and helpful. Yet, to date,
they nave not been sufficient to restore to the Departmnent itis
long-lost sense of mission and direction. Witnovt & much
kKeener sense of mission and direction, the Department will not
be able to forestall further efforts to cut away more of its

responrsivilities, because it will not be able to wowilize
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itself, to make use of the excellent talent it has, to
recapture its lost expertise, or to begin to use ils budget
and personnel system to obtain its objectives.

The weaknesses of the Department should be addressed, and
quickly, if the continued tendency to push the Department ocut
of the President’s policy <councils is to be avoided or
reversed. The move to recapture State’s historic roie cannot
be won by a strong and capable Secretary on a political
battlefield alone; it will require substantial work with
State’s infrastructure. Ideally, the senior career officer in
the Department, typically the Under Secretary for Political
Affairs, would be the catalyst for the necessary planning and
consensus-building. He could personally lead a grcup which
would set about articulating what the Department wants for its
prime values, what the Department wants to be and do in the
21st century. State may not be able to recapture “primacy,”
as Brzezinski defines 1it, but with sufficient thought and

planning, it could become once again the primus inter pares

department in foreign policy, drawing up the opticns for the

President and securing the authority to inplement the

President’s foreign policy decisions. The grand decline in

State responsibilities noted in Chapter I, which persisted

right into November 1986, when CIA Director Casey began

announcing his proposals for a new U.S. policy toward third
45

world nations, can be reversed. The Department has the

brainpower to turn around this long trend and launch itself as

49



a far stronger agency, but to do sc¢ it will nsed to begin,
ncw, to undertake the necessary internal struciugsal steps
Without such steps, without this intensive re-exzamination of
what the Department and the Forelgu Service vizin to we, wnd
where they wish to go, the trend toward reduced roles and

policy impotence can only continue. Moreover, e re-
examination must not conciude, as studies s0 often do, with an
interesting volume on the shelf of the library. There are

serious handicaps within State Kkeeping it from being the

responsive, trustworthy organization needed by the President.
Depending upcn the goals the Department wishes to veach, there
will need to be some restructuring of the organizatliocn, the
personinel and the budget system currently in place.

The suggestions in this paper have been culled from
personal experience and from the wisdom of many junicr, nid-
level and senior Foreign Service officers ana Civil Service
employees of the Department for whom I have +the greatest

L B R,
1, 1430

¢

respect. All fault with the suggestions, Liow

(8}

%

exclusively with the writer.
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TABLE OF PRESIDENTS,

APPENDIX &

SECRETARIES OF STATE,

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL ADVISERS, AND
APPROXIMATE SIZE OF NSC STAFF

Years President Secretary cf State N3SC Advizeyr IZE N3C
STAFF
1945 Truman 45-47: Byrnes
47~-48: Marshall
1953 49-53: Acheson 49~-53:Adm. Scuers
1953 Eisenhower 53-59: Dulles 53-55:Robt. Cutfler
55-56:Dillon anderson
58-61: Herter 56-58:
1961 58-61:Gordon Gray
1961 Kennedy Rusk McGeorge Bundy
1863
1963 Johnson Rusk 63-66: Bundy
1969 66-68: W.Rostow 18
1269 Nizon 68-73: Rogers Kissinger 28 to
1974 73-74: Kissinger 52
1974 Ford Kissinger 74-75:Kissinger
1977 75-77:Scowcroft 40+
1977 Carter 77-80: Vance Brzezinski 20+
1981 80-81: Muskie
1981 Reagan 81-82: Haig 81-82: Allen
82-897?: Shultz 82~-83: Clark 40+
82-8 MoFarlans
85-386: Poindexter
19897 87-897: Carlucci
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APPENDIX B

SUMMARY OF CRITIQUES, PUBLIC RESPONSES
AND POTENTIAL REMEDIES

CRITIQUES PUBLIC RESPONSES POTENTIAL REMEDIES
Lack of coordi- Coordinated global The most difficult
nated gyglobal strategy not taskK for any Dept.
foreign policy possible in rapidly Reguires determin-
strategy. changing worlid. ation by Secretary

that this will be

a Key task in

which he will part-
icipate actively.
Position leeds

nust be dccumented
for type and

degree of Kriow-
ledge reg
for top p
mance. L
must be
developed and ma
tained, partiall
thru greater use
of short-term
Civil Service
appointmenis and
lecnger-term FS
assignments.
Buiild high-guality
country and
regional data

ase for long-
term information
and quantita-

tive analyses.

5

eguirsad

cvior~
2

zpertice

Leaks of State doez not leak Use pnon-lifeztiyle

information any more than other lie detector tests
agencies do. in same manuer
Prosecute if you that DOD and DIA
can. do, for all new

employees, all
those entering or

leaving 3CI arezs,
and befcre ralira-
ment or

resignation.
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Lack of policy State cannot put & Simplification of

initiatives domestic spin an Department’s struc-
foreign policy; structure and
inevitakly that is reduction oi zuper-
the White House visory layer=.
tazk. Identify gap:

and overiaps

in bureau
responsibiii~-
ties. Make bur-
eaus accountaple
to each ctiher.

Slow, howmo- Complexity of issues same as akove
genized inevitably produces
vrecommendations delays in order to

to White House provide President

wisest counsel.

Lack of State does support Assure thatl advice
enthusiastic President’s from Stats gets
support of initiatives 1if its careful considera-
President’s advice tion im White
pelicies. and House:

counsel provide gocod

have at least been explanaticns to

well consideread field of Presi-

before decisions dent’s policy

are made. choices, dilzmmas

and decisicas.

Fallure to State cannot take frovide better
take President’s President’s domestic training te
domestic needs into account: OState officers
poclicy needs State must concen- returning to
into consider- trate cn its unique Washington on
ation foreign policy per- the way to ke
spective and leave effective policy
domestic considera- and organiza-
tions to White House tional managers
staff. in Washingten
setting.
Ciientitis Layers of super- Increased
visors above desk focus on gickal
officers and ambas- and future
sadors assure that strategy and on
clientitis at lower Department’s
levels is worked mnission.

cut of Department’s
final recommendations.
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Jpen loyaliy o
iplomatic jeocbs any Prezident asnd
recommendation to Secretary tu
use force is inher- ambassador:
ently a military Assistant Zecre-
decision; State does taries; nolding
confront foreign officers accounta-
gevernments daily. ble for specilic
policy and

Lack of will State’s job is the
to confront a

or advise use
of force

organizational
okjectives, espec-

i
ially betw

Inability to Department is trying Devote atticecntion
be effective harder than before and resources Lo
in domestic to develop guod teacning F503 how
bureaucratic bureaucratic mgrs; to be less arro-
infighting: the large number of gant to resgresenta-
arrogant and small posts abroad tives cf cther
self-serving. makes 1t hard Departments in US
to develop good Governmnent;: take
nanagers of large more profezsional
bureaucracies. management stalice
vig-a-vis Forelgn
Service Union
(AFS8); stress
pelicy management
as well as bursau-
cratic manage-
ment; focus cn
Dept.’s misszion,
objectives: de-
emphasize bene-
fitss; sccialize
new empluyees
around Depari-
ment’s valueco.

Lack of State doesn’t need Integrate ylobal

budget power.

mammoth size:;

it needs only few
highest quality
employees to carry
out its mission.

strategic plan-
ning with bud-
get process; ueve-
lop and impieme

a priority-setting
budget proceszs;
use budget process
managerially and
monitor expendi-
tures v. plans.
Mokbilize workforce
to markel wudget.



NOTES

1. U. &. Laws, Statutes, etc., U.3. Code, 1376 Edition,
Volume One: Organic Laws, Title 3, Par. 19¢a) (i>; June 25,
1948, ch. 644, 62 Stat ©677. (Washington, D.C.: U.Z.
Government Printing Office, 1877), p. 249. It was also in
1948 that the Department of State mecved out of the old State-
War-Navy building to 1its current site at 21st Stireet and
Virginia Avenue, N.W., -- about seven nlocks distant from the
Whilte House. Some writers consider Llnis move & strategic
mistake of the greatest =significance because, as Clark
Cilfiford used to say about the desirability of remaining
physically very close to the President, "Nothing propinks like
propinguity.”

2. Cyrus Vance, Hard Choices: Critical Years in America’s
Foreign Policy, (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1983), p. 4C.
Alexzander M. Hailg, Jr., Caveat: Realism, Reagan, and Foreign
Pelicy (New York: Macmillan Publishing Conpany, 1284), pp. 62-

63.

3. It was generally believed that the Britisnh had achieved
better coordinaticn during the war tnan the Americans. The
United States aimed to copy the general purpose and structure
of Britain’s Committee of Imperial Defeuse.

4. A similar State-NSC relationship ezisted under President
Eisenncwer and his Secretary of 3State, Jonn Foster Dulles.
Secretary Dulles was often thought a&at the time to be
dominating the President in foreign poclicy, but wcre recent
documents have nade clear that Dulles zlways sought
Eisenhower’s approval on foreign policy, and supported the
President with unswerving loyalty and devotioi. The NSC met
weekly, with the President in attendance, under Eisenhower.

5. Conversation with John Ehrlichman, National War College,
Washington, D.C., 24 November 1986. See alsc Henry Kissinger,
White House Years, (Boston and Toronto: Littic, DBrown and
Company, 1979 p. 1, p. 28, alleging that President Nixon
distrusted two institutions more than any others: the Torelign
Service and the press. Kissinger discusses the issue further
at pp. 9-10, 42-45. President Nizon refers +to the saene

problem in The Memoirs of Richard Nixon (New Vork: Grosset &
Dunlap, 1978 p. 607. It was in 1963 wheu copies of
Department o©f State and Central Intelligence Agency cadles
began going directly to the National Security Council, making
it possible for NSC’s staff to develop its own quick analysis
of world events without depending upon developed memoranda and
decision papers from the Department and CIA.

6. Robert E. Hunter, Presidential Control of Foreign Policy:
Management or Mishap? The Washington Papers/Sl (New York:
The Praeger Publishers, 13982), p. 6. Hunter is the source of
all notations in this chapter on the freguency  and
chairmanship of N3SC meetings.
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7. Zbigniew Brzezinski, Power and Principle: Memcirs of the
National Security Adviser, 1977-1981. (New York: Farrar,
Straus, Giroux, 1983). pp. 61-62. Carter did not, however,
divide the world between Brzezinski and Vance and soon found
that his NSC adviser saw the world in a bipolar mode, whereas
his Secretary of State saw a more nmultipolar world. The two
policies clashed, and eventually the Brzezinski view was
adopted by Carter.

g. Rowland Evans and Robert Novak, "The Rise of George
Shultz,"” The Washington Post. S December 1386, p. A-1%.

9. Conversation with Ambassador Stewven Low, Sirector,
Foreign Service Institute and Member, Management Council of
the Department of State, Washington, D. C., 5 December 1986.

10. Kissinger, White House Years, p. 12: I. M. Destler,
Leslie H. Gelb and A&nthony Lake, Qur Own Worst Enemy: The
Unmaking of American Foreign Policy, (New York: Simon and
Schuster, 1984), pp. 60, 122. Dean Acheson, Present at the
Creation: My Years in the State Department, (New York: Norton,
19695, pp. 727-728.

11. Ecclesiastes, 3.
12. Xissinger, Years of Upheaval, (Boston and Toronto:

Little, Brown and Company, 1982), p. 435, p. 4445 White House
Years, p. 190. Brzezinski, p. 367, Dean Acheson, Present at

the Creation (New York: ), p. 16.
13. William I. Bacchus, Staffing for Foreign Affairs:
Personnel Systems for the 1980’s and 183%80°’s. (Princeton, New

Jersey, 1983), pp. 15, 19, 33-34, 41, 46, 57, 48, 50, 52ff, 99~
61, 63, 96-98, 131-132, 192, 209.

14. The charge of leaking by the Department’s cfficersz is the
most frequently-leveled <charge against the Department by
former Presidents and National Security Advizers. See for
example, Kissinger, White House Years, pp. 14-15, p. 1070.
Jimmy Carter, Keeping Faith: Memoirs of a President (New York:
Bantam Books, 1982), p. 533. Nizxon, pp. 386-88, p. 457. The
suggestion that other agencies have begun Keeping their most
sensitive secrets from State’s desk officers has come fronm
discussions with colleagues at the National War College.

15. Carter, p. 53. Bacchus, p. 38.

16. Destler, p. 188, pp. 200-205; Brzezinski, p. 71, p. B535:
Nixon, p. 607.

17. Brzezinski, p. 363-356, p. 389. Carter, pp. 448-450.
18. Bacchus, p. 26, pp. 57-58, p. €9, p. 73.

18. Destler, p. 188, pp. 200-205. Brzezinski, p. 71, p. 535;
Nixon, pp. 6-7, Kissinger, White House Years, p. 27.
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20. Brzezinski. p. 369, p. 535. This argumnent merges wiln
that nmenticned by Kissinger, White House Yesrs, p. 444 and
Carter, p. 53, on the narrow range of choices offered by the
Department to the President.

21. Carter, p. 450. Kissinger, White House Yesiz, p. 27;
Upheaval, p. 435, p. 444, Brzezinski, p. 221, p. 4&7%.
Bacchus, p. 69, p. 75.

2. George Shultz, "Restoring the Foreign Affairsz Budget,”
speech of November 3, 1986 printed in Current Policy, No.

384. U.5. Department of 3State, Bureau of Fuklic Aff
Washington, D.C. The Secretary indicated, p. 2., that

two percent of the Federal budget 1is dedicated ts foreign
affairs, and that the tentative «cut in the Depart
operating budget for FY87 had been [8%.

23. Some allege that the NSC staffi and Adviser May
deliberately paint the Department of 5State as ann institution
of "leakers” so as to increase tne President’s coanfidence iu
(and reliance wupon) the NSC and decrease the TPresident’s

sl

cenfidence in (and reliance upon’ the Department of State.

24. The uncertainty about broad foreign policy goals and

peolicies has a strongly adverse affect upon budyget and
personnel policies, which, because they cannot ke anchored on
relatively permanent well-articulated and ofiicial foreign
pelicy goals, tend to vacillate as seniocr oificers at the

Deputy Assistant Secretary and Assistant Secretary levels sway
budget and personnel policies first in one direction and then
another. The aksence o0of a clear strategic plan 1is more

obvious when a nation faces an adversary with s ostrony long-
range strategic plan than it would ke ctherwise.

23. Speaking before journalists on televisicn news shows may
not be as effective a public format as Becrciarial pressz

conferences to which all members of the press are invited, and
which may play better in hometown newspapers becauzc 0f ecach
local reporter’s desire for a front-page, by-line ztory in the
hometown paper.

26. The difference in the management of U.S. Lrede policy
under the Departmeut of State and under the JIpecial Trade
Representative (STR) Clayton Yeutlter is a clear ezeaple of the

difference wnich can be achieved by more glokal tuninking
planning and policy development. When trade negotiations we
primarily the Department’s responsibility, the Buresai b
Economic and Business Affairs and the appropriate country desk
typically developed ad hoc trade policies toward individual
countries before beginning bilateral trade negotizaticns. M.
Yeutter has instead developed a global strategy for trade, nas
outlined problems and options for the President tnas held
several lengthy meetings with the President and appropriate
caoinet council to review +these options. Through these
efforts the STR has received an approved plan for a new world-
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wide round of trade negotiations; the President and
appropriate agencies have a common view of the problem and
rnave developed a general consensus of now Lo appr

overcome the trade problens. The difference iun approach and
peclicy result has been dramatic.

27. Congressional and corporate foreign policy expertise has
alsgo grown rapidly in the past decade and 1is yet another

source of challenge to the perceived ezpertise of the
Department. During the Kissinger period as Secretary of

State, Kissinger was hignly disturbed at seeing what he
thcught was narrowness of concern on  the part of U.S.
anbassadors in Latin America. He believed this narrowness
came from too many assignments to the s3ame regiocn.

Consequently he proposed, and the Departmsant socu implemented,
& ylobkal assignment policy which aims to move ovfificers among
the wvarious reglions. This pclilicy still exzists since each
cfficer bidding to be assigned te a vacant position must
reguest assignment to at least three dififerent buvreaus. Over
the long run, such a gpolicy works agaiust Llhe aschizvement by
individual officers of expertize in one or two regions of the
world.

28. Since there is no specific academic reguiremcnt to enter
the Foreign Service, merely success on the highly-touted F3U
examination which eliminates 99 out of every 130 candidates,
it is possible to enter the service with very little acadewic
background 1in internationa relations, economicz, diplomatic
history, etc. The Department immediately enrclls aew officers
in its traditiocnal &-100 course, but this course does not

stress policy gcals or diplomatic history. It often leawves
idealistic new officers with the impression that they nave
learned conly the "system,"” -- the benefits, personnel systems,
technical steps to move overseas, etc. Given the fact that

State deliberately seeks officers from the entire U.5., and
given the fact that many new officers do not have good
international backgrounds at the moment of theilr entry into
the Toreign Service, a 6-week intensive course in LS.

diplomatic history and the current Department cwjrciives would
be highly useful and motivating to the new officers.

29. Interview with Bill Bacchus, Legislative Aszistant to the
Under Secretary for Management, Department of State,
Washington, D.C., 9 January 1987. The Departiwmeint’ s Bureau of
Public A&Affairs nas developed & few one- tc¢ three-year
"positions" to be rotated anong several cutstanding
organizations specializing in diplomatic histoiy. This has
provided bkenefits both to the Department and to hii crganiza-
tions concerned.

30. Ted 3Strickler, The U.S. Foreign Service: A Fit of Crisis
or a Crisis of Fit? (Washington, D.C.: The National War
College, Strategic Studies Project, 1985) discusses the Myers-
Briggs personality type found 1in the Foreign Service. le

58



determined that FS0s are overwhelmingly Introvert-Intuitional-
Thinking and Judgmental. This type of persoanslity t=nds not
to be attracted te guantitative analysis.

31. Interview with William I. Bacchus. Acheson, p. 16&.

32. Interview with John C. Whitehead, Deputy Secrectary ol
State, Department of State, Washington, D. C., 2% Decenbery
1986.

33. Department of Defense and Defensze Intelligciice Agency
employees have already begun such practices. The nore
agencies follow such procedures, the more State’™s refusal to
dec so will appear unsupportable. The type of testing givern oy
DOD and DIA is pot life-style testing, but rather pure counter-
intelligence testing, which i1s what is5 suggesied fur State.

34. Individual bureaus have had up to seven Depuly Assistant
Secretaries (or equivalents to Deputy Assistant Sccretaries).

o L
The span of control over the nusber of ocifice directors whnom
they supervise has been as small as one DAS for two office
directors, a situation which naturally eilminatez breadlih aud
responsibility from those directors.

35. KRichard Pascale, "Fitting New Emnployees intg 'Xe Conpany
Culture,” Fortune, May 28, 1984. pp. 28-43. Pascale argues
guite forcefully that a degree of social unifor m:b} enaples

organizations to work better and has becn & feature of
American’s most long-run successful corporations. Scocme of the
steps he finds necessary to that socialization already existi
in the Foreign Se¢rvices; others dc not: 1) & very rlygocrous
selection process; 2) requiring new recruits fo perfcram lony
hours of intense work that carries them close to thelr limits
(and helps produce a certain amount of huwmilityd: 3) carefully-
monitored work in the field, teaching the lessoun that ospecific
skills must be acquired step-by-step toc wmove up the corporats
ladder; 4> comprehensive and consistent rewards systeams bulltl
cn those factors deemed critical to the successz of <1Lhael

particular organization (along with necnanismns for
disciplining anyone who has violated & corporate norm); 5D

inztilling the values of the organization in &ll =zuployeses
(e.g., serving mankKind, providing a first-clacs product); 6D
develop a folklore around watercshed eventsa in the
organization’s history that reaffirm the imporitance of the
firm’s culture and legitimize special channels for wmoving an
organization in a hurry: 7) providing role models counsisten:
with the values the company wants instilled in itz employees
(e.g., analytical, energetic and adepl at motivaliuy others).
Pascale finds that consistency across these scven steps
provides a cohesive, enduring culture which can lead o long-
run excellence of an organization.

36. Much c¢an be done to simplify organizational structure
witnin the Department. In 1984 the Office of Management and

L

Budget approached the Department, along with all other agen-
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cies, with a request that It begin cutting its "overl
staff, starting with the personnel function. The Department
calculated that it wused somewhat nore than 1000 full-time
eqgquivalent workyears to service scme 13,0C0 JAmerican and
10,000 foreign national employees working for 3tate alone.
(If all other agencies’ nationals were counted, ne figure

would rise to approximately 20,000 FSis.) Thne Departiment

.« Hh

devoted hundreds of employee hours to the =study of Tthe proper
ratic for personnel employees to total employezsz in the
foreign affairs agencies and devised at least & halfl-dozen

plans to reduce the Department’s perscnnel cverhese
February 1987, however, no occupied pcsitions nhad been c
strategic plan accepted to cut the Department’s overhead. The
reason the task is so difficult is that State has no effective
way in which to hold any one bureau responsible for 1Its
services and assistance to other bureaus; conseguentliy ca
bureau tries to service 1itself as autonomously az possitle
minimizing its reliance upon other buresaus’ ocit ci
support. Most overhead functions, -- coniracts, ovudget, etc.,
30
i

—

Ly, O

U

~

-- ars thoroughly fractionalized among the curcaus, with
each fraction strongly protected becausce of this tctal lack of
confidence in other Dbureaus’ support. A gecoa deal of
confusion vresults from this fragmentation, for instance,
central salary allotments are held cenirally when they involve
employees in a full time permanent status; buresus hold the
allotments for all temporary and part-tine pernanent
employees. This creates considerable inflexibility between
accounts, and encourages managers to fight to the 1limit for
excessive grade structures on all full-time permaiient
pesitions, since bureauvs do not have any managerial price to
pay for dolng so. Among mosi mid-level manager:s =
to be an overall consensus that (1) the Department
have much too large a burden of emplcocyees 1 s3c-callied
overhead functions, (2) the Department could better carry out
its basic mission if it could secure greater ef”icirncy in its
overhead duties and then redirect its resources from these
overhead activities to more direct mission (L.e., foreign
pelicy) reguirements, and (3) there is no way to makKe cuts in
overhead functions, for instance, througn consclidation,
without some official means of establishing the Departmeat’s
cverall goals and priorities, and holding ewmployses to
pursuing such goals and priorities.
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37. Interview with John C. Whitehead.
38. Vance, p. 37.

33. Thhe Joint Chiefs of Staff now meet appraoximately
guarterly with the President to discuss military issues, and
set the agenda for these sessions themselves. It would appear
particularly useful to have high-level State officers brief

the Preszsident and his NSC adviser about five times ly iu
each new administration as possible, =-- ©on ¢ overall
situation in each of the five main geographic regio aud
then see the President quarterly thereafter on topics set by

thie Department. These sessions would, of coursz, be particu-



larly convincing if the background provided the President by
State represented a coordinated view between CIA, USIA, AID,
ana DCD.

40. Bacchus, p. 232.

41. While 1t 1is unprovable, the assumption secms falr that
the old aristocrats tended to have a nuch retter understanding
of foreign cultures and diplomatic history through fanily and
academic connections than those currently selected, even
though the current crop of FS0s is selected on the basis of
merit. Moreover, the aristocrats probably hnhad wore shared
(sccialized) values +than the diverse dgroup tuhe Department

currently recrulits. Current recruits are given nigh marks
among other agencies for being "the best"” new prcfessionals of
any agency in the U.S. Government. Equally often heard,

however, is the comment that, within 15 yearsz of entry on
duty, recruits of other agencies outshine those whio have come
intc the Department of State’s Foreign Service, because of Lhe
training, counseling and career develogpment cffgied by scne
other agencies.

42. Bacchus, p. 232.

43. A DOD colleague who has worked with thie Department of
State both in Washington and overseas offered the following
comment on a Civil Service employee who had risen to unusually
high 1levels in the Department, despite the modest inherent
grade level of the position he occupies. "He wss successful,”
said the DOD employee, "because, unlike all the F30s aroundg
hinm, he learned something about the budget of certain
international organizations and hence became indispensable to
his bureau.” People with the INTJ personality, ideantified by
Ted Strickler as typical in the Foreign Service, tend not to
want to get involved in budget details.

44, George Shultz, "Restoring the Foreign Affairs Budget,
speech to the Locust Club, Philadelphia, Pennsylvauia, 32
November 1986, reprinted by the Department of State, Dureau of
Publiic Affairs, Current Policy No. 884.

45, Wiiliam J. Casey, luncheon address, Seventeenth Annual
Leadership Conference of the Centeir for the Z:iudy of the
Presidency. Atlanta, Georgia. & November, 1986.
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