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- PREFACE

o This dissertation makes a study of the various develop-
ments that have taken'place in fhe State Department in the
peTriod since the compietion of ﬁhe Second World War. As it
is, it comprises a chapter on 1ntrodﬁction, five substantive
chapters and a chapter on cdhclusion. The five sﬁbstantive
chapters deal with the pgst of the Secretary of State, the
relationship of the State Department vis-a.vis the Foreign
Service, the institutions of naﬁional éecuriqy'and their.impact
on the State Department and the major administrative changes
- and developments in the State Department,

In the original plan the chapters on pianning and the
institutions of national security were not included. But
the increasing importance of the function of planning in foreign
affairs in a modern state and the'particular type of relation.
ship that the institutions of national éecurity have with the
State Department in thé U.S. Governmental set-up made their
inclusion in the dissertation inevitable,

I am extremely thankful to Dr Satish Kumar, Associate
Professor and Head, Diplomatic Studies Division, School of
international Studies; Jawaharlal Nehru University for his
écholastic and expert gdidance. The various suggestions that
~ he made helped me a lot in bringing the dissertation to its
present form, _

I am thankful to the staff of the libraries of Indian
Council of World Affairs, Ministry of External Affairs, United
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States Information Service and Jawaharlal Nehru University.
I am also thankful to the U.S. Embassy in India for
procuring .two important reports without which this study

would certainly not have been complete,

New Delhi 57 ‘ B, Udaya Shankar

31 December 1974
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Chapter 1

THE STATE DEPARTMENT AND ITS STRUCTURE AT
' THE END OF THE SECOND WORLD WAR.



Chapter I B

THE STATE DEPARTMENT AND ITS STRUCTURE AT

- THE END QOF THE SECQND WORLD WAR

The Second World War 1939-1945 saw a transformation
in America's approach to international relations. Prior to
this war the nature of the Amefican foreizn policy was
éssentially passive. America's approach to the happenings
in any part of the world was thét of "an aloof spectator."
“"Ubservation, not action; reportage, not maneuver; the fol-
lowing of day-to-day events, not the mapping of lérge
strategy and tactics"2 used to typify her stance overseas.
As far as possible she tried to "avoid profound entanglements
in diplomacy.“3

But with the war American foreign policy underwent a
revolutionary change. Her very approach to international
relations changed. Having emerged out of the war as one of
the two super powers, she was forced tovadopt a positive and
interventionist approach. No longer America was a country
which only reacted to international happenings. It assumed
the role.of a chief actor on the international stage and as

such came to shape the course of events in the international

arena.
For the Department of State the period of the war had
1 Smith Simpson, Anatomy of the State Deparggegg
(Boston, Mass., 1967), p. 2. ‘ ‘
a Ibid., p. 2.

4y

Ibid., p. 1l.



proved véry disastrous. Ihe needs of the war and the Frank-
lin Roosevelt style of diplomacy had hit the Department‘of
State very hard. The Department of State had in fact been
. driven to.the wall and at the’beak of the war it had even
seen its nadir. The resignation of Cordell Hull in 1944 was
due to the fact that he was "tired of being'bypassed..;ﬁired
of beingvfelied upon in public and ignored in priva.te...."4
This frustration of Hull bespeaks of the low state to which
the Department had féllen dﬁring the Roosevelt Administration.

In 1945 the Department of State was slowly recuperat-
ing from the shock that it had been.in for a record pefiod of
twelve yearé. Edward Reiley Stettinius had sdcceeded Hull in
December 19445 and Harry S. Truman had ascended the Presidency
on the death of Roosévelt in early 1945. This change in the
occupénts of both the officés was to have a tremendous impact
on the conduct of America's foreign pélicy as the conditions
' prior to 1945 were due mainly to personality conflicté. Roose-
velt had a desiré to conduct the foreign policy of the United
States on his own as.much as possible. Besides‘Hull also was
not much interested in hié job as a Secretary of State and his
relationship with the President was never cordial.

The change in the manner in which the American foreign

policy was conducted became quite'evident'after Truman became

4 Israel, The War Diary of Breckinridge g g€y D. 386,
cited in Dean Acheson, Present at the ¢

1 My
Years in the State epartmeg (London, 1969), p. 87.v



the Presidgnt. When he succeeded to the Presidency Truman
was an amateur as far as foreign affairs were concerned. He
was willing to delegate thi; function to the Secretary of
State who was the constitutional authbrity to advise the
President on matters pertaining_to foreign policy. However,
Stettinius could not make a full use of this liberal approach
of the new President as he retired too early. It was only
James F. Byrnes who,having succeeded Stettinius as Secretary
of State in July 1945, really made an optimum use of it. Thus
on the eve of the beginning of peace the Secretary of State
was asserting back his role as the chief adviser to the Presi-
dent on matters concerning foreign policy.

The Department of State in early 1245 employed about
3,700 persons. The organizational set up that was obtaining
at the end of the war was based on the rebrganization that
‘Stettinius had effected in December 1944. The Secretary of
State was the chief officer in the Department of State and
he wés to aid and advise the President in the discharge of
his duties relating to foreign affairs. Immediately below the
Secretary there was the Under Secretary who was the.secon&
ranking official in the .Department of State. He was serving
as the Secretary's deputy in all matters and, in the absence
of the Secretary, as Acting Secretary. Next in the hierarchy
were eight officials holdibg the ranks of Agsistant Secre-
taries. They were the Assistant Secretary for Economic

Affairs, the Assistant Secretary for Buropean, Far Bastern
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and Near Bastern and African Affairs, the Assistant Secretary
for Administration, the Assistant Secretary for American
Republic Affairs, the Assistant Secretary for Public and
Cultural Relationg, the Aésistant Secretary for Congressional
Relations and International Conferences, the Special Assistant
to the Secretary for International Organization and Security
Affairs ;—xnd the Legal Adviser,

Twelve Offices formed the units of administration.
These Offices were allocated to six of thé above mentioned
officials. The Assistant Segretéry for Economic Affairs had
- under him three Offices - the Offices of Bconomic Affairs,
Wartime'Economic-Affairs, and Transportation and Communication,
The Assistant Sécretary for Administration likewise had three
Offices under his jurisdiction - the Offices of Foreign
Service, Departmental Administration and Controls. The
Assistant Secretéry for European, Far Eaétern,vand Near
Eastern and African Affairs also had three-Offices - the
Offices of'Euerean Affairs, Far Bastern Affairs, and Near
Eastern and African Affairs. Of the remaining three Offices
the Office of Public Affairs wés under the charge of the:
Assistant Secretary for Public‘and Cultural Relations. The
Special Assistant to the Secretary'for International (rganiza-
tion and Security Affairs had under him the (ffice of Special
Political Affairs. The Office of American Republic Affairs -

was under the charge of the Aésistanﬁ Secretary for American

Republic Affairs,
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In 1945 there were also two important Committees which
were playing a dominant role in the Department of State above
the level of Assistant Secretaries. They were the- Secretary's
Staff Committee and the Coordinating Committee. Composed of
the Secretary, the Under Secretary, the Assistant Secretaries,
the Legal Adviser and the}Special Assistant, the Secretary's
Staff Committee had the task of advising and assisting the
Secretary in determining current and long-range foreign policy.
The Coordinating Cdmmittee presided over by the Under Secretary
and compoéed of the Diéectors of the fwelve Gffices and the
Special Assistant fof_P?ess Relations was'to consider matters
of policy or action and qugstions of inter-0Office relations

referred to it by the Secfetary, the Under Secrétary, the
| Secretary's Staff Commiéfeé and any of thebmembers of the
Committee. The two Coﬁdittees had a joint secretariat.

_In 1945 the Departmént of State and thé.Foreign Service
were two distinct arms of the American Government. Each of
them did not have much to do with the other. The Department
of State headed by the Secretary of State was concerned with
the formulation of foreign policy. The Forefgn Service
administered by the Director General of the Foreign Service was
responsible for the implementation of American foreign policy.
The o?ficer personnel of the Department mostly belonged to the
Civil Service. The Foreign Service was to fill only the
officer positions overseas. It had mainly representational
functions to perform and hardly a few FS0s were found in

Washington on active duty.
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In 1945 the Department of State had to undergo the
tormenting periocd of adjusting itself from war-time condi-
tions to normalcy. This_period proved a real ordeal in
August and September 1945, when President Truman through
executive orders transferred about 10,000 émployees from the
foreign branch of the Uffice of War Information, the informa-
tional and cultural units of the;Office of Inter-American
Affairs, the lend-lgase'and othef units of the Foreign Econo—
-mic Aéministration and the research units of the Office of
Strategic Services. To cope with this newly inductéd person=-
nel, the Department of State had to resort to various interim
measures. It had to create in Washingtén and overseas the
Interim International Information Service consisting of the
personnel, records, facilities, etc. of the transferred ele-
ments of the Office of War Information and the Office of
Inter-American Affairs.. The office of the_Special Assistant
to the Secretary for Intelligence was asked to take over the
personnel inherited from the Uffice of Strategic Services.:
The office of Foreign Liquidation Commigsioner had to be
established to settle lend-lease matters and sell war sufplus
equipment located overseas.

This was the picture of the State Department at the
end of the Second World War. The picture so 6utlined shovs
that the Second World war had proved disastrous as far as the
role of the State Department in American foreign policy was

concerned. In 1945 the Department was trying hard to establish



itself as that organ of the U.S. government which was res-
ponsible for the conduct of foreign policy.

But today the Department is riding at the crest of
its power. 1In the intervenling twenty-nine years many far-
reaching changes have taken‘place. The purpose of this dis-
sertation is to bring out in a detailed manner the structural
and functional evolution of the Department in the course of

this peridd. In the following five chapters an attempt is
made in this direction.



Chapter " II

THE OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE SINCE 1945



Chapter 1II
_V THE OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE SINCE 1945

'Today the association of the American Secretary of
State with American foreign policy has become an obvious
fact. Any mention of the name of Dr Henry M. Kissinger will
immediately bring back in response the comment that he is the .
brain behind American foreign policy. Kissinger and fofeign
policy of United States have become synonymous.

This is because of the fact that the Secretary of
State is the constitutionally created authority to advise the
President on foreign policy matters. It is obligatory on the
part of the Secretary of State éo give his considered views
and opihions to the President on foreign affairs whenever the
latter/asks for it. The President has in him a person on
whom he can rely for the conduct of the nation's foreign policy.

However, the conditions that were obtaining during the
tenure of Cordell Hull as Secretary and in 1945 were in sharp
contrast to this. During the period of the Second World War
the Secretary of State'was least relied upon by the President
for advice on foreign policy matters. As a consequence of
this the office of the Secretary of Stafe registered an all-
time low as far as power and influence with regard to foreign
policy making were concerned. More than Hull, it were persons
like Harry Hopkins, Sumner wélles, Henry Morgenthau Jr.,
Raymond Moley, etc. who countéd. \

For this state of affairs there were many reasons.
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President Roosevelt wanted to conduct the foreign policy of
America at a personal level and consequently wanted to be
his own Secretary of State as-much as possible. The appoint-
ment of Hull‘to the post of Secretaryship in 1933 had been
done "almost entirely for domestic political reasons."l Hull
"neither- had the taste nor the talent for the conduct of
foreign affairs."2 The only field of foreign affairs in which
~he was really interested was reciprocal tariff reductions and
this he pursued in all zealousness during his Secretaryship.
In addition to these, Hull d;d not have the confidence and
trust of the President which are very essential for a Secre-
tary to be successful under the American system of government.
On the other hand, the President wvalued the advice of persons
like Hopkins,"Welles, Morgenthau, Moley, etc. Welles and
Moley in'fact used to speak over the head of the Secretary
although they were Hull's subordinates in the State Department.’
Soon after his election for the fourth term of office,
President Roosevelt accepted the resignation of Hull. From
November 1944 to June 1945 it was the lot of Bdward Reiley
Stettinius Jr., to function as the Sgcretary of State. Though
he was good as an administrator and though he did conduct
himself wéll in the San Francisco Conference, Stettinius did

not leave a lasting imprint of his personality on the office

1 Charles W. Yost, "The Instruments of American Foreign

Policy", Foreign Affairs (New York, N.Y.), vol. 50
(1970-71), p. 50. ,

2 Ibid., p. 60.
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of Secretary of State. During his tenure Roosevelt died and
Vice P?esident Truman took over as President. And once the
San Francisco Conference was over Truman appointed James
Francis Byrnes as the Secretary of State.

When the war came to an end it was Byrnes who was in
office as the Secretary of State. He had inherited from
Stettinius an office which had lost much of its ground during
the Secretaryship of Hull. So it fell to his lot to reassert
the authority of the Secretary of State.

The opportunifies that were provided to Byrnes for re-
establishing the authority of the Secretary of State were
many. Truman gave up the Roosevelt style Presidential diplo—
macy. He made it quite clear that he was going to give a
goéd amount of discretion to the Secretary of State in the
disgharge of his functions. In addition to these there was
also the fact that Bjrnes had taken over as Secretary of
* State with a lot of trust reposed in him by the President.

Despite these favourable circumstances Byrnes' recor&
as a Secretary of State is hot very impressive. Though he
had the "courage to make decisions and toughness of fibre",3
he had very many defects in him. He wanted to be in the lime-
light. He did not care much for the occupant in the White
House. *He did not keep the President well informed of his

3 James L. McCamy, Conduct of the New Diplomacy (New
York, N.Y., 1964), p. 251, ‘
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activities. In fact on the eve of returning from Moscow
after attending a conference there, he even went to the ex-
tent of cabling Dean Acheson of his date of coming and asking
him to afrange for a broadcast by him over all radio net works
that very evening, even before reporting to the President..
All thése_resulted in a rift between the President and the
Secretary. Truman had been very iiberal as far as his Secre-
tary of State was concerned. He firmly believed that the
"Secretary should run his own Department“.4 But Byrnes went
to the extent of misusing this freedom which irritated the
President who "was extremely sensitive to any encroachmen.t“5
of his authority. It did not take the President long to
develop mistrust in his Secretary of State. Truman became
extremely suspicious.of Byrnes and there ensued a state of
hostile relationship between the two. This was to be ended
only with the resignation of Byrnes in January 1947, |
This was how the office of Secfetaryship fared during
the tenure of Byrnes. Truman had appointed Byrnes as the
Secretary of State with high hopes. He in fact had created
the proper conditions for a person to be nighly successful as

Secretary. But Byrnes by an improper use of the wide discre-

tion that the President had given to him lost the confidence

4 Alexander Deconde, The Awmerican Secretary of State: An

Interpretation (London, 1963), p. 120.

5 Ibid., p. 120.
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that the President had reposed in him. 4nd under the Ameri-
can system of Government for a Secretary of State to be suc-
cessful the complete confidence of the President is a must.
During the tenure of Byrnes a major threat to the pre-
ponderance of the foice of Secretary Qf Sfate was overcome.
When Secretary-Stettinius was replabed by Byrnes the former
was made the American Representative at the United Nations.
When a law was being enacted to create this post a propésal'
came to the effect that this position of U.S. Representative
at the U.N. should be made equivalent in rank to the office
of the Secretary of State with a éeat in the American cabinet.
An acceptance of this proposal would have meant an undermining
of the Secretary's authority. Besides there was also the
possibility of an "infinity of trouble over who should be the
President's chief adviser and Secretary on foreign pc»lic;,r.“e\S
So Byrnes on the advice of Acheson b10ckéd this move without
any public row. The act which created the post of U.S. Repre-
sentative "set it up as another ambassadorial post repbrting
through and instructed by the Secretary of State.® This
problem was to arise again in 1953 when Eisenhower pitted
Henry Cabot Lodge for this office.
. General George C. Marshall succeeded,James F. Byrnes

as the Secretary of State on 21 January 1947. It was under

7

6 Dean Acheson, Present at the Creation: My Years in
S the State Department (London, 1969), p. 111.

7 Ibid., p. 111.
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Marghall that much of the lost ground was made up. Marshall
has in fact gone down in American history as one of the
greatest Secretaries of State; During his two year tenure
such major policies as tﬁe Tfuman Doctrine and the.European
Recovery Programme (Marshall Plan) were enunciated. ‘The
Department of State was moved to a more spacious location.
The Policy Planning Staff was also established.

Truman in fact considered Marshall as his ideal Secre-
tary. He hadlgreat admiration for him. "Regardless of con--
trary pressures" he "invariably followed Marshall's advice
often without question.“8 He went out of his way to defend
any action undert aken by his Secretary;

Marshéll too on his side respected Truman and revered
the‘Présidehcy. In what all he did there was no doubt as.to
who was the Secretary and who was the President. This pre-
sented a sharp contrast to the way Byrnes had functioned.

No doubt there were instances wherein the Secretary
and the President differed. However, their "relations were
never marred by fundamental disagreement or personal con- |
flict."9 Marshall never had any high ambitions of his own
to fulfil which there would be conflict with the President's

authority. His "authority stemmed mainly from the President's

unbounded faith in him, not from any desire of his own to

8 Deconde, n. 4, p. 120.
9 Ibid., p. 1lZ2l.
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. 10
augment his power or that of his office." The President

was also absolutely confident of the trustworfhiness of Mar-
shall and he .always accepted the advice tended by Marshall.

Marshall was succeeded by Dean Acheson as Secretary
of Stape-on 21 January 1949, The relationship of Dean
Acheson with Truman was somewhat‘the same as the.relation—
ship of Marsﬁall with Truman. Consequently the influenqe of
Acheson on'foreign policy was quite considerable.

In discharging his duties as the Secretary of State
Acheéon knew how to conduct himsélf. Having worked under
Byrnes he had a knowledge of what he should not do so that he
would not displease the President. He had no aspirations on
the Presidency. He did not desire any publicity'at the cost
of the President. He knew well the fact that it was Truman
who was the Presidept and that he was only the Preéident's
Secretary of State. In addition to these he also kept in
mind the way Marshall had functioned with Truﬁan. Acheson
séw the President very often. In reporting to the President
on all issues of foreign policy he even "“"went out of his way
to demonstrate that he knew and respected the fact that the
'President and not the Secretary ii State was responsibie for

the conduct of foreign affairs."

This approach of Acheson paid very high dividends.

11 Ibid., p. 122.
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Truman came to havé absolute confidence in Acheson, Having
"faith in his judgment and ability“,12 the President accepted
without any se_c-ond thc‘)ught-the counsel of his Secretary and
sdﬁetimes_eﬁen went to the extent of praising him without ény
restraint. |

In 1953 there was a change in the Presidency. Eisen-
hower succeeded TTuman in the month of January of thatryear,
He appointed John Foster Dulles as his Secretary of State. ,
‘The period of the Secretaryship of Dulles was another landmark
for the office of the Secretary of Staté. From 1953 fill his
retirement due to ke illness in 195é Agerican foreign policy
came to be associated Qith Dulles. No doubt in the first two
years the influence of Eisenhower was considerable. 'But
thereafter for Various reaéons the role that the President
played in foreign affairs declined drastically. Consequently
"Dulles' domination of ‘the situation during this period
~ became more complete."13
‘ Eisenhower was heavily erendent on his‘Secretéry of
State. . During his period Dulles in fact nearly became the
President's exclusive adviser on foreign policy instead of
playing the usuai'role of being the chief adviser. Sone

critics have even gone to the extent of saying that "the

President abrogated his cohstitutional responsibilities by

12 Ibid., p. 123.

13 ‘Richard Goold-Adams, The Time of Power: A Reappraisal
of John Foster Dulles (London, 1962), p. 71.
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14
delegating too much of his authority to his Secretary."

To explaiﬁ this unusual dominance of the Secretary
of State in American foreign pblicy we will have to go into
the nature of the relationéhip that these two persons had between
them and the nature of the personality of Dulles and his attia

tudeltowards the Presidency.

Dulles' relationship with President Eisenhower.was

‘ : 15
"unusually close, sincere and important." Also

Dulles was above all asbsolutely loyal to the
President in everything he said and did. This
loyalty, even if it sprang from a shrewd under-
standing of the American Constitution, de-
veloped into a two way affair, 4nd Dulles on
his side went to very great trouble to see

that nothing spoilt it. He always cleared
everything with the President first. No major
speech, no major move, no major contact with a
foreign statesman was made without the white -
House knowing about it tirst, Dulles carefully
kept BElsenhower informed of every development
that he thought the President ought to be aware
of, (16) '

Added to all these was the fact that he never coveted the
Presidency. His life-time ambition was in fact to become the
Secretary of State and this he realized in 1953.

As for Eisenhower's attitude towards Dulles, Dulles

14  william P. Gerberding, United States Foreign Policy:
Perspectives and Analysis (New York, N.Y., 1962),
p. 62. ‘

15  Goold-Adams, n. 13, p. 69.
16  Ibid., p. 70. |
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to him was-in fact "the greatest Secretary of Stdate in Ameri-
17
can history." . He had absolute confidence in him. He did

LS

not even resent "John Foster Dulles' effort to capture atten-
tion."18 Such was in fact the trust placed by Eisenhower in
Dulles that there is full justification in a statement of
Goold-Adams to the effect that "the President came to see the
world through Dulles' own s‘pec'caczles.'.119

The only defect that Dulles had was his inability to
place any trust in his subordinates. 4s a co@sequence of
this Dulles did most of the important functions of the Depart-
ment. Even the role of the Under Secretary was that of a |
second man in a one-man show. The various subordinates did
not have much to do.  .The net "result was that the Department's
role declined as the Secretary_assumed staggering responsibi-
lities while relying relatively little on career'officers'of

_ 20
the Department.”

Dulles resigned due to illness on 15 April 1959. He

was succeeded by Christian A. Herter, the then Under Secretary
of State.

p

17 George W. Ball, "United States Foreign Relations:
Policy and Process“, in James A&, Stagenga, ed.,

Toward A Wiser Colossus: Reviewing and Recasting
ugi;ed States Foreign Policy (Lafayette, Ind.,
197 ) b ] po 15

18 Deconde, n. 4, p. 126,
19 Goold-Adams, n. 13, p. 70.
20 Gerberding, n. 14, p. 62.



18

On the eve of the resignation of Dulles the offige of
Secretary of State had assumed all paramountcy. Even the
establishment of the National Security Council in 1947 had
not affected it much. This was because of the féct that dur-
ing the period between 1945 and 1959 the office of the Secre-
tary of State was occupied by very competent persons. Byrnes,
Marshall, Acheson and Duiles were éll very capable people and
each one of them excelled in his own way. And of fhese, the
latter three had even the unbounded confidence of the President.’

But with the succession of Herter in 1959 a period of.
decling in the imporfance of the office of the Secretary of
State started. This state of affairs was to continue till
September 1973 when Henry M. Kissinger took charge as the
Secretary of State. |

Herter was in office fof'twenty-one months only. - Dur-
ing his period the era of Presidental involvement in foreign
affairs started again. Eisenhower started taking initiative
in foreign policy again and cbnsequently the Secretary of State
became less influential as far as foreign policy making was
concerned. Herter only took "“information to thé Presiden.t."21
"The policies and decisions were all up to the White House."22

In January 1961 the Eisenhower Administration gave

way to the Kennedy Administration. Dean Rusk succeeded Herter as

21 Stag Opotowsky, The Kennedy Government (London, 1961) ,
p. 50. '

22  Ibid., p. 50.



Secretary of State on 21 January 1961, Dean Rusk was to
officiate as the Secretary of State for a period of eight
years spanning two administrations.

Dean Rusk, though a competent man, had to work under
two powerful Presidents. As a consequence of this, Rusk's
influence on foreign policy was comparatively less. In the
tradition of Presidential diplomacy both Kennedy and Johnson
personalized foreign policy. They never left the ultimate
decision to Rusk. Rusk was at best one of those select men
with whom the President conferred prior to a decision.

In the discharge of his duties as Secretary of State,
Rusk, besides coping with a étrong President, had to meet with
the strong challenges of Robert McNamara, the Secretary for
Defence, McGeorge Bundy, the Special Assistant to the President
for National Security Affairs and Robert Kennedy., the Attorney
General. The influence bf all these three officials‘on the
President was gquite considerable and their views on foreign
policy carried much weight.

Rusk.placed a good amount of trust in the officials of
the Department of State. As a result of this, unlike Byrnes
and Dulles, Rusk came to have the confidence and fespect of
the Department of State.

What is commendable of Rusk is that he fared compara-
tively well as an adviser to the President on foreign policy.
Despite the earlier mentioned challenge that the Secretary

faced, his influence was greater than the one exerted by
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either his immediate predecessor or his immediate successor.
No doubﬁ in comparison to Mafshall, Acheson and Dulles, the
impact of Rusk waé not much. But compared to Herter and
Rogers,Rusk's influencé on foreign policy was quite considerable.

Speaking comparatively, the inflﬁence of Rusk during
Johnson's tenuré was even less than what it was during Ken-
nedy's. During Johnson's tenure Rusk fared somewhat in the
same manpner as Cordell Hull had fared during Roosevelt's
tenure. The President was interested in conducting the foreign
policy of America by himself. So Rusk's voice was listened to
only when it was similar to the one of the President. Again,
as in the times of Hull, the views and opinions of the other
Depértmental officials were also not heard much. Johnson
“distrusted professional advice, and seemed honéstly to be-
lieve that high-flo?n rhetoric was a decent substitute for cool
headed calculations of the nation's interésts.“23

Despite this dismal performance of the Secretary of
State during the Johnson Administration an event of great
importance to the office of the Secretary of State occurred.
In March 1966, President Johnson made the Secretary of State
the President's agent to assume responsibility té the full
extent permitted by law for the overall direction, coordina-

tion and supervision of inter-departmental activities of United

States Government overseas.

23 John Franklin Campbell, The Foreign Affairs Fudse
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In 1969 President Richard M. ﬁixon appointed William
" P. Rogers as the Secretary of State and there ensued a period
of further dwindling of the authority of the Secretary. .The
challenge offered by the Special Assistant to the President
for National Security Affairs with his competent staff housed
in the White House basement proved too much for Rogers, who,
unlike Rusk, was very new to thé field of'foreign affairs.
The impact of the office of Special Assistant.on the role and
authorit& of the Secretary is discussed in detail in Chapter
IV. Here it would suffice to say that during the four and a
half years' Secretaryship of Rogers advice to the President
on foreign policy matters nearly became the domain of the
white House National Security Staff. This unfortunate state
of affairs was put to. an end by the'aésumption of Secretary-
ship on 22 September 1973, by Henry M. Kissinger, the then
Special Assistant for National Security Affairs. Kissingef
was to officiate both as the Secretary bf State and as national
~security adviser to the President.

 The succession of Gerald R. Ford to the Presidency on
9 August 1974 after the resignatipn of Richard M. Nixon is
likely to_further expand the role of the Secretary of State
in Amerngn foreign policy. President Ford is not much con-
versant with foreign affairs and he has given a free hand to
his Secretary Kissinger. Kissinger who made a name as Secre-
tary even under the strong Presidency of Nixon is certainly

going to aomlnate the field of forelgn affairs. 1In the

fb(\ ag
v, 73/}1;1 -@ "'7?%‘6982,




ze

foreseeable future the emergence of Kissinger as almost the
sole architect of America's foreign policy in the post-Nixon
era is going to be a certainty. '

This analysis of how the various Secretaries of State
fared in the post-war period shows that for a Secretary to be
consequentiél in foreign policy two conditions need to be
fulfillgd. First there should be a willingness on the part -
6f the President to give to the Secretary of State wide dis-
cretion as far as the conduct of American foreign policy is
concerned. He should not impose upon himself the task of
being h;s own Secretary of State as well. Presidential diplé-
macy is the one single factor which can reduce the office of
the Secretary of State to nothing.-

However, the mere willingness on the part of the Presi-
dent to give his Secretary of State.a good amount of discre-
tion is not enough. There must be é strong and capable Secre-
tary also to accept the challenge. Herter did not rise up to
this challenge. Though the Secretary of State can at beét be
what the President wants him to be, there are instancés of a
Secretary of State not reaéhing up to the expectations of the
. President. Not only Presidents like Truman and Eisenhower
are needed, but there should 'also be Secretaries like Marshall,
Acheson and Dulles. At the same time Dean Rusk though highly
competent did not have that much of freedom to assert his
personality. Christian A. Herter provides an example of a

Secretary who was unable to come up to the expectations of

.
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the President. A4s for Byrnes he wanted himself to be more

than what the P?esident wanted him to be and this proved sui-
cidal. Rogers, of course, was not only incompetent, but at

the same time he had to serve under Nixon who was keen on
conducting Presidential_diplomacy.‘ Kissinger, the presént
Secretary of State, provides an example in the line of Marshall,
Acheson and Dulles. 'He has stood up to the demands of the
President and has'made a very good job of his office.

- A perusal of the functions perfbrmed by the.Secretary
of State suggests that they have undergone a metomorphic
change. The functions that the Secretary of State performs
today are more numerous and hore time. consuming. In 1945 the
Secretary of State was acting mainly as the chilef adviser to
the President on foreign policy. But today advice to the
President is only one of the many important functions per-
formed by the Secretary. He has many other equally important
duties to discharge. The Secretary of State in the post-war
period has become an "“adviser, negotiator, reporter of trouble,
spoke sman, manager and coordinai;or."2 He is the head of a
Department with a largely staffed personnel. He is the "rank-
ing diplomagsat large for seﬁsitive negotiations‘just‘short

of summit."” The peripatetic diplomacy of the Secretary of

24 Senator Henry M., Jackson, ed., The Secretary of State

and the Ambassador: Jackson Subcommittee Papers on the

Conduct of American Foreign Policy (New York, N.Y.,
1964), p. 40.

25 Ibid., p. 106,
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State has in fact become an accepted fact., Last but not the
least is the fact that he is the one man on whom the President

relies very often in dealing with national security questions.



Chapter III

THE FOREIGN SERVICE AND THE STATE DEPARTMENT



Chapter 1III

THE FOREIGN SERVICE AND THE STATE
. "~ DEPARTMENT -

- One of the major problems that confronted the Depart-
ment of State at the end of the war was the question pertain—
ing to the type of personnel which should fill the various
positions in the State_Department. In 1945 the Foreign Ser-
vice and the State Department were two distinct 6rgans of the
American Government and the Foreign Service had nothlng to do
as far as the manning of the various offices in the State
Department was concerned. The Foreign Service (Officers were
there as a class of personnel who were to fill in the various
officer positions overseas. Their sphere of activity lay in
the various eﬁbassies and consulates of the United States all
over the wbrld.

As a result of this dichotomy the arrangement obtain-
ing at the endvof the war was thét almost all the'officer
positions in the State Department were occupied by the Civil -
Service personnel. Only a handful of Foreign Service Officers
were on duty in Washington. Against this almost all the
officer pbsitions overseas wvere occupied by the Foreign Service
personnel and the number of persons from the Civil Service
abroad was even less than the number of FSOs in Washington.

But this system was fraught with a grave danger. There
was the possibility of policies being framed in washington
without even the slightest regard for reality. This was because
of the fact that the Civil Service officers in the State
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Department would never have the field experience and the FSOs
~working in the various embassies and consulates abroad would
never be destined to work in such large number in Washington
as to be of some consequence at the place from where all poli-
cles originated. |

To overcome this intricate problem there was only one
alternative. The conflict between what the personnel in
Washington would decide and what the personnel in the field
could implement could easily be reconciled by allowing the
FSOs to fill the officer positions in both the State Deparﬁment
and ovéréeas. This woula help in the mobility of persohnel
bgtween.WashingtOn and the field thereby facilitating the
association of fileld experience in the formulation of foreign '
policy. The net result of this would be that the policiles
framed in Washington would not be devoid of reality and hence
would not be beyond the effort of the personnel in the field.

Besides this, there were also other advantages, Among
other things,this action would overcome the class consciﬁusr_
ness of the Foreign Service personnel ¥is-3-vis the Civil
Service personhel in the State Department. It would aléo
facilitate a single personhel,sistem for all the officers of
the State Department and its various embassies and consulates
abroad.

Due to these advantages the effort in the post-war
pgriod was directed at the evolution of a Fofeign Service, the

personnel of which would man the officer positionsin both the
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State Department and abroad. |

The first report in the line favouring the integration
of the Civil Service per#onnel_ih the State Department with
the Foreign Service was made in August 1945 by the Director of
the Bureau of Budget. The Chapin-Foster Report of September
1945 also outlined a plan for the consolidation of Foreign
Service and certain areas of the Department of State. The
Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the
Government in its report to the Congress made in February 1949
subscribed tO‘the view that amalgamation of the Civil Service
personnel in the State Department abbve-certain levels with
the Foreign Service into a Foreign Affairs Service in the
course of a few years is a must. It even favoured the aboli-
tion of the post of the Director General of the Foreign Ser-
vice which had till thqnlstood for the independent authority
of the Foreign Service. The Seéretary's Advisory Committee on
Personnel 1950 held the view that there should be a single
persohnel system applicable to all persons under the direct
vadministr_ative control of the Secretary of State. The Secré-
tary of State's Public Committeg on Personnel 1954 favoured
the integration of the persoqpélof the Department with the
Foreign Service where their official functions converged. The
Herter Committee of 1962 recommended that the Civil Service
personnel in the "foreign affairs agencies" should be redesig-
nated as "foreign affairs officers". The last report in the

line is the State Department's "Diplomacy for the 70's: 4 -
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Program of Management Reform for the Department of State" of
1970. According to it all officer positions in the Department
of State should be either classed as FSO or non-FSO positions
with the former filled by personnel_belodging to the Foreign
Service and the latter by personnel belonging to the Foreign
Service Reéerve Unlimited cadre. | |

The details of the recomuendations of these various
reports and the action taken byvthe U.S. Government on them
are as follows: |
Ihe Report of the Director of the Bureau
of the Budget, August 1945 o

One of the first acts that James F. Byrnes did after
assuming office as Secretary of State was to request the
Director of the Bureau of the Budget to make recommendations
to him on the ofganization and administration of the Department
of State. The :eport entitled "The Organization and Adminis-
tration of the Department of State" was submitteéd tnvAuggst:I94S.1
On the issue of a unified foreign personnel the report, noting
the sharp cleavage existing due to "the division between the
Departmental Service in Washington, staffed by Civil Service
employees, and the Foreign Service, administereg separately

under a distinctly different personnel system," recommended

1 This report is unpublished.
2 Arthur G. Jones, The Evolutiop of Personpel Systems
Lor ¢ A History of Reform Efforts

U.S. Forelgp Affairs
(New Yol‘k, NQY‘Q’ 1965)’ po 350
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a study‘inte the "entire probleni of barriers between the two
services".3 In‘the meantime the Secretary was "to achieve |
unity in operations by gconsolidatipg the managerial and staff
facilities of the Department and by launching a upnified prog-
ram of personnel management."4 The separate O6ffices for

Departmen;el and Foreign Service administratipn.were to be

abolished,

When the Director of the Bureau of the Budget submit-
ted his report to the Secretary there was another report that
had reached the stage of complefion. Within two months of the
firsf report came the Chapin-Foster Report of October 1945.5
The reporﬁ was made by two FSds, Mr Seldon Chapin and Mr
Andrew Foster. 'in fhe report,they outlined a plan for the
consolidation ofﬂForeign Service and certain areas of the

Department of State. The details of the programme ran thus:

The members of the consolidated service
would be obligsted to serve at home and
abroad and would constitute an Executive
Branch of general officers and a Staff
Branch of specialists and support person-
nel. Assignment of the personnel would

Ibid., p. 36,

4 The Qrgapizatiop and Administration of the
of State: A Report Submitted at the request of the
Secretary of State by the Director of the Bureau of
the Budget, August 1945, p. 7. Cited in Jones, n. 2,
p. 36, Stress inserted, _ o

5 VA Unpublished_/.
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be flexible, some 'serving most of their

careers in Washington and others primarily

overseas. Persons employed only for duty

in Washington would constitute a Depart-

mental Branch. 6

An implementation of this plan would have at least

started the process of unifying the personnel in Washington
and the personnel abroad. But it was decided to proceed with
draft legislation limited to improvements in the Foreign
Service itself. The outcome of this was the Foreign Service

Act of 1946.

Ihe Foreign Service Act 1946

" The Foreign Service Act of 13 August 1946 needs a
special mention because it is the very basis of the post-war
Foreign Service personnel administration. The most important
provision which is relevant in the codtext of integration is
the section;pertaining to the establishment of‘Foreign Service
Reserve Corps. Under the.terms of the FSR the Department was
~ rendered capable of recruiting specialist officer personnel
with needed skills for temporary periods. An FSR was "recrui-
ted to serve up to two consecutive five years periods renewable
for two more such periods following at least a year's break in
service after the firét'two.“7 The establishment of the

Foreign Affairs Specialists corps as a sister corps to the

6 = Committee on Foreign Affairs Personnel, Personpel for
the New Diplomacy (wWashington, D.C., 1962), Appendix
By, p. 143, Stress inserted. .

7 W. Wendell Blancke, Ihe Foreigp Service of the United

ms (New York, N.YO’ 1969), Pe 36,
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Foreign Service Officer corps in February 1971 was fendered
-bossible only because 6f this FSRﬁprovision as amended in
August 1968 which authorized the Department of State and the
United States Infofmatign Agéncy ﬁo appoint FSRs with "un-
limited tenure" or career status (FSRUs).
. The principle of integration was accepted by the Com-
mission on Ofganization of the Executive Branch of the Govern-
ment, more popularly known as the First Hoover Commission,
| named after its chairman'Herbert Hoover., The Commission in
its Report on foreign afféi:s to the Congress submitted in
February 1949 recommended thus:
The personnel in the :permanent State
Department establishment in Washington

and the personnel of the Foreign Ser-
vice above certain levels.should be

Wwammgim
a ginele Foreizp Affalrs Service
ablimﬂmmahhmgsmm
-and constitutinz 3 safeguarded career
group admionistered separately frow the
WMM.B
Speaking of the defects inherent in the then prevalling

system the Commission said:

This division of forces between a
Forelgn Service centering on a sepa-
rate corps of officers, mostly sta-
tioned abroad but partly in key posi-
tions in Washington, and a group of

8 %
Eax_igné_z.&iu A_gngx__q%g_sz%_agvglm_

on of Branch
of ;he Governme n&, Febryary 1949 (Washington, D.C.,
1949), pp. 61-62. Stress added.
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employees who work chiefly at home is a
source of serious friction and increas-
ing inefficiency. 9

The division leads to jealousies and
to inequality of compensation among peo- .
ple doing much the same work. The Foreign
Service, through long periods of service
abroad, undoubtedly loses contact with
American domestic conditions. The Civil
Service employees, who seldom or never
serve abroad for any long period, fail
often to understand other nations and appre-
ciate foreign conditions. 10

And

The present conditions also lead to the
existence of two administrative offices,
one for each body of public servants, but
both in the same household and dealing fre-
quently with the same personnel questions.
The Foreign Service is in law and practice
largely self-administered and is to some
degree even independent of the Secretary
of State. 11 R
The Commission also lists a good number gg the general
principles that should guide the consolidation. All the

members of the new sihgle "Foreign Affairs Service" should
pledge to serve at home or ébroad. The consolidation should
be mandatory, but gradual,. spread over a short period of years.
Almost all the officer level positions should be included in
the consolidation. The Secretary and the Under Secretary

should keep an eye on the programme and the Deputy Under

9  Ibid., p. 62,
10  Ibid., p. 163,
11 Ibid., p. 163,

12 Ibid., pp. 64-68,
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Secretary for Administration should be entrusted with the
duty of implementing the programme. The aduission of the
Civil Service personnel should be through application and
oral examination. Those personnel of the Civil Service who
are unwilling to enter the new Service but who aré qualified
for their present duties should be continued in their present
posts on some special "limited serviée" basis or should be
given opportuniyies elsewhere in the Gévernment. All members
of the consolidated Service of tﬁe same grade should have
equal status in every respectfgihcluding compensation and
retirement rights. And lastly the consolidated Service should
not be self-administered but subject to direction and inspec-
tion of the Secretary.

In recommending the unification of the Foreign Service
and the Civil Service in the State Department into a single
"Foreign Affairs Service" the Commission also stated that
"for the present the consolidaﬁegaservice should be separatq
from the general Civil Service.® This was to prevent the
possibility of the occurrence of any unnecessary complication
as both the Civil Service and the Foreign Service were to
undergo metamorphic changes under fhe_ recommendations of the
Commission. _ )

The Commission alsé‘favoured the abolition oﬁ the post
of the Director General of the-Foreign Service which had till

13 Ibid., p. 63.
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then represented the independent authority of the Foreign
Service. ) - .

As far as the implementation of these recommendations
are concerned, the U.S.‘G'gve_x_'nment did not go much far. The
consolidéted "Foreign Affairs Service" never materialized as
"the Foreign Service Officers'did not wish to give up thelir
exclusive status, nor serve over_much'time in washington,
while many Civil Service Officers had no wish to go overseas
for protracted periods or"be'subjected to the’mbre exacting
Foreign Service promotion sy_stem.“l4 The post ‘of the Director
General was not abolished. It was made subordinate to the
Secretéry of State. Only thé separate Office of Foreign
Service was abolished. It was’incorporated into the newly
created Office of Personhel. The Foreign Service was to be
administered by the Director: General under the authority of
the Secretary of State.

e Re e e ' a

ee e 7 »

In December 1949 Secretary Acheson appointed a three-
‘'man committee to advise him on the need for basic changes in
the personnel systems and relationships of the Department and
the Foreign Service. This committee, known aS'ﬁhe Secretary's
Advisory Committee on Personnel, was headed by James H. Rowe,

a former member of the Hoover Commission, and consisted of two

14 Blancke, n. 7, pp. 26-27.
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other members, Robert Ramspeck, a former mcmber of the Cong-
ress, and William E. Decourcy, a career FSO. The Committee
submitted its report in August 1950. \

On the issue of the integration of the Foreign Service
and the Civil Service personnel in the State Department the
recommendation of the Rowe-Ramspeck-DeCourcy Committec was thus:

There should be a sipgle persoppel system
applicable Lo all people under the direct
adulpnistrative control of the Secretary of
State. Such a system would provide a uni-
fied flexible group recruited and adminis-
tered under a common set of policies.
Employees would be assizped at home apd
abroad as .th_ needs of the service might

apd organizgtional areas where it 1s peces-
sary for e e

Because of the distinctive characteristics
of the conduct of foreign affairs and the
fact that many of the people concerned serve
abroad, the system should be egtablighed
dpitially outside the regular Civil Service.

This recommendation is made without preju-
dice to the possibility of eventual develop-
ment and improvement of the Civil Service
system that might result in making it suit-
able for all civilian employees of the
Government. The integrated personnel sys-
tem must take into account the interest of
other Federal agencies concerned with
foreign affairs. 15

Thus this Committee in its recommendation on integration

15 Secretary s Advisory Committee on Personnel, An

Persoppel System for the Copduct of Forelgn
Af_f_gj,_r_g, Report to the Secretary of State, August 19560,
p. 1ll. Stress inserted.

See Committee on Foreign Affairs Personnel, n. 6,
_Appendix B, p. 144.
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went a step further than the Hoover Commission. According to
this Committee.the employees under the direct administrative
control of the Secretary should come under a "single personnel
system" outside the Civil Service. However, the Committee was
not that rigid as far as‘the reduirement of the pérsonnel of
the Forelign Service serving ét home or abréad'was concerned.
The prescription of service at home or ab?oad was to be applied
only to the extent necessary. There was the realization to
the effect that "a single service and a unified personnel sys-
 tem were predicated on broader conéiderations than overseas
requirements."16 ‘Many positions in Washington, according to
this Committee, should be filled by persons not required or
expected to serve overseas. ' |

The Committee envisaged a foreign affairs personnel act
to give effect to its important recoummendations. The legisla-
tion was to permit the Secretary to prescribe the details of
the personnel system. The consolidation was to be mandatory,
but the Department was to proceed in a gradual manner so that
it would not deprivé the Secretary of the services of useful
employee Se There was to be no time limit for this amalgamation.

As an immediate step in this line of unification the
Committee recommended lateral entry into the FSO from the Civil
Service, the FSR and the FSS personnel on a spontaneous basis.

They were to be recruited under the lateral entry provisions of

.

16 Jones, n. 2, p. 63,
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the Foreign Serv;ce Act of 1946 by examination.

The Department announced the course of action that it
was going to take on this recommendation of the Rowe Committee
for a unified Foreign Service in March 1951. The programme
was outlined ;n a directivg from the Deputy Under Secretary
for Administration to the Director of Personnel. The direc-
tive did not accept the concept of a single foreign affairs
personnel system applicable to all the employees. Against
this it proposed integrating "the Department and Foreign
Service to the extent the common cbnditiéns of service might
logically ap;;ly to members of an integrated servic:e.“17 The
lateral entry provisions were to be liberalized so that more
non-FS0- personnel could join the FSO ranks on their own voli-
tion by passing the preseribed examination in the coming three
years.' There was.also to be an appreciable increase in the
number of exchange assignments. Depaftmental officers occupy-
‘ing positions in Washington for which overseas experience was
needed were to be given a temporary assighment abroad.

Legislation on this aspect was to follow only if the
effort in these two fields failed.

In accordance with the directive, the Department went
ahead with a more intensive exchange programme and a more
liberal lateral éntry into the FSQ cadre. Many positions 1h
Washington were identified as “exéhange-type" positions. An

17 Ibid., p. 70.
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interchange Committee was set up in the Office of Personnel
to co-ordinate exchange assignments between the two services.
In 1952 the number of Depértmental officers assigned overseas
rose to 124 as against 31 in 1949. The number of FSOs
assigned to Washington rose from 173 in 1950 to 272 in 1952.

As far as the lateral entry was concerned the programme
was announced 1nuApril 1951. By 1 November 1951, the closing
déie, 2,150 candidates had filed applications. 'But then the
programme got bogged down. The Depaftment could not obtain
the necessary legislation authorizing it to make appointments
above the starting salary rate of the various grades’; The
high standards expected of the applicants and the various pre-
requisiteé disqualified many. 410 applicants even withdrew
by & February 1954. Many who took the examination were either
turned down or were offered appointments involving a lower
grade and a drastic decrease in salary. By 5 February 1954
the applications of only 499 candidates had been examined and
of them hardly 179 had been certified for appointment. Even
in these 179 only 25 persons were on service by that date. Of
the rest, 6 had declined the offer, 40 others had requested
deferral and 108 were awaiting processing of their papers.
There were still 1,291 candidates to be examined.18

This was how the programme of 1951 fared. As for the

causes of the failure of this programme:

18 For the statistics see ibid., pp. 71-73;
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The personnel improvement programme of
.1951 failed for a variety of reasons.

The advances were at best limited.
Failure to obtain the necessary legis-
lation, together with restrictive lateral
entry standards, blunted the integration
effort. Ihe movement lacked a sense of
urgency and determinatiop to achieve its
stated objectives. 19

Wristop Committee Report of Jupe 1954

The failure in implementing the programme of 1951 and
the setbacks that the Department recieved with the establish-
ment of the United States Information Agency and the Foreign
Operations AdminiStraticn,'whic-h not only curtailed the opera-
tional role of the Department of State, but also dwindled the
specialist Reserve éorps by a half, made the Secretary of
State Dulles appoint the Public Comm}ttee on Personnel under
the ché.irmanshi_p of Henry M. wriston ,the President of Brownlow
University. The task that was entrusted to the Committee was

to recommend:

me gsures necessary to strengthen the effec-
tiveness of the professional service to a

st andard consistent with the vastly increased
responsibilities in the field of foreign

policy which have devolved upon the President
and the Secretary., 20

Aftér going through the whole problem, the Committee's recom-

mendation to the Secretary on the question of integration was

19 Ibid., p. 74. Stress inserted.

20 Secretary of State's Public Committee on Personnel,

loward A Stronger Foreigp Service (washington, D.C.,
June 1954), Appendix 1, p. 59,
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thus:

nwmmmmmmm
mept of State and the Forelgpn Servige,
where their official functions converge,
doto a sipgle admipistrative system, thus
putting an end to the institutional sepa-
rateness of these main functioning arms
of United States diplomacy. 21

To achieve this integration the Committee suggested
22

three actions:

Action One: Formal confirmation of those
positions in.the Department's domestic -
organization, the incumbents of which should
have both foreign and domestic experience.
These positions should be redesignated as
"Foreign Service" positions to distinguish
them from other Departmental jobs in which
foreign experience is not necessary and
which therefore logically should continue to
be staffed from the Civil Service.

Action Two: Establishment of qualifications
st andards to require foreign experience for
the positions thus designated - this action

to be taken in cooperation with the Civil
Service Commission.

Action Three: Within the limits of feasibi-
lity incorporate the incumbents of the newly
designated "Foreign Service" positions into
the Foreign.Service and install an effective
system of rotation.
The Committee felt that the problem of identifying the
"Foreign Service" positions should not take more than six
weeks. There were to be around 1,440 "Foreign Service" posi-

tions in Washington. In 1954 the nnmbér of FSOs in Washington

21 Ibid., p. ii1. Stress inserted.
22 Ibid.’ ppo 26-270
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was only 119. In total, when the programme was to be imple~
mented completely, there were to be around 3,900 FSOs - 1,440
in Washington, 2,250 abroad and the rest on leave or training
or awaiting appointment. This goal of 3,900 was thrice the
strength-of the Foréign Service in 1954. The whole programme
was to be completed within two yeafs.

In the programme there was also a provision fdr retain-
ing'certain qffieers whose duties did not require service
abroad. »

The transfer from the Civil Service to the Foreign
Service was to be voluntary under a reviséd lateral entry
scheme. | , | v

The Department was also to see that henceforth no
personnel in fhe’Foreign Service would be allowed to stay
overseas for a pefiod longer than six years on the average.
For this a policy of periodic rotetion between Washington and
overseas posts was to be instituted. | '

_As for the advantages thatvwould accrue by an implemen-
tation of this programme the Committee's verdict was:23

The immediate advantage accruing from
integration along these lines is that

- the noy disparate and rigidly compart-

meptalized functions of the home and
overseas organizations of the Depart-
ment of State would be welded, where

their functions converge, into a gipgle

for the conduct of
American foreign policy.

23 Ibid., pp. 34-35. Emphasis inserted.
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Ready interchangeability of personnel bet-

ween foreign and home posts should enable

the Secretary of State to man these posts,

for the first time, from a greatly

of talepnts united in a common endeavour

and, as time goes on, a shared experience.

This will also produce a much larger reser-

voir of trained and maturing officers from

which to draw candidates for the highest

positions in the Service.

The programme was to be given effect to within the
framework of the Foreign Service Act of 1946. However, there
. were to be one or’two legislations aiso. New legislation was
needed to enable Foreign Service fofcers to be appointed at
any of the salary scales of the applicable class rather than
only at the minimum scale, and also to allow the Secretary to
extend tours of duty for the FSOs in Washington beyond a four-
year period. » ' |
The recommendations of the Wriston Committee were

approved with minor execeptions by Dulles who asked forAits
immediate implementation. Charles Saltzman, a member of the
Wriston Committee, was appointed as Under Secretary for Adminis-
tration to spearhead the effort. A special planning unit was
set up to co-ordinate work on the many legislative and adminis-
trative aspects of the Committee's proposals.

24 ' .
As for the implementation of the programme: 1,362

24 For most of the facts and figures given here see
Becruitment and Irainipg for the Foreigp Service of the
Upited States, A Staff Study Prepared by the Department
of State to the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations,
85th Congress, 2nd session (Washington, D.C., 1957),

pg. 11-14, As for the rest see Jones, n. 2, pp. ll2-
16.
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positions in the Department of State and 2,609 positions at
~overseas posts wefe designated as 'Foreign Service' positions.
By 1957 about 1,400 were laterally édmitted into the Foreign
Service. For this, changes in the Foreign Service Act of 1946
were needed. By Public Law 759 approved on August 31, 1954
the Department was rendered competen£ to recruit officers to
the Foreign Service, at levels above the bottom class, at any
one of the salary scales prescribed for each class rather than
only at the minimum scale as provided by law. This was however
subject to three limits. A maximum df only 500 officers could
be recruited; The authority was to lapse on 31 March 1955.
Also the appointments were limited to persons serving in the
classified~01vil Service or in the'Fo;eign Service Reserve or
the Foreign Service $Staff. v

By Public Law 22 of 5 April 1955 the ceiling of 500
was increased to 1,250. Besides not more than 40 officers
could also be :ecruited from pérsonnel‘who wefe not employed
in the Department of St ate, including the Foreign Service
Reserve'ahd Foreign Service Staff. ﬂ

Public Law 828 of 28 July 1956 further increased the

scope for lateral entry. By this law the number of persons
who could be inducted to the Foreign Service from outside the
Department of State was raised from 40 to 165. In addition,
the recruitment of persons from the FSR with a minimum of three
years service was to be exempted from the ceiling of 1,250

lateral entrants from the Departmeht of State.
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The integration programme was formally terminated on 1
August 1956, By then 585 Civil Service officers in Washington
~and 737 Staff and Reserve personnel had been certified for
appointment. Of this, 1,147 had in fact been appointed by that
date. | " |

To know the reaction of the Foreign Service officers
on the issue o§ ihtegration Secretary Dulles had‘asked Senator
Alexander Wiley to go into the attitudes of the FSOs on integ-
ration and report to him. The Senator gave his report ;n
December 1954. The verdict of the‘report was that the majority
of FSOs were not against integration.

The integration;programme didvcanse unhappiness to a
considerable number of people. Wristonization--the procéss of
integration adopted on the basis of the Wriston Report--and
Wristonees - the non-FSO personnel who were admitted into the
FSO ranks through the process of Wristonization - were both
looked down upon by a good number of the older FSOs, Many of
the Civil Servants did not feel at home in the newly integrated
personnel system. "Eventually some 300 Departmental positions
in certain categoriés were redeslignated as non-Foreign Service.
so that the incumbents need not serve overseas. Conversely,

a number of other positions, in%éuding many newly created, were
designated as Foreign Service.®

By 1960 however the integration had become an accepted

25 Blancke, n. 7, p. 28,
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fact and the Wristonees were no longer a set of second class
Foreign Service Officers in the FSC ranks. The immediate
problems that this Wristonization had given rise to were on
the wane. Such was in fact the state of affairs that Public
" Law 86 of 8 September 1960 removed all quota limitations,
making eligible for lateral appointment any person having |
prior service in a pbsition of respbnsibility in a government
agency or agencies, | .

' To complete the study of the evolution of the relation-
ship between the Department of State and the Foreign Service
right uptil the present day two more reports will have to be
analeed along with the action taken by the Government on them.
The two feports ére the Herter Committee Report of 1962 and
the Department of State's "Diplomacy for the 70's"™ of 1970.
Herter Committee R t of
Decepgber 1962

The Committee on Foreign Affairstersonnel was appointed
by Secretary Rusk in 1961 under the auspices of the Carnegie
~ Endowment for International Peace. It was chaired by Christian
A. Herter, the previous Secretary of State. The Committee
submitted its report in December 1962. Its recommendation on

the issue of 1ntegration-was thus:

The personnel of the foreign affairs-agencies

" in the United States who are now in the Civil
Service system should be redegizpated as
foreign affairs officers and employees and
should be brought withipg the structure of
foreign affalrs services. These employees
should not be obligated to serve as a

1
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consequence of this redesignation. Future
recruitment should, however, stressg avail-
ability for overseas service, and the long-
range goal should be to increase the pro-
portion of personnel available for service

_ at home and abroad., The agencies and the
Civil Service Commission should reach appro-
priate agreements to issue harmonious and
mutually beneficial personnel relation-
ships. 26 '

An implementation of this programme would have meant
the establishment of a distinct category of "foreign affairs
services" filled by "foreign affairs officer;“. But'the Ameri-
can government did not take any action in this line.

The last major phase in this evolution of the relation-
ship between the Foreign Service and the State Department was
begun with the submission Qf the Department of State's "Diplo-

macy for the 70's: A Program of Ménageme‘nt Reform for the

26 Committee on Foreign Affairs Personnel, n. 6, pp. 30-31.
Recommendation No. 8. Stresses inserted. The use of
vords "foreign affairs officers" in the quotation instead
of FS0s 1s because the Committee envisaged in the field
of foreign affairs a group of compatible foreign services
vhich would be called "foreign affairs services". The
three services it recommended were the Foreign Service
of the State Department, the Foreign Information Service
of the USIA and the Foreign Development Service of the
AID., These compatible services wére to be governed by
uniform statutory provisions regarding personnel manage-
ment. Among ‘these services there was to be a systematic
interchange of personnel and provision for lateral
transfer. In addition, in filling the top posts in
foreign affairs the senior personnel of all the three
services were to be considered. The officer personnel
in these three services were to be referred to a
“"foreign affairs officers®.
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Department of State" to the Secretary of State in November
1970. It consisted of over six hundred recommendations made
by thirteen Task Forces with a view to improve the management
“and aduinistration of the Department of State. On the prob-
lem of the relationship befween the Department of State .and
the .Foreign Service the views of the Task Forces were briefly
thus;z7 | “

All officers in the Department of State and overseas
were to be under a singlevpérsonnel authority - the Aﬁthority
of the Fofeign Service Act. The various officer positions in
the Department and overseas were to be.classified into two
categories - FSO positions and non-FSO positions. The FSO
positions were to be manned by personnel belonging to the FSO
and the non-FS0 positions by personnel belonging to the FSRU
cadre, Foreign Service Staff officers corps was to be-ddne
away with as a distinct categbry of officers. The officers
belonging to this corps were to be assimilated into the ranks
of the FSO and the FSRU. The presence of officers belonging
to the Civil Service in the State Department was also to be
‘discontinued. The officers belonging'to'the Civil Service in
the State Department had the dptions of either joining the
FSO or the FSRU, if they qualified, or reverting back to the

27 For details see Department of State, Diplomacy for
’ the 70's: A Prozram of Mapagement Reform for ithe
Dﬁnag%m%g% of State (washington, D.C., December 1970),
PP. - .
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Civii Service. ‘ 28
The Department accepted all these recommendations.
Even its prégramme of implementation was very much in line
with the one suggested by the ?ask Forces. - A1l the officer
positions in the Department and ovefsegs were to be classed
as FSO and FSRU positions. There was to be a liberalized
management reform lateral entry intb the»Fsor_ A new Foreign
Affairs Specialists Corps (FAS) was to be established to fill
the various’FSRU_positions.29 |
The Department of State took upon the implementation
of this programme of unified personnel for the State Depart-
ment with all zeal. With the exception of non-career poéitioné
‘and those exempted by statute all the officer positions in the
Department and overseas were designated either as FSO or FSRU.
A programme of liberal lateral entry into the FSO was adopted.
Conversion to the FSC was to be from the non-FS0 personnel in
the State Departmeét. Foreign Affairs Specialists Corps was
also established. Recruitment to FAS was to bé done from the

officers belonging to the Civil Service, the FSO, the FSRU and

28 For detalls pertaining to the views of the State Depart-

: ment on these recommendations and its programme of.
action to give effect to them see Departmepnt of State.
News Letter (wWashington, D.C.), no. 116 (December 1970),

no. 117 (January 1971) and no. 119 (March 1971), pp. 20-
21, 23-24 and 12-13 respectively.

29 This corps was to be established under the pfovisions
of Public Law 494, 90th Congress, approved 20 August
1968. This law authorized the appointment of Foreign

Service Reserve (Officers with "unlimited" tenure i.e.
with career status.
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the FSS. For conversionato the FAS a good number of incen-
tives were also 6ffered. ? , | _ | '
As of today the phase of management reform lateral
entry into the FSO has ended. This progrAmme was terminated
on 31 December 1973. By then 371 persons had been certified
for appointment into the FSO. In all a total of 661 non-FSOs
applied for incorporat;on‘into the FS0 and of thém 522 were
found eligible and examined. Out of these 522 applicants,
411 were recommended for appointment. Of the not appointed
40 officers, as on 31 December 1973, 13 had withdrawn and the
applications of remaining 27 were still being processed.31
As for conversion into the FAS is concerned it is still
going on, But now the cbnveréion is only from among those who
have put_i-n'at least three years of cofxtinuous and satisfac-

tory service in the FSR. This is in accordance with the
decision of the District Court of the District of Columbia.

30 Some of the incentives were thus. If the converts
were not subject to service abroad at the time of
their conversion or were aged fifty or above, service
abroad, though encouraged, was not to be compulsory.
Career officers converting to FAS from categories in
which the principle of elimination from service for
unsatisfactory performance was not followed were to
continne to have that privilege for a period equal
to the maximum time-in-class applicable to their FAS
appointment class and specialty or for ten years
whichever was less. This privilege was to cease on
the first promotion. Besides converts from the Civil
Service who were under the Civil Service Retirement
System at the time of conversion were to be eligible
for earlier retirement at a slightly higher annuity
under the Foreign Service Retirement System.

31 For the source of these statistics see Ney Letter,
no. 154, March 1974, p. 18.
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-~ On 12 June 1973 this Court passed a verdict to the effect that
for conversion into the FSRU a person should have at least put.
in three years of continﬁous-and satisfactory service in the

FSR.

AN APPRAISAL OF THE INTEGRATION PROGRAMME

The programme of integration in the post-war period
has gone through threa.distinct periods. - In the first period,
which can be called the'pre-Wristonization'period, and which
spans from 1945 to the submission of Wriston Committee Report
in June 1954, the Department of State was not that serious as
far as the question of integration was concerned. The Report
of the Director of the Bureau of the Budget to the Secretary
of State, the Chapin-Foster Report and the Hoover Commission
Report were ignored as far as the issue of integration was
concerned. ‘The Department was only half decided when it agreed
to implement a good number»of the suggestions made by the
Secretary's Advisory Committee on Personnel, 1950,

The second period which can be called the Wristoniza-
tion period started with’the submission of the Wriston Com-
mittee Report in June 1954. The immedlate cause for the
appointment of this Committee was the curtailment of the
operational role of the Sfate Department‘by the establishment
of the USIA and the FOA and the consequent loss of a good

number of'personnel from the FSR ranks. The period extends
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' uptil 1 August 1956 when the programme was officially termi-
nated. In the intervening period the relationship of the |
Department with the Foreign Service underwent drastic changes.
At the end of this pericd thg number of Civil Service person-
nel in the State Departhent had been reduced considérably.

The third and last period which can be termed as the
post-Wristonization pericd started from 1 August 1956 and its
‘1life span is continuing even today. This pericd has been
marked by a process of further consolidation and the estab-

" lishment of a parallel and alternate Foreign Service in the
FAS. Todsy not many Civil Service officers are in the State
Depazftment. The State Department is mainly ~st:affed by the
FSO and the FAS personnél.

Thus the past twenty-nine years have seen a drastic
change in the relationship between the Department of State and
the Foreign Service. 1In 1945 the Department and the Foreign
Service were two distihct arms of the U.S. Government. Almost
all the officer posts 1n the Deﬁartment were occupied by the
personnel belonging to the Civil Service. The Foreign Servicé
had only representational funcfions to perform. The personnel
of the Foreign Service were to occupy the various officer posts
in the American embassies and cénsulates abroad. The number
of FSUs on duty in Washington was very little and the number
of Civil Service Officers on duty abroad was even less.

But today the picture is entirely different. There are
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hardly a few Civil Service officers in the State Department.
Almost all of the officer positions in the Department and
overseas are filled by the personnel belongiﬁg to the two
services that are established under the provisions of the
Foreign Service Act - the personnel of the FSO and the FaS.

, The personnel in the State Depai‘tment are under the diréct

~ authority of the Secretary of State and they are distinct

~ from the general Civil §ervice. The_days of the Départment
and the Foreign Service being two distinct and separate arms
of the American Government are thus gone. The Foreign Service

today is subordinate to and functions in the Department ‘of
State. | |
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Chapter IV
NATIONAL SECURITY AND THE STATE DEPARTMENT

In this chapter an ekamination will be made of the two
important institutions concerned with national security - the
National Security_Council and the Special Assistant to the
President for National Security Affairs - and their impact on
the role and functioning of the State Department. The section
on Natipnal Security Council (NSC) will also include a brief
reference to the very many inétitutions that worked under it
over the years such as the Planning Board, the Operations
’Coordinatihg Board, the Review Group, etc. 4 mention of the
‘Cenfral Intelligence Agency which works within the framework
of the NSC system will also be made. ‘ '

Prior to a detailed study of the NSC and the office Bf
the}Spgcial Assistant to theAPresident for National Security
Affairs a few words may be said about the impact of national
security on questions of foreign policy in recent yéars. In
the post-war period nothing has curtailed the freedom of |
action of the State Department in mattefs of foreign policy
so mach as pretexts of national security. Under the gawb of
national securitj questions pertaining to foreign policy have
comé to be discussed and decided upon by agencies outside the
State Department. Such is in fact the impact of national
security on foreign policy that a Staff Report of the Sub-
Committee on National Policy Machinery, 1960, said as follows
with reference to'the NSC: "The main work of the NSC has
centered around the consideration of fg_z_e_i@-_p__qligx que stions,
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rather than na&ibnal security problems in their full contem-
' 1 .
- porary sense." This clearly bespeaks of the impact of

national secufity on foreign peolicy.

NAIIONAL SECURITY‘COUNCIL AND THE STATE '
_ DEPARTMENT

The plan of this section is as foilows. At the outset
the creation of the NSC and its working mechanism is dealt
with, This is followed by a historical study of how the NSC
functioned under the various Presidents. The last part con-
cerns itself with the role played by the Department of State
in the NSC mechanism and the impact of the NSC mechanism on.
the role of the Department of State,

- The National Security Council was created by the
National Security Act of 1947 (Public Law 253, 80th Congress,
27 July 1947) which also established a unified Defence Depart-
ment under the Secretary of Defence. The function of the NSC
according to the Act was: -

to advise the President with respect to

the integration of domestic, foreign, and \
military policies relating to the national .
security so as to enable the military ser-
vices and the other departments and agenc-
ies of the Government to cooperate more

effectively in matters involving the
national security. 2

1 "A Staff Report of the Subcommittee on National Policy
- Machinery 12 December 1960", Senator Henry M. Jackson,
ed., Ihe Natiopal .i.s:m;m Q_cm&_u:

Papers op mm% the Presidential Level (New
York, N. Y., 1965) 3. Emphasis in the original.

2 Section 101 (a) Public Law 253, 80th Congress, approved
: on 27 July 1947. .
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The initiative for the establishment of the NSC came
from the Navy Departmen@. Secretary of Navy James Forrestal,
during his tenure of office, had asked Ferdinand Eberstadt, a
former vice-chéirman of the War Productipn Board, to go into
the question of the unification of the War and Navy Departments
and post-war reoi'ganization for national security. The report
was submitted to the Secretary on 25 September 1945,

"~ On the issue of national security the report favoured .
the establishment of a National Security Council to "afford a
permanent vehicle for maintaining active, cloge, and continuous
contact between the departments and agencies" of the American
Government responsible for her foreign and military policies
and their implementation. This NSC was to be a "policy-forming
apd advisory, not an executivé boc_iy.“4 It was to be the key-
stone of the U.S. organizational __strizctui'e. Its membership
was to consist of the Secretaries of State, War, Navy and Air
and'the Chairman of the National Security Resources Board. The
President was to have the poﬁer of making additions to the
membership. The President was to be its Chairman., It waé to
have a permanent secretariat with a full-time executive. The
Central Intelligence Agency was to be a part of the NSC. The
Council was to "be charged with the duty (1) of formulating
and coordihating overall policies in the political and military

3 Jaclzcggn, n. 1l; see the Section on Official Documents,
po X R v

4 Ibid., p. 293,
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fields, (2) of éssessing énd appraising our foreign objectives,
comnitments and risks, and (3) of keeping thgse in balance with
our military power, in being and potential."

It was on the'basis of this Eberstadt report that the
National Security Act of 1947 was passed.

Membership of the National Security Council was initial-
' Iy prescribed to include the President, the Secretaries of .
State, Defence, War, Navy and Air and the chairman of the
National Security Resources Board. In 1949 the representation
for the Defence Department was reduced to one, instead of four
~and the Vice-Preéident was also made a statutory member of the
Council., Today the statutory membership of the Council con-
sigsts of the President, the Vice-President, the Secretaries of
State and Defence and the Director of the Office of Emergency
Preparedness.6

The Counci; was to be assisted by a permahent staff
headed by a full-time civilian Executive Secretary. This
Execqtive Secretary was to haﬁe the\poﬁer to appoint the other

S
personnel on the staff. The President was to preside over the

5  1Ibid., p. 293.

6 The Office of Emergency Preparedness, so designated by
Act of 21 QOctober 1968, is a redesignation of the 0ffice
of Emergency Planning which was created in 1961 as the
successor to the Office of Civil and Defence Mobiliza-
tion. 1Its involvement in the NSC mechanism can be
explained by the fact that it is entrusted with the
task of assisting and advising the President in the co-
ordination and determination of policy for all emergency
preparedness activities,
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meetings and in cases of his inability to attend the NSC
meetings he was authorized to designate a member of ‘the
Council to preside over its meetings.

The National Security Act of 1947 envisaged the dutles
of the NSC thus:

In addition to performing such other functions as the
President may direct, for the purpose of more effectively
- coordinating the policies and functions of the departments
and agencies of the Government relating to the national secu-
rity, it shall, subject to the direction of the President, be
the duty of the Council - -

1) to assess and appraise the objectives,
commitments, and risks of the United
States in relation to our actual and
potential military power in the interest
of national security, for the purpose of
making recommendations to the President
in connection therewith; and

2) to conslder policies on matters of common
interest to the departments and agencies
of the Government concerned with the na-
tional security, and to make recommenda-
tions to the President in connection
therewith. 7

Besides establishing the National Security Council, the
National Security Act of 1947 also established the Central
Intelligence Agency. The Central Intelligence Agency was to
be the succe ssor to National Inteliigence Authority and was
to function under the overall supervision of the NSC. The
Act envisaged the functions of the CIA as foLl‘ows:

For the i)urpc;se of co-ord.inat'ing the ihtelligencé
activities of the several Government departments and agencies

in the interest of national security, it shall be the duty of
the Agency, under the direction of the NSC -

7 ‘Section 101 (b) Public Law 253, 80th Congress approved
27 July 1947. ‘ ’ _
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5)
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to advise the National Security Council in
matters concerning such intelligence acti-
vities of the Government departments and
agencies as relate to national securlty;

to make recommendations to the National
Security Council for the coordination of
such intelligence activities of the de-
partments and agencies of the Government
as relate to the national security;

. to correlate and evaluate intelligence re-

lating to the national security, and pro-
vide for the appropriate dissemination of
such intelligence within the Government
using where appropriate existing agencies
and facilities...}

to perform, for the benefit of existing
intelligence agencies, such additional
services of common concern as the National
Security Council determines can be more
effectively accomplished centrally;

to perform such other functions and duties
related to intelligence affecting the na-
tional security as the National Security
Council may from time to time direct, 8

For the exact nature and functioning of the NSC much

depends on the attitude of the President towards the NSC and

his conception of its proper role in decision-making. The

eérlier mentioned Staff study says that there are broadly two

approaches which a President can adopt as regafds the National

Security Council. They are:

1)

He can use the Council as an intimate
forum where he joins with his chief
advisers in searching discussion and
debate of a limited number of eritical
problems involving major long-term stra-
tegic cholces or demanding 1mmediate
action. 9

8 Seetion 102 (d) Public Law 253, 80th Congress approved
27 July 1947.

9 . Jackson, n. 1, p. 32,
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2) The President can view the Council as
the apex of a comprehensive and highly
institutionalized system for generating
policy proposals and following through
on Presidentially approved decisions.
Seen in this 1light, the Council itself
sits at the top of what has been called
"Policy Hill." Policy papers are sup-
posed to travel through interdepartmental
committees up one side of the hill. They
are considered in the Council. 1If
approved by the President, they travel
down the opposite side of the hill,
through other interdepartmental mechan-
isms, to the operating departments and
agencies. 10 ' /

The National Security Council during the Eisenhower
Administration functioned on the basis of the second approach
whereas during the Administrations of Truman, Kennedy and
Johnson it functioned broadly on the basis of the first
approach. Under Nixon though there were a few committees to
supplement and coﬁplement the NSC, the working of the Council
was‘more based on the first approach;_ So far fhis4has been
true of fhe Presidency of Gerald Ford also. f

The NSC mechanism under Trﬁman was'a very slimple mechan-
ism with limited membérship. From 1949, based on the recommen-
dations of the Hoover Commission, the Department of Defence
came to have only one representative on tﬁe Council. The Vice- -
President was also made a statutory member of the Council in
that year. As for its functioning the NSC under Trumén con=
centrated on a few major crisis situations. It worked dnly in

an advisory capacity and it was not obligatory on the part of

10 Ibid., p. 32,
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the President to accept the advice of the Council. The heads
of the various d_epartments were having the dominant say as
far as the affairs of their departments were concerned. George
Marshall and Dean Acheson of the Department of State and James
Forrestal, Louls Johnson, George Marshall and Robert Lovett of
the Department of Defence were the chief advisers to the Presi-
dent-as far as the.affairs of the State and Defence Départments
were concerned respectively. _

Under the Eisenhower Administration the NSC underwent
a metamorphic changé. During his tenﬁre it got itself conver-
ted into a highly formaiized mechanism with a wide number of
subsidiary agencies flourishing around it. The NSC came to
be supplémented by the Planning Board, the Operations Coordi-
nating Board, the office of the Special Assistant to the Presi-
dent for National Sécurity Affairs and thé office of the Spe-
eial Assistant to the President for Security Operations Coordi-
nation.

The function of the Planning Board was to prepare the
. policy papers for the NSC and the President. This Planning
Board was the successor,tb the Senior Staff which had made its
appearance in 1950 under Truman. It was to be presided over
by the Special Assistant to the Président for National Security
Affairs, an office created in 1953, Eéch member of the NSC
was represented on the Planning Board by one of his departmental
officials, usually belonging to the rank of an Assistant Secre-
tary. In the hey day of the Planning Board these officials in
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turn had relied upon their subordinates known as Planning
Board Assistants to do much of the detailed drafting of the
papers. ‘Soén after assumption of office President Kennedy
abolished this Planning Board. |

The Operations Coordinating Board was established in
1953, As created in 1953 it was to be a part of the national
security 6rganization in the White House. However in 1957 it
‘was méde a part of fhe Natioﬁal Security Council. Its func-
tion was to spell out the policies established by the NSC in
terms of more detailed agency programmes and to see that theyv
were implemented té the fullest benefit. Kennedy abolished
this also in 1961.

The office of the Special‘Assistant to the President
for National Security Affairs was éreated by Eisenhower in
1953 as a part of his own immediate staff. The Assistant was
to play a key role in the work and meetings of the NSC. He
was also to be the Chairman of the Planning Board meetings, a
function previously performed by the Executive Secretary gf
the NSC staff.- In addition, he was also a member of the 0CB,
and became its Chairman in 1960. However, the importance of
this office during Eisenhéwer Administration was not that much
compared to its importance in the succeeding years.

The position of the Special Assistant to the President
for Security Operations Coordination was established in 1957
with the view of ensuring coordination in security operatioas.
He was to be the Vice~Chairman of the OCB and also attended the
meetings of the NSC and the Planning Board. This post was
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subordinate to the post of the Special Assistant'for National
Seeurity Affairs. Kennedy abolished this office also during
his tenure in the White House.

As for the manner in which the NSC functioned under
Eisenhower, the Council under Eisenhower was a very powerful
institution. President Eisenhower followed a very highly
formalized approach to decision-making which resulted in giving
a good am-ouht of prominence to the .NSC. The 'rble played by the
NSC in the decision-making process in the United States came
to be somewhat analogous to the one played by the cabinet in a
parliament ary system of governmenx; As an adviser to the
President, it even sqrpassed the various heads of the Depart-
ments. As to how exactly poliecy under Eisenhower was made,
Hilsman writes thus:

.+.policy in the Eisenhower administration

. was made by a hierarchy of interdepartmental
committees, proceeding step by step up the
ladder until it arrived at the NSC itself,
which met weekly with the President as chair-
man. Then, after a formal decision, the
Operations Coordinating Board took over with
monthly, quarterly, and annual reviews,
including mountains of follow-up memoranda,
to ensure that each department and agency
carried out the approved policy. 11 )

With the advent of Kennedy to the Presidency many
changes took place in the nature and role of the NSC as a
policy-making unit, President Kennedy, being skeptical about

the usefulness of large, formal and regularized committees,

11 Roger Hilsman, To Move 3 Nation: The Politics of
Foreign Policy in the AQministration of Jobn Fo
Kenpedy (Garden City, N.Y., 1967), p. 19.
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did away with the Planning Bbard and the Operations Coordinat-
ing Board. His'approaéh to decision-making was "less formali-
zéd and more ad»hoc."12 He relied on the Departmental heads
for advice. The NSC was used mainly as an instrument to in-
form the various departmeptal heads of the decisions taken by
him on the advicé of the concerned Secretarj.

The role of the NSC suffered a further setback during -
the Presidency of Johnson. Johnson's approach to policy-
making was even less formalized than that of Kennedy. He
adopted the very infdrmal method of conversation to frame high
level policies. Many of his>p611cies were made at his famous
Tuesday luncheons.

- Comménting on the functioning of the NSC under Kennedy
and Johﬁson George W. Baédl writes:

Thus, when President Kennedy and Johnson
held formal meetings of the NSC, it was
not with the thought that those meetings
would contribute to the making of other
than quite minor decisions. When major
decisions were to be made, each President
consulted discreetly and selectively with
those individuals whom he deemed best in-
formed and whose judgment he most valued
on the specific issue; then, having more
often than not already made up his mind,
he called a meeting of the National Secu-
rity Council to inform the other members
of his government, give them the feeling
that they had had their day in court, and
make sure that they accepted the decision

12 Burton M., Sapin, lhe Makipz of Unjited States Foreign
Policy (Washington, D.C., 1966), p. 76. . '
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and would .close ranks once they knew it
> had been made. 13 ‘
And this, the same writer says, is the "only way a formally
prescribed instrument such as the National Security Council

14
can be intelligently used".

With the advent of the Nixon Administration there was
again a slight change in the nature and role of the NsC.
Nixon neither desired the all pdwerful NSC system of Eisenhower
nor, at the same time, wanted the powerless and informal NSCs
of Kennedy and Johnson. He wanted an NSC which would be "more
supple than the old NSC structure“l§ of Eisenhower. But he
~also desired it to be "more precise in its procedures than the
informal conversational method which Lyndoanoﬁnson employed
to make high national policy at his famous Tue éday 1unchedn.“16
Nixon's desire'was thus to strike a balance between the NSC
system of Eisenhower and the NSC system of Johnson. And in the
end a golden mean was struck between these two extremes. The
NSC was to be utilized in a manner which would justify its

existence. - It was to be made the principal forum for the

13 George W. Ball, "United States Foreign Relations:

Policy and Process", James A. Stagenga, ed., Ioward
3 Wiser Colossug: Reviewing and Recasting Upited
States Forelgp Policy (Lafayette, Ind., 1972), p. 25.

14 Ibid., p. 25.

15 Rowland Evans Jr., and Robert D. Novack, Nixon ip the
White House: Ihe Frustratiop of Power (New York, N.X.,
1972), p. 78.

16 Ibid., p. 78.
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consideration of policy issues concerning national security
on which the President had to act. A few committees like the
NSC Review Group and the NSC Interdepartmental Group were also
constituted to cater to the needs of the NSC.l'7 _

As for the way the NSC is functioning under President
Gerald Ford nothing much can be said. Presidenﬁ Ford seems' to
have persisted with the arrangement that existed under Nixon.
National Secu_rity Council is an important decision-making unit
in the Ahxerican policy making apparatus. But ip no more hss
the claim to be the decidi'ng' factor,

Coming now to the role of the Department in the NSC
mechanism, the Department has played an important ro_ie in the
NSC mechanism eirgrsir_xce the time of its establishment. rj['he
Secretary of State is a statutory member of the Council.- The
State Department plays a vital role in the servicing éf the
NSC machinery. The State Department has been represented on
all the committees that haﬁe functioned under the NSC system.

Against this the impact of the NSC on the State Depart-
ment has also been quite considerable; If a President starts
using the NSC as a sort of cabinet to decide'policies the role
of the Secretary of State as the chief adviser on foreign

policy is curtatiled, This in fact - _,s'h‘o'uidf‘- + have been the

17 The establishment of these committees, however, did

' not revive the o0ld formalized NSC mechanism that was
in existence during the Presidency of Eisenhower.

None of these committees have so far risen to the '
heights to which the Planning Board and the Operations
Coordinating Board rose.

4
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case during the Elsenhower Adninistration. The Department
of State was saved from being reduced to-nothing only due to
the domineering personality of John Foster Dulles. As for
fhe other Administrations, the various Presidents did not
view the NSC in the manner in which Eisenhower did. So one
may conclude by saying that if a President is desirous of
involving the NSC as a major organ in policy-making and if the
Secrefary is not a man of real stature, there is every possi-
bility of the NSC taking over full responsibility for foreign
affairs under theApretext of national security. ‘
The NSC as it 1s today 1s not a major institution in
the American decision-making set-up. President Ford is
placing more trust in the various Secretaries. On matters of
national security the Secretsaries of Defence and State have a
more decisive say than the National Security Council itself.
The part played by Schlesinger and Kissinger in the American

national security policy-making is much more than the one
played by the NSC.

THE OFFICE OF THE SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE
PRESIDENT FOR NATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS
. AND THE STATE DEPARTMENT
Prior to the appointment of Dr Henry M. Kissinger as
the Secretary of State in 1973, there was a real doubt in
Washington as to who was the chief adviser to the President on

foreign policy matters. This doubt had arisen due to the fact
that though the Secretary of State was the constitutional

~



67

authority to advisé the President on foreign policy matters,
during the.years 1969-73, more than the Secretary, it was the
Special Assistant to the President for National Security
Affairs who mattered as fa.f as advice to the President on
foreign policy was concerned. i‘he Secretary of State. William
Rogers had been relegated to a secondary position. This
béspeaks of the momentous impact that the office of the Spec-
ial Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
has had on the State Department in recent times.

Though this poét of the Special Assistant to the Presi-
dent for National Security Affairs has been in prominence
eversince 1961, its establishment dates black to the early days
. of the Eisenhower Admj_.nistrat'ion._ Eisenhower created this
office in 1953 as a part of his own immediate staff for
national security affairs. This Assistant was also to play a '
key role in the work and meetings of the NSC. He was also to
be the Chairman of the Planning Board and the Operations
Coordinating Board. But during the Eisenhower Administration
the office was not that important as it was to be afterwards.
This is despite the fact that this office, during this period, |
was occupied by three very competent men - Robert Cutler,
Dillon Anderson and Gorc_ibn Gray.

The emergence into prominence of thié office during the
Presidency of Kennedy was due to a fevi very importapt reasons.
Not believing in the formalistic structure and functioning of
the NSC, Kennedy, soon after ‘his cloming to pdwer in 1961,
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relegated the NSC to a secondary poéitiqn as fér as policy-
making on security matters was concerned, He also did away
with the Planning Board and the Operations Coordinating Board.
Besides these two negative reasons there was alsd a positive
one, Kennedy allowed Bundy, whom he had just then appointed
as the Special.Assistanp for Nationél Security Affairs, to
acquire a very capablé staff in the White House to assist the
latter in the discharge of of his.functions with a proper
allocation of work to the staff. This facilitated Bundy in
operating his office broadly on the lines of the State Depart-
ment. The Wh;te House basement national security staff came
‘to act as a competitive and miniature State Department.

However, under Bundy and his Successof Walt W. Rostow
the curtailment of the freedom of the State Deparﬁment in
forgign affairs was not much. . This was because Bundy and
Rostow regarded foreign affairs as the domain of the State
Department and dealt with matters pertaining to foreign policy
only when it became inevitable. 7 ‘

‘But with the assumption of the Presidential office by
Nixon there was a change in thé 6ccupants of the positions of
the Secretary of State and the Special Assistant. Dean Rusk
made way for William Rogers and Kissinger succeeded Rostow.
And from then till 1973 it was a period of complete domination
of the White House staff headed by the Special Assistant over
the’State Department as_far as policy decisions on foreign

affairs were concerned. This state 6f affairs was ended only
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with the assumption of both the offices of Secretary of‘State'
and the Special Assistant by the same person. Dr Kissinger,
the then Special Assistant, was also made the Secretary of
State in August 1973, |

This analysis of the impact of the office of the Special
Assistant for National Security Affairs reveals that in the
post-war ;}eriod no other institution has eroded the authority
of the State Department and its Secretary of State to the ex-
tent the Special Assistant and his staff have done. As said
earlier the dominance of the White House staff and its head,
the Special Assistant, was complete during the period 1969-73.
During this period Kissinger in fact‘fungtionéd as if he were
the Secretary of State. The Department of State during the
period 1969-73 underwent an eclipse. It lost initiétfve in
foreign affairs to the White House staff. Such was in fact
the state of affairs that Dean Acheson, a former Secretary of
State, wrote of late that he would "“have hated to have had to
adjust"lahimself'to such a change. “The adviser was having all
the powers of the Secretary of State without the corresponding
responsibilities. |

Today with the two offices combined in one person, the
Department of State is heaving_sighs-of relief, Aftef an ordeal

of thirteen years in which it and its Secretary were on the

18 Dean Acheson, This Vast Bxterpnal Realm (New York, N.Y.,
1973), see the chapter entitled "The Responsibility
for Decision in Foreign Policy", p. 297. '
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losing side, the Departﬁent is trying to make up for the lost
ground., In 1973 a catastrophe was in fact averted by the uni-
fication of the two offices in one person. If only the then |
~state of affairs had continued for a few more years,the Depart-
" ment of State would have been on fhe verge of completely losing
its importance. o _ , ‘
.Now it is up to the Department of State to make full

use of the present opportunity and assert back.completely its
" primacy in foréign affairs. If necessary it can even go to
the extent of demanding a,perhanent fusion of the posts of

the Secretary of State and the Special Assistant. A Separate
Assistant to the President on securiﬁy matters_will always be
an eye sore to the Secretary of State and the Department of

St ate. | .

We have discussed the impact that the National Security
Council and the Special Assistant to the President for National
Security Affairs have had, on the State Department. These two
institutions, especially the latter, affected the Department
of State in a disastrous manner, Hoﬁever the State Departmént
has come through the ordeal without any real loss. The NSC
of today is not the same as it was in the fifties. So is the
case with the office of the SpecialAAssistant. It is not the
one that it was during the years 1969-73, Today the threat
that a separate White House staff posed is not there. For the
StatevDepartment, the preseht state of affairs is ideal. The
NSC 1s resorted to only when it is absolutely necessary.
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Normally the Departmental heads are relied upbn for advice.
The office of the Special Assistant 1s no longer eroding the
influence of the State Department and its Secretary.



Chapter V

POLICY PLANNING IN THRE STATE DEPARTMENT
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POLICY PLANNING IN THE STATRE DEPARTMENT

| A majo} development in the field of foreign affairs
~in the post-war period has been the institutionalization of
the planning function. Commenting on the establishment of
the Policy Planning Staff by General Marshall in May 1947,
Christian A, Herter; one of Marshall's successors as the
Secretary of State, once said thus: "Had the Policy Planning
Staff not been created by General Marshall it would certainly
have had to be invented by one of his successors."l This
bespeaks of the inevitable need of an institutional apparatus
to cope with the néeds of planning in foreign affairs in the
present day world.

There are people who in fact doubt the very relevance
of planning in fofeign affairs. To them foreign polley is
for good or bad made in current decisions and the-only thing
predictable about foreign affairs is its unpredictability.
Consequently planning in foreign affairs is a big farce.

But this is a very partial opinion. No doubt the scope
for planning and prediction in foreign affairs is comparatively
;ess. But this does not mean that there is no room for plann-
ing at all. On the contrary an analysis of the history. of

planning in foreign affairs-in any country in recent years

1 This remark is cited in Rear Admiral Richard G. Colbert
& Colonel Robert N. Ginsburg, "The Policy Planning
Council", The Department of State, News Letter
(Washiogton, D.C.), no. 61, May 1966, p. 22.
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shows that the planning function is a vital function as far
as foreign affairs is concerned. This 1h fact is made quite
evident in this study of the planning function in the State
Department in the post-war period. 7 |

At the end of i:he»Se’cond World War there was no insti-
tutional unit in the State Department to deal with the plann-
ing function. Planning was done haphazardly by the operational
Offices. |

For the establishment of an organic unit to deal with
the planning funcfion in the State Departﬁeht full credit must
be given to General Marshall., It was he who established the
Policy Planning Staff in May“1947 in the Secretary's office
with George F. Kennan as the Director. Speéking of the reasons
for the establishment of the Policy Planning Staff (PPS),
~ Kennan says that Marshall probably wanted a planning unit "to
£fill at least in part the place of the Division of Plans and
Operations to which he was accustomed in the wWar Departmen.t.“2

The hiétory of planning in foreign affairs in the United
States will include a discussion of the Policy Planning Staff
and the Planning and Co-ordination staff. The former was in
existence during the period 1947 1969. The latter was created

2 George F. Kennan, Memoirs, 12_§-12§Q (Boston, Mass.,
1967), p. 313.

3 In 1961 the name of the Policy Planning Staff was
changed into Policy Planning Council (PPC). As a
. result during the years 1961-69 this PPS functioned
under the new name of Policy Planning Council.



- 74

in 1969. Today the function of planning in the State Depart-
' , v 34
ment 1s discharged by this Planning and Ce-ordination Staff.
The five major functions of the PPS, according to the
Departmental Order No. 393 of 8 May 1947, were as followss
1. formalating and. developing, for the consider-
ation and approval of appropriate officials
of the Department, long-term programs for the
achievement of US foreign policy objectives;

2, anticipating problems which‘the Department may
encounter in the discharge of 1ts mission;g

3. undertaking studies and preparing reports
on broad politico-military matters;

4, examining problems and developments affect-
ing U.S. foreign policy in order to evaluate
the adequacy of current policy and making ad-
visory recommendations on them; and

5., co-ordinating planning activities.in the
Department of State,4

But broadly speaking we can say that the staff in 1947
had two main functions:

1. to act as policy adviser to Secretary; and

2. to éngage‘in long-range consideration and analysis
of poliey problems. ' |

| With the establishment of the National Security Council

(NSC) the staff also'came to have the added responsibility of
servicing the participation of the Department of State in the
NSC and its.allied mechanism.

———

3A Due to paucity of source materials the study of the
function of planning in foreign affairs does not cover
the year 1974. Tor the same reason the study of Plan-
ning and Co-ordination g§taff is also brief,

3/’ See Robert Elsworth Elder, The Policy Machine; The
' Department of State and American Foreign Policy
(Syracuse, N.Y., 1960), p. 72.
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In 1955 the rank of the Direetor of the PPS was made
equivalent to that of an Assistant Secretary of State. Hence-
forth, the Director ‘of the PPS was also to be the Assistant
Secreta?y for Policy Planning.

In 1961 the Policy Planning Staff was renamed as Policy
Planning Council (PPC). Also, the Director of the Policy
Planning Staff came to be designated as the Chairman of the
.Policy Planning Counc;l. This Chairman was to continue to have
the rank of an Assistant Secretary of State. However, as
Sapin puts it, "These changes in nomenclature were apparentl&

not accompanied by significant changes in the functions per-
Y
formed by the group."

In July 1969 the Policy Planning Council stopped func-
tiéning as an independent unit. It was incorporated into the
then newly established Planning and Co-ordinating Staff (s/pC).
Headed by'a Director of the rank of an Assistant Secretary,
the Planning and Co-ordination Staff was entrusted with the
two fold function of planning in foreign affairs and the en-
suring of the most effective and coprdinated interagency

participation of the Department on foreign policy matters.

5 Burton M. Sapin, The Making of Lhe

lnited States
Foreigp Policy (Washington, D.C., 1969), p. 113.
6 The Foreign Affairs Manual Circular which establishéd

the S/PC stated its functions as follows:
- To provide substantive staff analysis and advice on
broader and longer range implications of important

policy issues of interest to, and as directed by, the
Secretary and his principal associates. -

(Contd. on next page)

\
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Coming back to the Policy Planning Staff, Marshall's
jdea in establishing it "was to set up a long-range planning
staff as an advisoéy group to co-ordinate State Department
thinking on major foreign policy problems."7 It was not to
" have any operational responsibility though it was to work in

close co-operation with the operational units. Besldes, the

- To assist in the Department's participation in the
NSC system by: (1) maintaining close contact with the
geographic and functional bureaus in the development
of substantive positions on policy issues under exami-
nation in the NSC system; (2) providing substantive
and staff support for the NSC Under Secretaries'
Committee; (3) supporting the Director as the joint
representative of the Department of State on the NSC
Review Group; (4) monitoring the follow-up of NSC
decisionsjy and (5) organizing or staffing special ad
ho¢ studies as directed by the Secretary and his
principal associates.

- To promote coordinated policy formulation and imple-
ment ation. T

- To undertake and.encourage policy planning and pro-

gram analysis, to seek to anticipate new problem areas
and to identify emerging situations likely to require

policy attention, and to propose ways of meeting these
new requirements, '

- To represent the Department in bilateral and multi-
lateral policy planning discussions with other countr-
ies, and in the Atlantic Policy Advisory Group.

- To develop and maintain relations with the academic
community and with other outside sources of foreign
affairs expertise, directly and through supporting

pol%cy consultant and policy-oriented research arrange-
ments.

- To encourage and support the Open Forum Panel and
similar volunteer efforts to develop participation
and innovaticn in the foreign affairs community.

See News letter, no. 102, October 1969, p. 21.
7 Colbert and Ginsburg, n. 1, p. 22.
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long-term focusing on problems wés also not to be focusing on
the problems of a very distant future. The PPS "was to look
ahead, not into the distant future, but beyond the vision of
operating officers' caught in the sméke and crises of current
battle; far enough ahead to see the changing form of things to
‘come-énd outlipe what should be done to meet or anticipate
them."8 In the process of doing this, however, the Staff was
also expected to reappraise what was being done.

The Staff was not to have a membership of more than
eighteen. The members were selected "solely on the basis of
their previously demonstrated competence in their various
fields."9 In its latter days the Council included, besides
members from the Forelgn Service, persons belonging to the
academic community, pfivate life, other governmental agencies,
Civil Service and military personnel. However, there is the
accusation that the Staff was dominated by the Foreign Service
Officers. But this accusation is true only to the extent that
the number of FS50s in the Council was quite numerous as com-
pared to the number of persons from the other walks of life.

At any one time in its life span the effectiveness of
the PPS depended on three factors: (1) the quélity of the

personnel; (2) the Director's conception of the mission; and

8 Dean Acheson, Mﬂmm My Years in
I.h_ M W (London, 1969)7 Pe 214,

9 Colbert and Ginsburg, n. 1, p. 22,
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10
(3) the Director’'s relationship with the Secretary of State.

Throughout .its exiétenge the PPS was manned by highly |
competent people. 4s a result the two variant faétors in the
role of the PPS in the State Department during the course of
the former's existence from 19%7 to 1969 were the changing -
conceptions of the Staff's miséion by the Director and the
changing relationship of the Secretary with the Director and.
consequently with the PPS.

, - Given below 1s a historical sketch of the Policy Planning
staff,

George F. Kenhan was handpicked by General Marshall
as the first Director of the PPS. Kennan had then risen into
limelight as the FSO who had sent penetrating despatches from
Moscow in 1946. He was then currently lecturing in the war
College.v Once appointed as the Director, Xennan's conception
~of the role of the Staff influenced to a large extent its
functioning in the pollicy apparatus, He viewed the staff as
"an advisory body which was not to get entangled in execu-
_tion."ll So in all the problems that he dealt with he consi-v
dered his Job as "finished once he had forwarded his recommen-
-dations to the Secre£ary,"l?and at that p01nt "he would with-

draw and proceed to the consideration of other problems."

10 Colbert and Ginsburg in their article (n. 1, p.22) and
: Elder in his book (n. 4, p. 89) subscribe to this view.

11 Colbert and Ginsburg, n., 1, p. 23.

12 Ivid., p. 23.

13 Ibid., p. 23.
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-,Consequently "during his tenure the Policy Planning Staff was
not involved in the execution of policy'to the same degree as
in later periods."14 -

During Kennan's tenture the PPS handled such major
questions as the European Reéovery Programme, German Unifica-
tion, the concept of a.Japanese Peace Treaty, etc. During his
tenure Kennan had to serve two Secretaries of State - Marshall
and Acheson. Under Marshall the Staff was probably at its
best as a planning agency. Not only was the PPS not involved
in eurrént.decisions but also it did not concern itself with
trivial matters. During his tenure, with Kennan as the Direc-
tor, the PPS "sought to add perspective to foreign policy, to
eliminate inconsistencies, to develop a broad regional and
even a global view.“ls However, the gradual involvement of
the PPS in current problems started dufing the Secretaryship
of Acheson. No doubt Acheson also held the PPS in high esteem
énd took seriously the views and opinions of its Director and
the members. He had "used the Policy Planning Staff members
as personal consultants and enjoyed participating in their
free-vwheeling discussion of world affairs.“l6 But these did
not prevent him from‘entrusting the PPS with additional func;

17
tions which "lessened its freedom of action" considerably.

14 Ibid., p. 23.

15 Elder, n. 4, p. 73.
16 Ibid., p. 85.

17  Ibid., p. 85.
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Kennan was succeeded by Paul Nitze in 1950, There was
no change in the Secretaryship -as Acheson continued to be the
Seéretary of State. The PPé reached its peak strength of
eighteen under Nitze, During hié tenure as Director the Stéff!
functiéned as a "congenial and t;ghtly knit'gfoup which met
virtually every day."18 The meetings of the Staff took place
normally immediately‘after the Secretary's staff meeting which
, Nitze was regularly attending. Thé Staff during his tenure
started working directly with the regional Bureaus of the
Department also. Nitze attended, along with the Counselor  of
the Department, the meetings of.the NSC senior group, the
forérunner of the NSC Planning Board.' He also attended the
meetings of the National Security Council and was one of the
representatives of thg Statg Department in the regular meet-
ings with the Joiat Chiefs of Staff.

- It was during Nitzev's tenure t;hat the involvement of
the Staff in'current policy problems became explicit. How-
ever in the tradition of planning "Nitze made it a practice
of speaking to the long-term implications of the issues."lg
The chief problems that were dealt with by the Staff during
Nitze's Directorship includéd questions of overall U.S. mili-
tary and economic strength, Korean War, German fearmament,

German reunification, the Iranian oil dispute, the implica-

tion of thermo-nuclear'weapons, problems of air defence and

18 Colbert and Ginsburg, n. 1, p. 23.
19 ibid., p. 23.
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20
periodic foreign exchange crises.

With the change of administration in 1953 there was a
change in the occupants of both the offices of Secretary of
- State and the Director of the Staff. 'John Foster Dulles
succeeded Acheson and Robert Bowle succeeded Nitze. "Bowie
functioned as a close personal staff officer and adviser tb
Secretary of State Johh Foster Dulles and‘his work was focused
in large measure on the Secretary."21 Bowie in fact used to

see the Secretary several times a day and he travelled with
him in almost every trip of his.

Dulles' view of the PPS is well evident from this

st atement of Simpson:

The Planning Staff's great efforts to think
ahead tapered off under Dulles, who, 1like
most career officers, was highly 1ndividual-
istic and an improviser par excellence. He
gave the planners a deluge of daily chores, .
including the drafting of speeches, and drew
upon thelr director for assistance on so
many immediate problems, entailing such pro-
longed absence abroad that the painstaking
business of basic planning atrophied. 22

Bowle continued to represent the Department of State
in the NSC Planning Board which had replaced the NSC senior
group. The Staff was to service the NSC also in . the drafting
of basic national security policy. During Bowie's tenure the

Staff dealt with such-"issues as development of a more flexible

20 Listed in ibid., p. 23.
21 Ibid., p. 23.

22 Smith Simpson, Apatomy of the State Department
(Boston, Mass., 1967), p. 24.
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military postu:e,'creation of the Development Loan Fund, whose
establishment in 1957 was in large part the result of Bowie's
initiative, establishment of an arms control and disarmament
office and preparation of comprehensive U.S. proposals for
'disarmament.“zﬁ/’ | -

During Boﬁie's‘Diréctorship an important, change occur-
red. In 1955 the Direétgr.cf the PPS was also made the Assis-
tant Secretary for Poliey Planning. This change did not contri-
bute anything positivgly to the PPS. Rather the "additional
title fér 1tsvDirector tended to move the PPS from a position
as a close personal staff attached to the office of the Secre-
tary to one among a number of competing areas and bureaus."z4

Gerard Smith succeeded Robert Bowie as the Director of
the PPS in 1957. 'As Smith also functioned in somewhat in the
same manner as Bowile did and as there was no change in the
office of the Secretary not much change was visible as far as
the role and functioning‘of the PPS was concerned. However
once Dulles resigned due to illness and was succeeded by
Herter there was a percéptible change. As the Department be-
came more decentralized under Herter the Policy Planning Staff
also had to deal more directly with the bureaus.

. During Smith's Directorship the staff concerned 1tself
with such topics as the "Hot Line", the 1960 U.S. programme

23 Colbert and Ginsburg, n. 1, p. 23,
24 Elder’ ‘no 4, po 86. )
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of ald to Latin América, disarmament, Middle-Eastern policy,
a new sea-level Panama Canal, Berlin contingency planning,
NATQ strategy, and Multilateral Force.

When Kennedy succeeded EisenhoweT as Efesident in 1961
the name of the Policy Planning Staff was changed into Policy
Planning Council (PPC). The Director of the PPS was to be |
henceforth known as the Chairman of the PPC. This Chairman
who was to retain the rank of an Assistant Secretary was to
combine in him the office of Counselor of the Department.

The new incumbent in the office of the Chairman in the
Kennedy Administratibn was George Mcéhee. McGhee occupied
this office fqr arcombaratively short duration. The major
problems dealt with by‘the,PPC during his tenurevincluded ,
the issues of Berlin, NATO and Germahy. His method of opera-
tion.conéisted in,“working directly with the Regional Bureaus
as well as Secretary Dean Rusk.“25 ‘

| McGhee was succeeded by Walt W. Rostow in 1962. The
one major programme undertaken during his’tenure was the much
known National Policy Papers pertaining to various nations ‘
of the world. This programme probably represented "the most
formalizegsof the various planning techhiques used by the
Council." They were papers which represented the considered

national policies of the American Government towards particu-

lar countries setting out courses of action to be pursued over

25 Colbert and Ginsburg, n. 1, p. 23.
26 Ibid., p. 24. |
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a period of time by all the agencies of the Government.

In April 1966 Rosﬁow wént over tolthe White House as
Special Assistant to the President. Following his exit from
the State Department, the two offices of the Chairman of the
PPC and the Counselor of the Depaftment were divided again.27
Henry D. Owen was appointed as the Chairman of the PPC in June
1966. Robert R. Bowie succeeded Rostow as Counsélor of the
Department in July 1966,

With the advent of the Nixon Administration in 1969
policy planning in foreign affairs as the function of a sepa-
rate organizational unit was done away with. Policy Planning
Council, after a'separate/and independent existence for twenty-
two years, was incorporated into the then newly established
Planning and Co-ordinating Staff (s/PC)., This S/PC which was
to be headed by é Birector of the rank of an Assistant Secre-
tary waé to have broadiy two functions. It was to be responsi-
ble for "Poliey Planning in the Department's policy formulation
process.“28 In so doing it was fo "make directly available to -

the Secretary‘and‘his principal associates staff analysis and

27 The earlier instance of the separation of these two’
offices was in 1950. Kennan was the Director of the
PPS during the years 1947-50. In 1949 he had also
been made the Counselor which office he held till 1951.
In the ‘meantime when Paul Nitze succeeded Kennan as
Director of the PPS in 1950 the informal consolidation
that had been effected between the two offices of the
Counselor and the Director of the PPS came to an end.

28 News Letter, no. 102, October 1969, p. 21.
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advice particularly focusing on the world-wide and long-range
implications of important policy~1ssues.“29 The other func-
tion cohsisted in "assuring the coordinated and mosg effective
inter-ageggy participation of the Department on foreign policy
matters."

Details of the organization of the S/PC are as follows.
The S/PC was to be composed of a staff of not more than twenty
of the highest qualifications. This staff was té have "both
generalvanglspeciali;ed competence and wide diversity of ex-
perience " There were to be two Deputy Directors. One was
to be the Deputy Director for Planning and the other was to be
the Deputy-Directér for Co-ordination of the Staff. The func-
tion.of plahning in the State Department was to be diséharged
by the Deputy Director for Planning.} .

In the years since the establishment of the S/PC no

substantive change has taken place in this arrangement. So
today planning in foreign affairs in the Stafe Department is
one of the major functions of an important organic unit. The
S/PC, among other things, is conéerned with policy planning in
the State Department. However, from 1947 to 1969 there was a

29 Ibid., p. 21,

30 Ibid., p. 21.

31 News Letter, no. 99, July 1969, p. 2.
The requisites stated in the quotation-ﬁere to be met
by recruiting the staff not only from the Foreign Ser-

vice, "but also from other Federal Agencies, the aca-
demic community, and elsewhere outside the Government."
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separate institution to deal with this aspect of foreign
policy. Policy Planning Council had the sole function of
, planning in foreign affairs during the period 1947-69.

Coming to an evaluation of planning in the State De-
partment, the existence of a separate planning unit to deal
with policy planning can be completely justified during the
tenure of Kenz_zain, especially when Marshall was there as the
Secretary. This is because of the fact that it was only
during these three:years that the PPS concerned itself com-
pletely with what ‘it was supposed vto. Kennan never got him-
self involved in operational duties and never did Marshall
entrust him with o_ﬁerational responsibilities. 'The Job of the
PPS was over once a pi‘oposal was submitted to the Secretary.
Beyond it, it was the functionl of the Secretary and the
operational Offices to see that that goal was achieved.

However, the PPS which took off with a good start did
not continue at the same pace. "The ?PS never agaigaattained
the status and influence that it had under Kennan." This was
because of the fact that "Marshall's successors never conceived
the rg:Jée of the Policy Planning Staff in the way in which he
did." During the tenure of Acheson as Secretary the gradual
involvement of the PPS in the operational problems of the State
Department started. 4nd as the years passed "the PPS was in-
creasingly dominated by the operators' ethos. Its members

32 Robert L. Rothstein, Planning, Pre

Making in Forefgcpn Affairs: Ih.e;él:'%ﬁ&m MS_MG%OH’
Mass., 1972), p. 55.

33 Ibid., P. 52.
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tended to become - or tried to become - free lance operators,
always seeking to be activeiy involved in the most immediate
1ssue~s.“34 As a result "Planning, prediction, and a concern
for the significance of iong-range devgéepmentsrwere honoured
rhetorically and ignored in practice.”

- Such was in fact the state éf affairs that hardly a few
tears were shed over the abolition of the PPC in 1969. No
doubt PPC had continuéd_té do some important functions through-
out the period from 1950 to 1969, But as Rothstein well puts
it: “Operators'disgnised as planners may perform some important
functions, but we need not assume ggey have much to do with a

properly conceived planning role." Besides, "in Washington

status and suceess are defined by presumed influence over a
37

paramount decision-maker," As a consequence, the Council
was. a success not beeauseait did "much planning or merchan-
8

dised any unusual 1d§as,“ but because it had "the ear of the
9 o B

Secretary of State."
As a conclusion, a case can be made out for the recrea-

tion of the Policy Planning Council as an independent unit in

34 . Ibid., p. 55.
35 Ibid., p. 55.
36 Ibid., p. 88,
37 Ibid., p. 51.
38 Ibid., p. 51.

39 Ibid., p. 51.
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the Stat; Department. If planning in foreign affairs in 1947
was of such importance as to necessitate the creation of a
separate organic unit in the State Department, the case for
such a unit today is even stronger. Consequently what was
pneeded in 1969 was not the abolition of the PPC but its reform.
The purpose pf planning in foréign affairs today will be better
served by entrusting the planning function of the Planning and
Co-ordination Staff to a separate unit. Policy Planning Coun-
¢il needs to be recreated and in the process of its recreation
all its previous drawbacks must be set right. "Pianning, pre-
diction, and a concern for the significanée of long-range

‘ 40
development" should be the functions of the recreated PPC

both in theory and practice.

40 Ibid., p. 55.
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Chapter VI

ADMINISTRATIVE CHANGES AND RBFORMS IN THE
STATE DEPARTMENT IN THE POST-WAR PERIQD

Administratively the Department of State has undergone
very many changes in the post-war period. From a mere conglo-
meration of Offices in 1945, the Depértment of State today has
become a vast administrative apparatus composed of a good
number of interconnected Bureaus. The purpose of this chapter
is to highlight some of the major changes that have taken place
in the administrative set up of the State Department in the
post-war period. In so doing, the recommendations of the
Hoover Commission Report of 1949 and the Department of State's
"Diplomacy for the 70's: A Program of Management Reform for the
Department of State" of 1970 are also dealt with in a brief
manner as a good number of changes were effected on the basis
of these recommendations. As for a detailed analysis, the
¢hanges mainly at or above the level of Assistant Secretary
are dealt with. These changes are listed chronologically.

The administrativevset up of the Department of State
as it obtained in 1945 has already been brought out in the
first chapter. Broadly speaking the Department of State was
composed of a good number Offices. Officials of the rank of
Assistant Secretaries supervised one, two or even three of
these Offices.

In 1946, during the Secretaryship of Byrnes, three
'important new appointments were made. They were the Assistant

Secreta;y for Occupied Areas, Special Assistant to the
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Secretary for Intelligenée and the Under Secretary of State
for Economic Affairs. The Assistant Secretary for Occupied
Areas was to co-ordinate policy pertaining to occupation
matters., He was also to act as liaison at A high rank with
war and Navvaepartments on matters pertaining to occupation.
The Special Assistant to the Secretary for Intelligence was
appointed at the level of Assistant Secretary to head the
Offices of Intelligence and Dissemination and Intelligence
Coordination and Liaison whiéh were composed mainly of the

'transferred research personnel from the Office of Strategic
_ : - : 1 :
As for

Services and thenoffice of Inter American Affairs.
the Under Secretary for Economic Affairs, the office was
ereated by an acf of the Congress in August 1946 on a tempo-
rary basis for a period of tvo years. This Under Secretary:
was to be the third man in the Department, next to the Secre-
tary and the Under Secretary. The Assistant Secretary for Eco-
nomic Affairswas made directly responéible to him. Whén Mar-

2
shall assumed office in 1947 he allowed this office to lapse.

1 However, the intelligence activities of the State De-
partment were to be decentralized. . Each regional Office
of the Department was to have its own intelligence unit
responsible to the officers within that Office. This
arrangement was based on the Russell Plan according to
wvhich each of the four geographical Offices were to have
a research wing of their own to collect intelligence
from the areas within their sphere of action. Loud
criticisms of this arrangement on the ground that the
intelligence analysts were less likely to be objective
when working under the thumb of policy-makers led to
its abandonment in 1947 when Marshall assumed office
as Secretary of State.

2 The creation of the post of Under Secretary for Economic
Affairs bespeaks of the increasing importance of economics

(Contd. on next page)
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Marshall succeeded.Byrnes as Secretary of State on
21 January 1947. Dgring t_he tenure of Marshall a good number
of important changes toock place which changed the nature of
the Department considerably. | }

Firstly Marshall gave orders for the shifting of the
Department from its location neaf the Whité House to the New
War Building at 21st Street and Virginla Avenue. The o;q
Sfate Department building had become very small in terms of
office accommodation. The Department of State due to its in-
creasihg functions had been forced to have a good number of.
annexes all over Washington. To have an integrated office
Marshall thought it wiser to shift to the Foggy Bottom, the
place where the New War Building had been located. The new
premises allowed a considerable scoﬁe for expansion. The first
unit of the Department moﬁed to the new location on 22 January
1947. The complete complex of the State Department at Foggy
Bottom started functioning during the tenurg_of Christian A.
Herter. N 7 |

The second major change that Marshall brought about was
the regrouping of the four regionél Offices that were under

in the field of foreign affairs. To start with in the
State Department there was only an Economic Adviser to
deal with economic problems. It was later raised to
the level of Assistant Secretary and in 1946 it was
raised to the level of Under Secretaryship. Though the
office lapsed when Marshall assumed office as Secretary
it was again to be revived in 1958 and since then the
appointment of an Under Secretary for Economic Affairs
has become more and more frequent.
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two Assistant Secretaries during the tenure of Byrnes. Mar-
shall placed all the four regional Offices under the charge of
one Assiétant Sécretary wh6 was to be knowh as Assistant Secre-
tary for Political Affairs.

The third major measure of Marshall was the establish-
ment of the Executive Secretariat under a Director. It was'
formed by amalgamating all the coordinat‘ing— and administrative
bodies in the Department intq a single unit. The function of
 the Executive Secretariat was to render the necessary stéff
service to both the Secretary and the Undér Secretary in the
discharge of their dutiles.

Marshall also was résponsible for the creation of the
post of Assistant éecretary for Transport and Communication to
cope with the increasing problems concerning aviation, shipping
and telecommunication. During the tenure of Acheson this post
was allowed to lapse.v'The Office of Transport and Communica-
tions was entrusted to the Assistant Secretary for Economic
Affairs.

The fifth major administrative change of Marshall was
the undoing of the mistake of the Russell Plan. The Special
Assistanf to the Secretary for Intelligence was made responsible
for collecting intelligence from all the regions. The ve-.rious
regibnal Offices in the State Depgrtment were thus deprived of
their independent and exclusive authority of collecting intelli-
gence from the regions of their concern.

The last major change that Marshall brought about
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pertained to the establishment of the Policy Planning Staff to
deal .with the function of planning in foreign affairs. The
impact of the establishment of the Policy Planning Staff has
been discussed.in‘detail in the previous chapter.

~ In January 1949 Acheson succeeded Marshall as Secretary
of State. In February 1949 the Commission on the Organization
of the Executive Branch of the Governmeht (Hoover Commission)
submitted its Report on Foreign Affairs to the Congress. Fol-
- lowing the submission of the Report a good nuhber of drastic
changes»were made in the administrative organization of the
Department of State;3 Some of the important changes envisaged
by the Hoover Commission to improve the organizational effi-
ciency of the Department of State were as follows:

| The Secretary and the Under Secretary level was to be

strengthened "by the addition of two Deputy Under Secretaries,

3 The Organization of the Department of State on the eve
of the submission of the Hoover Commission Report was
thus. At the top there was the Secretary of State and
below him was the Under Secretary. At the next level
there were a group of officers of the rank of Assistant
Secretary. Thtyincluded the six Assistant Secretaries
for Political Affairs, Occupied Areas, Economic Affairs,
Transport and Communications, Public Affairs, and Ad-
ministration; the Legal Adviser, the Special Assistant
for Research and Intelligence, the Special Assistant
for Press Relations, and the Counselor. Eighteen
Offices allocated to these officers formed the units
of administration. The Directors of these Offices were
reporting to the Secretary and the Under Secretary
through them. (The Office of the United Nations Affairs
was. an exception to this. Being placed directly under
the Secretary, the Director of this Office was reporting
to the Secretary and the Under Secretary directly).
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the one to act in matters of substance, and the other, as
‘general managerf, to administer the Department and the over-
seas service."4 They were tc be of the rank of Assistant
Secretaries. Responsibility for action was to be fixed "in
five line unitsvunder five Assistant Secretaries.“5 Four of
these were to "head up regional units, with the responsibility
for the four traditional geographical segments of the world;"6
The fifth Assistant Secretary was to be "in charge of relation-
ships with international organizations, including the United '
Nations and its affiliated organizations.“7 There were also
to be three more Assistant Secretaries in charge of Economic
and Social Affairs, Congressional Affalrs and Public Affairs.
Besides these eight Assistant Secretaries there'were to be
three officials of the rank of Assistant.Secretary. They were
the Legal Adviser, the Special Assistant for Intelligence and.

4 Foreign Affa s A Report to the Congress by the
Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch
of the Government, February 1949 (Washington, D.C.,
1949), p. 40. ‘

S Ibid.y p. 40. These five Assistant Secretaries

"would gt the actiop level be responsible for and

be equipped, in terms of personnel to deal with not

solely 'political' aspects of foreign affairs, as

is the basic conception of the duties of the exist-

ing geographic office directors, but for all aspects,
whether they be political, economic, public opinion,
intelligence or administration."

-6 Ibid., p. 40. The four traditional geographical
segments were: (1) Europe; (2) Far East; (3) Near
East and Africa;.and (4) America.

7 Ibid., p. 40.
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' 8
the Planning Adviser.

_In recommending this structure for the Department, the
Commission envisaged the abolition of the posts of the Direc-
tor General of the Foreign Service; the Counselor, the Special
Assistant for Press'Reiations, the Assistant Secretary for
Occupied Areas and the Assistant Secretary for Transport and
Communications. The functions of the Director General of the
Foreign Service were to be entrusted to the Deputy Under
Secretary for Administration.

These recommendations of the Commission were submitted
to fhe Congress in February 1949. Thereafter the American
Government took upon itself the task.of implementing the
various recommendations that the Commission had made. The
major administrative changes made following the submission of
the Report may be briefly brought out thus: A

The Congréss authorized the appointment of ten Assis-
tant Secretaries (two of whom were to be appointed as Deputy
Under Secretaries). It also "clarified and strengthened the
administrative responsibility of the Secretary of State with res-

9
‘pect to both the Departmental and Foreign Service operations."

8 A Planning Adviser at the Assistant Secretary level
meant a raise in the status of the head of the plan-
ning staff in the State Department. The status of
the Director of the Policy Planning Staff in 1949
was equivalent to that of the head of an 0ffice.

9 "Reorganizing the Department of State: Implementing
the Recommendations of the Hoover Commission,"

Department of State Bulletin (Washington, D.C.),
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All authority which had till then been vested in subordinate
officers, either in the Departmental or Foreign Service, came
to be vested ih the Secretary of State, who was given comp- 1o
lete authority for the administration of the Foreign Service,
The administrative area of the Department, including-the con-
suiar activities, was reorganizad.ll The four regional geo-
graphical Offices gave way to four Bureaus under a broader
concept-of operationé. "Kach of the bureaus was given respon-
sibility for all operating actions affecting countries under |

12 _
its jurisdiction.™ The Office_of the United Nations was

10 Responsibility for the administration of the Foreign
Service till then was in the hands of the Director
General of the Foreign Service. The Foreign Service
and the Director General were functioning under the
authority of the Foreign Service Act of 1946 and as
such were not subject to the authority of the Secre-
tary of State. One of the recommendations of the
Hoover Commission was that the Foreign Service should
also be brought within the purview of the Department
of State and the Secretary of State. The post of the
Director General of the Foreign Service which had ‘
stood for an independent and self-administered Foreign
Service was to be done away with.

11 Prior to the reorganization there were four Offices
under the Assistant Secretary for Administration. They
were the Offices of the Foreign Service, Budget and
Planning, Departmental Admipistration, and Control.
During the reorganization there was the dissolution of
the Office of Foreign Service and the pairing of its
administrative activities with the parallel Departmental
activities. This was done to bring about a functional
distribution of the administrative activities of the
Department. Consequent to this reorganization four new
Offices emerged based on a functional allotment of dut-
ies. The four Offices were the Office of Personnel,
the Office of Management and Budget, the Office of
Operating Facilities and the Office of Consular Affairs.

12 Department of State Bulletin, n. 9, p. 39,

(Contd., on next page)
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replaced by the Bureau of United Nations'ﬁffairs. The juris-
diction of the Assistant Secretary for Economic Affairs was
extended by the transfer of the Office of Tfansport and
Commanications which was till then under a separate Assistant
Secretary. |

As for those recommendations of the Hoover Commission
whiéh were not accepted by the U.S. Government, the important
.ones pertained to the abolition of the posts of Director
General of the Foreign Service, the Special Assistant for
Press Relations and the Counselor of the Department, the integ-
ration éf the Foreign Service and the Civil Service and the
appoihtmenﬁaof a Planning Adviser of the rank of Assistant
Secretary.

The organization of the Department of State as on 1
January 1951, following the implementation of the vé.rious

accepted recommendations of the Hoover Commission, was as

Also, "Provision was made for the transfer to the re-
glional geographic bureaus of public affairs, economic,
and administrative personnel in order to assure that
the bureau will be technically equipped to handle all
matters within its scope. In addition, the bureaus
were authorized to employ advisers on intelligence and
on international organization matters who would also
agssure proper integration of the activities of the
regional bureaus with those of our (American) intelli-
gence area and the newly created Bureau of United
Nations Affairs. (p. 37)

13 The recommendation pertaining to the integration of
the Departmental Service and the Foreign Service is
dealt with in the third chapter. The Commission
recommended the amalgamation of the two services above
certain levels., Action on this recommendation was to
follow only after the submission of the Wriston
Committee Report in 1954.
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follows. ) 7 _ o S
A At the head of the Department of State wés the Secfe-
tary of State. This Secretary of State was the repository

of all the powers of the Department of State. Even the
Foreign Service and its Director Geperal derived their
authofity from him. . Under him was>the Under Secretary. Below
the Under Secretary‘were the two newly created posts of the
Deputy Under Secretaries of State. One was in charge of
'édministration. His sphere of ‘activity comprehended the
administrative}activities‘of the Departmeht ofvState which
also included the administration of the Foreign Service. The
Office of Consular Affairs was also undef his jurisdiction.
The Deputy Under Sec;etary for substantive matters was to help
fhe Seeretary and the Under Secretary on pblicy and coordina-
tion matters. He was also to act as the chief lialson officer
between the Departments of Stéte and Defence.

Besides these two Deputy Under"Seeretaries, there were
another fourtééﬁ}officials in the Department of State of the
rank of Assistant Secretary of State. They included the five
Assistant48ecre£éries of the Bureaus of European Affairs, Near
East and African Affairs, Inter-American Affairs, Far Eastern
Affairs and United Nations Affairs, the Director of the Bureau
of German Affairs, the Assistant Secretary for Administration,
the-Assistant Secretary for Economic Affairs, the Assistant
Secretary for Public Affairs, the Sﬁecial Assistant for Intelli-
gence, the Speclal Assistant for Press Relations, the Legal
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Adviser, the Director for Mutual Security Assistance and the
14

Counselor. Excluding the Counselor all these officials were

in charge of office units either of the Bureau or Office

15
level.,

In 1953 the. Congress authorized the establishment of
the post of Under Secretary for Adninistration which was to
lapse on 31 December 1954. The creation of this post had the
aim of giving "high policy direction to the administration ‘and
management’of the Department and the Foreign Servige, espe-
cially in relation to any needed reorganization.” This
Under Secretary had under him the Assistant Secretary for
Administration. On the lapse of this post, the post of Deputy
Under Secretary for Administration was revived. .

In 1954 the Bureau of United Nations Affairs was renamed

14 The Bureau of German Affairs did not figure in the
recommendations of the Hoover Commission. It was
created mainly with a view to tackle the varied
issues pertaining to Germany. This Bureau proved
temporary. Likewise the Director for Mutual Security
Assistance did not figure in the Hoover Commission
Report. Created in 1949, this Office got separated
from the Department in late 1951 when the Mutual
Security Act established a Mutual Security Agency
out side the Department of State.

15 The administrative organization of the Department
today does not differ much from the administrative
organization that was obtained in 1951. Hoover
Commission recommendations still form the basis of
the organization of the Department. The only major
change that has taken place over the years has been
the increasing number of Bureaus.

16 " The Department of State, 1930-1955: Expanding Functions

and Responsibilities", The Department of State Bulletin,
vol. 32, 1955, p. 47.
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as the Bureau of Ip;ernatibnal_Organization Affairs. This
new name gave a better description of its sphere of activity.
In 1955 four important changes took place. First, the
leVel»Qf Deputy Under.Secretary was recognized as a higher
level than that of the Assistant Secretary of State. Its
plaée in the hierarchy was to be in between the Under Secre-
tary and the Assistant Secretaries. Secondly, the Director
of the Policy Planning Staffvwas also made the Assistant
Secretary for Policy Planning.l7 The third change pertained
to the establishment of the post of Deputy Under Secretary
for Economic Affairs.l8 In 1958 it gave way to the Under
Secretary for Economic Affairs. And the last change pertained
to the establishment,of the International Cooperation Adminis-
trati_on. Established by delégation of authority by the State
Department on 30 June 1955 under authority of Mutual Security
Act of 1954 and pursuaht to Exe_cutive Order 10610 of 9 May
1955, the Internatipnal Cooperation Administration had respon-

, the. :
sibility for /conduct of mutual security programmes, except those

17 This in effect realized one of the recommendations of
the Hoover Commission., The Commission wanted the head
of the 'Planning Staff' who was to be known as the -

"Planning Adviser", equivalent in rank to an Assistant
Secretary. .

18 Eversince Marshall allowed the post of Under Secretary
for Economic Affairs to lapse in 1947 economic units
of the Department had been headed by Assistant Secre-
taries only. The establishment of the post of Deputy
Under Secretary for Economic Affairs rekindled the
hope of a higher official heading the Bureau of Eco-
nomic Affairs. This materialized in 1958 when the post
of Under Secretary for Economic Affairs was recreated.



101

providing_ military assistance, those coqcerning refugees and
escapees and those involving contributions to international
organizations. It was abolished by ‘Foreign Assistance Act of
61 | -

_ vIn 1958 besides the re-creation of the post of Under
Secretary for Economic Affairs, a new Bureau was also estab-
lished. The Bureau of African Affairs ‘was est_ablished by
dividing the Bureau of Near Eastern South Asian and African
Affairs into the Bureaus of Near Easferh and South Asian

20
Affairs and African Affairs, This raised the number of

19 Between the years 1945 and 1955, there was only one
such instance of an independent agency functioning
under the authority of the Secretary of State. It was
the Technical Cooperation Administration which was
created in 1950 to plan, implement and manage the
technical cooperation (Point 4) programmes. It was
transferred to the Mutual Security Agency in 1953.

Also we must make a distinction here between two
types of agencies functioning in the international
arena on behalf of the U.S. Government. One set of
them function under the: authority delegated to them
by the Department of State. They are integral parts
of the Department of State and are responsible to the
Secretary of State. International Cooperation Adminis-
tration and the Technical Cooperation Administration
belonged to this category. The other set of agencies
function outside the perview of the Department of
State., They are neither parts of the Department nor
are they responsible to the Secretary of State. The
now abolished Mutual Security Agency and the Foreign
Operations Administration and the present day's United
States Information Agency belong to this category.

Qur scope of study, however, does not extend to this
second category.

20 Here it may be noted that in 1956 a Deputy Assistant
Secretary had been appointed to be in charge of the
Office of African Affairs in the Bureau of Near Eastern,
South Asian and African Affairs.
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regional bureaus to five,.

| The year 1959 saw two important new additions being
made to the structure of the Department of State. Firstly,
a new post of Under Secretary‘for Political Affairs was
created to cope with the.increasing functions of the Secre-
tary and the Under Secretary. The second addition pertained
to the establishment of a new Bureau - the Bureau of Interna-
~tional Cultural Relations., This Bureau was established in
recogqition of the need for greater emphasis on the interna-
tional cultural relations of the United States. It was to be
under the Special Assistant to the Secretary for the Coordi-
nation of International Educational and Cultural Relations.
The Bureau was renamed in 1960 as the Bureau of Educational
and Cultural Affairé.

In 1961, during the first year of Kennedy's Presidency,
four important additions were made to the organization of the
Department of State. One was the establishment of the Opera-
tions Center in the Executive Secretariat. The other three
pertained to the creation of the Peace Corps, Agency for
In;efnational Development and the United States Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency.

‘The Operations Center is entrusted with the task of
following the various developments all over the world which
are reported to the Department. In so doing it is to antic¢i-
pate trouble and analyse possible optiocns in gooa time. The

necessity fqr its establishment was felt after the ill-fated
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invasion of the Bay of Pigs. Composed of a highly competent
personnel, the chief merit of the Operations Center is that
it provides for round the clock and round the year service.

The Peace Corps was established b& an Executive Order
on 1 March 1961. Today it functions under the authority of
the Peace Corps Act of 22 September 1961 as amended. This
organization works under and is responsible to the Secretary
of State. Its main purpose is to promote world peace and
friendship. It makes available to "interested countries and
areas men and'women‘of the United StatesAqualified for'sgrvice
abroad and willing to serve, under conditions of hardship if
necessary, to help the people of such countries and areas in
meeting their needs for trained manpower and help promoté a
‘better understanding of the American people."21 _

The Agency for International Development was established
in the Department of State on 3 November 1961.22 It had res-
ponsibility for carrying out the non;military U.S. foreign
assistance programmes and for continuous supervision and
general direction of all assistancezgrogramges undert aken under

the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961,

21 Peace Corps Act of 22 September 1961,

22 The Forelgn Assistance Act of 1961 (Section 621) autho-
rized the President of the United States to exercise
his functions under that act through such agency as he
might direct. So authorized, the President by an Exe-
cutive Order directed the Secretary of State to estab-
lish the AID (Executive Order 10973 of 3 November 1961).

23 Thus the functions of the International Cooperation Ad-
ministration which was abolished in early 1961 by this
Foreign Assistance Act came to be entrusted to the AID,
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The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency was established
by -an act of the Congress. Established within the Department
~and headed by a Director, the function of the Agency was to
advise the President and the Secretary of State on arms control
and disarmament policy. The Director was also to serve as a
representative of the U.S. on international disarmament nego-
tiations.24

In March 1966 thé post of Country Director was estab-
lished in the various regional Bureaus. According to this
scheme each and every regional Buréau was to be composed of a
few Country Directorates headed by Country Directors. A
Country Director was to be in charge of a particular counﬁry
or a group of countries and he was to serve as the single
focus of responsibility for leadership and coordination of
departmental and interdepartmental activities in the area under
his charge. Formerly the Office Directors who headed the
various subregional units in these regiohal Bureaus did not
have the sort of a clear-cut mandate to regulate the depart-
mental and interdepartmental affairs cqncerhing their area.

Again in March 1966 was also established the Senior
Interdepartmentél Group (SIG). The creation of the SIG needs

24 Though located in the Department, the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, is a separate agency. Its Director
reports directly to the Secretary and acts in an advi-
sory. capacity to both the President and the Secretary
on arms control and disarmament policy. However, un-
like the AID, this Agency does not ‘have any operational
tasks. Its staff is confined to the State Department.
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a special mention here because of the fact that 'the State De-
partment was to play the dominant role in it. The SIG was a
permanent inter—depaftmental committee with the Under Secretary
.of State as the Executive Chairman.25 The other members of
the S1G were the Deputy Secretary of Défence, the Administrator
of AID, the Director of the CIA, the Chairman of the USIA and-
the Special Assistant to the President for National Security
Affairs. The SIG was to "function as a focal point for deci-
sions and actions on overseas interdepartmental matters,“zawhich
were "referred to it by the Secretary of State or by an Assis-
tant Secretary or raised by the action of an individual mem-
ber."27 Any Department or Agency which was not a member of the
SIG was also authorized to raise matters for action by the
Group.

As far as the performance is concerned the SIG was not
a big success. As a consequence of this one of the first acts
of Nixon was to abolish the SIG.

When Nixon assumed office as President in January 1969,
besides doing away with the SIG, he also did away with the,

Policy Planning Council. The policy planning function in the

25 He was designated as Executive Chairman because he had

: the authority and responsibility to decide all matters
coming before the SIG subject to the right of any mem-
ber to appeal from his decision to higher authority..

26 Department of State News Letter (Washington, D.C.)
no. 59, March 1966, ‘P i, '

27 Ibid., pe 1.
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Department was entrusted to a new organization known as the
Planning and Coordinating Staff headed by a Director having
the rank of an Assistant Secretary. The Planning and Coordi-
nation Staff was also in charge of coordination of the various
‘activities in the field of foreign affairs. The PPC and the
S/PC have been discussed in detail in the previous chapter.

In June 1969 was established the Bureau of Politico-
Military Affairs under an Assistant Secretary. Besldes deal-
~ing with matters pertaining to military streﬁgth and foreign
policy, this Bureau had the onerous task of acting as the
liaison between the State Départment and Defence Department.

The last major series of chahges. took plgce soon after
the submission of the Department'qf State's "Diplomacy for the
76‘s: A Program of Maﬁagement Reform for the Départment of
State"in November 1970. .Thg 'Diplomacy for the 70's' was a
series of recommendations made by the thirteen Task Forces
that had been appointed .by the Secretary to go into the organi-
zation and‘functioning of the State Deparﬁment. It contained
about six hundred recommendations. 'l"he more important ones of
these recommendations are those on stimulating creativity»in
the Departhent, the role of the Country Director, the estab-
lishment of a Management Evaluation System and the staffing
of the various officer positions in the Department and overseas
by the FSO and FSRU personnel. Of these, the recommendations

pertaining to the last aspect have already been discussed in
the third chapter,
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To stimulate creativity in the Department the Task
Forces made a good number of recommendations.‘ According to
- them the top leadership of the foreign affairs community was
to assign‘a high priority to and éustain an activé interest
in stimulating creativity in_ths Department and the Foreign
Service. The Planning and Coordination Staff was to devote
more attention to the production and transmission of new ideas.
To serve the same purpose a small Policy Planning and Review
Group under a Deputy Assistant Secretary was éo be established
in all the regional Bureaus. Performance evaluation was also
" to be suitably changed to givé greater recognition to creative
'performance. In addition to all these, a number of challenging
and responsible posts were to be made open to officers below
the senior ranks. |

As for the role of the Country Director the recommenda-
tions of the Task For¢es were thus. The Country Director was
to have sufficient authority on inter-agency matters. He was
to have sufficient backing of the higher officials. dountry
‘Directorates were to be reconstituted on a more rational basis.
The Assistant Secretaries heading each of the five regional
Bureaus were to be in frequent contact wif;h their Country
Directors and assume exclusive responsibility for their guidance,
ﬁeputy Assistant Secretaries were not to be used as "second
' bosses" for Directors. Regional staffs and Country Directorates
were to have a good division of labour with the former concen-

trating on multilateral problems and the latter on bilateral

‘problems.
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As far as management evaluation is concerned the Task
Forces recommended the establishment ‘of a new organization
headed by an Inspector General under the Under Secretary. It
was to be known as the Management and Evaluation Group. It
was to Se composed'of four types of staffs, an Inspection
Corps, an Audit Staff, a Management Staff and a Policy and
Pfog?amme Evaluation Staff. The MEG was to inspect and eva-
luate posts ove'rseas and at home. The continual evaluation of
the management and organization of the Department and overseas
pésts was also to be done by this Group.

The Task Forces also févoured the evolution of manage-
ment centres at the two key decision-making levels in the
Department - the office of the Secretary and the offices of
the Assistant Secretaries. These centres were to be designed
to bring responsibility for policy analysis and'decision-making
on the one hand, and resources allocation, on the other, under
unified control thereby ending the separation between policy
formulation and resource management. To aséist the management .
in acquiring unified control over the twovfunct;ons, of deci;
sion-making and resource allocation a Policy Analysis and
Re source Allocation_System (PARA) at the levels of the Secre-
tary and the Assistant Secretarieé was to be established. PARA
at the Assistant Seéretary le§91 was to permit country-by-
country and function-by-function analysis of American interests
and the way_in which these interests may be affected by events

over a period of two or four years ahead. At the Secretary
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level, the PARA was to permit a parallel analysis on a global
scale. For.the detailed functioning of the PARA the Country
Analysis and Strategy Paper (CASP) of the Bureau ogslnter-
American Affairs was to be taken as the guideline. |

The Department of State accepted most of the recommenda-
tions of the Task Forces. To give effect to the recommenda-
tions pertaining‘to the establishment of a sister Foreign Ser-
vice to the FSOl_the.Department of State created the Foreign
Affairs Speciallists corps under the provisions of the Foreign
Service Reserve unlimited. This has already been discﬁssed in
detail in the third chapter. . |

To enhance creativitj in the Department, Planning and
Coordination Staff was asked to devoée more attention to the
production and transmissién of new ideas. The leadership of
the foreign affgirs community was also to assign a high priority
to and sustain an active interest in the stimulation of creati-
vity in the Department and the Foreign Service.

Most of the recommendations pertaining to the Country
Director were also accepted. The beputy Assistant Secretary, in
a Bureau was not to be used as a layer of 'second boss' to the

Countryﬁbirectors. Organization of Country Directorates was

to follow the pattern that was recommended by the Task Forces.

28 CASP is a detailed statement of American objectives in
a given country and the implications of these objectives

for agency programs. It was evolved by the Bureau of
Inter-American Affairs.
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There waé to be one Country Director for each major country.
There was to be a Country Direcfor for each high priority
country. There was also tb»be a Country Director for one, two,
three, four, five or even six small and intermediate countries.
And for the remaining states the nature ‘of the organizational
unit was to be left to the discretion of the Bureau. Bach
Country Director was to have an important say on bilateral
1séues and he was to have the authority to sign all telegrams
of bilateral nature. The words "Country Director" were to be
retained as a generic name and~e§ch Country Director was to be
addressed as "Diréctor forf...Affairs." In carrying out his
responsibilities of'coordinating 1nterégency matters he was to

be in active touch with the functional bureaus in the Depart-

ment,
S

The Department of State accepted the recommendations of
the Ta'sk Forces as far as the evaluation of management and the
evolution of two management _centres were concerned also. The
Management and KBvaluation Group was to be created and it was
to consist of the Inspection Corps, the Audit Staff, the
Management Staff and Policy and Programme Evaluation Staff.
Young FSQs were to be included in the MEG. The MEG was to
undertake a continuing review of the role and functions of
- American missions. It was alsc to undertake management evalua-
tions of all C9untry Directorates once at least in every two
years. Management centres at both the} Secretary level and the

Assistant Secretaryllevel were also to be evolved with the help

S
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"of the PARA and the CASP.

The Department of St ate undervent a met amorphic change
following the accepfgnce of the reports of the varioué Task
Forces. Foreign Affairs Specialists corps has been estab- -
lished to fill the various non-FSO positions in thé Department.
PARA system has been adopted throughout the Department. The
office of Ingpector General has in it the staff thatvthe,Task
Forces recommended for the.Management and Evaluation Group.
Country Directorates have also been réorganized. A new concept
of team work is operating among the seventh floor principal
officers which affords incréased control of the Department's
planning, decision-making and aLlocation of resources.

Beside's'these changes that have been made oh the basis
of the recommendations of the "Diplomacy for the 70's", two
other important changes have taken place in the seventies.

The first is the establishment in April 1972 of a new post of
Under Secretary of State for coordinating security aésistance
programmes.29 The second pertains to the renaming of the num-

ber two post in the Department of State. In 1972 this office

came to be designated as Deputy Secretary. Henceforth below

29 The creation of this post was in accordance with the
terms of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1971 (Public
Law 226, 92nd-Congress approved on 7 February 1971).
This act authorized the appointment of a senior offi-
cial to supervise military grant-in-aid programmes,
sales of military equipment and economic supporting
assistance. This official was to ensure that all
forms of military equipment to foreign countries con-
form to the Administration's foreign policy.
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the Secretary there was to be the Deputy Secrétary and next
in level were the three Under Secretaries with their parti-
cular fields of operatiocn. _ _
The Department of State as'it is today is malnly based
| / W -
on the Hoover Commission Report of 1949 and the Department of
</ State's "Diplomacy for the 70's" of 1970. For a broad outline
the origin has to be traced to the Ho@ver'Commission, th_ough
for the minute organization and functioning it is to the var-
ious Task Forces' reports that we have to look to. |
The top level organization of the Department of State
‘today is thus. There is a Secretary at the top., Below him
is the Deputy Secretary who is the number two man in the De-
partment. Next in the hierarchy are three Under Secretaries -
the Under Secretaries for Political Affairs, Bconomic Affairs
and Security Assi’stance.ao Below these.Under Secretaries is
the Deputy Under Secretary for Management who is in charge of
the personnel and budgetary problems of the Department. Geo-
graphical and functional Bureaus headed by officials of the
rank of Assistant Secretaries form the units of administration.
There are five geographical Bﬁreaus - the Bureaus of African |
Affairs, Buropean Affairs, East Asian and Pacific Affairs,

Inter-American Affairs, and Near Eastern and South Asian

Affairs. The functional Bureaus are eight in number - the

30 The Post. of Under Secretary for Economic Affairs is-
remaining vacant.
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Bureaus of Congressional Relations, Public Affairs, Educa-
tional and Cultural Affairs, Ecohomic and Business Affairs,
Intelligence gnd Research, International Scientific and Tech-
nological Affairs, Security and Consular Affairs and Politico-
Military Affairs. There is also the Bureau of International
Organizgtion Affgirs. In addition to these there are a few
important staff elements as the Bureau of Administration, the
Legal Adviser, the Counselor and the Planning and Co-ordination
Staff, ,

Thus in this chapter we have seen the various adminis-
'trative changes that have taken place in the Department of
State in the post-war period. The Department of State, as is
evident from this analysis, has undergone a metamofphic trans-
formation as a result of these changes. From a conglomeration
of Offices haphazardly managed, the Department today has become
a scientifically'organized and administered unit.

At the end menfion must.be made of the'Commiss;pn on
the Organization of the EXecutive.Branch‘of the Government for
the Conduct  of queign'Policy. This Commission headed by
Robert Murphy has been created in accordance with the provisions
of‘the Foreign Relations Authorization Act of 1972 and is to
submit its report by 30 June 1975. It is to "study and investi-
gate the bfganization, methods of operation and powers of all
Departments, agencies, independent establishments and instru-
mentalities of the United States Government participating in
the formulation and implementation of United States foreign
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31 '
policy." It is hoped that the Commission will make a good

number of recommendations

with respect to the reorganization of the
departments and agencies, more effective
arrangements between executive branch and
Congress, improved procedures among depart-
ments and agencies, the abolition of ser-
vices, activities and functions not neces-
sary to the efficlient conduct of foreign
policy, and 'other measures to promote
peace, economy, efficiency and improved
administration of foreign policy.' 32

31 Eoreigp Relatiopns Ant.h.cm_&m.qn Act of 1972 (Public
Law 352, 92nd Congress).

32 1§_$Zrtmen16: of State. News Letter, no. 153, February
y Pe Oo :
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In the years soon after the ﬁar America's approach to
1nternational relations changed dfastically. The Second World
War had proved fatal to the isblationist policy that America
héd followed eversince the proclamation of the Monroe Doctrine
in 1823, Unlike as at the end of the First World War, there
was no going back to isolationism in 1945. The conditions of
1945 were such that a basic change in the very approach of
America towards international relations had become inevitable.
The Fascist threat to the world peace had been successfully
overcome. But to preserve this hard won peace an active parti-
cipation on the part of the United States in international
affairs had become a necessity. The United States took this
challenge with a zeal. At the end of the war she had in fact
emerged as one of the fwo major powers. With.Germany, Italy
and Japan vanquished, with Britain and France no longer the
old powers that they were, and with the U.S.S.R. on the defen-
sive, it was but natural that the United States should play
the lea&ing role on the international scene. Even today,
despite the fact that the world is no longer bipolar or even
tripolar, but multi-polar, the role that is being played by
the United States in shaping the course of international events
is considerable, v

These developments have had their impact on the evolu=~

tion of the State Department. A comparison of the Department
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| of State as it was in 1945 with the Department of State as it
is today brings out very ¢1early the extent of this impact,
The Department of State in 1945, to recount what was
told earlier in the first chapter, was in a very sorry state
of affairs. Its standing as the organization respohsible for
the formulation and execution of America's foreign policy was
very low. More than the Department of State it were the De-
partments of War, Navy and Air and certain other influential
Secretaries and advisers who mattered id America's foreign
policy. The long'tenure of Cordell Hull as Secretary of State
had brought much dishonour and disrespect'to the Department of
State. The only redeeming feature of the whole situation had
been the’appointment of James F. Byrnes as the Secretary of
State in July 1945. On the morrow of peace, with the amount
of influence that Byrnes had on President Truman and with the
amount of trust that President Truman had in Byrnes, there was
a possibility of a retrieval of the lost ground.
Organizationally the Department of State was not yet
that vast and complex as it éame to be a few years afterwards.
Twelve Offices formed the units of administration. These
Offices were under the charge of five Assistant Secretaries
and a Special Assistant to the Secretary.1 There were also the

- Legal Adviser and the Assistant $ecretary for Congressional

1 For a detailed description of the organization of the
Department of State in 1945 see Chapter 1.
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Relafions and International Conferences. Between the Secre-
tary and the various officials holding the ranks of Assistant
Secretaries there was only one intermediary level - the level
of Under Secretary. This Under Secretaryiwas,serving as the
Secretary's deputy in all matters and, in the absence of the
Secretary, as Acting Secretary of State, The'Department emp-
loyed about 3,700 ﬁersons. The Foreign Service was not a part
of the Department of State and its administration was in the
hands of the Director General of the Foreign Service who func-
tioned independent of ths authority of the Secretary of State.
But the Department of State as it is today is a very
complex organization. Headed by the Secretary of State it is
broadly composed of various geographic and functional Bureaus,
each under the charge of an officer of the rank 6f Assistant
Secretary.2 There are also a few servicing or staff elements
which include the Legal Adviser, the'C.ounsel‘or', the Planning
and Coordination Staff, and the Assistant Secretary for Adminis-
tration whose Bureau handles operations, communications and
foreign physical facilities. Between thevranks of the Secretary
and the Assiétant Secretaries there are the three levels of
Deputy Secretary, Under Secretary and Deputy Under Secretary,
in that descending order. -There is oné Deputy Secretary, He
is the second most important man in the bepartment and during

the absence of the Secretary serves as Acting Secretary. The

2 " For a mention of the various Bureaus that are in
existence today see-chapter VI.
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level of Under Secretary is immediately below that of the
Deputy Seéretary; Tod;y there is provision for the appoint-
ment of threg Under Secretaries - Under Secretaries for goli-
tical Affairs, Economic Affairs and Security Assistance. At
the level of Deputy Under Secretary, there is the Deputy

Under Secretary for Managgment whb is in charge of the person-
nel énd budgetaryrproblems of the Deparfment. The Depértment
employs about 13,600 Americans at home and abroad and 11,350 |
foreign nationals all over the world.4 The Foreign.Service

is an integral part of the Department of State. Also func-
tioning within the Department of State are such agencies as the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, the Agency for Interna-
tional Development and the Peace Corps.

Functianally the role played'by the Department of State
in shaping the course of American foreign policy is very great
today. Under the Secretafyship of Kissinger the views of the
bepartment of State are regarded as of paramount importancé on
all matters pertaining to foreign policy. Today Kisslnger has
in fact come to be identified with the foreign policy of the
United States., | |

However, the period of transition during the interven-

ing twenty-nine years was not a very smooth one. The process

3 The post of Under Secretary for Ecdnomic Affairs is
remaianing vacant.

4 See United States Government Qr z

ent Orgapnizatiopal Marshal
1970/71 (Revised up to 1 July 1970) (Washington, D.C.,
1970), p. 88.
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of evolution saw many ups and downs. The only consolation
was that it never slid back to the low point that it was at
during the tenure of Hull, |

The major structural and functional developments that
‘have taken place during these years have been noted in the
preﬁious_five chapters. They may be summed up as follows:

The primacy of the Department of State as the orgeni-
zation responsible for the formulation and execution of
America's foreign policy has been asserted. Today the Secre-
tary of State is the chief adviser to the President on foreign
policy matters. Over the years the challenges offered by the
NSC and the Special Assistant to the President for National
Security Affairs have been successfully overcome.

The unusual arrangement of a separate Foreign Sef&ice
administered by an independent Director General being res-
ponsible for thevimplementation of the Department of State's
policies has been discarded. In 1949 the Director General of
the Foreign Service was made responsible'fo the Secretary of
State. '

The practice of the Civil Service officers filling the
various officer positions in the Department of State has nearly
been given up. Today almost all the officer positions in both
" Washington and abroad afe manned by either the FSO personnel
or the FAS personnel. |

The function of”planning has been institutionalized.
During the years 1947-69 it was performed by the Policy
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Planning Council. Today it is being performed by the Plann-
ing’and Coordination Staff. _

Bureau haé come to stay as the unit of administration.
In 1945 the Department of State was a composite of twelve
Officess Today, though there are about seventy-five Offices,
most of these‘offices are organized -into Bureaus. The Depart-
ment of State is essentially_a compoéite of Bureaus.

The preponderance of the five regional Bureaus together
with the Bureau of International Organization Affairs over the
functional Bureaus has been aséerted. This has been the case
eversince the Department'was reorganized on the basis of the
Hoover Commission recommendations. The establishment of the

Country Directorates in these varioﬁé‘regional Bureaus in 1966
| and their consolidation in the seventies have further streng-
thened this preponderance.

Three levels of officials have come to stay between the
ranks of the Secretary and the Assistant Secretary. In 1945
it was only one. The three levels are those of the Deputy
Secretary, the Under Secretary and the Deputy Under Secretary
in that déscending order. The one levei that wasvin existence
in 1845 was the level of Under Secretary.

| In 1945 the organization of the Department of State was
haphazard and unsystematic., The Hoover Commission Report on
Foreign Affairs and the Department of State's 'Diplomacy for
the 70's' have streamlined the organization of the Department.

Thgy have made it a systematically organized and scientifically
functioning Department;
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.One can conclude this dissertation by saying}that the
situation obtaining in 1974 is an ideal one for the’DeparFment
of State. Though one cannot rule out a decline in the status
of fhe Department of State and its Secretary in the near or
distant future, one can assert that for the efficient conduct
of American forelgn relations the present arrangement is the
best. Any deviation from this resulting in a lesser role of
the Sécretary and the Department in American foreign policy
would only have harmful consequences as far as the national

interests of America are concerned.,
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