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1

In 1960, as a young man looking 
for a way forward, I stumbled 

upon a book by George Kennan, 
author of America’s “contain-
ment” strategy. It was entitled: 
“American Diplomacy from 1900 
to 1950”. I was smitten by it (and 
by him) and decided on the spot 
to make my way forward (as he 
had done) in the Foreign Service 
of the United States. I promptly 
took, and just as promptly failed, 
the Foreign Service examination. 
Clearly what the British call “in-
filling” was required. For this I turned to the Fletcher School 
of Law and Diplomacy, where I happily and quite productive-
ly acquired, over the course of two years, the fundamentals 
of a “foreign service education.” This education saw me suc-
cessfully through the Foreign Service examination and right 
into an appointment as a junior Foreign Service Officer.

Out of the blue, an encounter on the threshold of the 
Fletcher School on the day of my graduation changed my 
path forward. The Dean of the School, Robert Stewart, whom 
I greatly admired, asked me to forego my Foreign Service ap-
pointment and remain at the School as his assistant. As the 
son of an educator, my DNA kicked in and I accepted his 
offer to work for the School that had put me on my feet in 
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the field of foreign affairs. The Foreign Service arena would 
have to wait.

The waiting ended five years later in 1967 when I won a 
White House Fellowship and was assigned under the fellow-
ship to the office of the Secretary of State, Dean Rusk. Priv-
ileged by the extended shadow of his high office, I spent a 
year getting to know the Foreign Service and its extraordinary 
cadre of officers, some of whom became my close friends. 
Shortly after my fellowship year, having been mentored in 
proximity to one of America’s greatest secretaries of state, I 
was appointed dean of the country’s oldest and largest school 
of international relations, the Walsh School of Foreign Service 
at Georgetown University.

Having landed in the field of foreign affairs as an educator 
with a personal and professional interest in a strong, effec-
tive Department of State and Foreign Service, I took up my 
pen to write about the conduct of American diplomacy. Across 
the years, this led to articles and op-ed pieces devoted to that 
subject. They are contained herein in the order in which they 
were written, each introduced with a brief explanation of the 
context in which they were written.

This book of decanal reflections is dedicated to three 
deans who led and shaped me en route to becoming a dean in 
my own right: Dean Robert Stewart and Dean Edmund Gul-
lion of the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy and Dean 
Rusk, Secretary of State, 1960–68.

This dedication is accompanied by gratitude to Charlie 
Dolgas, former Director of Programs of the Institute for the 
Study of Diplomacy, for expertly assembling my reflections 
for publication, and to my former student, Carol Harrison, for 
the accompanying photographs of the university for which I 
was privileged to work and at which these reflections were 
composed.

Peter F. Krogh 
Dean Emeritus, The Walsh School of Foreign Service 
Georgetown University 
December 2015
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At the conclusion of my White House Fellowship year in the 
summer of 1968, it was clear that American foreign policy, 
and the institutions responsible for its conduct, were under 
assault. The Vietnam War had jolted traditional bipartisan 
consensus in support of American policy toward “the world 
beyond the water’s edge” and undermined public confidence in 
the wisdom of the country’s conduct of foreign affairs. The De-
partment of State, for which I had been privileged to work as 
a White House Fellow, stood in the midst of this maelstrom. 
I thought it needed some help in making its way forward in 
a setting in which the views of the public figured more promi-
nently than ever before. Hence this article, entitled “The State 
Department at Home,” published in 1969 in the Annals of 
the American Academy.

ABSTRACT: The Department of State is entering a critical 
period at home. The public is growing less convinced of the 
wisdom of current foreign policies. Young people especially 
are alienated. Doubt about international purpose is exacerbat-
ed by uncertainty over national priorities as between domes-
tic and foreign affairs. Problems of instability, violence, and 
poverty, once myopically regarded as endemic only to foreign 
societies, now are recognized as serious domestic problems. 
In this troubled setting, the Department of State must make 
critical decisions on new policies and priorities. These major 
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decisions will affect the lives of all Americans; all Americans 
should feel that they are somehow involved in the delibera-
tions leading to them. To impart this sense of involvement 
and at the same time assist the Department of State to chart 
the wisest future course, the private foreign affairs communi-
ty should be engaged in the dual roles of interlocutor between 
the government and the general public and of adviser to the 
Department of State. For the foreign affairs community to 
play these roles effectively, it will have to be strengthened, 
and the Department will have to treat that community as its 
natural constituency.

There is a growing public awareness that the United 
States is not as certain as it once was about its foreign 

policy. For close to a generation, the lines of policy have been 
clear and have won general public acceptance: containment of 
communism chiefly based on collective defense; peacekeep-
ing and international co-operation carried out through the 
United Nations and regional organizations; and international 
economic development largely promoted through a bilateral 
aid effort. These policies—though they have brought us safe-
ly into the present day—are no longer a wholly appropriate or 
adequate basis for the future.

The world for which current major policies were designed 
has changed in important respects: communism now appears 
to be containing itself through fratricidal disputes; peace-
keeping, despite multilateral trappings, seems to require the 
unilateral intervention of the United States; and the gap be-
tween rich and poor widens while aid programs diminish.

There is a widespread feeling that changes in the world 
environment have sufficiently outpaced changes in United 
States foreign policy that a quantum adjustment is needed. 
The determination of the nature and direction of the adjust-
ment is a critical one—involving the most profound judg-
ments about national interests.

The public, which will have to stand behind the new pol-
icies if they are to succeed, should be invited and enabled 
to contribute to the dialogue which leads to the new policy 



1 The State Department at Home  5

directions. Such public involvement would be facilitated if 
that element of the public which is schooled and involved in 
foreign affairs would serve as interlocutor between the gov-
ernment and the general public. To bring this about, the De-
partment of State should proceed now to take a sober look 
at the home front, seeking to mobilize whatever public re-
sources can assist it in making the great decisions about future 
foreign policy.

At present, and for the foreseeable future, the Department 
of State faces three salient problems at home: the coalescence 
of domestic and foreign troubles, youthful dissent, and a de-
cline in public support. These problems are by no means sep-
arate. They all relate to the public resources which will be 
available for the conduct of foreign affairs and to the corre-
sponding need of the Department of State for a constituency.

This article offers some brief analyses of each problem and 
proposes partial solutions which might be found in a more 
effective partnership between the Department of State and 
the private foreign affairs community.

The Domestication of Foreign Problems

The public suddenly is becoming aware of the common-
ality of foreign and domestic problems. Problems which once 
seemed uniquely foreign are now found to be domestic. Until 
recently, Americans thought of poverty as a condition endem-
ic to underdeveloped countries. Now it is recognized as a se-
rious domestic problem. Student riots were thought to be a 
Latin-American phenomenon. Today, United States students 
stridently confront their society and institutions. Instability 
and violence once were associated only with foreign societies. 
Now they are evident at home.

This merging of foreign and domestic problems converges 
with the instinct to give overriding priority to domestic needs. 
The results are a growing scarcity of the public resources of 
energy, will, and dollars heretofore available for foreign affairs 
and a mounting challenge to the post-World War II assump-
tion that the United States can conduct a leading foreign 
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 policy and still maintain domestic strength and solidarity. The 
challenge to this assumption is being issued with particular 
vigor and effect by the young generation.

Youth’s Dissent

The challenge of youth is an opportunity, not a problem: 
an opportunity to re-examine the validity of basic premises, 
the legitimacy of current policies, and the soundness of our 
institutions.

It is a significant challenge, in part because it is intimately 
related to, and fed by, widespread malaise in the adult world. 
Youth is the cutting edge, the volatile element of a gener-
alized dissatisfaction with the course and condition of this 
country’s affairs and with its national priorities.

Foreign affairs is a major target of youth’s dissent chiefly 
because of Vietnam and more recently because of youthful 
demands that domestic programs be given virtually exclusive 
claim on national resources. In the memory and view of youth, 
the United States has escalated involvement in war (Vietnam) 
and violated commitments to nonintervention (the Domini-
can Republic). This foreign policy, characterized by youth as 
“unprincipled,” has been paralleled by unprecedented disor-
der and violence at home.

Yet, young people feel powerless to effect change. Faced 
with policies they disapprove, young people increasingly are 
frustrated by lack of influence and participation. Youth gives 
expression to a mounting sense throughout the country that 
government institutions are overgrown, depersonalized, im-
permeable and unresponsive. Youth has captured and crys-
tallized this feeling by indicting the bureaucracy, inciting re-
form, and insisting on participation.

Many within also believe that the State Department is 
overgrown, depersonalized, impermeable, and unresponsive. 
Junior Foreign Service officers, even as the youth of the coun-
try as a whole, feel closed off from effective participation in 
the process that leads to policy.
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What is called for, but what has been missing, is a proce-
dure to assure that the content of dissent—both within and 
outside the Department—will not be overlooked, and will be 
fed into the normal activities of policy-formulation in a useful 
way. Any progress that can be made in establishing such a pro-
cedure will be an important step in assuaging the alienation of 
youth and building public support for foreign policies.

The State Department and the Public

It has never been easy to build public support for foreign 
policies. The difficulty is merely more obvious now than in 
the past. The gap between official policy and public accep-
tance has widened. Officials seek vainly to reach the public 
ear. The public listens, and may even hear, but it is less and 
less convinced.

The problem is partly in policy, some parts of which may 
not be saleable in any wrapping. But the problem also has 
roots in the American diplomatic profession.

There has always been an undercurrent of tension be-
tween American diplomats and the public they serve. Both 
are responsible. Because of a special trust as manager of this 
country’s foreign affairs, the Department of State is, in some 
degree, set off from the mainstream of American life. Thus, 
some Foreign Service officers harbor a mandarin-like attitude 
that foreign policy is their property to be defended against the 
“meddling” public.

The general public appears to view the Department as a 
suspect necessity. The public, at best, tolerates an official for-
eign affairs sanctuary, contenting itself with vague suspicions 
of its role and sniping at its performance.

Most of the time, a masquerade disguises this underlying 
current of reciprocal distrust. The Department plays out its 
role by treating the public to speeches on “the importance of 
public opinion in the formation of American foreign policy.” 
The public reciprocates by concentrating its criticism on the 
trappings, the “striped pants,” the cocktail parties, and avoids 
the substance of policy.
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The masquerade is over. The public has assumed a dif-
ferent and disconcerting part. Public criticism—especially 
the criticism of youth—goes to the core premises, and to the 
policies. The thrust of dissent portends disengagement. The 
State Department argues that disengagement must be selec-
tive; it must be “responsible.” The public has no interest in 
the selective and responsible. The two sides are moving to-
ward the point of estrangement.

The Foreign Affairs Community

Faced with the just priority of domestic programs, a hostile 
generation, and an increasingly alienated public, the Depart-
ment clearly needs help. Some element of the public must 
assist the Department: to rethink foreign policy premises, 
taking into account new priorities as between domestic and 
foreign affairs; to bridge the generation gap in foreign poli-
cy and process; and to assure that diplomats are not “remote 
from the public gaze and indifferent to it.”1 The only element 
of the public with a semblance of the resources needed to do 
these jobs is a group usually referred to as the foreign affairs 
community.

The foreign affairs community is susceptible to only the 
most general definition. It is a disparate group composed of 
institutions and individuals who spend some part of their 
time in active attempts to influence, directly and indirectly, 
American foreign policy. The institutional component of the 
community includes: international banks, businesses, and 
unions; foundations active in the field; private and profes-
sional societies; organizations involved in stimulating com-
munity interest in foreign affairs; and academic institutions.2 
The private individuals who comprise the community (many 
of whom work for the institutions) include full-time foreign 
affairs professionals and the growing numbers of people with 
an active part-time involvement in foreign affairs.3

This community has resources which could ease the 
 Department’s problems at home. It has material resourc-
es and the less obvious and less utilized assets of interest, 
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 intelligence, and influence. But before these public resources 
can be brought to the assistance of the Department, the for-
eign affairs community must rally its assets and the Depart-
ment must determine how to use them.

To muster its resources, the foreign affairs community 
needs to know more about itself and the extent to which it 
can form an effective constituency in support of the foreign 
policies with which it truly wants to associate. It must put 
itself in a better position to identify areas of foreign policy 
agreement and to concert for common action on the basis of 
the agreement that does exist. This will mean putting a very 
untidy house in order, and may require establishing an orga-
nization to do the job.

A privately funded organization could be chartered for the 
express purpose of improving the community’s knowledge of 
itself and its effectiveness. Such an organization would keep 
the members of the community aware of each others exis-
tence, of their leadership potential with respect to support for 
foreign policies, and of specific opportunities to exercise that 
potential. It would relate those groups which have purely ed-
ucational purposes to those which have action programs and 
would promote cooperation among groups with similar ob-
jectives. The fundamental objective of the new organization 
would be to form a solid foreign affairs constituency which 
could be engaged in official policy deliberations and which 
could marshal the general public behind the broad outlines 
of American foreign policy and the highest quality diplomatic 
corps.

This organization, if properly chartered and funded, con-
ceivably could engineer another related improvement in the 
foreign affairs community: it could stimulate and orchestrate a 
selective merger of the nongovernmental foreign affairs orga-
nizations.4 Over time, these organizations have proliferated so 
that in any large community there may be as many as several 
dozen groups operating in narrow areas, with little or no con-
tact with each other. Some of these groups could be dissolved 
without being missed; but most, at a minimum, should be 
brought into confederation, preferably with centrally located 
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offices. In this way, it would be possible, when necessary, to 
co-ordinate efforts of these groups on the local level on behalf 
of key foreign policies.

To rally its resources, the foreign affairs community will 
need to reinvigorate its leadership. Officerships and director-
ships of world affairs organizations have a way of staying in 
the founding families, or at least not straying far from their 
circle of acquaintances.5 This perpetuated control of world af-
fairs organizations by the founding fathers turns them inward, 
makes them conservative, and tends to keep them going 
regardless of the changes in circumstances which prompted 
their establishment. The directors of each organization must 
constantly reassess their claim to leadership. Similarly, each 
organization must reassess its reason for being and adjust to 
the times.

As youth makes its move for positions of influence, the 
geriatrics of leadership becomes as much an issue within 
the private foreign affairs community as it is in the official 
establishment. The new generation whose view of the world 
is shaped by the experience of Vietnam and of race riots at 
home must be allowed to take its place in the board rooms 
alongside established directors whose memory reaches back 
to, and in some cases stops with, the old contests with Nazi 
Germany and Stalinist Russia.

These and other general reforms within the foreign affairs 
community should help to give it greater identity and influ-
ence. The Department of State will then be better able to 
engage the resources of this community in the tasks that need 
doing at home.

The most important task is to engage the foreign affairs 
community, and through it the general public, in a fresh de-
bate over foreign policy premises, including priorities as be-
tween foreign and domestic needs. This debate should focus 
on the essential elements of maintaining world peace and on 
which of these elements the United States can help to provide. 
The debate should be directed not only by considerations of 
what the United States ought to be doing in the world but also 
by a realistic appraisal of what its capabilities, constrained by 
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mounting domestic demands, will enable it to do.
Unless the private foreign affairs community is integrally 

involved in the debate over priorities, the public is likely to 
err on the side of disengagement. The foreign affairs commu-
nity has vested international interests which serve as a basis 
for identification with policies designed to fulfill the United 
States role and responsibility as a major and humanitarian 
world power. These interests could be awakened by the De-
partment to counter any precipitous public return to fortress 
America.

Neither will the public debate over premises and priorities 
be salutary unless young people figure prominently in it. A 
rejuvenated foreign affairs community could provide youth 
with the platform which it will need to enter the debate effec-
tively. It could serve as a channel for youthful dissent to the 
Department, which may itself be too distrusted by youth to 
be dealt with directly.

With respect both to the needed debate over priorities and 
to the needed channel for youthful dissent, the foreign affairs 
community can serve vital functions for both the Department 
and the public. It can also serve the more general and endur-
ing function of mobilizing broad public support for United 
States foreign policies.

In order for the foreign affairs community to play any of 
these roles, and especially the latter, the Department will 
have to treat the community as though it had something sub-
stantive to offer. It especially will have to invite its advice on 
policy.

The Department has a preponderance, but clearly no mo-
nopoly, of the best foreign policy ideas. At present, it has an 
interest in the views of outsiders, but no basic commitment, 
much less an established system, to tap the  intellectual re-
sources of the foreign affairs community. The Department 
must acquire both the commitment and the means to carry 
it out.

This may require sending Department officials on the road 
to hold public hearings and to solicit position papers from the 
foreign affairs community. The object should be to engage 
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the community in policy-deliberations so that, at a minimum, 
it will feel that it is in on the policy takeoffs and not just the 
crash landings.6

Extracting ideas from the foreign affairs community will 
also require a much wider conception of, and a more vigorous 
commitment to, the education and training of Department 
personnel. Foreign affairs personnel should, in the normal 
course of their career development, spend tours of duty not 
only as students on the best campuses, but also as interns 
in the private foreign affairs institutions. They must, as stu-
dents, stay abreast of the main currents of scholarship in for-
eign affairs and, as interns, acquire an inside understanding of 
how businesses, private foundations, and voluntary organiza-
tions operate abroad and how they see the world. This kind 
of education and experience, based upon immersion in the 
nongovernmental foreign affairs community, cannot be left to 
chance: it must be required and rewarded.

Quite apart from going on the road for policy ideas and 
for formal training, Department personnel must regularly be 
induced to leave the comfort of their offices to mingle with, 
and be confronted by, their opposite numbers in the outside 
world. This does not mean deployment on the speaking cir-
cuits or visitations to Rotary Clubs. It means listening in on 
conferences, lectures, and campus debates. It means being on 
the scene to absorb what is being said and felt.

None of this will be done unless the Department comes 
to believe that the foreign affairs community is its natural 
constituency. This belief will not come easily. For years, the 
Department has denied that it has a constituency; it has com-
plained about the lack of one for so long that it is now virtually 
accepted as a comfortable fact of life. There is even a pro-
nounced tendency to view the alleged absence of a constitu-
ency as a virtue. It is, after all, a reliable scapegoat. Failures 
to gain congressional support for policies, to secure adequate 
appropriations, to build a professional foreign service of high 
quality, can all and easily be ascribed to the lack of a natural 
foreign affairs constituency.
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But, fortunately, saying that there is no constituency for 
the official conduct of foreign policy does not make it so. 
Now the Department needs one, more than ever. Behaving 
as though one existed might be all that is needed to call the 
constituency forth.

Notes

 1. Seventy years ago, Secretary of State John Hay described the 
State Department as “remote from the public gaze and indifferent 
to it.” John P. Leacacos, Fires in the In-Basket: The ABC’s of the State 
Department (New York: World Publishing Company, 1968), p. 3.
 2. An illustrative list of institutions in order of the categories list-
ed would be: the First National City Bank, Standard Oil of New 
Jersey, and the AFL–CIO; the Ford Foundation, the Council on 
Foreign Relations and the International Studies Association; the 
Foreign Policy Association; and the Fletcher School of Law and Di-
plomacy.
 3. The fastest growing and potentially most significant additions 
to the foreign affairs community are the returning Peace Corps vol-
unteers. They have a stake in foreign affairs acquired at a formative 
age and based on humanitarianism. Having been abroad purely on 
a mission of peace, they are bound to see the world differently from 
those members of the community who have fought wars or conduct 
business abroad. Their humanitarian view of the world can influence 
future foreign policy for the better.
 4. In 1964 the Council on Foreign Relations listed 293 non-
governmental organizations “which conduct serious programs of 
research in international affairs, or which maintain meetings and in-
formation programs on a continuing basis.” Donald Wasson, Ameri-
can Agencies Interested in International Affairs (New York: Frederick A. 
Praeger, for the Council on Foreign Relations, 1964).
 5. For example, half of the current members of the Board of Di-
rectors of the Council on Foreign Relations were Directors twenty 
years ago; one quarter of them have been Directors for forty years. 
 6. The Department is preparing a series of publications, enti-
tled “Issues in Foreign Policy,” which will introduce the public, on 
a case-by-case basis, to the factors which go into decision-making. 
This new emphasis on posing policy issues and considerations, in-
stead of simple description and defense of policy, is a step in the 
right direction.
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As the Department of State addressed the Vietnam War induced 
criticisms of it from within, among especially young Foreign 
Service Officers, and from without, the American Foreign Ser-
vice Association worked with the management of the Depart-
ment to craft a strategy for the future. Led by the Under Sec-
retary of State for Management, William Macomber, a report 
was issued advocating a reorganization of the Department 
to meet the challenges ahead. As a consultant to the American 
Foreign Service Association, I was asked to comment on the 
report. The following comment was published in the March 
1970 issue of the Foreign Service Journal.

Individuals who have viewed with alarm and despondency 
the decline of the authority of the State Department in the 

conduct of foreign affairs should be immensely encouraged 
by the recent speech of William Macomber on “Management 
Strategy: A Program for the 70s.” They should be further en-
couraged to know that a man of Mr. Macomber’s proven cour-
age and industriousness stands behind this talk and intends to 
see it implemented.

I have rarely read a speech which succeeded so well in 
making an inherently uninteresting subject come alive. This 
talk elevates administration to the level of importance it de-
serves and should help assuage disdain for management func-
tions which has prevailed in the Foreign Service to its own 
serious disadvantage.

2
State Department  

Management Study
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The speech contains healthy, accurate self-analysis of the 
Foreign Service. It is introduced with balanced admissions of 
weaknesses and assertions of strengths, and accurately por-
trays the predicament of the Foreign Service as it faces the 
1970s. It conveys a sense of greater opportunity for the De-
partment. In the final analysis this may be the most important 
ingredient of the new strategy.

The proposed management strategy, while drawing upon 
predecessor studies by outside commissions, is chiefly the 
distillation of a thorough study of the Foreign Service mount-
ed by the American Foreign Service Association and recently 
published in “Toward a Modern Diplomacy.” I doubt that a 
more objective, open, comprehensive study of the internal 
organization and performance of a profession by the profes-
sionals themselves has been made in the annals of bureau-
cracy—public or private. The recommendations in this talk 
accordingly must be taken seriously since they are the pre-
scriptions of the professionals themselves.

In commenting on this talk, the temptation is great to un-
derline its strongest points because there are many of them and 
because it is high time to accentuate the positive in the Foreign 
Service. But presumably comment has been solicited to flag 
possible weak points and to add new points which can be taken 
into account by the proposed implementation task forces.

Mr. Macomber properly emphasizes that more studies are 
not needed and that the implementation phase of organiza-
tional reform is at hand. I would agree, with the important ex-
ception that more study is needed of the future environment 
in which foreign affairs will be conducted, of the “challenges 
of these decades,” with which the reforms announced by Mr. 
Macomber are designed to cope. The discussion of the nature 
and dimension of United States foreign affairs in the 1970s is 
the weakest chapter in “Toward a Modern Diplomacy” but 
also the most essential to wise planning for the management 
of future foreign policy. It is possible that a more studied look 
at the future will reveal the need for additional or alternative 
career specializations in, for example, international law and or-
ganization and science and technology. Certainly a more care-
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ful look at the future will be required to arrive at the rolling 
five-year personnel projection to which Mr. Macomber refers.

In explaining the Department’s past failure to accom-
modate itself to the demands of increasing specialization, 
it would have been well to emphasize that the Department 
has been relatively oblivious to education. The Department 
has seemed opposed or indifferent to graduate education for 
Foreign Service aspirants. Its programs of in-service training 
for Foreign Service  officers—especially those which utilize 
outside institutions—appear to be conducted in a spirit of 
resignation rather than of enthusiasm for new knowledge. A 
changed attitude toward education involving a commitment 
to greatly expanded in-house and out-house education will be 
an essential concomitant to the new specialized career struc-
ture announced by Mr. Macomber.

With respect to the proposed four category functional spe-
cialization career system, there is danger that in practice these 
career cones will be more like vacuum tubes with officers liv-
ing and working sealed off from officers in the other tubes. 
Cliques may form around the specializations, with accompa-
nying unhealthy manifestations of intra-service exclusive-
ness. These fears suggest that great care will have to be taken 
to promote inter-functional or cross-specialization contact lest 
the synergistic effects of the specializations be lost and each 
officer walks his own functional track which in isolation from 
the others will be a barren path.

I hope that it was not meant that all new officers would be 
recruited to specializations; the examination and recruiting 
system should leave room for those who are well educated 
in the “core skills” but cannot yet boast a specialization. I 
would also caution against a too heavy reliance upon apti-
tude in the entrance examination as distinct from testing 
knowledge of particular subjects. As one colleague of mine 
has observed, there are plenty of high I.Q. morons, and no 
one has invented a way to measure aptitude in wisdom.

A more fortunate and accurate description of the “core 
skills” should be found. I prefer the term “core knowledge.” 
The taproot of negotiation is knowledge of the country with 
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which you are negotiating: its traditions, ways of thinking, and 
the factors which might influence its decisions. Nor is objec-
tive reporting a skill as much as it is knowledge, education 
in the discovery and identification of facts, an open mind, a 
desire for truth. In the understandable effort to elevate func-
tional specialties, the qualities of character and general in-
tellectual competence required of a diplomat should not be 
demoted to the level of “skills” and the need for country spe-
cialists should not be ignored.

It is hoped that the inventory of personnel needs and “lev-
els of openings” in each specialty area will result in a body 
blow to the current system of job classifications and stratifica-
tions and will lead to a system which more naturally enables 
Foreign Service officers to rise or fall to their level of compe-
tence. More flexible job classifications will help frustrate the 
Peter Principle, protect against generation gaps, and foster 
and reward ability at all ages and grades of the service. The 
criteria used to determine “levels of openings” may be more 
important than any other element of the proposed reforms 
in surfacing and allocating the executive management skills 
which have been buried or frustrated in the current system.

Mr. Macomber may have gone overboard in bowing to, and 
promising to protect, the Department’s Civil Service officers 
and in affirming the Department’s “deep dependence” on 
them. These officers have not been known to worry overtime 
about the protection and promotion of Foreign Service offi-
cers. It is not clear why the Department’s lawyers need to be 
Civil Service employees. Lawyers could be recruited to the 
political track or to an additional track in international law and 
organization. Nor is it clear why the office of Congressional 
relations should be staffed with Civil Service officers instead 
of Foreign Service officers who should be out cultivating their 
own congressional constituents. I would urge the Department 
to reassess its need for Civil Service officers and objectively 
assess their liabilities in, for example, clogging the lines of 
promotion and seconding functions in which Foreign Service 
officers should be proficient.
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The largest question mark raised by Mr. Macomber’s talk 
may concern the effect on the specialists of the proposed sys-
tem for the development of managers or senior executives. 
Unless close to a revolution is wrought in human nature, the 
early identification of executive talent, which is equally the 
early identification of those who can never rise to the highest 
positions, will lead to a system of first and second class For-
eign Service officers. The tendency to measure professional 
success in terms of elevation to a command position and the 
drive for supervisory responsibility is strong in the American 
ethos and will lead to frustration and loss of morale among 
those not marked and groomed for a senior executive position 
in the new system. If, in the implementation and monitoring 
of the new personnel system, the Department can maintain 
the motivation of those not marked for the top it will have pi-
oneered a development with significance for all organizations 
concerned chiefly with human affairs.

The parenthetic suggestion that clearance procedures be 
examined “to see what can be done to prevent their stifling 
dissent and creativity” is of the utmost importance. The reor-
ganization of the personnel and management system provides 
an opportunity to cut back the thicket of communications and 
clearances to let more light and fresh air into the policy pro-
cess. Make no mistake that this task ranks in importance and 
difficulty with any of those proposed in Mr. Macomber’s talk 
(and may be one in which outside consultants, drawing upon 
comparative study of the practices of other countries, could 
be most helpful).

The critical importance of having experienced managers 
at the Assistant and Deputy Assistant Secretary levels is ap-
parent to anyone familiar with the deficiencies of the Depart-
ment’s conduct of foreign affairs. No amount of beefing up of 
seventh floor staffs can obscure or compensate for the need 
to have broadly competent individuals appointed to senior 
 positions in the Bureaus. The essential corollary to the re-
forms announced by Mr. Macomber is the imposition of new 
management oriented criteria for the political appointments 
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and the making of political appointments which compli-
ment rather than complicate the promising new management 
 strategy.

The announcement that the Secretary of State will issue 
an annual posture statement, which in the past has been pre-
pared by default by the Secretary of Defense, is heartening to 
those who have watched with anguish the Department stand 
idly by as its foreign policy prerogatives were assumed by 
more aggressive individuals and institutions. The power of 
the Defense Department in the decision-making process can 
be attributed as much to the failure of the State Department 
to fashion a foreign policy strategy which gave real guidance 
to military planners as to any other factor. Action can be con-
trolled by the Department with the best document; the Sec-
retary’s promised posture statement could be the document 
that would swing the action back to the Department where, 
in the public interest, it belongs.

None of the above points are meant to detract in any sub-
stantial way from a set of proposals and ideas which holds out 
such great hope for improvement in the performance and pro-
fession of the Foreign Service. Lest my comments be inter-
preted as overly negative, I must close by emphasizing that I 
have not read a talk on the State Department that so lifted my 
spirits and so reassured me about its future. Outsiders, like 
myself, can only congratulate the Service, express our confi-
dent hopes for the implementation of the proposed reforms, 
and stand by to make the parallel changes in the private for-
eign affairs community which will be required to reinforce the 
Department’s internal efforts.
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As the Vietnam War ground on, Daniel Ellsberg took it upon 
himself to leak the Pentagon Papers, that had been compiled on 
a classified basis to chronicle decisions that had led to the war. 
Their publication by the New York Times released a firestorm 
of debate on the issue of secrecy and openness in the conduct of 
foreign policy. The issue engaged the allies of this country with a 
stake in the effective conduct of American foreign policy. In the 
spring of 1975, the Konrad Adenauer Foundation in Germa-
ny organized a conference on the subject and invited me to lead 
a delegation from the United States to discuss the issue. I in-
vited Alexander Bickel, who had defended the New York Times 
in its publication of the Pentagon Papers, Harry McPherson, 
former aide to Lyndon Johnson and Assistant Secretary of 
State for Cultural Affairs and Luke Battle, former Ambassa-
dor to Egypt and Assistant Secretary of State for Near East 
Affairs to join me in the trip to the Foundation’s headquarters 
in Bonn. Our presentations were subsequently published by the 
Foundation, including my presentation below.

The competing demands of secrecy and openness in the 
conduct of foreign policy is a subject to be approached 

on your knees with the understanding that the conflict may 
not be settled at terrestrial levels of competence. That is be-
cause the conflicting requirements must be finely balanced to 
enable a democracy to survive at home and abroad, because 
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the correct balance differs as between the conduct of domes-
tic and foreign affairs, and because in both spheres the bal-
ance is so enormously difficult to strike.

In the United States a great debate has been developing 
on the line to be drawn between confidentiality and openness 
in the conduct of affairs affecting national security. No rea-
sonable participants have questioned the need for a line; the 
debate has been joined on where and how to draw it. Until 
recently the debate gave promise of being productive. Now, 
unfortunately, the issues are clouded by serious questions 
of misuse of presidential power. They are further needless-
ly complicated by the recent revelation and dramatization of 
the perverse relationship between official secrecy and per-
sonal privacy. The putative requirements for governmental 
secrecy in national security affairs have been used as excus-
es for brazen invasions of personal privacy. Thus the private 
telephones of National Security Council staff members have 
been bugged and the office of Daniel Ellsberg’s private psy-
chiatrist has been burglarized.

Because of the mess that has been made of the Pentagon 
Papers trial in the United States, it is well nigh impossible 
to focus clearly on issues of confidentiality in the conduct of 
foreign policy. It is necessary to come to Germany, where the 
air (at least the political air) is clearer, to discuss these matters. 
This is especially true, I might add, if your name is Krogh.

Questions of the degree of public information and partici-
pation in foreign policy decisions have faced the country since 
its origins. At the outset, answers were sought in the division 
of responsibility for foreign affairs between the President and 
the Congress.

The framers of the constitution felt that a leading role for 
the executive was required in foreign affairs not least because 
it was believed that the office would always “bid fair” to be 
filled by men of such character as to render their contribution 
to foreign policy “peculiarly desirable, as well on the score of 
wisdom as on that of integrity.” Both wisdom and integrity 
were regarded as qualities which gave the executive a special 
claim to the conduct of foreign affairs. It was an act of faith—
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that has now been rather cruelly shaken—to expect that occu-
pants of the presidency would possess sufficient wisdom and 
integrity to merit the people’s trust in the conduct of foreign 
policy.

To share power with the President in foreign affairs, the 
framers of the constitution selected the Senate rather than the 
House for reasons intimately related to the necessity of strik-
ing a conservative balance between secrecy and openness in 
the conduct of the nation’s foreign policy. In explaining why, 
Alexander Hamilton claimed that the House, because of its 
large and shifting membership, would “lack the accurate and 
comprehensive knowledge of foreign politics; a steady and 
systematic adherence to the same views; a nice and uniform 
sensibility to national character, decisions, secrecy and dis-
patch” required in the conduct of foreign affairs.

Hamilton’s colleague, James Madison, recognized the 
need for public information on foreign affairs, particularly 
for legislators. Observing that foreign policies would some-
times require legislative sanction and cooperation, Madison 
emphasized that knowledge would indeed be needed, some 
portion of which “might be acquired in a man’s closet, (read 
xerox room?) but some of it also can only be derived from 
public sources of information.” To point out that the framers 
of the constitution gave thought to questions of secrecy and 
openness is not to say that they thought much about these 
problems or that their solutions were effective. It is obvious 
that very serious questions are still with us. The questions fall 
into at least three issue areas. These are: the people’s right to 
know, confidentiality in government, and the question of the 
unauthorized release of government documents.

I do not regard the people’s right to know as an absolute 
or even as an end in itself. It can be regarded to some extent 
as a means—one in which a democratic society has great con-
fidence—to the wise conduct of domestic and international 
affairs. With respect to foreign policy, I would argue that the 
people’s right to know has legitimate limits circumscribed by 
the degree to which “fish-bowl” decision making is effective, 
practical or prudent in the conduct of international relations; 
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by the importance to the nations capacity to engage in foreign 
affairs of trust and credibility with other governments; and by 
considerations of national interest, carefully and clearly de-
fined.

What the people have are strong rights to: rational, hon-
est explanations of their governments policies; a maximum 
of information consistent with national security; information 
needed to make political judgments and to keep government 
responsible and accountable; and periodically to vote out of 
office (or impeach) an administration they mistrust or believe 
incompetent.

At present all of these rights are unduly infringed by ex-
cessive classification of government documents and by a clas-
sification system which rests on the unchecked authority of 
the executive branch, only one member of which (as Daniel 
Ellsberg has observed) is elected by the people. A more satis-
factory fulfillment of the people’s right to know will be found, 
at least partially, in a more discriminating, limited classifica-
tion system.

In the current discussion of the people’s right to know, a 
number of myths have become fashionable. One of these is 
that the press is doing its damndest on behalf of the people’s 
right to know. But, as another observer has noted, there is a 
“yawning distance” between the newspaper’s ability to glori-
fy freedom of information and its record in putting that free-
dom to work. This gap is at least partly explained by some la-
ziness on the part of the press. We have the most open foreign 
office in the world—correspondents can roam it at will—and 
we publish more about our foreign policy than any govern-
ment in the world; but our press continues to rely heavily on 
briefings for its information. Rather than energetically dig-
ging up the issues and information, they let the government 
briefing officer, or the latest editions of the New York Times 
and Washington Post, do the work for them. It is not clear that 
newspaper reporters even read the foreign policy reports of 
the President and Secretary of State.

It is revealing to note that of the more than 200 suits brought 
against the government under the Freedom of  Information 
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Act, the Justice Department estimates that only 5 to 10 have 
been filed by newspapers. All of this leads to the question of 
how well the people’s right to know is being served by the 
press as measured by its own practices.

Closely related to the people’s right to know is the ques-
tion of confidentiality. The right to, and the need for, priv-
ileged communication is acknowledged and defended by 
our society with respect to almost all human endeavor. We 
sanctify lawyer-client relations; we allow the press to protect 
its sources; we respect the confidentiality of business deci-
sions. In government, such confidentiality is equally essen-
tial to good decision making, orderly administration and the 
conduct of relations. A difference is that confidentiality in the 
public sector—particularly in a government of and for the 
people—should be subject to considerably greater oversight 
than in the private sector.

The legitimacy of confidentiality is challenged by the po-
tential for its misuse. In Arthur Schlesinger’s words: “con-
fidentiality can become the means by which government 
dissembles its purposes, buries its mistakes, safeguards its 
reputation, manipulates its citizens, maximizes its power and 
corrupts itself.”

So what we have is a privilege and a possible abuse of a 
privilege. The reconciliation is found in “some rough but ra-
tional balance between security and disclosure, between offi-
cial control of information and the public need for it.” Right 
now the balance seems lost with the advantage taken by the 
government through excessive classification of information 
and assertion of executive privilege. It will be well, however, 
to temper our zeal to right the balance with appreciation for 
the purposes of confidentiality and the consequences of ex-
cessive openness.

A degree of confidentiality is needed in order for our of-
ficials to engage in the free, tough give and take of debate 
and the frank, even brutal, judgments which good decision 
 making requires. Arthur Schlesinger argues that “it is im-
portant . . . that disclosure not be so precipitate as to inhibit 
government officials from making unorthodox suggestions . . . 
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Immediate Congressional or public access to the international 
communications of the executive would undoubtedly end the 
full and frank exchange among government officials on which 
wise policy depends.”

Another major reason for confidentiality is, paradoxically, 
avoidance of misinforming the public. Information wrenched 
out of context and perspective can invite serious mispercep-
tion and misunderstanding by the average observer, both at 
home and abroad. If government papers were to make their 
way willy-nilly into the public domain, I doubt the people’s 
right to know would be well served. Instead, the public could 
be confused, albeit at a higher level.

Another major reason for confidentiality in foreign affairs is 
not so much that revelations will telegraph punches to an ad-
versary or competitor, though this is a consideration, but that 
without it foreign governments will not deal candidly with us.

If, as a consequence of the current challenge to govern-
ment secrecy, the threshold for classification is moved exces-
sively high, I fear the effects are likely to be the opposite of 
those sought by the critics of secrecy. That is to say the results 
may be: (1) less candor and tough debate in the decision mak-
ing process; (2) less sharing of information within the govern-
ment and among governments; (3) regression to carrying on 
business by word of mouth and to reliance upon memory rath-
er than a written record; (4) a move toward greater secrecy at 
the very highest levels; and, (5) within the public, the release 
of tons of unassimilable information which for some would be 
confusing and for others would provide selective nourishment 
for their prejudices.

Having said all this, the problem remains how to find the 
balance between the principles and necessities of disclosure 
and confidentiality.

I suspect the balance ought to be worked out in debate 
and negotiation between the Executive and Congress. The 
place to begin is within the Executive branch itself. At pres-
ent some advocates of the public’s right to know are asking for 
information which is not even shared within the Executive 
branch. The first step towards increasing the flow of informa-
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tion as a means of improving policy judgments should be to 
broaden the right to know within the bureaucracy itself. This 
would serve to engage more minds in greater debate within 
government and in this way help to check arbitrary and secre-
tive decision making by a cloistered clique.

I am not so sanguine that the way to proceed is to share 
a great deal of information with Congress. That might be a 
good way for the Executive to immobilize Congress, to stifle 
it under the weight of xerox copies of classified government 
documents. But it will not be a good way to preserve a legiti-
mate degree of confidentiality—because sharing information 
with the Congress is, in the event, almost tantamount to shar-
ing it directly with the public.  Congress may have a greater 
right to the information than the public, but it is increasing-
ly loose-mouthed and cannot be counted on to keep secrets. 
Furthermore, I doubt that it would be good for our system if 
Congress had to be tight-lipped and had to keep secrets.

I am confident that the way to solve the problem is not 
through leaks and the unauthorized release of government 
documents. At present we only see the tip of the Ellsberg. 
But if the leaking of sensitive official papers is pursued and 
indulged further, every government official could become li-
censed as a free agent, enabled if not actually encouraged to 
undermine secretly decisions with which he may personal-
ly disagree. It virtually invites officials to indulge frustration 
and resentment with impunity, leaking documents under the 
guise of moral righteousness. Orderly administration can liter-
ally break down in these circumstances.

Perhaps most disturbing of all is that leaking of documents 
is such a sharp two edged sword. It was leaks from within 
that gave McCarthy the information he needed to frame the 
China hands in the fifties. This in turn led to a fear of frank-
ness within the government and to the excessive secrecy and 
classification which are the legacy of the McCarthy period. 
We do not need to repeat this scenario twenty years later just 
because it is advocated by the opposite end of the political 
spectrum. We should instead note that it is ironic that the 
advocates of leaks are chiefly motivated by disillusionment 
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with Vietnam, which is a war that may not have occurred had 
McCarthy not secured his classified information and cleaned 
us out of our Asian experts. In sum, deception and covering 
up are genuine concerns, but the answer to these ills is hardly 
to resort to practices which can be equally pernicious in their 
total effect.

I mentioned at the outset that the conflict between secrecy 
and openness is a subject which probably deserves to be left 
without a satisfactory conclusion. There is no ultimate resolu-
tion to this conflict, only a constant tension which is unsettling 
but essential and unavoidable in our governmental system.

It is impossible to conclude without relating the subject 
of our seminar and my remarks to President Nixon’s extraor-
dinary statement of May 22, 1973, in which he justified cov-
er-up and its concomitant—misuse of secrecy—on grounds 
of national security requirements. This can be done by a 
simple quotation from Max Frankel; to wit, “the exercise of 
secrecy has value only among officials who know the differ-
ence between secrecy and manipulation, between the endur-
ing national interest and their own transient convenience.” 
The White House officials either did not know the differ-
ence or, out of arrogance or out of a siege mentality verging 
on paranoia, ignored the difference. The ironic result is that 
an administration that depended on secrecy for the accom-
plishment of major foreign policies which have been widely 
acclaimed has now so dirtied the veil of secrecy as to have lost 
for itself and succeeding administrations a rightful claim to 
its use. What now has been done in the name of secrecy dis-
credits its future use. Some will argue that that is a desirable 
result. I do not, because considerable secrecy will continue to 
be needed in the conduct of foreign policy in a world of nation 
states divided between open and closed societies. 
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In the aftermath of the Vietnam War, responsibility for the 
making of U.S. foreign policy became a disputed playing field. 
Which institution, which group of players, should hold sway? 
I felt the Department of State was spending too much time on 
this playing field and, in the process, losing its focus on what I 
considered to be its main mission; to wit: the conduct of diplo-
macy. I was invited by the Council on Foreign Relations to ad-
dress this subject. My remarks were subsequently published in  
the Department of State Newsletter in November 1977. 
The text, that stirred up some controversy, appears below.

The U.S. Foreign Service is a new and fragile institu-
tion. It was institutionalized just 53 years ago, making it 

young even by American standards. During the half century 
of its existence it has largely been taken for granted or criti-
cized by the country it serves. This has been so for a number 
of reasons, most of which rest with the public and a few with 
the Service itself.

Americans assume that it is somehow their birthright to 
have an excellent Foreign Service. The successes of that ser-
vice, its professionalism, and its effect are taken for granted. 
Its failures, which are highlighted and resented by the pub-
lic, normally are wrenched out of the context of a record of 
service which is superior to that of any other contemporary 
diplomatic corps.
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While Americans hold high expectations of their Foreign 
Service, they maintain an uneasy and frugal relationship with 
it. Foreign Service officers are considered foreign, suspicious-
ly apart from the society from which they are drawn and which 
they serve. They are characteristically viewed with reserve as 
being effete, knee-jerk internationalists. They are not regard-
ed nor, so far as I can determine, admired as defenders and 
promoters of American interests in the world. Much less are 
they seen as what they really could be; namely the country’s 
principal national security resource.

This view of the Foreign Service may help explain why 
we have been so parsimonious in providing for it. In a world 
which is roundly acknowledged as being interdependent, 
where decisions abroad have the profoundest impact on af-
fairs at home, the budget of the State Department is among 
the smallest of all the executive branch departments. Perhaps 
a more telling comparison is to point out that the budget for 
the continuing education of Foreign Service officers, not in-
cluding language training, is less than the budget of any one 
of this country’s leading private graduate schools of interna-
tional affairs. A miserly sum of $3,000,000 is allocated to the 
continuing education of a diplomatic corps of 3,400 officers 
who confront an increasingly complex and rapidly changing 
international negotiatory environment.1 Neither budget pro-
visions for the Foreign Service, nor levels of moral support, 
yield figures and attitudes of which we can be proud if we 
take the world seriously and if we look to the Foreign Service, 
as I think we must, as our principal international lifeline.

While being stingy with funds, we have been generous in 
providing for the constant review and agonizing reappraisal of 
the role and organization of the Foreign Service. No federal 
agency has been so subjected to outside studies, the periodic-
ity of which has only been exceeded by the suspense in which 
they place the Service and the loss of morale which accompa-
nies them.

The Foreign Service itself has not always behaved in 
ways designed to enhance its own reputation. It has engaged 
in more than its share of negative actions and self-fulfilling 
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prophesies by asserting that it has no domestic constituency, 
by approaching Capitol Hill evasively or obsequiously and 
by abandoning its professionalism in favor of a kind of trade 
unionism which leaves little to distinguish it from the regu-
lar civil service. Along the way, some critics of the Foreign 
Service have had reason to inquire whether Foreign Service 
officers consider the Department of State as an institution 
created to serve the interests of the Foreign Service officer 
corps itself or some larger national interest to which it is pre-
sumably dedicated.

These are some of the factors which, over time, have cre-
ated the unfortunate impression of a Foreign Service which 
is uneasy and ineffective at home and abroad. To them must 
be added contemporary realities and conventional wisdoms 
which seem to conspire to create a situation in which the tradi-
tional Foreign Service will find it impossible to function.

These realities include: an increasing domestication of 
international affairs; a growing ascendance of transnational 
actors pursuing their missions above and below the heads of 
Foreign Offices; the growth in importance of highly techni-
cal subject matter which purportedly leaves the traditional 
generalist up the foreign policy creek without a paddle; and 
the increasing preoccupation with bureaucratic politics which 
allegedly leaves Foreign Service officers at the mercy of the 
more skillful Washington career operatives in Defense, Trea-
sury, Commerce, Agriculture and the NSC [National Security 
Council] staff itself. The accumulation of these factors led 
the president of the Council on Foreign Relations, in a re-
cent article in Foreign Affairs, to despair of the capacity of the 
Department of State to play a leading role in foreign affairs. 
In his words: “These are bad days for diplomats in the field 
and for their home dugout, the foreign ministry . . . the future 
position of the Department of State is particularly parlous.”2

The problem with the contemporary analyses which view 
the Department of State as being overwhelmed by the new 
forces at work in foreign policy lies in the fact that they are 
based on a mistaken notion of the primary role of the Foreign 
Service and on a lack of attention to factors which summon, 
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and make especially promising, the assertion of this primary 
role.

The role of the Foreign Service is not primarily to domi-
nate foreign policy making in Washington, or to outmaneuver 
shrewd bureaucratic politicians in Washington, or to out-spe-
cialize the specialists in Washington, or to become authori-
ties in Washington on what foreign policies are domestically 
palatable. Rather, its primary role is to conduct our foreign 
relations, to conduct diplomacy, the success of which will in-
creasingly determine our fortunes and survival as a nation.

The title of this meeting asks: “Is the Foreign Service 
obsolete in modern day diplomacy?” The answer is “no”—
if it would simply turn more of its attention to diplomacy. 
But at present the Foreign Service consists of some 3,000 
well-intentioned career professionals looking for a calling. 
Some have sought to persuade them (and some FSOs have 
succumbed to this persuasion) that their principal calling is 
at home providing leadership in policy formulation, interpret-
ing to the President the views of key domestic constituen-
cies, discounting foreign policy advice to reflect these views, 
and serving in the home trenches as experts in bureaucratic 
and domestic politics.

The role of the Foreign Service and its image of itself 
should be reversed. Its role is to influence the decisions of 
foreign nations so that these nations will accommodate Amer-
ican interests. Its role is to scrutinize and interpret the domes-
tic politics of foreign countries so as to advise the President on 
the foreign policies which stand a chance of working abroad. 
If the Foreign Service must choose, and I think it must, it 
should on balance stake its reputation, contribution and effect 
on its knowledge of foreign countries and its expertise in op-
erating abroad, rather than on its knowledge of this country’s 
domestic politics and its expertise in operating in Washington.

The Department’s home-based responsibilities can be 
more modestly, but nonetheless importantly, defined. These 
consist in: (1) contributing wisdom, based on shrewd, sensi-
tive analysis of foreign developments and circumstances, to 
the policy formulation process; (2) contributing the long view 
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and the overview to this same process; (3) educating the Pres-
ident on the nature of the world in which this country’s pol-
icies must try to succeed; (4) advising him on opportunities 
and means for diplomatic progress and informing him of tol-
eration limits abroad on specific American foreign actions and 
policies; (5) assisting the President to persuade the Congress 
to take the high road in foreign policy.

In performing these domestic roles the Foreign Service 
will need both specialist and generalist abilities. The Depart-
ment’s specialist ability consists of its comprehensive knowl-
edge of the foreign scene and mastery of public and private 
diplomatic skills and talents. Its generalist ability should be 
found in its capacity to maintain a perspective on the totality 
of our international interests and affairs.

The idea that the principal job of the Foreign Service is 
to conduct this country’s diplomacy may seem unoriginal and 
self-evident. Unoriginal it is; self-evident it is not. The evi-
dence in fact suggests that the Foreign Service is a good deal 
busier at home than it is abroad.

For openers, most of our Foreign Service is working at 
home. A conservative estimate is 60% at home, 40% abroad. 
One would think that in a Foreign Service the ratio would be, 
at a minimum, reversed. Moreover, the home assignment of 
Foreign Service officers has been increasing at the very time 
we have been declaring our growing international depen-
dence. It is as if there were a reverse correlation between the 
numbers of our diplomatic corps assigned abroad and the im-
portance to us of what happens there.

Increasingly the Foreign Service spends its time negotiat-
ing in Washington with other executive departments and with 
Congress—sapping its talent and diverting its attention from 
the substance of international problems. By tieing career of-
ficers down to the conduct of bureaucratic and congressional 
politics, the country is in effect keeping much of its diplomat-
ic team off the foreign field and in the home dugout.

In addition to the physical and operational facts concerning 
where the Foreign Service is and what it is doing, the idea of 
the conduct of diplomacy receives very little lip service from 
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the Service itself. The vocabulary of the Service’s conception 
of itself has much more to do with making and “managing” 
foreign policy than with its conduct.

The same is true in the academic literature. With rare ex-
ceptions the literature on the State Department focuses on its 
role in “policy formulation” and its place in the “foreign poli-
cy-making machinery.” In sum, whether inside or outside the 
Department, there seems little interest in, or commitment to, 
the conduct of diplomacy. And yet it would be hard to imag-
ine a time when diplomacy was more needed and when, if the 
Foreign Service embraced this mission, it could more natural-
ly assume a rightful place at the center of our national security 
apparatus. Consider the contemporary candidates for the ap-
plication of skilled diplomacy (whether countries, regions or 
acronyms): Cuba, Panama, Taiwan, Korea, the Middle East, 
southern Africa, detente, SALT, MBFR, NIEO, the oceans.

When this country was born, it recognized its need for 
diplomats to secure its future. These diplomats conducted 
their missions abroad with telling effect. The country could 
not have done without them, and their role and prestige was 
legendary. Along the way, in the fulfillment of this country’s 
“manifest destiny,” the perceived need for diplomats was 
overtaken by the sheer size and consequence of the country’s 
economic and military might. There grew up an assumption 
that if international problems knew what was good for them 
they would give way when faced with American resources and 
resolve.

More recently, in the 60s “the role and philosophy of di-
plomacy was displaced in favor of can-do activists, crisis 
managers and programmatic operators who acted with little 
profound understanding of, or commitment to, the tasks of 
diplomacy.”3 In contemporary times—indeed, when you stop 
to think about it, for the entire lifetime of those now in the ca-
reer Foreign Service—the country has been able to call upon 
its economic and monetary weight to accomplish its foreign 
purposes. When these implements failed, it could summon 
military muscle. Today economic and military implements of 
policy are no longer so readily available and effective. The 
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country, therefore, is forced—some would say happily so—to 
revert in a sense to the imperatives of its origins; that is, to live 
by its wits and its talents, along with the justice of its cause, in 
the world. It is forced back to the traditional view that foreign 
policy depends on negotiations and that the principal means 
of exerting influence upon other states is through diplomacy.

The question for us—for the first time in many of our own 
memories—is no longer only what we want done in the world 
but what we can accomplish and how. This reality means that 
attention formerly exclusively devoted to the content of pol-
icies must now be at least shared with a consideration of pos-
sibilities and means. And these possibilities are best defined 
and pursued by people who—like our Foreign Service offi-
cers—know or have the potential to know the world.

The requirement that we revert to placing priority on di-
plomacy does not derive solely from the diminution in Amer-
ican economic and military capabilities. It also derives from 
objective changes in the facts of life. Among the most signifi-
cant of these changes are the following:

• Interdependence has increased. If this development 
means anything, it means that the decisions of other govern-
ments are more than ever of consequence to us. This escalates 
the importance of conducting skillful bilateral diplomacy.

• Interdependence also has “redistributed bargaining 
power on a number of key issues . . . the United States today 
has to negotiate for what it gets on many issues.” The Foreign 
Service must prepare itself to cope with ‘’the raw necessities” 
of this negotiating life.4

• International issues have become increasingly linked 
and intertwined. This means a more complex substance and 
a greater interaction of issues and actors. This in turn requires 
a greater sophistication of analysis in identifying the nature 
of foreign problems and the interrelationship of actors and an 
improved competence in conducting multilateral diplomacy.

• The multiplication of actors and their shifting alliances 
has been accompanied by a quantum increase in the com-
petence of the foreign services of other countries. Today we 
are dealing with diplomatic talent among opposite numbers 
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worldwide; this competence is no longer confined to select 
countries in the Western world. Brazil, Iran and Pakistan, to 
name a few, now have foreign services fully able to test the 
competence of our own.

These contemporary factors converge to summon the For-
eign Service to return to the pursuit of the second oldest pro-
fession; namely the conduct of diplomacy. If it were to do so, 
it could assert a compelling mission and, trading on its com-
parative advantages, establish a position at the vital center of 
our new and inescapable “negotiatory life.”

Notes

 1. For an excellent description of this environment see Bayless 
Manning, “The Congress, the Executive and Intermestic Affairs,” 
Foreign Affairs, January 1977, pp. 306–3 10.
 2. Manning, op cit, p. 315.
 3. See Ronald Stupak and David McLellan, “The Bankruptcy of 
Super-Activism and the Resurgence of Diplomacy and the Depart-
ment of State,” Foreign Service Journal, April 1975, p. 23.
 4. Manning, op cit, p. 308.
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The “post-Vietnam syndrome” sapped the country’s interna-
tional capacities and institutions. Institutional decline was 
evident across-the-board. I got exercised about this and, when 
the opportunity arose, resolved to publicly confront what I re-
garded as excessive self-flagellation. The chance presented itself 
when my dear friend syndicated columnist Georgie Geyer invit-
ed me to substitute for her while she was on vacation. Here is 
what was published in the pages of the Los Angeles Times.

During the past decade, our country has picked on, and 
in some cases literally picked off, many of its important 

national institutions. While it is reassuring to know that our 
democracy can self-correct, it is far from reassuring to view 
the institutional wreckage looming before us.

The field of foreign affairs is a leading example. Every sig-
nificant institution involved in advancing American interna-
tional interests has taken a domestic beating.

The Department of State is beleaguered. Precisely at 
a time when diplomacy should be our first line of defense, 
the institution charged with its conduct is at a low ebb. It is 
stranded without a potent constituency, fending for itself in 
a national environment in which foreign policy issues have 
become almost totally domesticated by the interplay of in-
dividual political ambitions, special interest pressures, and 
 bureaucratic infighting.

5
Institutional Decline

Reflections
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The very survival of the Foreign Service as a highly com-
petent, professional corps is threatened by considerations ir-
relevant to its mission which place untested individuals in key 
positions and inhibit hiring on the basis of merit. The country 
may be able to survive a post office run on such a basis, but 
it will suffer grievously if the Foreign Service is subjected to 
such carelessness.

The condition of the Foreign Service, bad as it is, pales 
in comparison to the potential decline of the Armed Forces. 
Robbed by the “volunteer force” of the fundamental moti-
vation of service-to country, the “modern army” is forced to 
compete in today’s marketplace at every level: for personnel, 
for technology, for national stockpile resources, for public ap-
probation.

Military leaders are suggesting stand-by draft legislation 
and opining that the nation’s reserve forces have little appeal, 
poor organization and much wonder regarding their need. In 
this environment of competition and uncertainty, the Armed 
Forces have become an institution separated from the society 
they are meant to serve.

In between the Foreign Service and the military has stood, 
until recently, the CIA. It is now on its knees. Never have 
we been more dependent on the most exacting information 
on the world around us nor in greater need of an instrument 
which could take up the slack between foreign policy rhetoric 
and the application of force.

Are we really pleased that quiet CIA operations have be-
come a victim of self-denial precisely at a time when they 
might be used to thwart Soviet machinations short of precipi-
tating direct superpower conflict?

It is as if the country mindlessly timed its blitz of the CIA 
to coincide with the period of that institution’s greatest poten-
tial usefulness.

Without an effective Foreign Service, a motivated and pro-
fessional Army, and a functional CIA, there might be some 
vestige of international hope in our largess and in our inter-
national economic effectiveness. But the Agency for Interna-
tional Development constantly is being redirected, and our 
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international companies, the source of much of our interna-
tional effect, are badgered incessantly.

There remains the executive. But as Gertrude Stein was 
wont to say, there is no there there. Where the presidency is 
not weakened in foreign affairs, it is shackled. Congressional 
limitations on the powers of the presidency in foreign affairs 
have brought the country perilously close to having as many 
secretaries of state as there are members of Congress and 
special interest groups. This is not a safe arrangement in a 
world which continues to look to this country for steadiness 
and purpose.

At the base of this institutional decline is a national ca-
sualness about, and sometimes, downright hostility toward, 
the qualities which are essential to  institutional effectiveness 
including leadership, discipline, merit, professionalism and 
service. The country must repair to these qualities if it is to 
continue to be effective.

To be sure, our institutions, and individuals within them, 
have brought trouble upon themselves; but the country’s pur-
suit of institutional denigration far exceeds the transgressions 
to which the current binge is a purported response.

Our country has brought a zeal to institutional criticism, 
reform and self-denying ordinances which is indulgent and 
ignores the very rear fragility which underlies our system. In 
the process, we are moving away from being a great society 
and becoming, instead, a critical mass.

These views concerning foreign policy institutions do not 
include the basic institutions which always have nourished 
American life: the family, the churches, the academy. Perhaps 
it is here that the call for a return to institutional respect will 
first be heard and amplified with sufficient volume and clarity 
to correct the country’s course.
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As my retirement as dean of the country’s first school of inter-
national affairs approached, I was asked by the trustees of 
the annual Weintal Prize for the reporting of foreign affairs, 
administered by the Institute for the Study of Diplomacy, to 
make a valedictory address at the prize ceremony in the spring 
of 1995. At the time, the resources being dedicated to both the 
conduct and reporting of foreign affairs were in troubling de-
cline. My remarks raised an alarm and issued a rallying cry 
for strengthening our cadre of diplomats and of foreign affairs 
correspondents.

Charlie Bartlett has asked me to reflect upon my quarter 
century of life in this town as Dean of the Edmund A. 

Walsh School of Foreign Service—the country’s first school of 
international affairs. I am obliged to confess that I have always 
been awed by the nation’s capital and have felt it a privilege 
to live and work in the extended shadows of the great monu-
ments of this world capital. I have enjoyed this privilege from 
a privileged position. Others in this city are in its fray: legisla-
tors, policymakers, lobbyists, doers of all sorts, and, of course, 
journalists. I have been a spectator observing the fray, and the 
participants in it, from the safety and relative tranquility of a 
decanal office.

6
American Diplomacy,  

Foreign Affairs Reporting, and 

Diplomatic Capital

Reflections
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Here, I have lived in the world of opinion, not the world 
of decision. It is an important distinction and one for which 
I have enormous respect. It is a luxury to live in the world 
of opinion. I defer to those who must act. I salute them and, 
over the years, have provided some of them a respite on the 
faculty of this school. It is a role this school can play, a contri-
bution it can make. Paul Nitze, Henry Kissinger, Pete Vaky, 
David Newsom, Donald McHenry, William Hyland, Chester 
Crocker, and Marvin Kalb come prominently to mind. Their 
association with the School of Foreign Service has helped to 
establish and disseminate its fame.

I have now been Dean of the Walsh School for twen-
ty-five years and was a founding trustee of the Weintal Prize 
twenty-one years ago. Over that span of more than a score 
of years, two interrelated phenomena intimately connected 
to the focus of this prize ceremony—namely, the reporting 
of foreign affairs—have impressed, or, rather, depressed me. 
These phenomena are opposite sides of the same coin or of 
the same street. On one side, our public capacity to conduct 
foreign affairs has been reduced. On the other side, so too has 
our private capacity to report on foreign affairs. These reduc-
tions have caught our foreign affairs in a pincer movement 
that threatens their quality and effect.

With respect to this country’s public capacity to conduct 
its foreign policy, shocking statistics rise to the surface as the 
latest feeding frenzy on the federal budget unfolds. In the 
last ten years there has been close to a 50 percent decrease in 
this country’s international affairs budget. Over the same de-
cade there has been a combined 72 percent reduction in the 
defense and international affairs budgets, with international 
affairs taking a 10 percent bigger hit than the defense budget. 
We are not turning swords into plowshares.

Additional evidence of a dramatic reduction in our invest-
ment in the world resides in the foreign assistance budget. 
When I arrived here as Dean, the United States contribut-
ed 3 percent of its GNP (gross national product) to foreign 
aid. Today, that figure stands at .15 percent. These reductions 
translate directly into the closing of posts and the elimination 
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of personnel. Since the start of the Clinton Administration, 
seventeen posts abroad have been closed (with an addition-
al fifteen slated for closure), accompanied by a reduction in 
force in the Department of State of 1,100 people.

At the same time, the capacity of this country’s media to 
really know what is going on in the world has been placed 
in jeopardy. Over the past twenty-five years the number of 
foreign bureaus and foreign correspondents has declined. 
Deeply informed individual insight from the field is fast dis-
appearing. News and media services compound the problem 
by making news more homogenous. The media increasingly 
are reduced to establishing a fleeting physical presence only 
after CNN announces that there is a crisis abroad  worthy of 
our attention. Yet, CNN itself is, by its very nature, flawed. It 
provides unevaluated and sometimes exaggerated reports of 
developments abroad that drive a domestic rush to judgment 
and a correlated reaction.

So, in the paired domains of the official conduct of foreign 
affairs and the private reporting of them, this country’s capi-
tal stock is diminishing. This is occurring precisely at a time 
when capacities to observe, interpret, and influence foreign 
affairs are in greater demand and of greater importance than 
ever before. They are in greater demand because the world 
that we can and must know is a bigger, more palpably com-
plex place than it was in the simpler days of the Cold War. 
Vast and complex expanses of the globe—previously sealed 
off behind various walls and curtains, but historically and stra-
tegically significant—are now open to our ideas, investments, 
and presence. Twenty-five new countries have appeared or 
reappeared since the collapse of the Berlin Wall. They sum-
mon our attention. If they do not get it, we will not get them, 
and our foreign policy, right.

Paying attention to a bigger, more insistently pluralistic 
world is more important than in the past because the price 
of neglect and ignorance can be so much higher. The ready 
availability of weapons of mass destruction and the reality 
of nuclear proliferation (or its poor man’s equivalent) raise 
substantially, and potentially catastrophically, the price of 
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avoidable conflicts. As the world gets bigger, the foreign pol-
icy agenda simultaneously grows longer. Replacing the set 
agenda of the Cold War is a veritable avalanche of pressing 
international issues: nuclear proliferation; terrorism and inter-
national law enforcement; ethnic and religious conflicts; im-
migration and refugee migration; democracy and free market 
economies; human rights; and environmental concerns en-
compassing population growth, disease, and pollution. These 
issues are not simply more numerous; they are more technical 
and complex than those forced on us by the Cold War. Our 
diplomats and our journalists need to understand these issues 
wherever they reside in a far-flung world.

In an age of real-time, multimedia, interactive commu-
nication, there is a tendency to declare obsolete (or at least 
dispensable) the diplomat and the foreign correspondent in 
the field. We will do so at our peril. The myriad forms of in-
stantaneous interactive communication threaten to substitute 
immediacy for insight, hyperbole for reality, and deniability 
for integrity. No amount of technology can substitute for the 
educated, experienced eyes and ears of observers, interpret-
ers, and advisors on the ground, in the field, and overseas.

Some years ago Ted Turner stood on this stage to receive 
a Weintal Prize for wiring the world. He richly deserved the 
award. But in his acceptance remarks he proceeded to say 
a wrong (and gratuitous) thing. He said that we should not 
call this school the School of Foreign Service because there 
wasn’t anything that was foreign anymore. Well, Mr. Turner 
was wrong and that wrongness is at the root of the problems I 
have just assayed. There is plenty that is foreign in the world, 
and we had better start deploying our resources—both public 
and private—at a level and in a way that enables us to be di-
rectly in touch through our diplomats and journalists with that 
vast, external, and yes, foreign realm to which our national 
destiny is increasingly tied. Only in that way will that world 
become less foreign.

For its part, the School of Foreign Service is both widen-
ing and deepening its attention to the world. In the 75th an-
niversary year we have just concluded, we established new 
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endowed chairs in Chinese, Korean, Southeast Asian, and 
Turkish studies. We have extended the school’s mandate to 
embrace both Russian Studies and Latin American Studies 
at the graduate level. More of our faculty and students are 
drawn from abroad, and more each year study abroad. The in-
ternationalization of this school—which is the country’s prin-
cipal provisioner of those whose careers lie abroad—proceeds 
apace. We do not wish this country’s diplomats and journalists 
to fall behind us. Instead, we wish to join forces with them in 
advocacy of this country’s immersion in the world, with real 
people, on the ground in real places, letting our government 
and our public know what is really going on. 
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