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STRAIEGIC PSYCHOLOGICAL WARFARE OF THE TRUMAN ADMINISTRATION
"A STUDY OF NATIONAL PSYCHOLOGICAL WARFARE AIMS,

OBJECTIVES, AND EFFECTIVENESS
CHAPTER 1
THE NEED FOR GOVERNMENT PROPAGANDA

The passage of Public Law 402 on January 27, 1948, was a seminal
event in the history of United States government propaganda activities.
This law established for the first time'an official government propa-
ganda agency that was to function in time of peace as well as war, under
clear statutofy approval. Theretofere, all United States propaganda
activities had been carried out as an adjunct to an actual conflict, or
as part of normal diplomatic activity under the gemeral guise of
‘executive affairs.' However, after the end of World War II, such
affairs were far too encompassing and voluminous to be continued under
the old, loose cuétoms and more localized direction of the pre—wai years.
The event further marked the end of two eras in United States diplomacy:
that of the struggling new power, eager to impress itself upon the world
through diplomacy which at times was indistinguishable from outright
propaganda, and the second strain that had begun under Theodore
Roosevelt, of an emerging world power. In the aftermath of World War I1I,

the United States had become the preeminent world power and, like the
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British before, was beginning to realize that others could not be left
the task of interpreting America on the basis of their own experiences;
America would have to assume the initiative and expiain itself to others.
The policies, objectives, techniques, and some.of the results, as well

- as the difficulties of ;he Truman administration psychological warfare
effort, espec;ally the ”Campéign of Truth,”" is the focus of this
dissertation.

Before 1948, the Congress had allowed overt propaganda agencies'
to function only during times of ﬁar, when 'normal' charnels of diplo-
matic intercourse were blocked or disrupted. From its earliest days,
the United States' leaders had subscribed to the view that direct rep-
resentation to the populace of another naticn was an unwarranted and
uncivilized intrusion into the sovereign affairs of that sta;e. Such
action was not tolerated in the eighteenth century, and indeed wars have
been fought for lighter reasons. This is not to .imply that such conduct
on-the part of sovereign states was unknown, but that it was regarded
as disreputable. American leaders in the eighteerth century, under thé
guidance of Benjamin Franklin, had put together a masterful campaign of
propagénda during the American Revolution. The Declaration of Indepen-
dence, both in its legalist;c phxaséology as well as its carefully cal-
culated allusion to the Magna Carta, was itself a powerful prcpaganda
thrust.

Such.direct appeal to the masses, completely overleaping the
normal bounds of interznational relations, was an accepted practice in
time of war, for fhe winner. Despite their own success in such conduct

United States leaders held similar actions on the part of others in



deep approbaticn. Especially during times of peace, United States
leaders.did not admit to such conduct, from the days of Citizen Edmond
Genét, and the harsh reprimand George Washingtcn lodged, to the year
1917, when United States leaders protested Iméerial German propaganda
actions within the United States borders.1

After World War II, international affairs not orly lacked the
isolation of the pre-war years, but also changed visibly under the
unexpected impact of rapid, world-wide means of communications that often
bluéred the distinction between "official" and "native public" communi-
cations. Other natioms, particularly the Sovieﬁ Union, were unwilling
to relapse into older customs and insisted on utilizing the new communi-
cations means to further national objectives. It quickly Qas apparent
that, insofar .as the Soviet Union was conceraed, no means found useful
in war would be put entirely aside during peace. Passage of Public Law
402 also marked official'reccgniticn that the United States itself was
under a prcpaganda attack. The law was designed to be a clear decision
to act and, in the words of Harry Truman, to "te;l the truth about
America." |

The major drawback to this Presidential declaration was that,
in 1948, Americé, the most powerfui nation on earth, had precious few
assets with which to tell any audience overseaé a thing about America,

let alone the full truth that would counter Soviet accusations.

IRobert Ferrell, American Diplomaéy (New York: W.W. Norton &
Co., 1969), pp. 85-6. George V. Allen, Hearings, House of Representz-
tives, Subcommittee of the Appropriations Committee, 1949. (Washington:

Government Printing Gffice, 1949), p. 718. It was not just propaganda
that upset the United States about Genét, commissioning privateers in
Azerican waters was ancther cause for anger.



The dval facts of a vicious propaganda attack and nonexistent assets
was the critical situation which government leadérs had been attempting
to deal with since 1946. -Early United States efforts in meeting Soviet.
propaganda were limited in scope and nature. .State Depgrtment leaders
had been reluctant to come to- grips with a problem so far outside tra-
ditional diplomacy. Nevertheless, the increasing flood of Soviet-
inspired propaganda that increasingly misrepresented United States
actions, especially in the critical area of WésternJEurope,'made-seme-
sort of counter-campaign a necessity.

Realization of the magnitude of the problem came slowly. One
reason for this slow recognition was the nature of political plamning
for the post-war world. Aside from specifying that Germany and Japan
would be occupied, President Franklin Roosevelt had avoided any firm
discussions of the post-war political arrangemeats until very late in
the war. In retrospect, one might well assert the doctrine of
'unconditional surrender' was more of a handicap politically than
militarily, removing any impulse Af domestic political leaders or the
Aperican public to look one inch beyond the end of the war. If such
was the case with the public, many government leaders were similarly
blinded, or reluctant to loqk beyond the neads of the immediate objec~
tive. The idea that once all the problems in Europe were smashed
apart, the winners could calmly sit amid the rubble and fit the bits
and pieces together to suit themselves was both reassuring, and
anesthetic.

The first rumblings of what was to become, and has remained, a

mighty cacophony of misinformation was at first accepted as merely a



lack of true understanding, a matter for diplomatists to clear up as an
adjunct to normal diplomatic relations between the United States and the
Soviet Union. Many of the items appeared in Pravda, or a communist-
oriented newspaper in Europe, and thus could ﬁot be a basis for diplo-
matic protest. United States officials were not unduly élarmed with
what seemed to be little more than the usual newspaper misunderstandings.

The first leading American official who grasped a part of what
was happening was Secretary of State James Byrnes, during the period
when he attended the Potsdam conference.2 The Sovietlreaction to the
American and British proposals on important matters involving the Yalta
agreement, especially recognition of new Hungarian and Rumanian govern-
ments, was a violent propaganda attack both at the conference table and
within the public press across Europe. The focus of the attack was
British action in Greece. An accurate foretaste of what was to come,
Soviet propaganda accusations increased ‘during the following months to
a fever pitch.

To Truman and Byrnes it was apparent ‘hat the Soviet Union,
-whether from the basis of misunderstanding cr deliberate desire for
~misrepresentation, had undertaken a concerted propaganda effort that
amounted to psychological warfare against the United States and the
British in Europe. The decision that the President had to reach was
what the United States response would entail.

Befuxgndocumenting the early actions of both protagonists in

the Truman years, some basic definitions of the terms specialists of

ZJames F. Byrnes, §pgaking Frankly (Westport: Greenwood Press,
1974), pp. 73-5 passim.




the time used must be established, particularly in regard to the two
terms "propaganda" and "psychological warfare." One result of the
sensationalism and ineptness of Worid War I propaganda and the muck-
raking which followed its conclusion, is that the word "propaéanda"
came to have z prejorative (or prejudicial) meaning to most United
States citizemns. Most non-specialized source definitions of the term
are, in fact, hopelessly prejudiced because of a pre-conceived political
or professional basis (i.e., journalism). This papér will therefoxe
utilize those definitions which government specialists determined were
the most accurate. "Propaganda" is thus defined as:

Any organized effort or movement to disseminate information

or a particular doctrine by means of news, special arguments

or appeals designed to influence the thoughts and actions

of any given group.
In the same context, "psychological warfare" is:

The planned use by a nation of propaganda and activities

other than combat which communicate ideas and information

intended to influence the opinions, attitudes, emotions, and

behavior of foreign groups in ways that will support the

achievement of national aims.

Perceptible Soviet psychological warfare began long before the
passage of P.L. 402. Im fact, Scviet psychological warfare began just
prior to the conclusion of war in Europe. The earliest notable actions
external to normal dipiomatic relations began with the French Communist

Party (PCF). The action was a vitriolic‘attack in the pages of the

Daily Worker from Jacques Duclos, a leading French communist, against

the American Communist Party for "collaboration" with nonrevolutionary .

-3N.S.C. 74, "A Plan for National Psychological Warfare,"
(National Security Coumcil, July 10, 1950), p. 25. U.S. State Depart-~
ment File 511.00/7-1050. L



elements during World War II. The same paper also prianted Earl
Browder's contrite acknowledgement of guilt ir April 1945.4
This was the beginning thread of a propaganda patterm which
the Soviet Union has persisted in following with fair regularity to
this very day. First, an outlying communist party, such as the French,

Italian, or even AKEL (Cypriot Communist Party), or a communist-

controlled newspaper such as the Daily Worker or Le Matin made a public

statement. The statement was carefully designed to serve two purposes.
It served to alert the party faithful to a new direction in Soviet
policy. Such a statement also served as a 'trial balloon' to test
public reaction. Should the action have created an immediate, bhighly-
adverse public response, or the party leaders in the meantime decided
on a different course of action, such an article or statement could
have easily been disclaimed or ignored. If the statement was accepted,
it was seized and expanded upon as an accurate 'reflection of éublic

sentiment.'5

The Duclos article was carefully orchestfatgd, and
marked a definite change in Soviet policy.
The cause of the change was not hard to determine. The Soviet
Union, apparently believing the Teheran and Yalta meetings had résulted
ir an agreement to give the Soviet Union a completely free hénd in Eastern

Europe, was finding the United States and Britain increasingly

4John Lewis Gaddis, The United States and the Origins of the

Cold War, 1941-1947 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1972), p. 257.. ..
(Hereinafter cited as Originms.)

SA particularly interesting example of this may be examined in
regard to the charges of U.S. biological warfare in the Korean War.
These charges were actually built upon earlier charges stemming from
World War II.




intractable on the subject of Poland. TFearing secret negotiations
with Germany, Stalin apparently decided about March 15, 1945, that a
new direction, ox effort in ¢
‘to desist needed to be made. The folloﬁing ménth three events occurred
which were to have a significant effect on post-war relations. In the
period March 27-April 1, President Roosevelt and Prime Minister

Churchill collaborated to send Stalin a message expressing concern and
displeasure over the Soviet attitude following Yalté. On or about the
first of April, the Soviet Union refused to allow United States and
British observers into Poland during the agreed-upon "popular elections.”
Then, on April 27, the Soviet-Pclish Pact was concluded in a sudden
flurry of activity. These actions, considered in relation to the

Duclos statement set an ominous trend.6 United States leaders were

very tardy in recognizing all the implications, especially in the area
of propaganda. .

Thrdughout the spring and summer, 1945, United States officials
concerned with East Europe were increasingly worried about Sévieﬁ
actions in occupied nations. Secretary of the Navy James Forrestal
frankly believed th;t war was inevitable.: In parallel with the strained
relations, the flow of anti-American propaganda increased, and at the
time of the Potsdam meeting was significant enough to attract the
.attentions of Secretary of State Byrnes even before the conference

began. Soviet-inspired articles in the Eastern European press, as s

6By.l':tr.e:-'., p. 54-7 passim.



well as Molotov's attacks on the British actions in Greece, were
given to the interested world press and broadcast worldwide during the
Potsdam meetings.

The propaganda effort and planned acéions increased in scope
and number for the London Conference, which began on September 11,
1945.7 In many cases, like the Duclos statement, the initial attack
came from a communist—controlled newspaper or radio station in Eastern

" or “'rebroadcast" in Tass or

Europe, which would then be "reprinte
over Radio Moscow. Iﬁ this manner Soviet leaders could claim that
their news organs were merely reprinting the opinion of another "inde-
pendent" news source, and certainly were not engagiﬁg in any campaign
of slander or calumny. One immediate result of the London Conference
was that Secretary Byrmes returned in the mood for a fight.

zalin placed his official stamp of doctrinal approval‘on the
Soviet psychologicél warfare against the United States and Britaim in

8 In this speech, Stalin stressed the

his speech of February 6, 1946.
enduring ideological incompatibility of communism and capitalism. In
the Soviet leader's view, the world was irrevocably split between two
hostile camps. In the following weeks, an intense internal campaign
was launched within the Soviet Union to rid itself of capitalist in-

fluence, deny the existence of capitalist help in the Great Patriotic

War, delfy Stalin even further, and begin the external propagation of

7Byrnes, pP. 93-105 passim.

8Gaddis, Origins, p. 299. Walter LaFeber, America, Russia, and

the Cold War 1945-1966 (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1967), p. 30.
Dean Acheson, Present at the Creation (New York: W.W. Norton, 1969),
p. 194. . e




Stalinist dogma. After February 6, anti-American rhetoric was
increasingly an overt, XKremlin-directed uperation.

Soviet leaders did not, however, launch a full-scale attack
in such 2 manner as to forbid a returm to moré amicable relations.
While the internal propaganda campaign was in full swing, and thousands
were being sent to the death camps, Stalin and other Kremlin leaders
awaited the United States and British response. The response was hardly
to their liking. First, Churchill set the new mood imperishably into
history with his "Iron Curtain" speech in March 194€6. In the same
month, George Kennan organized and transmitted his "long telegram,” in
which he analyzed the current Soviet objectives and motivations,
crystallizing United States government perceptions of the problem and
setting the tone for a more inflexible stance. It was quickly apparent
that there wa; a fundamental change in United States policy after
March, away from accommodation toward hard-line containment.

Throughout the remainder of 1946, Soviet-inspired and Soviet-
originated propaganda steadily eroded the spirit of Europe while
American policy makers struggled behind closed doors to come to some
agreement, some plan and methodology for dealing effectively with the

Soviet Union in the diplomatic realm,.at the very time when American

‘military power had all but dissolved.

Events might have continued in this manner for some time,
with ineffectual United States actions leawing little doubt in the.

student's mind that Soviet efforts to subvert and dominate Europe would

10



have succeeded.9 United States policy makers and especially members
of Congress whose partisan struggles were paralyzing the government
diplomatic and economic efforts, had completely failed to understand
the situation in Europe. That winter of 1946-47 was the low point of
European civilization since the Renaissance. Europe w;s dying; dying
of cold, starvation, and hopelessness in the darkness. The European
economy was shattered, its agriculturzl base all but destroyed, its
transportation and distribution system wrecked. 1In that particularly
dark, harsh winter fuel and coal reserves for the entire continent
dropped to about five days' supply, and foodstuffs, already severely
rationed, never rose above the same known-supply mark. In many areas. 2
of northern Europe death from freezing and starvation was so common as
- to call for no comment. In Britain, there was less food available
than during the worst periods of the war.lo
United States leaders did not comprehend Europe's distress,
did not comprehend that Europe might well starve the folloﬁing summer
because the people had been forced to consume seed stocks in order to
live that winter. Another winter would find Europe destroyed. United

States leaders were brought to sudden reality on February 21, 1947.

On that day they were notified that British aid to Greece would cease

9Colonel Peter Barry, "Overview of U.S. Military Policy,

Posture, and Issues Since World War II," Subcourse 11/1, Strategic
Studies, Lesson 3, "U.S. Policy, Posture, and Issues,” U.S. Army Command
and General Staff College (Fort Leavenwoxth, KS, 1981), pp. 3-7. e

10 Acheson, p. 231. In addition to many contemporary accounts,
numerous interviews with former servicemen who served as part of the
American occupation force leaves the author no doubt as to the accuracy
of the picture presented. For example, ome bar of G.I. soap (5¢ value)
was the price of a week's rent at any gasthaus.
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in six weeks' time.ll The subsequent details of what actions were
taken are well documented in Secretary of State Dean Acheson's memoirs.
In the realm of the propaganda battle, another significant event
occurred: the beginning of United States goveénment short-wave broad-
casts in the Russian language.

In addition to the Russian-language broadcasts, United States
actions in the next few months seem to have completely surprised the
Soviet leaders, if their subsequent prbpaganda is any indication. 4As
United States plans for an economic assistance program progressed,
popularly known as the "Marshall Plan," the Soviet Union, itself in
desperate need of financial credits, hastened to create a counterpoise.
In a calculated move to rob the Marshall Plan of as much public impact
- as possible, the Soviet Union announced on July 2, 1947; that all the
Eastern bloc countries had joined into a common agreement for economic
and military assistance that was known as the "Molotov Plan." Four
days later the Soviet government also announced the official formation
of the Communist Information Bureau (Cominform). This latter organi-
zation was a transparent revival of the Comintern, the pre-war overt
communist propaganda agency that had  been formally disbanded in 1943.
Throughout its history the Comintern had been notable for its violent
agitation of internal dissent in the populace of opposing governments,
and its attempts at political subversion.

The :Soviet Union made another move toward full-scale psy-
chological warfare in Marshall Andrei Zhdanov's speech of September 21,

1947. This speech defined an official, inflexible two-world view, and

11Acheson, p- 217
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uncompromisingly committed the Soviet Union to that immediate course
of conduct. In the same period, the Cominform ordered all members to
foment strikes and begin revolutionary agitation in their home
countries.12 During the following months, as.the Marshall Plan began
in Europe, hundreds of propaganda attacks were made on United States
policies and personnel in communist—confrolled press, radio, and
government statements.

While political developments in Europe and the United Nations
kept everyone's attention, the less-public world of the propaganda con-
flict was marked with a new factor in February 1948. During this
month, the first known jamming of Voice of America (VOA) signals to
the Far East were observed.13 It did not take very long to determine
" that this jamming was a deliberate effort, and less time to pinpoint
the source of the.signals as lying within the Soviet Union. The
following months confirmed early United States psychological warfare
estimates: the jamming in the Far East was a pilot program, hopefully
isolated, to determine whether or not larg. -scale jamming of short-wave
signals was technically feésible. In March and April, 1948, Soviet
Jjamming activities commenced on the transmission channels of VOA and
BBC broadcasts from Munich, Tangiers, and London. Throughout the

summer of 1948, the BBC continued to report periodic interference.

12Lal’eber, p. 62.

13Jémming: The deliberate interference with a transmitted sig-“

nal with a second, locally-more powerful transmitted signal for the
purposes of degrading or denying reception of the original signal.

See (C) FM 32-10, Electronic Warfare (U), U.S. Army (Washington, D.C.:
GoTarnment Printing Gffice, 1978). The U.S. Navy HF/DF station at Kanaue,
Hawall made the initial determinations of location.
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Official complaints through diplomatic channels, the United
Nations, and the Hague (the Intermational Court of Justice, because
the International Communications Agreement was being violated) brought
no response from the Soviet Union.' Soviet representatives maintained
that no one had a right to tell them what they could do within their
own country, and that no signals were being broadcast to jam anyone's
transmitters.l4 United State§ protests may well have helped the Soviet
government judge how effective this technique was, or at least judge
how effective the United States felt that it was, and thus have sparked
Soviét decisions in regard to extending the effort.

Nevertheless, it is inaccuraﬁe to say that only the American
protests confirmed the Soviet decision to institute jamming, or en-
”couraged an expansion of the program, because such a decision had long -
beenr made and acted upon. The seminal event in the deliberate inter-
‘ference with VOA broadca;ts occurred on August 12, 1948. C=n that day,
Mrs. Anna Kasenkina jumped to freedom from the second floor of the
" Soviet Consulate in New York. The news of this event was totally
suppressed inside the Soviet Union and the Soviet-controlled areas of
Eurppe. Both the American VOA and the British Broadcasting Corporation
transmitters (BBC) aired the story. Within a £zv hours the story, with
accurate details was being openly diécussed across the tables of Moscow.

Many observers, including Ambassador (Gemeral) Walter Bedell Smith

4
1 Technically correct; one does not jam a transmitter. One

jams a receiver. 1In this case, the Soviets were jamming their own
nation’s receivers, and thus were violating no agreement. At this time,
the Soviets were jamming only those broadcasts in Russian or minority
Janguages of Soviet-controlled groups within the Soviet Union. The
American and British protests were ill-advised and totally ireffective.
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later observe@ tha_t this was a key event for the Soviet Union's
psychological warfare program. The Soviet propagandists were forced to
admit the existence of the "Kasenkina Affair" in public the following
day. Soviet psychological warfare defemses did not immediately respond,
but six months later, om April 24, 1949, full-scale jamming of all VOA
and BBC transmissions into the Soviet Union and its controlled areas in
the languages of Russian, Polish, and Czechosolvakian commenced. In a
matter of weeks, United States signals reconnaissance personnel con-
firmed that there were over 250 different jamming transmitters in
operation across the Soviet Union. This was not just the work of a few
months, but had required a long "preparation . . . represent{ing] a long-
range plan on the part of the U.S.‘S.R."]'5 A year later, Soviet jamming
efforts increased to cover most foreign-originated broadcasts, utilizing
in excess of 500 powerful transmitters.

At this time, the Soviet world-wide propaganda campaign was in
full cry, blésting anti-American slogans in every country in the world.‘
If the Soviet Union was feeling pressure, reflected in their decision
to jam inc;,oming radio signals, the ilnited States found itself under no
less pressure. The United States suddenly found itself on the psycho-
logical defensive everywhere, as Soviet-inspired agitprop (agitation and
propaganda) agents orgamnized local activities within their own nations.

The United States propaganda program was obviously not working
in the view of many. Government leaders, especially Congressional -

leaders who returned from being embarrassed in Europe, urged not only

15George V. Allen, !fear:inﬁgﬁs Before the House Appropriations
Committee, Supplemental Appropriations, 1949 (Washingtom, D.C.: Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1949), August 7, 1949, pp. 95-6. .~
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a formal program, but a re-vamping of the entire organization for
conveying information about the United States and its policies. Thus,
on April 20, 1950, President Truman decided openly to commit the United
States to a psychological war with the Soviet'Uhion. Calling for a
"Campaign of Truth" to "combat Communist and Communist-inspired lies,"
Truman directed United States information specialists to counter Soviet
lies,. distortions, and half-truths wherever they were found, and to tell -
the “truth" about America, and the way Americans saw things, throughout

T

the world.16

leEdward W. Barrett, Truth Is Our Weapon (New York: Funk and

Wagnalls, 1953), pp. 115-117.. Harry S. Truman, Public Papers of the
Presidents (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1954),
ppP- 260-4 passim.
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CHAPTER II

EVOLUTION OF THE INSTRUMENT:

THE INFORMATION SERVICE

The decision formally to enter the field of intermational
propaganda activities with a government agency was taken more in response
to post-war activities of the Soviet Union than from a conscious desire
to carry a positive message to the world. In fact, examination of the
subsequent Congressional debates reveéls that any consideration that
this activity would advance United States iﬁterests in and of them-
selves because of intrinsic value was a wholly secondary consideration.
When the decision was made in 1947, the true ability of any United States
government organization to undertake such action was virtually non-
existent.

Before 1947, except in time of war, the United States had never
supported an organ of government propagznda. When propaganda had been
required, United States Presidents and Secretaries of State had either
conducted the needed activities themselves, or selected propaganda
agents on an Individual basis for special cases.17 In fact, it was not

until World War I, with its massive political and social problems, that

17A good example of this is the mission of Henry ‘Ward Beecher

and Thurlow Weed to England during the Civil War.
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the United States government established a propaganda agency, the
Committee on Public Information (C.P.I., better known as the "Creel
Committee" for its leader, George Creel). The end of the war brought a
similariy swift end to the propaganda agency, along with its hard-won
knowledge and limited expertise.

A lone exception to the wholesale elimination of any organized
propaganda unit was the retention of a pfopaganda unit within the Army,
as well as a Propaganda Section in the Military Intelligence Division.18
Given the political climate of the times, this activity and training in
the Army was kept very low key and, sometime during the period after
1929, disbanded. The Military Intelligence wivision of the General
Staff thereupon assumed all psychological warfare duties as an adjunct
- to their regular duties. In the fall of 1943, the Psychological Warfare
section was re-established to monitor the propaganda output of both
Britain and Germany, and to design tactical psychological warfare ac-
tivities in support of the armies in the field.

During World War II, United States psychological warfare ac-
tivities were re-established. On péper, the Office of War Information
(OWI) was solely responsible for the conduct of United States péycho-

logical warfare activities, but this was not the case in actual fact.

18A report, dated April 19, 1918, stated "that in the 'strategic

equation’ of war there are four factors--combat, economic, political,

and psychologic—and that the last of these is co-equal witl the others,”
cited in Kenneth L. Kornmer, "The Truman Administration ForeZgn Informa-.-:
tion Program" (M.A. thesis, University of Illinois, 1954), p. 3. The
U.S. Army unit, a single company, was called "First Printing and Propa- -
ganda Company," and was exclusively print-oriented. Normally, it

assumed the duties of a field printing station at Fort Hollabird, Mary- -
land. Pictures of this unit pay be found within archives at (now) the
First Psychological Operations Battalion (Strategic), Fort Bragg, N.C.
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The establishment of OWI was a belated gesture, and suffered throughout
its existence from a lack of support from its creator, President
Roose§e1t. Indeed, Roosevelt himself seemed on occasion to forget what
the purpose of OWI was, and confuse it with tﬁe Office.of Censorship.
The key to wartime psychological warfare was Roosevelt himself.
Roosevelt had reluctantly established a propaganda agency under pressure
from his advisors who desired to provide adequate .information to the
American public in a controlled manner. However, after its establish-
ment, Roosevelt, who refused to think of himself as a propagandist much
less the key American propagandist, did not consider psychological war-
fare problems in relation to wartime decisions. He consistently under-
took actions which would have the profoundest psychological impact
“without the least attempt at either coordination or warning. Since
Roosevelt also acted as his own Secretary of State most of the time, the
State Department could offer OWI little guidance or assistance, only
syni.pathy.l9 Like the State Depaxtment,.the OWI often learned what its
own government was doing and planning through the good offices of its
counterpart British organization.

Also characteristically, Roosevelt allowed many different

organizations to have an "interest"in psychological warfare. The

following is a partial list of the major government organizations that

19Wallace Carroll, Persuade or Perish (Boston: Houghton Mifflin

Co., 1949), p."7; and Charles A.H. Thompson, Overseas Information Ser- -+
vices of the United States Government (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings
iastitution, 1948), pp. 22-3. Good examples of Roosevelt's independent
actions are the Atlantic Charter and the "Unconditional Surrender"
doctrine. ’
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participated in psychological warfare activities during the war years.

Interdepartmental Committee for Scientific and Cultural
Cooperation. U.S. Department of State.

Division of Cultural Cooperation. -U.S. Department of State.
Office of the Coordinator of Commercial and Cultural
Relations Between the American Republics (OCCCRBAR).
Nelson Rockefeller.
Became: Office of the Coordinator of Inter-American
Affairs (CLAA) July, 1941;
Then: Office of Inter-American Affairs (0IAA)
March, 1945.

Coordinator of Information (COI). William J. Donovan.
Became: QOffice of Strategic Services (0SS) June, 1942,

Office of War Information (OWI). Elmer Davis.

United States Army, Military Intelligence Branch (active
all theaters of operations and allied areas).

United States Army, Military deernment Division (active
all occupied areas, and about-to-be occupied areas).

United States Navy, Office of Naval Intelligence
(Zacharias, et al).

It was predictable, and fact, that constant fights were in
progress over the control and direction of the psychological warfare
program throughout the war years. At the end of World War II the OWI,
0SS, and OIAA were all transferred to the Department of State without
much forethought, and at a time whén the wartime bureaucracy and staff
of all the organizations were in the process of disintegration. Thé
new President, Harry Truman, gave so little thought to this action that
he did not even tell his Secretary of State, James Byrnes, who literally
woke up the morning of August 26, 1945, in England, to £ind that the

size of his department had been "almost doubled.” Byrnes was not happy
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with the event.zo

Organizationally, the newly transferred agqncies were not happy
with the arrangement. In late 1944 the OWI had re-organized into what
was to be igg:final form, and was at long lésé beginning to see some .
measurable effectiveness, especially in the field of short-wave radio.
The move to éhe State Department resulted in the transfer of everyone,
including the heads of all the programs, to the jurisdicticn of a de-
partment that did not have the clearest idea of what a propaganda agencf
was supposed to do; similar difficulties were experienced in the 0SS and
OIAA. The transfer exacerbated another critical problem. Since the war
was obviously ending many of the best of the OWI personnel were contem-~
plating a return to civilian 1ife, especially din the adverﬁising industry.
Morale, already fragile, plummeted as propagandists from all three de-
partments found themselves lumped together in a Department which resented
their presence.

A new man, William Benton, was brought into the government to
head the organization, labelled the Interim Internmational Inforﬁation
Service (IIIS).21 The history of the United States propaganda organiza-

tion for the. next five years is one of constant turmoil and disruptions.

The first change was a departmental reorganization on January 1, 1946.

2oByrnes, PP. 243-4. Acheson, p. 127. James F. Byrmes, All In

One Lifetime (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1958), pp. 320-1.
21qu the sake of continuity, axcept when discussing specific
organizational arrangements, the propaganda agency will be referred to
as USIE--United States Information and Educational Exchange, since this

was the usual term the propagandists used to describe themselves in
the period.
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William Benton, after surveying the hodge-podge of individuals
and organizations assigned to him, concluded that nothing short of a
complete reorganization was going to be adequate. The organizational
arrangement which emerged was, in retrospect,.nothing short of bizarre.
The IIIS was organized basically along media lines. That is, it was
divided between radio, press, pﬁblications, and.persons. On the other
hand, it was also organized into regions--Europe, Middle East, Far East,
an& South America. The resﬁlt was an overlapping of responsibility,
authority and opinion. Simultaneously the organization that emerged
was dissolving its 11,000-person staff, and finding that there was a
constant need for consolidation of function.

Benton was a newcomer from Connecticut, and a tyro in Washington.
In his energy to prove his talent and obedience to his masters, he
went too far. Cut-back of function and size was the order of the day
for the entire government, but Benton distinguished himself. He dis-
continued all OWI magazine publications except the Russian-language
magazine Amerika, because he insisted that the TIIS not publish anything
which might compete with commercial services. éommercial magazines were
barred from Russia, so Amerika was retained. The_Wireless.Bulletin, a
daily news sheet transmitted to outlying embassies from Washington, was
cut in half. The Libraries section, largely an outgrowth of binational
centers in South America, was all but terminated. Expansion of the
Binational Centers was halted, and the majority of ﬁhem were told to
begin deperrding upon local contfibutions, and saw their budgets termi-
nated. Shortwave broadcasts, many'of which had painstakingly evolved a

wartime audience, were cut off the air, or drastically reduced.
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The January 1 reorganization also changed the name of the
organization. It was now known as the Office of International Infor-
mation and Cultural Affairs (0IC). The most significant action of the
reorganization was to make the'International ﬁroadcasting Division
(IBD) a separate arm, responsive directly to Benton rather than the
various regional offices. Benton himself was given the title of
Assistant Secretary of Statg for Public Affairs.

.'The reorganization, while badly needed, completely failed to
solve the problem of the propaganda activity of the United States govern-
ment. In the next eighteen months the size of the organization dropped
from 11,000 to 2,500 employees worldwide. The impact on the effective-
ness of the organization was just short of disaétrous, and out of pro-
portion to the size of the reduction. The most talented, experienced
people left at a rate that no amount of shifting of responsibility and
consolidztion of function could effectively resolve. One long-time
employee later recalled that one reorganization was accomplished only
in time to plam for the next one. Another commented that ‘''there are a
number of things that the Agency as an organization has to relearn every
couple of years . . . due to the turnover of top'personnel."22

In a&dition to the sharp decline in persomnel strength, funds
for the program diminished sharply and steadily. The following chart

details some of the steady erosion of the program:

L2

22U.S} Department of State, A Study of USIE Operating Assumptions,
Vol. 5, p. PE~47. Institute of Communications Research, Contract Study,
December, 1954, USIA Archives Collection. .
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Fiscal Average

Year Strength Funds
1946 3,500 $45 M
. 1947 3,008 . $19 M
1958 1,728 $14 M
Table ‘1

USIE Strength and Funding 1946-1948

Nineteen forty-seven (fiscal 1948) was the low point i; the
existence of the propaganda organization. What is less well-remembered .
is that there very nearly was no program whatsoever. Congresé, under
intense public pressure to reduce wartime expenditures {and taxes) was
very reluctant to fund a program in 1946 of dubious value;23 The war
had been won, and there was no apparent need for any propaganda program.
In 1947, the House Committee on Appropriations flatif refused to grant
any funds to a program which did not have clearly-defined statutory
authority to exist. It was a quirk of fate that both Europe and the
United States government propaganda program approached extinction at
the same time, and owe their resuscitation to the determined efforts of
two men: President Harry S. Truman and Secretary of State George C.
Marshall.

Marshall, both as Chief of Staff, and on special assignment to
China had not had a direct concern with the national psychological war-

fare effort. In China, however, he gained an apéreciation for Chinese

23House, Hearings, 1945, 6, 7. "“State Department Appropria-

tions" 79:1, 79:2, 80:1.
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propaganda techniques, especially after finding himself on the receiving
end of them. After his appointment as Secretary of State, he had been
far too busy with the problem.of Soviet relations, and the emerging
crisis in Chiﬁa, to be able to deal di:ectly.ﬁith the propaganda prograﬁ.
The sudden elimination of the United States' only organized propaganda
operation at‘£he very time when the United Stétes was under a propaganda
attack from the Soviet Union, and trying tobput together an aid package
to’keep Europe a2live was apparently unacceptable. Only fast action be—v
hind the scenes managed to salvage an "interim" bﬁdget on the clear
undersfanding that a definite legislative bill would be presented to
Congress. Within a month, the "Information and Educational Exchange
Act"” was proposed under the aegis of Senator Karl E. Mundt. The act
required nearly two years of legislative fighting to become Public
Law 402.2%
In the meantime, Secretary Bentcn had been expasriencing his
own troubles, only part of which were his own making. The worst of
these was the fight with the Associated and United Press. It had an
adverse Congressionzl and operational impact. During the war years the
Voice of America (VOA) and the Wireless Bulletin (WB—-part of the
international press program) had been serviced with the wire trans-
missions of both the Associated and United Press organizations. Such
stories as were needed were then broadcast or sent abroad for reprint.
With the end'of the war, both press serviceé felt a need to escape from

government censorship regulations, and disassociate themselves from the

24Noted in Acheson and Barrett. See particularly Henderson,

Origins, Chapter 2.
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government. Viewing both German and Soviet propaganda efforts inA
retrospect, they were very concerned not to have their product comnected
in the public eye with a purely propagandistic agency. Thus; after the
war, they simply refused to sell their producé to O0IC, and took back
-their leased teletype machines. Benton issued an angry, public attack
2t these actions. Benton's premise was that, not only was the AP-UP
action an insult, but that they were implying that the government agency
was distorting the news.

There was another basis for the strong reaction. During this
period, USIE activities were heavily news-oriented. One-half of the
organization's budget went to the VOA, and about seventy percent of the
VOA programming was news. Certainly, the absence of ‘the AP and the UP
production was a serious blow, but it was not as critical as Benton was
obviously ready to maimtain. Alternate sources of news were available;
any newgpaper would do well for the bulk of the VOA feports. There was
another factor, that of Congressional prohibition agaiast direct compe-
tition with the commercial services. ' Benton could hardly afford to hire
"his own reporters and send them across America to gather news, especially
under the Congressional mandate.

Theré was yet another f£ly in Benton's eye when he discovered
that both news services continued to sell their prodﬁct not only to the
BBC, but to various Soviet consulates and other forelgn governments.

It was also extremely embarrassing to be unable to quote one's own
pational press reports. In retrospect, Benton's actions were ill-
considered. Ia actual point of fact, foreigﬁ peoples really could not

care less about most American events. What the American govermment said
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was important, and. Benton had excellent means of finding qut what his

. own government was. doing. Also, VOA continued to receive Reuters which,
of course, retransmitted selected AP and UP news stories whiéh would be
of interest to a non~United States audience.

Benton's timing was ill-considered because the entire affair
erupted just as Congress was cfueétioniﬁg the information agency's
funding. Congressional questions, dutifully reported in the AP and UP
columns, did nothing to cool Benton's ire, which in turn raised the ire
of AP and UP leaderé. After several weeks of exchanges, the entire
matter was referred to a panel of newspaper editors, who after invééti:
gation reported that not only were AP-UP fears wrong, but that VOA dis-
torted the news less than the individual newspaper editors did in their
daily output. The findings did not help; :AP and UP continued to refuse
to sell their product to USIE.25 Moreover, the entire affair undeniably
hurt the propaganda program, because the accusation was remanberéd long
after the facts had been determined. Lack of the services did not
really hurt the propaganda effort since other sources remained available.
It also made Benton, an advertising specialist, look foolish. Ome
cannot force a news service' to sell on<.e its product, especially not in
a democracy. In retrospect, humor and simply poking fun at the‘ AP and
UP probably would have worked much better. '

Other problems rose in regard to Congress duriné this period.

Increased Congressional antipathy resulted not just from the AP-UP

25LeRoy Robert Rubright, "Voice of America Themes in Interna-

tional Crises: A Case Story" (M.S. thesis, University of Wisconsin, 1958),
p. 6. See also the House Appropriations Hearings for 1947.
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squabble, but from Congressional memories of OWI, and from dealing with
Benton. The fight in public had serious implications for the propaganda
program. Until Congressional approval in the form of a public law was
granted, the existence of the program rested Apon Congressional whim
and regard for William Benton. Benton did not make a good impression
upon Congress.

One example will serve to illustrate the point. During the
1947 House Appropriations Hearings for the 1948 appropriation, Benton
was confronted with a copy of an oil painting which was part of an
American art exhibit that was displayed overseas. The picture was in
the hands of Representative Karl Stephan, who asked Benton what the
picture was supposed to represent. Benton admitted that he could neither
tell the Congressman what the title of the picture might be, or what it
was supposed to represent. Nor, in fact, could he tell the panel if
the picture was even being displayed right side up. When Stephan held
the item a foot from his face, Benton had to admit that he would not
"even hazard a guess of what that picture is." Stephan, never an ad-
mirer of the propaganda operation, was highly incensed because, "you
paid seven hundred dollars for it and you can't even identify it:."z'6
This was not an altogether atypical performance in front of the Congress.
It was also about eight years before the propagandists dared to have
‘another American art exhibit.

Thus, despite some Presidential suppdft, there was strong

26U.S. Congress, House, House Committee on Appropriations,
Hearings, State Department Appropriation, 1948 (Washington: Government
Printing Office, 1948), p. 415.
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reason to doubt the continued existence of any future propaganda agency
or organization within the United States government. The propaganda
agency was saved because of Soviet actions. In the fall of 1947, a
joint Smith-Mundt Committee (named for Senatoa H. Alexander Smith and
Representative Karl Mundt) toured twenty-two European countries. They
spoke with many popular leaders who were shortly to vanish from the
-earth in the waves of communist purges, saw for themselves the desperate
condition of Europe, and came back convinced that something positive
had to be accomplished. As far as Public Law 402 was concerned, it was
the key event. Their report stated that '"it cannot be emphasized too
strongly that the Soviets and Communists are today conducting aggressiva
psychological warfare against us in order to thoroughiy discredit us

and drive us out of Europe."27 To these leaders it was clear that, not
only did they need a propaganda program, but that the program as it
existed in the United States had to be strengthened beyond all previous
conceptions of size and scope. It was also time for William Benton to
leave.

Passage of the Smith-Mundt Act required that the propaganda
organization again re-organize itself, and assume the title of "Office
of International Information (OII), which was designated an official
part of the Department of State. It also gained a new chief, a seasoned
diplomat, George V. Allen. Thus Allen, experienced in gbvernment opera-

tions, arrived at the time of another depressing reorganization.

27U S. Congress, House, Committee on Foreign Affairs, The United
States Information Service in Eurqpe Report of the Special Mundt Sub-
comnittee, 80th Congress, 2d Scssion, 1948, p. 1.
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Allen arrived to find the organization disorganized and
discouraged.  In addition to all the reorganizations and budget cuts,
and a loss of personnel that resembled the holocaust, it was also
falling under the charges from Congress of "Cémmunists in the State

Department."28

Allen did, however, have some support from two outside
commissions ﬁhich had been creéted as "watchdog' committees to oversce
the propaganda operations, one for Informaticon, and one for Educatiomal
Exchange. Allen determined that further reorganization was necessary,
as well as firm, consistent leadership. Under Allen, the organizational
structure began to emerge that can be recognized in the agency's
structure today. Continuing the division of VOA under IBD, the re-
maining functions were placed under two general divisions: Internatiomal
Press and Motion Picture (IPMP) and Educatiomal Exchange Activities
(EEA). Later, Press and Publications would form é separate division
from Pictures. However, from 1948 on the major outlines of the present
structure are recognizable.

This is not to imply that the organization was rigidly f£ixed.

From the low level of 1947, the propaganda operation was beginning to

rebuild, to accomplish tasks beyond the achievements of OWI:

ZBCatherine Williston, "The Development of Propaganda as an

Instrument of Foreign Policy 1945-1959" (Ph.D. dlssertatlon, Radcliffe
College, 1959), p. 47.
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Fiscal Average

_Year Personnel Funds
1949 1800 $27 M
1950 2857 -, $36 M
1951 3800 $97 M
1952 4500 $63 M

Table 2
USIE Strength and Funding 1949—195229

Reorganizations within the propaganda operation were necessary
because of the increased size of personnel and activities. The confu-
sion- these actions generated were inevitable, but they were often
exacerbated because of the annual Department of State reorganizations
which were superimposed upon the internal rearrangements. The Marshall
Plan, the Truman'Doctrine of containment, and an expanded worldwide
role forced these reorganization efforts upon the State Department.
Unfortunately, there seems to have been little planmning for these dis-
~ tracting operations to coincide with any other reorganizations. The
result was extensive confusion. Furthermore, the State Department had
not yet been able to reconcile its owﬂ type and style of operations
with the disturbing, irritatingly-active operations of the propagan-—
dists. Because of tradition, inertia, lack cf time, and in many cases
sheer jealous&, the State Department kept the propaganda organization

very much at arm's length. The situation might have been resolved if

29U.S. Congress, House, Hearings, 1948, 1949, 1950, 1951. The
1950 appropriation occurred just prior to the outbreak of the Korean War.
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the key individual of the period, Dean Acheson, had been able to
adopt a différent attitude toward the propaganda role.

The propaganda organization was also beset with the problem
of finding more people once positions had been authorized. Not only
were salaries low, but the security checks required for every person
associated w;th the organization were agoniziﬁgly slow to arrive, and
a person could not be hired without a completed security check. This
meant a wait of perhaps six months after a person had been found before‘
actual hiring. The person would then be liable to be blasted in public
at the whim of a publicity-seeking Congressman. Qualified personnel
were very scarce. Language-qualified personnel who could pass the
security cléarances were scarce to non-existent, depending upon the
language. A;ea specialists were all too often home-grown "armchair ex-
perts" from a university who had never been in the country they were
supposed to kuow well. The additrional desire to hire personnelAwith
press, publication, advertising, journalism, or radio experience made
a fully qualified person something Af a paradox, especially in the more
respousible positions because private industry was willing to pay far
more, and hire these personnel on an immediate basis.

George Allen brought muchk-needed experience to the organization,
and not juét from the standpoint of organizational ability. Allen
initiated the "country paper" concept for the department. The idea
was very simple: formulate clear and concrete guidance, and a firm,
well-thought out propaganda plan for each and every country of interest,
arranged in priorities, so that everyone ccncerned would know what the

agreed-upon plan for a particular country might be. Of:course, it did

32



no good to develop all these plans if the propaganda "word" was not
getting to the desired recipients. Allen was also the guiding hand
behind the development of the United States' response to Soviet jamming.
This was known as the ‘ring' plan, and was seen as a two-part effort.
One.part of the plan was centered arouad the design and installation
of a new type of antenna for the existing transmitter sites. The an-
tenna was called a "curtain" antenmna, which had a highly-directional
transmission characteristic that would allow the signal to be con-
centrated along the transmission pathway, thus arriving at the target
area with greater amplitude, and having a greater chance of getting
through the full-scale Soviet jamming. The idea had merit, because the
existing antennas had first been designed in World War I and were
scarcely as. efficient or effective as the newer types.

The second part of the plan was generated from the philosophy
that the Soviets could not manage to defend their airwaves against a
concerted attack from all sides. Hence the "ring" was to be an actual
Ting of high-powered transmitters surrounding the Soviet Union, and
broadcasting their méssages simultaneously. Sheer volume and power
were determined to be the keys in overcoming the Soviet jamming.
This was naturally quite expensive, and required a large number of
overseas installations because of the United State's poor electro-
magnetic position in relation to the target area.

In February 1950, the State Departsient tried another
reorganization, and placed the OII directly under its own Assistant
Secretary for Public Affairs. This "new" organization under the

Assistant Secretary was named the "International Information and

33



Educational Exchange (IIEE). It was also internally reorganized

under the "gemeral manager" concept of the Hoover Commission on
Government Organization, which placed daily operationé and decisions
under the resﬁonsibility of the General Managér, while policy decisions
were the responsibility of the Assistant Secretary. Coincidental to

this reorganiiation, George Allen was replaced with Edward W. Barrett,

the former editor of Newsweek Magazine.

The new arrangemeﬁts quickly proved cumbersome and largely
unworkable? especially in the area of ccordinating policy. It proved
impossible to keep Barrett from dictating operations, and impractical
to keep the General Manager, Charles Hulten, from making policy deci-
sions and coordinating with his opposite numbers in the various depart-
ments. This was increasingly apparent under the impact of the Korean
problem. Also, other entities having to do with propaganda operations
suddenly came into being, to add confusion to an already difficult
situation. The Interdepartmental Foreign Information Staff (later
more formally known as the Interdepartmental Foreign Information Office,
with the IFIS under it) was created to coordimate policy, and all too
often operations between Defense, State, and CIA operations. It
failed to work any better than the sld Army-Navy-State board did; if
there was any good accomplished, it was that very little of anything
was accomplished. Within the State Department there was also created
the Psychological Strategy Board (PSB), in--an attempt to coordinate
psychological warfare and propaganda with.foreign policy. This was
later re-fitted into the Psychological Operations Coofdinating Com~

mittee (POCC) on Jume 20, 1951. 1It, too, did little, which was about
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the best thing that could have happened.

Coordination and implementation of psychological warfare, as
well as just defining the problems and determining the priority of
operations caused President Truman and the Naéional Security Council .
so many headaches that they were forced_;o violate the whole concept of
the NSC, and crs=cte tha Naticnal Psychological Strategy Board in August
1950. This was an anomaly, because the NSC was conceived as a purely.
advisory body. The NPSB was, in fact, an operational .unit that
directliy influenced and controlled various aspects of the national
ésychological warfare effort. It did not become fully operational un-
til January 1951, and continued to operate directly under the NSC.

One would begin to believe that, at this time, the national
propaganda operation would have been succéssfully defined and built.

It had surely been through the fires of change and the hammer of re-
Qrganization often enough to satisfy even the pickiest organizér. .Un—
‘ fortunately, this was not the case, and the propaganda orgaunization
underwent ~nother reorganization under the auspices of the State
Department in January 1952. The new organization was titled "Iqter-
national Information Administration" (IIA), and plaéed under the’
leadership of Dr. Wilson Compton, former head of the Economic Coopara-
tion Aﬂministration (the Marshall Plan), and a former president of
Washington State University. This was the-final reorganization of the
propaganda organization during the Truman- administration.

Organizatior of psychological warfare activities was a
continuous problem during the Truman adﬁinistration, because no consensus

emerged as to function and purpose. The confusion over activities
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paralleled that of authorization, funding, and manpower. Morale variéd
wildly as support and leadership of the program changed, and was never
as high as it should have been to achieve a truly first-class opera-
tion. A major problem which had direct impact.upon morale and _effi—
ciency was the interrelationship between a propaganda organization and
the traditional policy-making, policy-implementing role .and orientation .
of the State Department. The two functions proved ﬁnpossiblé to re-
solve. Dean Acheson pointed out that in the final analysis, "either
the department was not imaginative enough to-see its opportunity or
administratively competent enough to seize it, or the effort became en-
tangled in red tape and stifled by bureaucratic elephantiasis.” The
eventual result was that the organization became antonomous and was
"given a sort of bloodless life of administration without pol:?.cy.":*)0
This is the background which must be kept in mind when discussing any
propaganda operation unde;:taken in the Truman years. If an organiza-
tion may Se no 'more effective than its "task organization for combat,”
the United States propaganda effort was in serious trouble from its

start.

30Acbeson, p. 127. For expanded discussions of the actual

organizational structure of the psychological warfare programs, one
should consult John W. Henderson, The United States Information Agency,
Charles A. H. Thompson, Catherine Williston, and Kenneth Kernher, as
excellent references, each with particular insights on the organizational
- nightmare of the program.
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CHAPTER III

NATIONAL PSYCHOLOGICAL WARFARE OBJECTIVES

1947-1948

To accomplish the usual tasks of the propagandist, that. is,
persuasiorn with a purpose, many techniques and channels are available
to carry the desired message. Some techniques and channels are more
effective than others, but there is no general rule which allows a
propagandist to select one or two eternally efficacious means and
methods; persuésion is.always dependent upon résources and audiences.
Each target audience approaches the world with a different viewpoint,
with different collective experiences and prejudices, and perceives
the world around itself with different symbology. The skilled propa-
gandist must make a near-intuitive decision involving the complex re-
lationships of media, message, technique, and target to achieve a
desired effect. Before discussing the national objectives in detail,
a brief discussion of these other factors is necessary. |

Targets, in the parlance of the propagandist, are simply
those groups, or individuals, having a common basis, viewpoint, and
influence who, when successfully persuaded, will act in certain de-

sired ways, thus accomplishing the desired propaganda objective.31

31U.S. Army, FM 33-5, Psychological Operations (Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1974), para. 4-9b.
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It is important to remember two pivotal factors: the target must be
able to. be reached and persuaded, and the target must be able to act
with the desired effect to cause the psyghological objective to be
attained. A target may be either a distinct égggziwithin a population,
such as a particular family, religion, or tribe (the Meo tribesmen of
Vietnam are a good example), an aggregate, such as those persons in a
common geographié area (the highlands of the Phnilippines, for example),
or a category, that is, individuals identified through common character-
istics such as age, sex, race, or language (the Jews in the Soviet
Union). Whenever possible, the propagandist who desires broad-based
action prefers to work with groups because expenditure of effort for
return is less, and results are more easily discerned, which aids
tactical changes or reinforcement of the message. In some cases, only
thr&ugh the actions of a particular group wili the propagéndist know
that his message is being perceived and accepted.

To be effective, the propagandist must accurately communicate
ideas to target audiences through the careful use of selected symbols
and means. Selection of symbols is critical, because each audience
will perceive the same symbol, be it visual or verbal, in different
ways. The perception of the cross will be perceived in widely dif-
fering ways between an audience of Christians, Buddhists, and Jews,
for example. It is even perceived in differing.manners between Roman
Catholics and Baptists. If the propagandist is to be effective with
his message, he must either have precise knowledge of target audience
aymbology,-or have the time and talent fq be able to change the

audience's symbology tc match his own. This latter action is difficult,
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and rarely fruitful; people prefer to receive information within the

framewo:k of their own symbols, rather than adopt someone else's.

Some symbols which the propagandist needs to use may not even exist in
the target lexicon. In this case, the prépaga'ndist must create the
meaning of the symbol within the target lexicon, or find an acceptable
substitute. Two examples of this problen; come to mind in relationvto
African audiences: the symbol "money" is completely nonsemnsical to a
Pygmy, living a hundred miles inside the densest of African jungles:;
the symbol "white as the driven snow," used to describe Jesus' robes
when he entered Jerusalem was nonsensical to the Ebu tribesmen living
on the equator--who never saw snow.

- In addition to precise knowledge of target audience symbology,
the propagandist must know, or be able to determine, the best means of
trazismitting the selected ideas to the target. All too ofien this is
simply referred to as "media." The terminology is unfortunate, for
"media” tends to place the term of reference as meaning mass-marketing
communications techniques which are familiar to Western peoples. In
many societies, even today, establishéd means of mass communications do
not exist, or are of distinctly secondary importance. Even toda;y such
a term is less than accurate, even in the United States, where "mass
media” ccacentrates on communications and advertising all sorts of'
shiny conveniences, yet 1.7 million homes still do not ixave a bathroom

32

within them.”~ A more accurate term is "transmission means."” In a

3ZHoward H. Shapiro, "Our Bathrooms, Stark Naked," The Phila-
delphia Inquirer, vol. 306, no. 45, February 14, 1982, pp. 1-A, 16-17A.
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great many p;aces in the world ideas and concepts are transmitted
through word of mouth, or very simple, uncomplicated distribution
systems.

An e#ample of this may be found in South Americz and Central
America today. A key target group in these areas is the Catholic
priesthood. fkecent concern about "Marxist priests" in these areas has
demonstrated the success of Soviet KGB propagandists within this key
group. In this instance, standard "media" are worthless in reaching
and affecting this target. Key transmission means with this group is
face-to-face persuasion, personal letters, meetings, and a careful
supply of facts to support desired actions or conclusions.

Transmission means may be generally defined. The most impor-
tant, yet most limited is face-to-face contact. In this situation the
propagandist is normally at his most effective state, and can take im-
mediate, corrective steps in his symbols and ideas to achieve his aims.
However, this technique is labor-intensive and time consuming. Nor-
mally this technique is limited to the most important targets. In
anothér reference, the target must be ablg to influence large numbers
of others, called the 'secondary target' or "true target' in order to
be worth the heavy iﬁvestment of time and resources in a face-to-face
meeting. In this context, telephone conversations may be regarded as
a type of face-to-face meeting.

Gzoﬁp‘meetings, either in the form of speeches or discussion
is another method. Although the propagandist loses soﬁe of the rapport
of the tZte-a-téte, the selected ideas may still be transmitted with

little loss of efficiency or impact because effectiveneés may be
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directly judged. There are drawbacks to this technique, because
oppositipn propagandists may attempt to seize the meeting for their own
purposes, and gain a meaningful victory over the original propagandist
in so doing. Nevertheless, the classic pictufe of the "soap-box
agitator" is an accurate characterization of the propagandist using

the group meeting technique.

Word of mouth is another effective method. While the
propagandist himself may not be able to have'many face-to-face meetings,
if the proper initial target has been selected, word of mouth dissemi-
A ﬁation of the message can be a highly-effective tool. The transmitter
of the message unconsciously places his or her "personal voucher" on
the message with each transmittal. Word of mouth is a particularly
effective method in areas.lacking a good telephone and radio system,
or in areas where news media are rigidly censored, such as the Soviet
Union and the Eastern European countries. The "rumor campaign"~of
literature is much more fact than fiction.

Films and pictures are also effective vehicles. During
World War IY, Walt Disney films and cartoons not only amused audiences
around the world, but made friends for the United States and carried
strong propaganda messages. One immediately thinks of the cartoons
"Der Fihrer's Face," and "Bambi" in this context.

Letters from friends, or authoritative figures are another
important means-of transmitting a selected message. Letters from
family and friends from the United States to occupied areas are still
an important transmission channel. In addition to letters, anciemnt

methods are still extremely effective. One thinks particularly of songs.
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Spike Jones' version of "Der Fuhrer's Face" incensed Adolph Hitler no
less than Bob Dylan's "Blowin' in the Wind" did American leaders in
1967-1969. 1In the Middle Ages the wandering minstrel was a key propa-
gandist, and his songs made the lowly happy, and the high uncomfor-
table; the technique persists to this day, and is an effective one that
has been too often overlooked.

Often either the size, or spatial dispersion of a group makes
the more direct, specific transmission means less efficient in getting -
the desired message before an audience. Also, there are many times
when the propagandist just does not have a clear idea of which groups
are receptive to his message, or exactly where they may be located.

In these cases, the wide~spread, "mass media" techniques may be of use,
depending upon the society involved. These include mass mailings,
leaflets, posters, loudspeakers, newspapers, radio and television
broadcasts, magazine articles, books, motion pictures, and even stage
productions. Especially in the European and American societies the
mass media of print, radio,and television have had a significant im-~
pact upon propaganda operations. However, it should be noted that far
too often, the propagandist has a tendency to use these media, and
fails continually to refine the tazget audience so that it may be
reached with other, more effective methods. A professional propagan-

dist must recognize that the more widespread and broad-based a message,

the weaker its-content and the less it is.effective. This point should-;.‘

be remembered in examining USIE output and effectiveness.
There are other significant drawbacks to the "mass-media"

approach. In the first place, the truly mass distribution and mass
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production machinery is expensive, and may take a long time to come
into being. A few homemade leaflets, placed in exactly the critical
spot at the right time, are far more useful than ter million leaflets
run on a high-speed webb press and given mass ‘distribution a week later.
The distribution of the mass techniques is another problem. The
propagandist rarely has much assurance that his message is reaching
the desired target. Sometimes the propagandis; is using the method
in the hope that there is a responsive target somewhere within the
reach of the particular media ﬁsed (this is usually referred to as
"shooting in the blind." Sometimes it works.). The wrong target
audience may be receiving the message, which caﬁ often cause acute
embarrassment, as éell as make the effort helpful to one's opponents.
~ An example of such a counterproductive mass message would be to advo-
cate religious freedom in Iran, while trying to keep on good terms
with Khomeini.

Moreover, the propagandist must realize that some mass
techniques, however skillfully employed, just will not work with some
targets. Targets which cannot read really do not have any need for
leaflets or posters, except if they wigh to wrap fish. In many.areas
of the world, target audiences do not have radios or televisions dr,
if such are available, are associated with the rich classes, a fact
that automatically tends to prejudice the less-well fiﬁanced target
against whétever message the propagandist.might have attempted to sendw}h
over these channels. Many targets will not readily accept anything
placed in public print, believing that the publisher is always an avowed.

propagandist, and is out to make his own particular point. This is
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especially true in North African and Mediterranean nations. Others
just simply do not believe what is placed in the primted word, wowiug-
full well that such is rigidly controlled to the best interest of the
political party in power. Other mass media téchniques, such as motion
pictures, may be difficult to use when the target audience has no
electric power. .

Nevertheless, in its proper place, the mass techniques can
yield great success with minimal expenditure of effort. The effective-
ness of such skilled propagandists as Joseph Goebbels and Father Charles
Coughlin are beyond question samples of the utility of mass media
techniques.

Essentially, the propagandist must select the general
transmission technique for his selected, or desired target on the basis
of its susceptibility: is it large, discreet, or diffused? The propa-
gandist must decide on the most effective approach: will a pinpoint,
"rifle" technique be best (such as face-to-face, group meetings,
letters, word of mouth), or should the wide-based, "shotgun" approach
of the mass media be necessary to communicate the desired message to

the target, despite the increased probability of misunderstanding, di-
luticn, counter-propaganda, or complete failure of the message to
arrive. This question is the classic one of the propagandist; it faced
the snake in Eden, and has continued to face every propagandist to this
day. The question must be decided on a.case-by-case basis.

The propagandist also has the less than easy task of selecting
the correct propaganda "technique,” or persuasion vehicle, for the

desitéd message. In American society we are familiar wﬁth many of
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these techniques, although actual recognition of the exact techmnique
may not accompany one's experiences with its use. Commercial adver-
tising makes use of virtually every one of these techniques, as well as
other propaganda methods. This is the basal éause of the erroneous
conclusion that a successful advertising operator is automatically a
skilled propagandist. This is rarely thé case except in the narrow
realm of United States product sales. However, each and every radio
and television commercial, newspaper or magazine advertisement makes
some use of one or more propaganda techniques for transmitting an idea.
These techniques are usually lumped into nine general categories.

The first, most used technique, as well as the lezsz perceived,

is the glittering generéli;y. These are usually words, phrases, or

images so closely associated with commonly-accepted ideas and symbols
thaﬁ they carry conviction in and of themselves without the target
perceiving a need for supporting information or fact. For example,
the word "democracy" or "peace" was such a glittering generality for
James Byrmes that it required the experience of dealing with Molotov
for almost a. year before he came to fhe sudden realization that Stalin
and Molotov had a completely different definition of those syﬁbols.33
President Jimmy Carter learned the same lesson the hard way in 1979.
The glittering generality is used to transfer a semnse of virtue fo the
propagandist's idea without the need for supporting arguments and

effort. Another great example is the Chevrolet commercial theme:

"Baseball, hot dogs, apple pie, and Chevrolet."

333yrnes, pp. 152-8. Other classic words, which get many

propagandists in trouble, are sex, God, family, and church.

43



A second technique is the testimonial, or personal statement. ..
The more authoritative the_source, the better, if the propagandist
wishes to establish authenticity and an impregnable position. A varia-
tion of this is the "man on the street".testiﬁonial, which is carefully
arranged to seem unprompted, and the person's actual opinion. The in-
ference to be drawn from such a method is that, since the person
speaking had nothing to gain for lying, he must be telling the truth.
Testimonials are carefully arranged and selected for their ability to
relate directly to the target audience on both an intellectual and an
émotional basis through the shrewd use of shared symbology.

Simplification is a third handy technique. Reducing complex

ideas, concepts, and subjects to clear, concise statements without
qualifying words is a long-standing, even popular technique. It makes
percéption easy for the target; no thought is required. American poli~-
ticians haﬁe raised this technique almost to an art form. Since the
propagandist is able to make a clear, concise statement, the statement
itself is often given merit far beyond its content, especially when
the opposing point of view, though more accurately expressed and
cogently cbnceived, is also harder to understand. Americans aré par-
ticularly adept at grasping a simplification, because of an underlying
belief that all questions are really a simple choice between right and
wrong. An example of this is the American Revolutionary flag that
carried the motto, "Live Free or Die." Ethan Allen's concept of .free=...:
dom was quite different from those of the peliticians in Philadelphia.
The 'common man' technique is sufficiently familiar in

American political history that little needs to be said about this
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classic device to carry a persuasive message. Every presidential
hopeful. since Andrew Jackson has tried to present himself . in this
manner, even such'obviously rich and well-born candidates as John F.
Kennedy. -

Less familiar, because it is sometimas harder to detect and

requires some effort on the part of the listener, is card-stacking, or -

selective omission. Through careful selection of facts and events, the.

propagandist builds an apparent bedrock of truth, and from this ap-
parently complete basis, projects as truth those ideas desired. This
is very useful, especially if some of the facts are true, or all of
them, because the propagandist's opponents cannot dispute truth. The
gaps In the bricks are rarely apparent.A A gooé example of this is the
propaganda campaign conducted against nuclear power generation, using
the‘"disaster" of Three Mile Island power plant. The fact that an
accident, a serious one,.occurred is indisputable. Public perceptiomns
were so warped that several key facts have been largely overlooked: no
one wa; hurt, no radiation escaped, and that the safety measures de-
signed into the plant were adequate to contain even the worst possible
combinatioﬁ of ineptness,verror,.and sheer confusion. The only
"disaster" was to the profits of the electric company which owned the
plant. Most of the local residents are not‘ferribly concerned; they
have continued to live next to the problem, and most have not even
bothered to move their homeé to other areas. Yet shrewd propaganda, '-:‘
building upon a few facts, some not at all related, has succeeded in
fixing the idea of a "disaster" firmly in the average person's per-

ceptions.
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The obverse of this technique is the big lje. Senator Joseph
McCarthy did not pioneer this technique, but he brought it to its finest
form. The technique is ?eally quite simple. If thé facts do not suit
one's needs, ignore them and make up others to fit ome's preconceived
notions or needs. In this manner, one may create a whole fabric of
"facts" and "events' that, properly done, become so long, so involved,
and so diffiéult to confirm or refute that no opponent may impugn or
unravel the statement in sufficient time for the impact of the central
1ie to be negated effectively. One cannot use just one or two mis-
statements or lies. Multiple lies aﬁd misstatements are the key. Ob-
scure facts, nonexistent references and events, details of which are-
not readily at hand are combined into dozens or in some cases upwards
of a hundred erroneous items that support the central lie. Neither
Goebbels nor McCarthy may claim this technique as original, but they
have placed it imperishably in the lexicon of the twentieth century
propagandist.

Another widely-used techbnique is the bandwagon or inevitable

victory theme. The Soviet propagandists use this technique to the
fullest extent, as do others, such as the NAACP with their "We shall
Overcome" theme song. The target's own desire to be on the winning (and
hencé, "right") side are explcited to the maximum extent possible. The
technique has been utilized since before recorded history.

Insinuation as a technique is usually used to cast doubt upon -
an opponent, or existing idea, doctrine, or figure. It may be used to
shift tﬁe blame, hatred, or unwanted attention. Insinuation is often

coupled, notably in Soviet propaganda, with another techﬁique,
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name-calling. Much more than insinuation, name-calling seeks to shift

approbation upon an opponent, and arouse target prejudices against the

opponent, as a causal means of getting the target to take the ultimately-

desired action or attitude. Both techniques are most effective in
"grey" or "black" propaganda.

Stalling or postponement is a time-honored technique used to

evade, divert, or distract attention from embarrassing subjects. Dip-
lomatists have been using it as a standard technique for centuries when
dealing with both opponents and the public.34 A variation of this is
the Soviet habit of launching a violent tirade of name-calling upon a
wholly different subject than the ome at hand. Such tirades are found,
for example, in Molotov's speeches in Potsdam against the British ac-
tions in Greece when the subject of the Polish settlement was raised.

Entertainment is not necessarily a technique exclusiQe to
itself, yet propaganda may use entertainment as a veﬁicle for trans-
mitting a message or theme. The Woodstock and other similar festivals
are outstanding examples of how skilled propagandists may use enter-
tainment to gain and hold an audience. During the course of the enter-
tainment, the propaganda message is advanced, often in the form of song
or sgtire. The most famous example of the technique is the "Punch and
Judy"” show.

Propaganda techniques, transmission means, selected méssages,

35

and appropriate symbology form the tools -of the propagandist. The

E.g., "no comment."

35For a doctrinal study of the use of techniques, see FM 33-5,

especially Chapters 3-5
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psychological objective, a2 clear statement of the desired result of
propaganda, gives the effort direction, scope, and meaning. For the
national planners and operators, the objective is "a statement of U.S.

"36 The

national policy, expressed as a psycholbgical.warfare objective.
objective thus forms the basis of all psychological warfare actions the
United States propagandists undertake. |

The actual implementation of propaganda in support of national
objectives is often much less cut-and-dried than official definitions
imply. All too often, there exists no clear, concise statement of
national policy in relation to an event, an area, or a natiom's actions.
Lack of sufficiently prescient and broad objectives were the Basis for
a great deal of the propaganda program's difficulties in the period
under study.37 This lack was additionally the reason for much inter-
departmental misunderstanding and conflict.

Despite fairly general agreement that something had to be done
to coﬁnter Soviet propaganda, there was great disagreement as to how
this was to be accomplished. Lack of clear definition of method and
orientation sprang from the very basis of the program, Public Law 402.

. This law was vague to the point of uselessness. The Secretary of State

was enjoined to "provide for the preparation and dissemination abroad,

36ysc 74, Enclosure B, p. 25. .

37Wh11e it should be clearly understood that the United States -

program operating under PL 402 is a psychological warfare/propaganda
agency, the term "information program” will often be used interchangeably
with "propaganda program" in most literature. This paper will attempt

to avoid this imprecision.
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of information about the United States, its peoples, and its

policies."38

The deliberately-imprecise law was the result of many
political and legal compromises, and the result completely failed to
come to grips with the need for defining the ﬂasic phi}osophy of any
United States propaganda program. The queéstion has not been resolved
to this day. There were, at the time, th;ee discernable approaches to
an official iaformation program: a completely impartial, broadcast-type.

service along the lines of the BBC,39 a frankly-propagandistic agency,

such as Tass and Radio Moscow, or an unpalatable mixture of the two.

Neither the Congressional deb. 2, ntor executive guidances resolved the
problem.

Until PL 402, policy and guidance for the program had come
from a mélange of sources, each bearing the impfinteur of the origina-
tor and their basic peréeptions of function. During the OWI days the
program had roughly mirréred the conflicting philosophies of Elmer
Davis, William Donovan, and Nelson Rockefeller. Davis had been con-
cerned almost exclusively with Germany and Japan using overt, hard-
hitting propaganda designed to encdurage resistance to the Axis powers
and undermine the willingness of‘the neutrals to alloﬁ Hitler.and
Hirohito any support, as well as build ﬁp hope and confidence in the

allies and victory. He was in constant turmoil with Donovan and the

38Public Law 402, 79th Congress, 1§t Session, 1948.

39The BBC was not, and is not, strictly a mass-media operationm,
but United States government perceptions of the BBC operation have long
been less than exact. The BBC is involved in the full range of propa-
ganda methods. " -
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0SS, who distributed covert, "black" propaganda, not always bothering
to infurm anyone else what they had done.40

Nelson Rockefeller was involved with the flow 6f informati&n
to the southern Americas, and the ﬁnprovement.of relations with thosé"
nations. He was especially interested in binational centers, libraries,
and the exchange of persoms,”all relatively "cultural" and long-range
in nature. His was the long-range view that held the premise that the
best propaganda was.a true understanding between peoples based on
shared experiences. He defended his prerogatives viciously and with
determination against the incursions of both the OWI and the O0SS.

President Roosevelt had a négative impact uposn the program.
As already noted, once the OWI was established, he took no further
interest in its opératioas, and gave it no oveft support. OWI was not
only kept unknowing of United States political moves and decisions, but
ﬁas also rarely informed.about military decisions. The Army in partic-
ular was antipathetic toward the OWI, and normélly.refused to tell OWI
anything about projected military operations. The OWI usually had to
depend on their counterparts in the BBC to tell them about such events
as the North African invasion, the Italian invasion, and Operation
Overlord. The American military excluded the OWI planners on the grounds
6f security. Even State Department planners were excluded. This non-
existent support, and lack of policy guidance left its legacy for the

USIE after the war.

ao"Grey" propaganda--that propaganda unattributed, or originating
from a stated, neutral source. "Black" propaganda--that propaganda which
is attributed to a wholly different source than its origination. It is
usually giver the imprimatur of someone one does not like--such as Hitler
in World War II, or Molotov and Stalin in the Truman period.
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The virtual dissolution of the OWI following 1946 did not help
the formulation and documentation of propaganda objectives. Not only
were many experienced people lost to the operation, but their hafd—won
knowli.dge and area expertise was summarily théowﬁ away in the rush to
demobilize. Ii is no exaggeration to state that New York's Fifth Avenue
advertising firms owe an enormous debt to the OWI, as well as television
programmers and advertising executives. Some of the key people of OWI
became advertising millionaires in the 1950-1960 period.41

The lumping of national propaganda and national intelligence
operationrs under the State Department was no help to clear formﬁlation
of propaganda objectives. Throughout its history, the State Department
has jealously maintained that it is a policy-making organization rather
than an operaﬁional organization. Day-to-day actions were either the
duty of the embassies abroad or some other branch of the government.
With modern commnnicatioﬁs, this attitude has suffered serious deter-
ioration, but in the 1950 time period it was still very much in force.

Indeéd, the import of modern communications, which placed an
ambassador approximately fifteen minutes away from either the Secretary
of State or the President was virtually ignored immediately after
World War II in favor of attempting a return to the traditional, comfor-
table "policy rather than operations" heritage. Unfortunately, the
psychological warfare program, being one with a vital, continuous need
for daily, sometimes hourly decisions on matters and events spanning

the globe, often not of United States design or intention, could not

41For example, Paul Rand (Weyerhauser and Westinghouse mdnograms),.
Oren Stephens (television commercials), and Jack Ogen (the GE monogram).
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exist in this tradition and became an anathema to the traditional
diplomat. The traditionalists in the Department were even less pleased
with the USIE program when it brought down the wrath and ridicule of
Congress, such as the unfortunate Benton-testimony, or when it became
involved in the public brawl like the AP-UP controversy. Being dragged
into daily, tactical decisions which on occasion backfired or miscarried
further lowered diplomatist opinion of the propaganda organization.

On the other hand, the propagandists not only had the need to
become involved with the daily events of the globe, but they usually
welcomed the action. Propagandists not only had to be aware of hourly
events, but whenever possible needed to have foreknowledge of the
events. Thére is an implied relationship between good propaganda
operations and intelligence which the Truman, and subsequent adminis-.
trations, have largely overlooked.

Attitudes toward occurrenées differed sharply between the
traditional diplomatic officer and the propagandist. The latter,
rather than seeking to minimize the impact of events on "normal rela-

tions,"

usually felt that he had to decide how best to utilize the event
to gain the maximum advantage of the United States. An example of this
attitude occurred in 1951, whan news of the then—secret Turkish-
Pakistan military pact erupted into the public news éervices. United
States intelligence, diplomatic, and propaganda personnel had been aware
of the pact for some time. The propagandists wished to carry the news . -
in an attributed form as part of the general news of the world. The

propagandists were overruled, and forbidden to carry amny story about the

pact in the news output of VOA. The propagandists found' themselves in
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the same position as Radio Moscow propagandists must have been in in
1947 dufing ghe Kasenki.ha Affair, forbidden from mentioning the story at
all. The VOA was immediately charged with conducting a "cover-up"
operation. The damage to VOA credibility was .significant for the Near
East region. . As one disgruntled propagandist later commented, "[We]
were fooling whom?"42

Another propagandist pointed out the philosophical wellsprings
of the two different tasks: '"the first thing a diplomat thinks of is
'nmo story, shut it up.' The propagandist think{s], 'Wl_).at can I do with
this stor:y?'"l’3

.In' the period immediately following the war, the U.S.I.E.
.program was strongly influenced with the views of Archibald MaclLeish,
the interim Qirector. Macleish, a distinguished poet, was much less
concerned with foreign information program's than with domestic informa-
tion programs. In the narrow framework of the decay of Soviet-American
relations, and American public reaction, this is somewhat understand-
able. Logic would dictate giving a domestic information program priority
both for political and financial reasons, given the rapidly-shrinking
resources of the OWI. However, this preoccupation with domestic ob-
Jectives did the organization a great disservice and inverted the true
orientation of the program from its actual, needed obj ecti§e.

Others saw the question more realistically. The State

Department asked its administrative consultant, Dr. Arthur McMahon of

42"USIE Operating Assumptions,” Vol.. 5, p. P-39.

431b1d., p. 22.
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Columbia University, to explore the entire question. With Halvadore
Hanson, McMzhon originated a report which was to provide the key gui-
dance for the propaganda program until 1949. The report found,_firét,
that international information was not the exélusive function of the
government. Many sources of information about American aims, beliefs,
and desires wﬁre available to the world at large: commercial newspapers,
short-wave radio (CBS and NBC were still testing the commercial feasi-
bility of shortwave broadcasts), commercial advertising which accompanied
United States' products worldwide, industrial contracts, educational
materials, films, and of course, private correspondence. There was no
practical method to control this flow of information, nor should such
an attempt be made. Neither should the government conSider.attempting
to supplant this effort, which would cost literally billions of dollars,
if it could ﬁe accomplished at all.

On the other hand, these non-govermment sources tended to
follow financial or family intergsts. They did not necessarily reach,
or attempt to appeal to those areas and target groups determined to be
‘of most importance to the natiomal interest. In many cases they were
incapabie of tragsmitting information to a desired area, or had no
interest in doing so. For example, Manchuria evoked no commercial
interests, despite the misty eyes of some old-time finénciers. Much
more important, most of these non-official sources were biased toward
a particular ‘viewpoint, or very limited in scope. While their messages
did convey information about the United States, the message was fragmen-
tary, distorted, and subject to both deliberate and subconscious mis—

representation.  The McMahon Report pointed especially at the commercial

56



news services, such as the Hearst and Pulitzer publications with their
tradition of journmalistic sensationalism and muckraking. Even private
letters, while helpful, could not be expected to convey a true, compre-
hensive message about the United States and wﬁat it represented.

MacMahon concluded that, while the United States could neither
prevent existing'information channels from conveying information from
the private sector, nor materially effect their content,.the United
States should recognize that a clear need existed for a government-
sponsored program. The government program should create a "full and
- fair" imagé of the United States with a philosophy vis-a-vis the private
sector of being "facilitative and supplementary.” The United States
government should facilitate the distribution of helpful informatr.ior,
and whenever needed, supplement this information to provide a well-~
rounded presentation of the United States. Where information flow from
the private sector did not exist, the United States government program
should create and project a comprehensive, full and fair picture of the
United States to that area's pe_ople.44

" The MacMahon Report, while never given an official stamp of
policy, nevertheless formed the basic guidance of the propaganda opera-
tion. ' The Report did not, however, make any attempt to resolve a basic
dispute, a philosophical conflict between those information personnel
who regarded themselves as jourmalists working for the government, and

those who saw themselves as propagandists working to accomplish national.

44Arthur MacMahon and Halvadore Hansen, Memorandum on the Postwar

International Information Program of the United States (Washington, D.C.:
Govermment Printing Office, 1945), Department of State Publication 2438.
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objectives. The philosophical differences extended into debate over
strategy and tactics of the information program.

The propagandists within the organization.varied in skill and
subtlety of thought. The true propagandist believed in a long-term
approach, similar to that of the BBC, with a deliberate use of events
to reinforce forward-looking themes to achieve propaganda objectives.
Other propagandists believed that a shorter-term, more contentious
style was necessary, especially in regard to the Soviet Union and its
puppe;s. These individuals desired immediate, demonstrable reactions
in support of the United States plans. The "govermment journalists,"
for their part, agreed with neither view, and firmly maintained that
program objectives could be accomplished through the impartial, thought-
ful use of news and feature articles. Many of these last noted indivi-.
duals'gravitated to the press and radio sections. They maintained that
truth, accuracy, completeness, and above all, timeliness were major
criterion for program content and actions. They did agree to an ap-
proaéh similar to that of the BBC, but desired to treat it muéh like a
fast-breaking news operation.

Between these two bitterly-opposed camps, there existed a
third position, which attempted to ignore both. Thi§ was the position
of most of the survivors, ;nd any new disciples, 6f the Nelson Rockefeller
approach. These individuals formed a relatively small number, and be-
lieved that the only successful program would be the result of an ex-
change of persons program, which would bring foreigners to the United
States and send selected United States citizens abroad, each to live for

some time in the other's country, there to examine its society and
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people through their own eyes, then to take their knowledge home with
them. The idea was not unique, or new. Intelligence operations have

used this approach for centuries, under the term "sleeper,"

or "deep
penetration agen;." In its narrowest sense,.éhis program could be
considered.deéply subversive, although its personnel did not regard it
in this light at all.

The propagandists had another source of conflict with the
Journalists within the department over their major propaganda vehicle,
the news. The MacMahon guidarce had clearly indicated that the United
States government was not in the game of a fast-breaking news service.
While it is true that a fast-breaking news service is sparkling and
interesting, it is also ephemeral and transient, like a bumblebee
barging from flower to flower, snatching a brief taste before hurrying
to another flower, but never perceiving the larger pattern of the
flower bed. These individuals pointed to historically-successful propa-
ganda operations which affirmed the necessity for consciously working
on selected themes; and extended use of a news story and topic in ordexr
to achieve a determined objective. One could not just broadcast the
news and hope that "all the pieces would fall into place." Propaganda
was what one made of events much more than events being the actual
propaganda. A news issue could be history to a news service, and still
serve admirably for the purposes of the propagandist. The propagandists
also .noted. that news stories, even supported with feature stories, could -
hardly be expected to negate the unfavorable images aiready present,
gnd continually-supplied from Soviet soﬁrces, or fully explain the

United States to a foreign audience which had no basic frame of reference
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or common symbology with the United States people.

The.debate between the factions has never been fully settled,
but enough dissention was evident that, on December 1, 1947, President
Truman issued guidance directing the propaganéa organization to pursue
a "full and fair" policy, based upon the 1:1'1.'.th."5 Since this did not
clarify the basic philosophical difference, it was of limited use, inso-
far as tactics and programs were concernedf Each faction within the
propaganda section continued to go its own direction. Fast-breaking
news continued to be a major component of VOA transmissions, and the
Wireless Bulletin. Longer~term objectives tended to be contained in
feature articles and stories of the radio and press sections.

No coherent statement of national psychological objectives
appears to have been created at this time beyond the general "full and
fair picture" guidance. William Benton, rather than being concerned
with objectives, seems to have been more preogcupied with reducing the
wartime staff. After Congress wholeheartedly reduced the staff far be-
yond the recommended size, Benton belatedly found all ene:gie§ consumed
in the fight to preserve the psychological warfare program. During this
time Benton did re—oriént.the thrust of the activities from imnside the
United States to an external prcjection of output. Major emphasisicame
to rest on the VOA news and more "cultural" propaganda to prove to the

world that the United States did have a respectable grasp of "culture"

4S"U S. Information Policy With Regard to Anti-American Propa-
ganda," December 1, 1947. File 63D351, Box 4205, NSC-4, National Ar-
chives, Washington, D.C. Also, Edward W. Barrett to James Webb, Memoran-
dum, "Psychological Offensive in the So-Called Cold War," November 30,
1951, p. 1. (Hereinafter cited as Barrett Memo 511. 00/3051 ) State
Department File 511 00/3051.
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in the European mold. The ill-fated painting display was an example of
this latter attempt. Such objectives as the program had were largely
the product of the various regiomal desks rather than Benton himself.

Program objectives were thus confused, inadequate, and perhaps
in some cases completely nonexistent. The resulting propaganda program
was not notable. Confusion in USIE was paralleled with confusion in the
State Department during the immediate post-war years, when national
perceptions and objectives were in a comnstant state of flux. Much of
the confusion might be attributed to Truman's precipitous rise to the
Presidency. In fact, when Truman assumed office, he found that
Roosevelt had been conducting the affairs of government largely from
within his own mind, a most dangerous and perishable system. Roosevelt's
death left significant, sometimes critical gaps in knowledge as to what
was happening, and what had actually been intended or decided. The lack
of clear policy objectives for the propagandists was thus unavoidable.
Truman spent the best part of a year just tryimg to keep his head above
water, and to figure out what was happening. He had no time to try to
define doctrine and objectives for a single agency of the government.
Truman may be likened to the occupant of a house who is too bus§ in the
basement, trying to shore up the structure and avert a major structural
coiiapée, to be very much concerned about a leaky faucet on the first
floor. | . |

What should have been a major source of continuity, as well as.
operational guidance, the Cabinet, was of little help. It, too; suf-
fered from sudden changes. State Department leadership was equally

subjected to chahge, with George Marshall replacing Jimmy Byrnes, to be
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followed within eighteen months with Dean Acheson. The propagandists
were left to fend for themselves as best they could throughout 1946
and 1947.

Truman, forced to rebuild the Office.of the P;esident was
forever scarred with'his experiences. He_decided that no presidential
successor, elected or legal, should ever have to walk into the oval
office to find a near-complete lack of pléns, guidances, and references.
The days of off-the-cuff decisions were past, and every depagtment
would follow suit. National planning was centralized in a planning
staff which was responsive to the President, and the plans would thus
be passed to the particular Departments. This idea became the Natiomal
Security Council.

Unfortunately, good organization requires time, and that was
a commodity in short supply from 1946 until Truman left the office in
1952. Soviet moves in Eﬁrope were coalescing into a most unfavorable
pattern, as the propaganda war against the United States position and
‘goals grew virtually unchécked. Official cognizance of the propaganda
attacks was not lacking. The United States govermment had no plan for
dealing with the Sovie£ attacks. The propagandists, operating under the
“full and fair" imége philosophy. moderately increased efforts to ex-
plain ﬁnited States policies, especially in Europe, mostly through the
VOA. This small change is noticeable after the receipt of the "Long
Telegram," when State Department leaders began to understand that the
Soviet attacks were not under any circumstances the product of misunder-
standing, but the product of internal (Stalin's) requirements. The

State Department did recognize that the VOA was a major, frequently
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the only means of penetrating the "Iron Curtain." Policy continued
toward the use of pure truth, in the apparent belief that this practice
would eventually.force the Soviet Union to change or modify its propa-
ganda. |

The Marshall Plan, which caused many Congressional leaders to
visit Europe, was the greatest blessing for the propaganda operators.
They "came sﬁack up against the misrepresentation abroad of the United
States and its polic::ies.""6 The& occasionaily were the recipieats of
propaganda attacks themselves, in their public appearances. They
returned angry, and determined that definitive action had to be
accomplished. Official comments about the Soviet propaganda increased,
and even surfaced in Secretary of State Byrne's address .to the nation
on November 18, 1947.

The ﬁgtional Security Council was still being formed, and
finding its way toward fational policy-making, when Soviet actions
forced it to provide firm guidance in the field of propaganda.47 This
instruction, known as NSC;4, was a significant step in the development
and employment of United States propaganda. Soviet propaganda was
clearly recognized. Fiom available extracts, it is clear that the cen-
tral policy statement was intended to allow United States propagandists
to "coﬁnter . . . Soviet and Communist-inspired propaganda.” Thié
required substantial modification of the "full and fair" guidance.

The policy directive did not go so far as to re-orient operations

46Barrett, Memorandum 511.00/3051, p. 1.

47NSC--4, "Coordination of Foreign Information Measures." Decem-
ber 4, 1947. The entire document is not available to the author at this
time. . , . .
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toward assuming the initiative. The overall guidance and objective
was clearly aéfensive in intent. The role of the information program
was seen in the narrow framework of "increas[ing] the effectiveness of
the foreign policy of the U.S." The propaganda organization was to
facilitate the attainment of national objectives through support rather
than standing'as an important element in ifs own right.

Howéver, sharpening the tone and objectives allowed United

States propagandists some latitudé to respond to Soviet propaganda
through attribution of that product's origin, or a direct response when
that would. be the best technique. Propagandists were to continue to
counter Soviet propaganda themes with positive statements and presen-
tations of the real policy and goals of the United States. Truth was
still the major criterion for information, but ﬁas viewed in a defensive
1ight .48 |

NSC-4 assigned United States propagandists éﬁree additional

objectives at this time, the last of which could have been the start of
a full-fladged propaganda effort:

Impress the peoples of the world with the reliability,
consistency, and seriousness of the United States and its
policies.

Convince the peoples of the world that United States
motives and policies are in their best interests and that the

United States is capable of carrying them out.

Expose the extent to which Soviet motives and policies
are not in the best interests of free countries through the

asTruth is still the beét policy, especially for the propagan-
dist. It is so terribly hard to deny. However, one does not always
have to tell the entire, uncensored truth.
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inconsistencies and insincerify of Soviet policies and

demonstrate the falsity of the Soviet Union's charges

against us.
These three objecfives remained basic national objectives throughout
the following decade. However, their emphasié, and application varied
considerably,Aoften at the whim or frame'of perception of tﬁe'individual
propagandist. |

In actual fact, the United States was not yet ready to commit
itself to a full-fledged propaganda effort against the Soviet Union,
however much the third objective might Imply such action; The short-
range, high-impact variety of propagandist might urge increased actionm,
but there was no will to try anything of the sort at that time.
On the other hand, tﬁere was increasing evidence that the

"full and fair" picture approach was not ﬁithout serious flaws. It
might be very noble, and very honest to assume that the United States
would tell the unvarnished truth about itself, even if doing so showe
all the flaws and warts. Such an approach would be all to the best, if
the target audience was itself American, able to understand exactly
what was occurring, and what the basic frame of reference of the re-
ports happened to be; foreign audiences, as the young propagandists were
finding, perceive events from a different framework. The absolutely-

truthful approach allowed a great deal of derogatory information about

the United States to be aired in public. Such actions did not make the

49"U.3. Information Policy with Regard to Anti-American Propa-
ganda." See also: Howland H. Sargeant to Robert Lovett, Letter, "Infor-
mation Policy," December 8, 1947, State Department File 511.00/12-847,
and H. W. Moseley to Robert Lovett, Memorandum, untitled, December 11,
1947, File 63D351, Box 4205, NSC-4, National Archives, Washington, D.C.
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United States any friemnds, but it certainly helpéd reinforce other's
distrust of United States' leaders and their judgement.

Tﬁe kind assistancé of the Soviet Union in promulgating these
derogatory facts helped the situation none at.all. Moscow was very
prompt and dutious in labelling these derogatory items as "admissions"
and ﬁconfessions," and really did a fine job of making certain everyome
in the world knew when a black man, for example, had been found hanged
in Mississippi. The more conscientious propagandisﬁs in the United
States might point out that derogatory information could be found in
relation to anyone, or any nation, but.the faint defense went unheeded.
The major section of the propaganda organization involved in this self-
disemboweling activity was the VOA.

Angry Congréssmen, upon returning to the United States,
demanded that something be done to change both tone and content, and for
the moment, the inner debate over techniques and themes was resolved in
favor of the professional propagandists who viewed the problem as a
long~term operation.

While policy was set in Washington, with the exception of VOA,
execution was the responsibility of the field station (embassy, consu-
late, or legation). This practicé paralleled traditional diplomatic
practiées, and certainly made life much easier for State Department
ieaders in Washington. Voice of America, because of its requirements
for centralized planning and execution was recognized as an anomaly,
and allowed to fall outside this traditional framework. However, since
VOA was at that time located in New York City, it tended to be treated

very much like a traditional field station rather than as an operating
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instrument that could be immediately responsive to the needs of the
Department of State.

Caqtralized planning and decentralized execution were very nice
concepts, but thure were many problems inhereﬁﬁ in them which, for the
propaganda operation, had not been deeply cqnsidered. A major stumbling
block to the concept was that there were so few personnel available to
undertake any program. In the low-point days of 1947, there were less
than a2 thousand people available overseas to execute United States
psychological policy. That figure included everyone from the librarian
in a cultural center to the secretary in the egbassy who did the typing.
Actual propagandists involved with operations were considerably short
of the full figure. At the same time the Soviet Union was utilizing
not one, but several.thousands of personnel and spending millions of
dollars in its propaganda.

The only light in the gloom duriag 1947 and 1948, insofar as
a useful United States propaganda effort was concerned came, oddly
enough, from Europe and the Far East, where a modest increase in
activity began. This work, much of which became the base for_so much
more in the next five years, was the work of the Army. Imn fact; the
Army was solely responsible for the presetvation; and often the con-
struction, of vital strategic propaganda facilities and equipment in
both areas. |

-At. the end of 1945, the Army'ﬁad;found itself both victorious,
and fuiiy-engaged not only in trying to keep itself from dissolving,
but in occupying both Europe and Japan,.along with various Pacific

Islands. During the war, the Army had developed a reasonably
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sophisticated psychological warfare organization for the support of
the field commander, as weil as a large Military Government division
(now calleéACivil Affairs). Following the end of the war, the Military
Government section found that it needed to haée under its control means
" of mass commuﬁications, so that its .decisions and regulations could be
quickly transmitted to the occupied peoples. Also, with such facili-
ties under military control, sﬁbv;rSiou and sedition were much more
difficult. Thus, much of the "fixed station" equipment such as large
radio transmitters and printing facilities were transferred to the
‘Military Government section, as well as many of its skilled propagan-
dists. On the surface, the Army reduced its psychological warfare
establishment from about four groups (10,000 persomnnel) to omne.

Increased Soviet and communist agitation within Western Europe .
caused the Military Government to expand its methods of communication,
an@ begin an increased propaganda operation. In Germany and Austria
this fell under the province of the High Commissioner of Germany
(HICOG), John J. McCloy. Since EICOG already controlled a production
base, and the military section of the govermment already had quite a
few skilled propaganda persounel who had been busy explaining the occu-
pation policy and laws, very little additional funding resulted in a
noticeable increase in a counter-propaganda'program. This p:égram was
not directly answerable to the "national" organization within the
State Department in Washington.

In Japan, General Douglas MacArthur controlled occupation
policy in both Japan and Korea. Army pgychological warfare units were

not demobilized, but retained under the direct control of the G-2
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(Intelligence) section from the beginning of the occupation. A major
propaganda support center was located on Okinawa to produce printed
materials in support of the "reeducation" of the Japanese. In Japan,
Soviet and communist propaganda was more readily, and easily dealt
with from the very start, in contrast to Germany.
Policy coordination for occupation policy, and propaganda,

was supposed to be handled through the 1oﬁg-established State-War-Navy
Coordinations Committee (SWNCC). In fact, the SWNCC had proven to be
largely useless during the war, and had never been revitalized. Even
the State Department recognized that it suffered from an overabundance
of bureaucracy. Psychological policy and operﬁtions were usually
coordinated informally in the field through State Department "infor-
mation officgrs" meeting with their Army counterparts. State Department
guidance was normally passed laterally at a low level; sometimes with
unfortunate results.

| The 1947 guidance did not find United States USIE propagandists
incapable of response. Major propaganda vehicles that weré capable.of
quick reaction such as VOA, RIAS (Radio in Allied Sector, Berlin under
U.S. Army), and Radio Tokyo, as well as the larger printing plaﬁts
overseas rapidly reoriented their output to target audiences along
more fdrceful lines. Additional programs for educational exchange,
especially the Fulbright Scholarship Program, allowed édditional'numbers
of key target groups to be brought to-ﬁhe United States.

However, the trojan work of the United States propaganda

programs continued to be borne by the United States Army. The key event

of the period immediately after the USIE was given statutory existence,
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was the Berlin blockade. United States propaganda output was vitally
concerned about two objectives:'first, that the German population of
Berlin, as‘well as the western sectors of Germany, be assured that the
United States was not going to meekly capituléte. The secondary ob-
jective was td iet the Soviet Union know that its blockade was not
going to weaken the United States' resolve. As the propagandists at
the scene, HICOG, utilizing the U.S. Army, carried out the bulk of the
work in regard to the first objective. Its key radio medium, RIAS,

as well as the Armed Forces Radio network (a net of stations set up to
make servicemen feel less alone overseas) promptly turned to the prob-
lem. The net radio hours increased dramatically, and kept the German
people fully informed about the United States response. Daily airlift
tonnages, for example, were broadcast, as well as many Statements of
solidarity, support, and encouragement. A;erican leaders, such as
General Clay and General Eisenhower, made periodic broadcasts, and kept
the Germans fully informed. A product of the Berlin blockade was a
‘tremendous increase in listeners, which has persisted to this day.

| In the United States, VOA increased its daily German output as
much as possible, given the extremely limited funds and limited trans-
mission hours. A balanced approach seems to have been taken, inasmuch
as there is no body of documentation exclusively concerned with just
the Berlin blockade. Instead, USIE concern seems to have been that such
an eveﬁt did not become the source of a fixatibn, to the detriment of :
the other areas'of interest. However, both factual reporting as well
as special programming did keep the Soviets' actions before world atten-

tion. Also, several épecial propaganda actions were taken through
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Army-State Department coordination which had long-term effects. One of
these, with the participation of a candy company, resulted in a candy
bar made just for Germany. This later became a favorite in the United

' These were dropped across

States, and was called, "Forever Yours.'
Germany where just a few years before bombs had fallen from these same
planes, as well as delivered in the thousands to Berlin.

Soviet pressure, the Marshall Plan, Soviet propaganda attacks
against Congressional leaders, and the desperate situation in Europe
all led the United States to adopt a formal propaganda program. How-
ever, as the Congressional record of the debate makes clear, the propa-

ganda program was conceived as being defensive in nature rather than

an active component in policy implementation.
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CHAPTER IV

NATIONAL PSYCHOLOGICAL WARFARE OBJECTIVES

AND AREA THEMES, 1948-1950

A; 1948 emerged, it was plain that William Benton had largely
served his purpose. He was replaced in March 1948 with a veteran
career diplomat, George V. Allen. Allen faced a difficult task of re-
building the propaganda organization whkile simultaneously under fires
from Congress, and the pressures of the Soviet goals in Eastern Europe
and Germany. Under Ailen, psychological warfare policy and control
changed from the "facilitative and supplementary" concept. More time
was devoted to countering Soviet and Soviet-~inspired propaganda.
Emphasis changed from a "full and fair" philosophy to that of plécing
the United States in a more favorable light, a "showcase" approach.
News continued to play a vital role in USIE operations, as the Kasenkina
example proved. The truth could be used to deal great damage to Soviet
images, and was very difficult to counter. Utilizing strict truth in
attacking Soviet and communist opponents, USIE propagandists scored
effectively against their adversaries, particularly ﬁith reports of the
undemocratic Eastern Europe "elections." Stories of police repression,
the loss of a free press, all were used to demonstrate the falsity of
Soviet "democracy." One measure of the strength of truth in the

psychological war, and the clear Soviet fear of any con;iasting
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viewpoint, was the consistent Scviet refusal to allow any printed
literature from the United States or Western Europe to enter the
Soviet Uniomn, eicepting the magazine Ame:ika.so

Any contrasting literature or story ﬁurt the Soviet ieaders
far more than would seem possible to the average American of the time.
USIE Russian experts, however, knew exactly how much truth could hurt
the Scviet regime. One of these was Alexander Barmine, formerly a mem—
ber of Stalin’s foreign service. Barmire, still actively an anti-

Soviet propagandist in 1981, at this time headed a staff of expatriates
at the VOA. One result of their efforts was the jamming of broadcasts
into the Soviet Union.

In regard to this period of USIE operations, three somewhat
different perspectives should be considered: the overall United States-
Soviet problems, eventually climaxing in the most important event of
the pericd, the Korean Wﬁr, and the impact of the conflict at the national
level; operational guidance and themes to the primary target, Europe;
and the operational guidance and actions in what was regarded as a

secondary theater, the Far East. Each area had a major event of Soviet

50'l‘hey had little option in the matter of Amerika. Averell

Harriman bad negotiated its entry under a mutual treaty that allowed
Soviet publications reciproczal entry into the United States. The Soviet
Union had a right to censor the contents of the magazine before publica-
tion, and took full advantage of this. USIE writers, many of them former
Russian nationals, exercise great ingenuity in getting around Soviet cea~
sorship, much like writers under the Tsars. Eventually the Soviets found
a means of stopping the distribution of the magazine within their coun-
try; they simply did not display it in any cf the state-owned kiosks.
Current distribution is to expatriate communities in Europe and covert
ckannels into the Soviet Union. The magazine turms up in odd places, to
include some State Police headquarters in the United States.
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origin that had significant and nearly incalculable effect upon the
small nation;l psychological warfare organization, and that ultimately
required immense naticnal resources.

On the national level, the most significant event for USIE
operations was the initiation of Soviet jamming operations. The Soviet
jamming may be interpreted in two lights. One view, the obvious and
immediate one of the time, was that the Soviet Union was deliberately
and maliciously attempting to disrupt the United States and its allies'
attempts to explain themselves to the world. This was not exactly
correct, as the pattern of Soviet jamming operations became more clear
with time. The jamming was not an effort to disrupt United States
radio operations. Such an action would have lent them complete credi-
bility in the view of many unaligned peoples. Instead, the jamming was
a near-desperate, highly-expensive attempt to deny this information to
its own captive populatidns; to shut out the voice of a contrasting
philosophy and more truthful representation so that the only voice which
might be heard was that of internal Soviet propaganda. Since the ear-
liést days of the Soviet rule, internal propaganda has borne less re-
lation to truth than political requirements. Stalin, however, added a
codicil that would have made Goebbels envious--make certain no one else's
voice ﬁay be heard to dispute the "organs of the state.”

The pattern of the jamming supports this latter assertion.

The jamming operation involved in its initial stages about one hundred .-.
transnmitters, none of them less than an estimated tem kilowatts in
power. At the time of the start of the jamming, the Soviet Union was

known to have only about thirty of these transmitters. The effort which
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went into building and installing these transmitting facilities so
quickly was enormous. ' The number had risen to five hundred or so in
1950. Very often United States Radio Reconnaissance personnel detected
Soviet transmitters being diverted from interﬁal programming to become
jammers, aitempting to deny the VOA and BBC transmissions access. The
Soviet jammers were sited in all major population centers, as well as
in most other smaller centers. The Soyiets attempted to cover with a
blanket of jamming any place where a sigpnificant number of their popu-~
lation lived.

The Soviet leaders, and Stalin himself, stated that they were
in an ideological conflict from which there was to be no truce and only
one winner. After World War II, as the ﬁnited States and other nations
hastened to disarm themselves the Soviet Union remained on a wartime
footing. In part, this was because Stalin feared his former allies.

Tt was also because the end of the war found the Soviet army little more
than a wreck. The front-line troops were good, but in 1945 there was
little left behind them in the way of support or resources; the "front"
was a shell. One must also recall that the greatest fear Soviet leaders
bhave, even to this day, is their own people. Stalin had a true paranoid
fear not only of the Russian people but of his GWn party servants.
Soviet internal propaganda was based firmly on the principle of the
"big lie." The United States was going to attack the motherland; after
German& had raped their nation, now the United States and their capi- '
talist allies were going to come and take what was left. This was a
current theme of the time. Stalin's fears were all-pervasive and un-

manageable. Not even the means of victory, the front line troops of
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the Red Army, were spared. Solzhenitsyn had personal experience in
this matter, and has pointed out that 1946 and 1947 marked the purge of
the frontline troops who had been involved in the European victory.51
Anyone who had seen the difference, or manageé to live for a time in
Western Europe and could tell of the differemnce in living standards,
was ruthlessly eliminated. Others too, vanished from the Russian
population. These were natural targets for United States.propaganda
such as the intellectuals, and minorities such as the Uzbekii.

United States propagandists, perceiving the true reason for
the elaborate and expensive Soviet defemses, dgcided that this reaction
would not have occurred uniess the United States was not already having
a telling effect and began explcring means of circumventing Soviet
jaming and propaganda regulations. At the same time, perception at
the national level that'the United States was in the midst of an un-~
declared propaganda war increased apace with planning at the National
Security Council levél.

In Washington, it was clear to mosi planners that the key area
of United States interest was Western Furope and the Mediterranean.
Greece, the nation which sparked the Marshall pian, especially fequired
immediate attentién. The first overseas transmitter to be built under
the Riﬁg Plan was placed in Salomika, Greece, in 1949. It was designed

to cover the entire Balkan area, as well as reaching into fhe

S;Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, The Gulag Archipelago, Book One

(New York: Harper & Row, 1976), Chapters 3-5, passim. See also Book Two,
in regard to the purges of the intellectuals in the.early 1950's.
Solzhenitsyn exposes many of the internal propaganda activities of the
KGB far better than any other author.
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Black Sea-Transcaucasus area of southeastern Russia. USIE officials
worked close}y with their Greek counterparts to increase and strengthen
the Greek govermnment propaganda programs. As an a2id to this task, as
well as to avoid charges that the United Stateg was planning to
"brainwash" the Greek population, the transmitter was "nomimally . . .
Greek owned and operated."52

In Washington actual operations in the principle area of .
concern would have gone forward much more rapidly, and been far more
effective had there not been a lengthy, inter-bureaucratic struggle for
control of the propaganda program.

It often seems, when following the USIE through these years,
that much of its ambivzlent record was a product of the struggle for
control. Many personé in governmment were strongly critical Qf the
USIE; Simultaneously, many of these same persoﬁs went to surprising
lengths in an attempt to assume control of the propaganda operation.

In part this may be credited to the apparent simplicity of a propaganda
operation~—the surface concept is easily understood and simple to

achieve, with the possibility for spectacular results always before

the planner's eyes iike a will-o'-the-wisp. Many followed that wisp.

Intexrdepartmental Fight for Control

As early as October 1948, there was no gquestion but that
national-level planning for psychdlogigal warfare was required. Many

agencies ascribed to this doctrine. However, each interpreted it im the

52NSC 42/1, "U.S. Objectives with Respect to Greece and Turkey

to Counter Soviet Threats to U.S. Security,” March 22, 1949. Natiomal
Archives. Also found as Document 43B, 1978, Carrolton Declassified
Document System. :
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best interest of the particular department. The basis of th; fight was
over which department would conduct the pianning, carry out the bulk of
the cperations, and ultimately control the propaganda program in time
of war or emergency. Initially, the dispute Qas a three-way tug-of-war
between the Departments of State, Army, and Navy. The Army, quite aware
for its recent war experiences and its continuing operations in occupied
areas, was convinced that it could not afford to relinquish its intermal .
propaganda capability. The Army thus maintained that, as the ground-
gaining, ground-controlling national force,wartime psychological
planning and execution was properly its.prerog;tive. The Navy, with its
own experience in the Pacific islands and long-range radio broadcasts
(i.e., the Zacharias broadcasts and others) bitterly objected to Army
control of psychological warfare, particularly in such areas as the
Pacific where events would necessarily be controlled with seapower.
The Navy believed that each service should be allowed to procea=d in its
own best way in the area of psychological warfare. The newly emerging
Air Force complicated the picture, claiming that, as the vehicle for
leaflet "drops," they too should have some say in planning and control.53
Under the law, the State Department was of course respénsible
for peacetime overt psychological warfare policy and operatioms, while
the CIA held respomnsibility for covert operations. It did not require
the State Department long to realize the nature of the struggle, or the

truism that whomever plans, usually controls. The State Department,

53, -
The intramural squabbling continues to this day. All services,
to include the Marine Corps, have their own psychological warfare per-

sonn;l and equipment. They occasionally pay heed to the ICA (formerly
IS14).
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while mot exactly overjoyed to have the USIE as an integral part of

its structure, nevertheless was unwilling to relinquish it te any other
department of government. The State Department position was that propa-
ganda was a civilian rather than a military wéapon, and as such.ﬁust be
maintained under State Department control as a facet of the civilian
control of the government. This position ran counter to the."widespread
belief in military planning sections that psychological warfare is
primarily a military instrument for use in military theaters.”

The State Department, marshalling its arguments, also maintained
that military planners frequently neglected or failed to perceive the
long~term political implications of their actions on the political ob-
Jectives of fhe United States in favor of short-term military goals.

The State Department maintained vigorously. that psychoibgical warfare
in time of conflict had to be designed to influence foreign targets in
such a manner as to "support the accomplishment of United States policy
and aims." As such, wartime péychological warfare was simply an exten-
sion of the peacetime propaganda activities of the United States govern—
ment.

Two factoré were important in State Department planning.

First, a mobiliz#tion would probably be very rapid, and would of neces-
sity réquire modification of existing programs and opecations, with the
current USIE channels becoming the nucleus of the wartime effort. The
services, engaged in the critical business. of focusing on a specific
enemy in a specific area, would scarcely be capable of appreciating
where the key national efforts would have to be made, and certainly

would not be competent to decide the best means of converting peacetime
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-operations to wartime footing. The major production and broadcast
facilities would still be under USIE control, because the services did
not have sufficient trained personnel to assume operations. Second,
planning and control of wartime psychological.policy had to be capable
of effectively coordinating the long-term national political objectives
with short-term military necessities within the broader framework of
national policy and aims.

The State Department preferred to overlook the growing, ef-
fective work of the Army in the occupied areas. Furthermore, the State
Department was in a position to ultimately carry the immediate issue,
which it did on February 17, 1949, during a meeting of the National
Security Council. President Truman directed that the State Department
have responsibility for national wartime psychological planning. How- -
ever, the military had a clear responsibility for intra-theater opera-
tions, and had to be ablé to have a voice in planning, as such per-
tained to their specific areas of combat operations. The NSC directed
that an organization be iocated within the Department of State to
"plan and make preparations for the coordinated conduct of foreign and
domestic information érograms and overt psychological operations
abroad.in the event of war or threat of war as determined by the Presi-
dent." The staff would include representatives from both the Sectetary
of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff and fhe various military de-

partments. Simultaneously, SWNCC was scrapped without objections.s4

54NSC—43, "Planning for Wartime Conduct of Overt Psychological

Warfare," March 9, 1949. Carrolton Declassified Document System,
253E, 1978. The referenced decision was action 184, February 17, 1949.
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The fight was not, however, over. The State Department  found
it had been assigned conflicting objectives. Under NSC-4, as well as
PL 402 an interdepartmental staff had been created to "assist the
Assistant Secretary of State [Allen] in impleﬁenting the policy and
plans established by the Secretary of State [Marshalll."ss NSC-43
created an interdepartmental staff under the Secretary of State for pre-
paring and planning coordinated psychological warfare measures in time
of national emergency or war. At what level did the actﬁal responsi-
bility lie? If it belonged to the Secretary of State, as Congress had
intended, NSC-43 was clearly wrong; if onme proceeded under the current
NSC directive the current organizational responsibilities were completely
overturned and the Secretary of State would be relieved not only of
responsibility but of any control over the foreign propaganda operatioms
'originated from within his own department. In the meantime, there were
two staffs in existence, each wondering what the other was doing, or
supposed to be doing. Eventually Secretary Marshall and Secretary Louis
Johnson agreed to merge the two staffs. This action was taken on
August 15. The new organization was tentatively labelled the Interde-
partmental Foreign Information Staff (IFiS).

The struggle for control did not end with the creation within
the State Department of a combined staff; if anything, the struggle in-

tensified. The Service members suggested that, with all wartime

55William T. Stone to Howland H. Sargeant, Memorandum, "Policy
Issues Involved in Revision of NSC-4 and NSC-43 in a Single Directive
for Foreign Information Program Planning and Psychological Warfare,"
October 13, 1949, National Archives File 63D351, Box 4206, NSC-43. Even
at this distance, one gains a sense of the bureaucratic confusion and
indecision involved. .
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planning under the Secretary of State, wartime and peacetime planning
could no longer be distinguished in separate categories. They proceeded
to push this:;o a logical conclusion: IFIS should be free to "develop
plans, make recommendations, and otherwise adéise and assist the Secre-
.tary in . . . current Information programs as well as in wartime psy-
chological opérations." Since the services had a reasonable case to be
the major contributors of wartime propaganda requirements, most of those
requirements would actually be a fallout of wartime plans. In essence,
the services would be asking the Secretary of State to provide psycho-
logical warfare support to the service with national aésets. Further,
if in the "driver's seat" in recommending plans and operations to the
Secretar& of State in time of peace, the services would in essence be
controlling the peacetime effort as well. The services were still after
control o~f the program; like a Trojan Horse, IFIS merely allowed the
fight to be carried within the enemy's camp.

The State Department representative on the spot, literally,
was William T. Stone, an experienced bureaucrat who moved to block the
latest service chalienge. He noted that, under paragraph 10, NSC-43,
any time one of the service members wished, any plans developed under
NSC-43 could be requested for review at the National Security Counéil
level. This effectively passed over all the various staffs, and the
Secretary of State as well who review and control any plan and allowed
a relatively junior officer (Lieutenant Colcnel or Colonel) to appeal
to the President for a ruling. This totally subverted the role and
function of the NSC. Stone also called Secretary Allen's attention to

the fact that the military representatives refused to discuss coordinated
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psychological warfare planning with any war contingency planning,
despite the clear directive to do such under NSC 43 and NSC 43/1. The
service members professed to believe that the directive required the
national peacetime plans to be coordinated oniy when such might relate
to military matters. In othe; words, the military would inform the
Secretary of State what it required, period.

Stone had other problems with the service representatives.
He could not get their agreement to the principle that the rapid tran-
sition from peace to war would necessarily be "based primarily on the
expansion ¢f the existing activities and facilities which constitute
the essential wartime psychological operations." Stone failed to
appreciate that the literal acceptance éf this principle, so dear to
the hearts of USIE planners, would effectively strip the services of
their justification for maintaining organic psychological warfare capa-
- bilities. The Army, heavily involved in this effort in Europe and
Japan, was especially obdurate. The Army had learned through bitter
experience that propagandists are not so much born as trained, and that
such esoteric training may require years. In the event of a hasty
mobilization, the.Army had no -time to start from scratch.

The second problem was a result of the first: in the event of
rapid mobilization, psychological warfare operators in the theater

would have to belong to the military, at least for operations and con-

trol. The problem in this regard was not only personnel--who knew the." .

psychological or physical abilities of USIE operators in this case—-
but equipment as well. A sudden takeover of existing facilities would

result in the Army having to accept a logistics burden for unknown
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types and quantities of equipment, much of which would not be of a
single standard. This would quickly prove a bottlemeck to effective,
immediate psychological operations. For example, HICOG was at that time
using about twenty different types of printiné presses in Germany, most
of them with different-sized paper. Naturally the services preferred

to have their own, standardized equipment for use, and to let USIE have
the headache for getting twenty different types of supply stocks to
support an overseas operation. This required several months to resolve;

before IFIS could finally begin work.56

USIE, Washington

Whiie IFIS and the State Department as a whole were having
their problems deciding issues of national control of the USIE,
Secretary Allen was having his own troublee with the orgamization it-
self. He necded to restructure the USIE into a more coherent and
capable instrument of national expression. With the additions of over
a thousand personnel authorized for 1949, the growing pains forced
another reorganization;

Allen was pressured into the reorganization for another,
equally imperative reason: operations in the field were not yielding
desired results. A major source of the unsatisfactory results was the

"decentralized execution" practice so dear to old-line State Department

SGWilliam T. Stone to William Sheppard, Memorandum, '"Staff

Paper Combining NSC-4 and NSC-43," November 22, 1949; NSC-59/1, "The
Foreign Information Program and Overt Psychological Warfare." November
30, 1949, Both found in File 63D351, Box 4206, '"NSC-43" National Ar-
chives, Washington, D.C. Also found in the State Department Archives for
1949. The writer recalls speaking with a USIE representative in 1972

in regard to the problem of standardization. .
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officers. In setting policy, especially in the area of psychological
warfare, the State Department was not controlling execution. The pre-
dictable result was uneven, contradictory, and counterproductive efforts
between the wvarious field posts. The uneven éerformance was as much a
reflection of the varied talents and training of the USIE personnel
themselves as the loose control from Washington.

The source of the uneven performance of the deployed personnel
was less a reflection of the actual individuals than that of the method'
of their recruitment. Few propagandists are comfortable with all com~
munications means, and fewer still with all the various techniques of
propagand;. This was more noticeable during the days of reduced
strength, when a single individual ;as often tasked with doing what
should have been the work of a dozen. Throughout the period, USIE
managers laid stress on the recruitment of personnel from the so-called
"skilled" professions: journalists, broadcasters, librarians, writers,
advertising specialists, and news specialists, to name the most impor-
tant. The belief that there was no substitute for training and ex-
perience in mass communications techniques was ail-pervasive. The
shortcomings of this training were less obvious, and long escaped the
USIE. A major shﬁrtcaming of this particular background was that these
specialists had spent years developing their communications skills in
one type of transmission media, often directed against ome broad target
group, the American public. When appointed to a foreign post these
personnel tended not only to make the most use of the communications
media that was their specialty, but also to use their favorite tech~

niques of communications, with little appreciation for whether or not
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their specialty was the best or most appropriate for the message they
vere attempting to convey. When these specialists could concentrate
in their particular field of expertise, the results could be very good.
On the other hand, regardless of whether.or nét the USIE operétor was.
working with a favored media, most of them had difficulty understanding.
the concepts of their particular target audiences, or that USIE efforts
needed to be ranked and differentiated based on target effectiveness
and accessibility of communication. The comment of one experienced
USIE officer sums up the lack of sophistication of many of the field
personnel.  Observing a post's propaganda plan, he noted that the plan
contained a statement on psychological targets "that couldn't be beat:
the primary group was all literates and semi-literates. The secondary
target group was all illiterates and the tertiary target was all others.
That amounted to two or three percent, and no one ever knew what they
wete."57

The field personnel, as well as some in Washington, were
equally hampered with language and cultural problems. Relatively few
propagandists were foreign service officers with 1anggage.training.
The bulk of the field personnel were Foreign Service Reserve or Civil
Service personnel. Language skills were scanty in many cases, and an
understanding of the culture and traditions of the target country, and
its political and social organization were often great unknowns for the
propagandists. Thus, a lengthy 'breaking in' period was oftem required,

held under the auspices of a more experienced officer at whatever post

570perating;Assumptions, Vol. 2, p. T-22.
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the new personnel wouid find themselves.  Persomnel assignments did not
always make use of the qualifications of the persomnel. Difficulties
could arise when, for example, a French-speaking officer was assigned
to French North Africa. The real target audiénce was the native popu-
lation which, for the most part did not speak French and did not like
those who 4id. Similar difficulties prevailed in Laos, Cambodia, and
Vietnam. In these cases, assignment on the basis of what the imperial
power spoke rather than what the native population spoke was less than
inspired, and guaranteed a poor start for the USIE representative.

USIE personnel also went to the field with little or no
additional training in United States national policies other than that
they possessed upon arrival in Washington. Many did not have a briefing
or good orientation on current psychological objectives in their area
of assignment. Familiarity with current public affairs and two weeks in
Washingtoﬁ at the Foreign Service Institute were about all that could
be managed for the new person; many did not get that much. It was far
short of what was needed. On the other hand, overseas slots were
normally about thirty percent short of their authorized personnel. Since
the authorized positions seem always to be about half of those-;ctually
needed, there was tremendous pressure to recruit, obtain the requisite
security clearance, and post employees as quickly as possible. The
entire hiring cycle required about'six nenth's time and, all too often,
a person hired to fill a particular slot:in a post, when finally on
board had to be seat eléewhere at the last miﬁute to fill a more

critical need. This sometimes resulted.in the household goods and
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clothes arriving in one country, while the personnel arrived in
another half the world away.s8

Usually the performance of the field personnel was not as
dismal as the administration of the departmeni which hired them, but
there were still many problems in output. Mass communications were just
beginning to have a world—wi&e impact. M;ny nations were just getting,
or were dreaﬁing of getting their first‘n;tion-wide transmitters and

.’:1:1.:111:1es.59

It was suddenly true that what was said to be the United
States view in Karachi would speedily be examined in New Delhi. The
fears of old-time diplomatists had suddenly become reality; what was
said in an isolated nation would be heard around the world. A propa-
gaﬁdist's target audience in a nation was no longer strictly isolated
from the world; propaganda could no longer be conducted against spe-
cific targets, or a specific nation without due regard to other nations
and other targets.6o
United States citizens, with the best communications system in
the world as well as long experience with their elected officials often

had a difficult enough task in determining United States objectives in

the fast-paced events of the post-war era. A foreign audience, newly

58 A
Fact, not a comedy scenario. See Robert Peurifoy's testi-

mony before both the House and Senate for years 1949 and 1950, as well
as Allen’s. :

59For example, the Panagra Air Service to Brazil. Brazil at
this time greatly desired its own national airline. e
60For example, one of the most thorny problems that came to face
USIE personnel in the late Truman period, and continues to this day is
that of Cyprus, and what the United States was supposed to do and say to
Greece and Turkey. Th2 situation remains one that has the potential for
destroying the Southern fiank of NATO.



exposed to the posturings of United States congressmen and accustomed
to, if not a more centralized government operation at least a more
centralized information program wherein the government spoke with one,
authoritative voice, had a most difficult time’comprehending.the United
States, which seemed to speak with many "official" voices at odds with
each other. The result of the normal democratic controversy and con-
tradictions of the American process of achieving a decision was con-
fusion and bitterness among the foreign nationals and a loss of
credibility. The increase of foreign nationals who could understand
English, and hence the VOA, made this an even l;rger problem for the
USIE personnel.

It was clear that the United States had to speak to the world
at large with, if not one monotone voice at least a unified opinion on
what United States policy might be in a particular circumstance. Allen
made a significant step toward aéhieving a more unified voice and co-
herent control of the USIE program in one of his earliest policy di-
rectives. The Wireless Bulletin, sent daily to posts and dealing with
topical United States events, soon became more oriented toward what in-
formation the Department wished to have presented in output. Thé USIE
directive gave cléar instructions in regard to major themes to be
utilized and helped to resolve conflicting interpretations in field

posts about what was and was not to be promulgated. Allen backed the

general policy guidance with "overnight telegrams" to particular posts .-. -

that had problems of especial importance.
This more centralized approach ﬁelped the changeover from the

"full and fair" approach to one that placed the United States in as
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favorable a light as possible, even when unpleasant or awkward truth

had to be published. This is not to imply that unfavorable informa-
tion was not broadcast, for it certainly was, but that the selection

of the facts was made with due regard to the fact that the Soviets

would do a credible enough job of making the United States look bad;

it was USIE's task to make the United States look good. This was called
the "showcase" approach, and utilized the technique of selective truth.
In its own way, the showcase approach to propaganda operations distorted
the image of tﬁe United States as much as the "full and fair" output
had, if not in the same manner.

While George Allen did make the output more effective, he had
little success in improving his lines of policy communication with his
superiors. The State Department, responsible for both diplomatic re-
lations and gvert psychological warfare, does not seem to have made a
determined effort to include Allen or his successor in the NSC meetings
dealing with psychological warfare even as an "interested observer."
Policy coordination was generally accomplished at the IFIS level, far
below that of a co-equal in diélomatic and military concerns. More~
over, State decisions about psychological warfare guidance and éermissible
themes could take an inordinate time to clear the various approving
"desks" within the State Department. All too often the VOA ignored a
significant iteq because the necessary guidance had no£ arrived. This
"allowed Radio Mosccw to make their prééentation first, leaving USIE the
task of defending against what was said earlier. The diplomatic habit
of allowing a "cooling off period" did not work for the psychological

warfare struggle.
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In the broader perspective of the time, it is clear that the
Secretary of State, whomever he might have been at the moment, spent a
lot of time away from the office, either overseas or in front of
Congress. The practical result was that the $ecretary was often not an
effective conduit for national policy decisions. The person actually
responsible to both the Secretary and the President during these times
was the Undersecretary cof State.61 The normal functiomnal route should
have been: President, Secretary of State/Undersecretary, and thus to-
the Assistant Secretary of State for Public Affairs.

In fact, the actual channels of policy decision do not seem
to have followed this doctrinaire route. Secretary of State George
Marshall, shortly after assuming office, initiated a Policy Planning
Staff, under the direction of George Kennan. This staff was put to
work on longer-term planning and, occasionally, imme&iate projects.
None of any of the released "function statements" of this staff re-
flect that psychological policy guidance was a responsibility of this
section, yet P/POL, as it was abbreviated, was a normal point of contact
for many of the operational decisions which USIE required. Further,
after the reorganization uander the "General Manager" concept, tﬁere is
no documentationvthat would indicate a close and continuous written
coordination of policy between the éssistant Secretary and the opera-
tional head of USIE. Most coordination was conducted fhrough Charles
Humelstine, the Director of the Executive Secretariat, or Dean Rusk or ...

John Peurifoy, the Deputy Undersecretaries. Occasionally queries went

61Acheson makes quite a point of this in his auﬁobiography at

various places throughout the book.
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directly to the Undersecretary, James Webb, but always through
Humelstine. From the available documentation it appears that through-
out the Truman administration the Secretary of State tended to keep the
USIE very much at arms' length, and required it to formulate guidance and
directives at a relatively low level, isolated from thé centers of policy
decisions. Thus, as the Korean War approached, and even during this
_eritical period, the USIE was placed and kept in a positién more diffi-
cult than its predecessor had been in World War II.

Soon after the reorganization of the USIE, Allen departed to
become the first Amﬁassador to Yugoslavia. He was replaced with
Edward Barrett, an advertising executive and at that time the editor of
Newsweek magazine. The appointment came at a time when it was clear.to
all involved in psychological warfare that a stepped-up program and
increased funding for equipment and personnel was a critical require-
ment.

President Truman, recognizing the need for some action and a
national program of considerable size, intended to make a speech on
the subject. In one of the few documented éimes Truman called Barrett
in for consultation, he asked Barrett for ideas. Barrett suggeéted that
the President cail for a "Campaign of Truth" to be launched.against

Soviet lies.62 Truman liked the ringing sound of the phrase and on

62Although Barrett claimed many times in public and print that

the idea was his own, the writer is not wholly persuaded. A coherent
propaganda operation against large-scale targets is usually called a
'campaign' in all target scemarios, just as in an advertising 'campaign.'
U.S. programs were based upon truth. Barrett, a newcomer to the program
would certainly have received the full in-briefing where the phrases,

or at least the two key words, would have found frequent use. One feels
the 'inspiration' was convenient.
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April 20, 1950, stepped before a convention of newspaper editors and

did exactly that,63

Despite the brave-sounding term "campaign,"

and the moving
call for a crusadg, USIE was not necessarily prepared or capable of
undertaking President Truman's intentions. The USIE had recently been
authorized to increase its stremngth again, now to 3,800 personnel, but
it was in fact only at half sitrength due to the long recruitment "lead
time" required. There was little short term improvement. At the
start of the campaign, most of the employees had been with the program

for less than eighteen months. Funds too were clearly inadequate for

anything near what Truman obviously envisioned--a mere thirty-six

million dollars for all of USIE, half of which was committed to VOA

capital improvements to include the coéfly "curtain" antennas.64

Elsewhere the starting base was decayed or nonexistent. The American
"cultural centers," usually built around a library of selected United
States publications, had obsolescent holdings and.in many cases only a
single American present on a part-time basis. Many centers had been
closed completely. Motion pictures, a prime media for rural targets

2nd illiterate areas, were old and outdated. The few mobile units
functioning were a mixed lot, approximately half of which were left over
from World War II. The years of bouncing throughout the back areas

across nonexistent roads had more than taken its toll.

63Papers of the Presidents, Harry-S. Truman, Speech, April 20,
2950, (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1953.)

64Awexage cost$750,000. Not a cheap system, bﬁ; badly needed.
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The organization was very unbalanced, and not well uaderstood.
To both Congress and such State Department officers as John Peurifoy and
William Hall, Budget Officer, USIE was the Voice of America.65 VOA was
increasingly bedeviled with Soviet jamming, an& thus less effective than
ever before. More funds had been requested from Congress the month
before (Febrq;ry 1950), but no action had been taken. In fact, the
Congressional tone throughout the hearings of 1950 would seem to indi-
cate that substantial increases in personnel and funds would not be
forthcoming. The initial fund approval of $36 million, to include an
additional $11.5 million for a new.system of high-powered transmitters,
would actually result in a net decrease in available operational fumnds
when economic inflation was considered.

Also, though the additional radio funds were encouraging, two
facts were very clear. First, it would require eighteen to twenty-four
months for the first of the new transmitters to be placed on lime. -
Second, the entire ring plan would require five years of funding, and
seven years to complete. Congressmen, especially Senator Kenneth
McKellar, Chairman of the Senate Appropriations Committee, failed to
appreciaté tﬁe need for long-term fimancial programming and support.

The Congress was unsophisticated in their appreciation of the
problems of a.psychological warfare campaign, or the time elements in-
volved. Wheﬁ degiring to know how long Foy Kohler, head of VOA, be-

lieved that the psychological warfare operation would require, they were

®5Bearings, House, 1949, pp. 17, 65, 714-721, 8734 passim.
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totally umprepared for his immediate answer of "fifty or one hundred
years."66

Barrett faced an equally difficult task to coordinate the
campaign. Rather than fewer organizations involved in the post-war
effort, there were actually more organizations attempting to get a
$hare of the action:

U.S. Army (Germany, Austria, Trieste, Far East)

U.S. Navy (Far East and Pacific)

U.S. Air Force

Central Intelligence Agency (Covert psychological warfare,
worldwide)

Economic Cooperation Administration (ECA) (The Marshall Plan)

HICOG (High Commissioner for Germany--Germany, Austria and
sometimes France)

U.S. Department of Agriculture (South America, Middle East)67

Within USIE Barrett began a series of changes that centralized
more of the operations in Washington. While the field operatcrs were
still responsible for placing propaganda against target groups; the

themes, topics, and content of the propaganda was increasingly formulated

®0Hearings, Senate, 1950, p. 1012.

67The Department of Agriculture maintained extension offices
worldwide, especially in the areas noted. Their actions frequently had a
deep psychological impact, and had to be coordinated. They were usually. .
very cooperative. ECA, budgeting $10-11 million for ‘'information programs'
for ECA recipients, was very xenophobic in the early days. HICOG and the
Army in Europe were increasingly cooperative as the end of the occupation
came into sight. The CIA rarely told USIE what they were doing, and thus
cooperated to a minimum degree. The Air Force, terribly anxious ir its
new-found status, was difficult to live with at the best. of times.
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in Washington. The instruments of this centralization were the
Overnight Telegrams, Special Directives, and the Weekly Foreign Infor-
mation Guidance bulletins. The latter, normally referred to as "Guides"
began circulatior on April 6, 1950. .

The Weekly Guides were a major imstrument of the centra;ization
of cutput that Barrett desired. These two and three page messages were
used to draw all the field stations together in regard to content and
subject matter. What was to be said, or not to be said, found frequent
expression in the Guides. The problem of different USIE propagandists
saying different things about the same subject was largely obviated.
Unfortunately, an equally-sensitive problem was revealed: what was said
in one country could give offense to another country. This was quickly
. demonstrated in France and Germany, and Greece and Turkey. Another
problem with such highly-centralized yet limited output was that many
of the Guides did not address what was of interest to many smaller
countries. In some of these, such as Malaysia or South Africa, since
Washington did not care to exercise central direction, the individual-~
istic propagandist was still in his element. The Guides gave an even-
handedness of output that was remarkable for USIE. In the cases of
new and poorly-trained personnel, the Guides were of immediate value.

On the other hand, the trained, talented propagandists often found
them dull, unimaginative, and stifling.

A second project Barrett initiated was the rewriting of the
USIE country papers. These were stgdies'which laid out the psychological
objectives and target groups, as well as approved themes, for each

country of interest. These documents had previously been compiled and
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maintained in each of the various countries, but apparently were not
standardizad until Barrett's appointment. Under Barrett, these papers
were drafted in Washington, forwarded to the field for comment, review,
and suggestions, then returned in final form for implementation after
the final Washington review. The approved paper could then be used as
a reference during current operations, and could serve as a primary
orientation document for new personnel. Since manycountriesalso had
a regional problem as well, regional guides soon had to be developed
to cope with this problemn.

The third major undertaking which Barrétt began socn after his
appointment was the re-issuance of centralized guidance on the national
psychological objectives. This was badly needed, for the only current
guidance was that of UM D-86, now a year old. Policy had been changed
since then in a piecemeal fashion, and many within the organization no
longer had a perspective on. the "big picture."65 This was more
noticeable because the country papers, under revision, illustrated the
shortcomings in many areas of knowledge. The initial guidance, issued
in Weekly Guide 10, was not of much use. It restated the vague guide-
lines of UM D-86. It was not until late spring, 1950, that more
meaningful guidance was dispatched to the field.

In the period April-Junme, 1950, Washington policymakers were
most concerned with the transparent Soviet expansionism in Europe. Two
major objectives were given to the field gperators. 'The first was the

requirement to place before all their target audiences the solid

6
5Shepard Jones to Walter Schwin, Memorandum,. "Psychological
Objectives,” June 12, 1950, State Department File 511.00/6~1250 CS/W.
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evidence of the basic strength, unity, and purpose of the non-Soviet

world. Emphasis in the propaganda to Europe and the Soviet Union was
to be oriented around the theme of "firmness aﬁd strength of Western

European peoples against [the] USSR war of nerves."

This was an encouraging start, and indicated that someone in
Washington seemed interested in doing something, but it was not much
more than VOA and the European field officer had already been doing.
More was needed, backed with some produced materials from Washington.
A fuller, and more appropriate guidance came from Edward Barrett's
office, from Wallace Carroll. Carroll~designed'the new instructions
in late May through early June, and they were finally presented for ap-
proval at the Undersecretary's Meeting of June 12, 1950. Carroll's
' statements, after approval, were significant from several standpoints.
The statement accurately defined the climate of the period as ome of
"intense political warfare," and called for both a "vigorous offensive
action" as well as plainly indicafing to the field operators that
direct attacks upon the Soviet Union were now authorized. This was a
clear reversal of the policy of four years before. The new policy re-
flected. changed national policy consideratiomns as well as the ch;nged
perceptions of the post-war world. The philosophy underlying the new
directives was that of the short-range propagandist: the United States
.might "be able to register a truth which is harmful to gur opponents

when we cannot undertake the longer . . .: effort to implant a truth
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which is helpful to ourselves."66 This guidance any newspaper reporter.
would recognize. The effect was to launch a psychological attack in-
tended to realize immediate, short-range results. Exactly why immediate
productivity of the psychological output was désired is an unresolved
question. One might conjecture that Barrett wished to impress his new
masters, or ;hat it was felt that the President's call should seem to
bear immediate fruit. Contemporary documents reveal that, despite
public protestations to the contrary, United States leaders expected
2 war in the immediate future that would be under the leadership of
the Soviet Union. In particular, the scene for this~expected conflict
was thought to be Europe or the Middle East.67
The Carroll Guidance, arriving so appropriately, served as the
- initial framework for the USIE in the opening months of the Korean War. .
The guidance had identified three immediate psychological objectives.
Creation of a healthy international community through a "climate of
. peace" throughout the world was the first. This was seen to be a
probable result of fostering a spirit of self-help, self-reliance, and
international cooperation. The second objective was to "deter to
Soviets from further encroachments." This might seem to be the 1949
guidance restated, but it in fact went much farther than assisting the
policy of contaimment. The effect of the supporting statements gave

the field posts a free hand to directly counter Soviet propaganda within

_ 66W’allace Carroll, "Psychblogical Pressures--Qur Glébal Objec~
tives," June, 1950. Adopted about June 12, 1950, as "Basic Information
Guidance."” State Department File 511.00/6-750.

67U’.S. Department of State, Public Affairs Weekly Information and
Policy Guidance 5, May 4, 1950. File 511.00/5-450 CS/H..
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their own areas of representation. Imn particular, psychological warfare
was to be used to "frustrate the Soviet regime's psychological prepara-
tions for war." Clearly, the USIE operators were to direct a major
effort toward the Soviet peoples rather than ;ﬁe Soviet leaders. The
various communist leaders were meanwhile to be targets for propaganda
designed to foster self doubts that they had correctly estimated the
strength of ca2pitalism. Ths propagendz was to be especially reliant
upon a clever expansion of Eugene Varga's writings.

The USIE propagandists were directed to utilize themes that
would alienate the Soviet leaders from the Soviet people, as well as
between the various factions within the Soviet leadership. The first
objective might be of doubtful utility, except in a breakdown of Stalin's
rigid control. However, the latter target had definite po;sibilities
under the aging, increasingly-paranoid Iron Man and the perceptible
vying for power within the hierarchy. The CIA wes especially active in
this field with black propaganda. The rumors of a "new purge,'”" whether
or not real, were repeated in U,s. propaganda as a move designed to
carry forward the objective of estranging Soviet leadership from the
population.68

The third ijective was to roll back Soviet power. Clearly
this was not a defensive measure in intent. USIE propagandists would
have to take the offense, and engage in open psychological warfare to

accomplish this mission. Three major tasKks were outlined to support

68Solzhenitsyn has generally pointed out that Stalin did am

adequate job of estrangement, without any outside help.” How much the
USIE and CIA accomplished is an open question. o
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this objective. Foremost, USIE propagandists were to make the captive
peoples feel that they had not been abandoned.69 Additionally, propa-
gandists were to undertake political subversion within the communist-
dominated areas, most probably among.the rank;and—file of the party
members as well as the general populace.70 Finally, USIE operators
(and presumably CIA) were to "encourage Titoism in the satellite
countries.”

Both propagandists and policy-makers were urged to adopt a
more sophisticated approach, to soften the brashmness of the current
USIE propaganda statements. Increased emphasis was to be placed on the
use of persuasive techniques and incentives rather than the straight
diatribe or bandwagon techniques that some were using. Carroll pointed
out that, as an example, more soap was sold. through the appeal of "the
skin you love to touch" than that of "buy our soap.” The same might
be done with propaganda of a more political nature.71

The directive raised an important point that demonstrateé a
certain maturation of USIE propaganda cperations. Enough information

work had been dome to educate the world in the less obvious workings of

69"v!hether this was a contributing factor in East Germany (1954)

or Hungary (1956) is, at this point, problematical. However, Radio Free
Europe and other expatriate enterprises were much more virulent in rela-
tion to anti-Soviet themes than VOA and, as escapee reports note,
listened to for this reason.

70Th;s passage was largely excised from declassification. La-
ter, more comprehensive and more highly-cldassified plans of the NSC give
a very good idea of what was to be done. The censor's pen slipped in
regard to the second and third theme. See NSC-74.

71The soap company referenced was Palmolive Soap.

101



American democracy that USIE leaders felt that foreign audiences could
appreciate that government policy pronouncements were not necessarily
the sole prerogative of the diplomat or the President. The various in-
struments of propaganda would have to.accept the lesser government
official dealing with foreign diplomats, foreign correspoﬁdents, and
foreign visitors, as well as United States officials and tourisgs abroad
and members of Congress as perceived sources of United States policy.
USIE operators would have to take these personnel into account, for

they could each and all be "helpful as well as not" to the national
effort. Sometimes these sources had been the instruments of beneficial
propaganda. As often as not, they had been the unwitting and unwelcome
sources of damage, such as a warlike "brandishing of the atomic bomb."
The Congressmen were the great transgressors in regard to this last
problem. It was problematical if the inexperienced incursions into
national policy explanation and psychological warfare had deterred the
Soviets, but they had certainly managed to "frazzle the nerves of our
allies."” The directive suggested every attempt to coordinate thé state-

. 72
ments of these various sources.

Objectives in Europe

Throughout 1949 propaganda operations in Europe were in-
creasingly concatenated in support of the national policy of contain-
ment. This was a significant move away from the objectives of 1947.

In March 1950, this was very clearly restated in a directive to "assist

72"Psychological Pressures,” pp. 1-4 passim.
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the policy of containment of the USSR drive for domination."73

Reflecting both foreign policy moves as well as local Soviet pressures,
USIE programming and field operations for Europe moved from a relatively
bland facili£ative and supplementary-program in 1946 to the more
consciously-directed and responsive instrument for the support of
United Stateébforeign policy.

Another key theme was that of supporting z picture of
solidarity among the Westefn European nations. This frequently took
the form of reports of joint government ventures and agreements in the
areas of trade, armaments, and finance, as well as peéce and alliance
treaties. Unity of action and discussion in the new United Natioms
was stressed, as were statements of solidarity which other govérnments
issued. .The Berlin airlift became a symbol of this solidarity and
support, that Western Europe was standing firm against the Soviet
pressure. The.creation of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) was both a diplomatic triumph and a propaganda tool of signifi-
cant value. No firmer expression of unity could have been devised.

Simultaneously, and without a great fanfare, a more subtle
approach to the problem was indirectly presented to the Soviet leader-
ship, designed to play upon well-known fears of their own people. In
this effort, largely sparked from Europe, two themes emerged. The first

was the recurring topic that the people of Western Europe were united

73State Department, "Foreign Information Objectives UM D-86,"
March 26, 1950. This document was not directly available to the research-
er, but is partially quoted in Domald C. Blaisdell to Mr. Sandifer. Memo-
randum, '"'Comment on Foreign Information Objectives UM D-86," March 27,
1950. State Department File 511.00/3-2750. .
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behind their leaders, but that Soviet leaders obviously could not claim
the same. The publicity that the Soviet press gave to "traitors"‘in
propaganda trials was of great value in this effort. It was further
clear from the mass arrests before and following World War II that the
Soviet leaders feared many in their country were secretly in support of
the Western powers. Therefore, should the Soviet leade;ship start a
war, they might find themselves in exéctly the same position as the
last Tsar.

The second theme was nearly the opposite of the first:
encourage the captive peoples as well as Soviet citizens t& believe
that the actions of their own leaders were leading inevitably to a
destructive war, which the common man did not want and which could not
be won. Efforts were also made to encourage the religious and national.
minorities wiﬁhin Soviet control to resist. One should note that at
this very time the Ukraine was experiencing a nationalist guerilla
war.74

In addition to encouraging the captive peoples to resist,
the USIE also began working on the objective of demonstrating at every
opportunity the "cﬁntradiction between USSR actions and USSR protesta-
tions of peaceful purposes." TUSIE propagandisfs were given a free hand
'io unmask Soviet power grabs and the destruction of the non-communist
parties and leadership in such countries as Hungary and Rumania. Field

personnel, as a part of this objective, were to focus on the Soviet

74Basic Information Guidance, June 10, 1950, Department of

State File 511.00/6-1050, pp. 2-3.
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Union's "phony peace campaign." This latter, known as the "Stockholm
Peace Petition,” was of great concern to United States leaders. The
Soviet propaganda campaign played upon Europe's fears not only of
another war, but one of annihilation; The tafget was the Unitad States
and NATO. The Soviet campaign especially stressed the United States'
use of nuclea; weapons already, and attempted to blame the United States
for the first use of such weapons even befofe the actual conflict be-
gan, thereby making the United States the automatic aggressor whomever
detonated the first nuclear round in Europe. The Soviet propaganda
utilized é highly emotional issue, the people's desire for survival,
and placed a difficult problem upon the United States and national
politica; figures in Europe who advocated disarmament. The fact that
the initial petitions were started through "front" organizations and
people was not immediately apparent. Many famous and influential Scan-
dinavians attached their names to the petitions.75

USIE tactics, which were predicated upon the assumption that
an immediate, frontal attack would be more helpful to the credibility
of the Petition than otherwise, instead began an attack designed to
undermine Soviet credibility in regard to "peace." USIE proéagandists
utilized such topics as the Sinkiang exploitation, Soviet pressures on
Iran and their reluctance to leave that nation, the Berlin blockade,
and the Soviet orders to Poland and Czechosolvakia to refuse to accept

MDAP aid, regardless of how much aid was needed, as well as the Soviet

75If this story sounds topical, it should; the KGB has not

changed this appeal or tactic at all. Recent successes just demonstrate
the benefits of determination. :
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efforts to block the free flow of information ;6 its own people.76
Within Western Europe, USIE output concentrated upon the long-
range, beneficial effects of NATO. Exposure of the Soviet "peace propa-
ganda" was of course a major factor, but the initial exposure was
usually the task of other nation's pronouncements. For example, once
it became known that the major impetus behind the Stockholm Peace Pe-
tition was a group of communist-led or communist-sympathetic organiza-
tions, the Swedish government became interested in stopping the movemenﬁ.
Thus, many of the famous and influential Swedish citizens who had
signed the Petition, after learning from their own government who the.
real leaders of the peace petitions were, began to publicly withdraw
their support, and refused to allow their names to be associated with
the movement. This material USIE could then exploit.77
A useful means of coordinating this effort was the Weekiy
Guides. In fact, until early Jume 1950, they were the principle means
which Edward Barrett used to notify the USIE field officers about
recent policy changes and new objectives. Specific area guidance was
also sent in the Weekly Guides, and was useful to others because every-
one would then know what their opposite in another country was going to
say. In the case of Belgium, the guidance for one week was to "continue

to refrain from taking sides in the monmarchy crisis . . . after the

760;8. Department of State, '"Public Affairs Weekly Information

and Policy Guidance 1" and No. 2, Telegram, April 6, 1950, and April i3,
1950, State Department File 511.00/4-650 and /4-1350. Hereinafter
cited as "Weekly Guide."

77Ib1d., No. 9, June 1, 1950. More will be said in relation
to this in Chapter VII, p. 210. . :
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fact, reflect U.S. gratification that the Belgians have solved their
problem."78

USIE personnel were not just concentrating on the Soviet peace
pétitions at'this time. There were ﬁany other problems demanding atten-
tion: German unification, Soviet proposals regarding Berlin and their
attempt to gef the United States and its allies to withdraw from that
city, and thé Austria-Trieste negotiations.' All were thorny problems
and did not diminish as thé Soviet Union kept pressure on the United
States and European problems, perhaps hoping to make Americans tired
of the trouble and withdraw once more into isolation.

As noted before, it was not until early June 1950, that the
field offices received a more definitive, comprehénsive set of guidances
for theii efforts. Indeed, in the weeks just before tﬁe start of the
Korean War no less than three major policy statements were issued.
Considering the paucit} of such guidances in the preceeding four years,
it was an embarrassment of riches.

_ The first of these was actually a Weekly Guide, Number 10,
issued on June 8th. As a coherent statement of United States foréign
policy within the series, it is distinguished from all other Guides.
.The Washington staff believed that the recently concluded Paris-London
Forelign Ministers Conference had been a seminal event, "terminat[ing]
one phase of political events and initiat[ing] a new stage in the
postwar period.” USIE officers were directed to assume a ﬁore positive'_

approach to their output, and fully espouse the United States

78"Wéekly Guide," No. 4, April 27, 1950, State Department
File 511.00/4-2750, CS/C. .
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conviction "that [the] threat of Russian Communist imperialism
confronted by manifestations of strength will be overcome." Strength
and containment were the key ingredients for Europe in the immediate
term. USIE propagandists were to present theif European targets with
the facts that the United States was determined to mobilize its "over-
whelming moral and material strength" to attain a "peace consistent with
freedom and mutual welfare."

This guidance, as well as President Truman's call for a
Campaign of Truth, was a watershed event ir the United States psycho-
logical operations program. From a "full and fair" approach the United
States had progressed to a 'showcase" presentation of facts, and with
these guidances, proceeded into a full-fledged psychological war.

Those propagandists who desired to initiate direct attacks upon the
Soviet policy and actions were now free to attack their opponents in
their most vulnerable spots. The Campaign of Truth also was the death
blow to the philosophy that underlay Public Law 402, that the United
States onl:r needed an information program that would simply explain the
policies, objectives, and culture of the United States to foreign
peoples as an assistance to achieving United States goals.

While affairs throughout late 1949 and early 1950 were coming
to a boil in Europe, and most United States and USIE attention remained
centered in this critical theater, the Far East was not neglected.

Three local themes were employed, each of which had some effectiveness. '
The first of these was Soviet expansionism in the region, and its
threat to all the peoples. Soviet inflgence and expansionism in

Vietnam and China were the major examples. In fact, United States
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planners thought that China would make a great deal of trouble for
Formosa in the summer months, and predicted heavy attacks on Quemoy,
" to include air attacks. USIE themes were the open Soviet support of
Ho Chi Minh, and the presence of large npmberé:of advisors in China.79

A second concern was Soviet propagandaAin‘relation to Japan. The

Soviets were attempting to make a great deal of capital (and were

making a great deal of noise) about the early parole of some Japanese

war criminals and the fact that Emperor Hirohito had not yet been tried
as a war criminal. Since many people naturally assumed that the Japanese
Emperor was résponsible for the conduct of his nation, the propaganda

was quite useful in embarrassing Geﬁeral MacArthur and SCAP. USIE,
Washington, determined that the best reply to these questions was a
series of questions to the Soviet Union: what happened to 350,000
Japanese citizens who had been in Manchuria, especially the known

30,000 or so prisoners of war? Obviously the Soviet aécusations

-against SCAP were just so much smoke to cover the fact that the Soviets

had once azain failed to live up to their pledges and were in fact war

criminals themselves., Soviet propaganda against Hirohito quickly ceased.

79The Soviet Union was not particularly bright with their use
of advisors at this time. First, they lived apart (as Soviet advisors
and diplomats do to this day) in what would be considered luxurious quar-
ters. This scarcely lived up to an image of a "proletariat of workers"
without class distinctions. Second, they spent, not Russian rubles or
Chinese yen, but American dollars. One may imagine the fun which the CIA
had with that item. Third, the Soviets really flocked to the markets, . .
and bought consumer goods to ship home as if they had never seen such
merchandise which, in all probability they had not. Their hunger for con-
sumer goods was so patent that it was an easy target. Again, the CIA
must have had a great deal of fun with this theme; certainly VOA broad-
casts did not skimp these points in the telling. Nor did they neglect to
emphasize Mao's subservience to Moscow. This bore telling fruit ten
years later. . :
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The third regional theme dealt with Korea. Dﬁring May 1950,
the first Korean elections were held with what were now predictable
‘results, when Soviet maneuvers in Europe were recalled. Thé fact that
the United Nations Commission on Korea (ONCOK)'had been denied access
to the North was a major point, and the USIE was not slow to use the
opportunity to take the Soviets and their "puppets” in North Korea to
task. Further propaganda attacks were madebagainst the Soviet "bond"
drives in North Korea.. These "bond drives" took much needed capital
from North Korea to the beneifit of a nation obviously in a much better
econcnic position. VOA was quite active in pointing out the Soviet
Union's economic imperialism. One suspects, but cannot prove, that
covert psychological warfare in China was asking the questioﬁ, "after
they get through in North Korea, are they cpming here? 1Is this not just
like the Opium Wars, without even the bad excuse of a fight, just that
they, too, claim to be communists?"80

Far Eastern psychological warfare, on the eve of the Korean
War, was more active, aggressive, and probably more telling than that of
United States propaganda in Europe. At this critical moment, U.S. Army
operations were terminating in Korea. In fact, on the first day of
June 1950, the Army began formally to turn over their propaganda ope-
rations and fixed equipment to USIE personnel. This was accompénied
with a transfer of operating funds for six months' ruoning expenses,

until USIE Washington could apply funds granted in the 1949 budget.

80The writer's estimate. The writer has two and a half years

of experience in strategic psychological operations in the U.S. Army
and feels that such a theme would not have been neglected.
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hearings. The SCAP program had been gradually transferring to the
USIE, as the Korean elections came closer. Much of the propaganda
* just before and after the Korean electioqs came, not from SCAP, but

from GSIE propagandists.81

New Policy Guidances--the NSQ

Concurrently with the June 10th .statement, the National
Security Council was considering a revised, greatly-expanded plan for
the nation's psychological warfare activities in the initial stages of
a sudden war. This plan, known as NSC-74, also was developed during
the March-June 1950, period. This plan.was written on the basis of
four assumptions. The prime assumption was that the Soviet Union or
one of its allies (satellites) would begin any war. A natioﬁal emer-
gency might sr might not have been declafsd at that point, depending
upon how much warning the United States received through its intelligence
resources. In either case, psychological warfare would be executed in a
decentralized fashion and a "national psychological warfare organiza-
tion" would be established for the subsequent stages of the war. As
noted before, in Wéekly Guide 5, United States officials believed that
the Soviet Union was intenaing to "start something."” In his public
writings, Edward Barrett subsequently stated that the United States
‘leaders guessed that such actions would be an offensive in a "limited

area, with a satellite doing the official fighting." Certainly NSC-74

81"Weekly-Guide," "Far Eastern Annex, No. 9," May 31, 1950,
State Department File 511.00/5-3150, CS/M, No. 10, June 7, 1950, File
511.00/6-750 Cs/MC, apd No. 11, June 14, 1950, File 511.00/6-1450, CS/H.
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may be regarded as prescient. However, everyone guessed wrong, for
the action was not in Europe or the Middle East.82
None of the more recently-declassified documents call into
question the fact that United States leaders Qere surprised. Dean
Acheson's statements leave little doubt that the State Department was
totally surprised. Acheson had been away from the Department all that
week, and had left early Friday to spend the weekend at home.
President Truman was also at home, in Missouri. Both General Bradley
and Secretary of Defense Louis Johnson were in Tokyo, about as far away
from the centers of decision as possible, and Warren Austin, United
States Ambassador to the United Nations, was in Vermont. In fact, none
of the first-line poliéy personnel were available in the Washington
area, to include the Joint Chiefs of Staff.83Certainly, had anything
been expected in the early weeks of June, more people would have been

"on duty, U]

or at least available in the Washington area.

NSC-74, though approved subsequent to the outbreak of the
conflict, is not written to reflect the thought that an actual conflict
was imminent. Outbreak of a war prior to July 1951, was presumed only
for the purpose of planning and the political intelligence estimate.
The document identified eleven major objectives for national psycho-

logical warfare activities. However, it is interesting for reasons

other than the immediate objectives. One of the more important points

82NSC-74, "A Plan for National Psychological Warfare," July 10,
1950, The Carrollton Declassified Document System, 1978, No. 128.
Also in National Archives, Washington, D.C. .

83Barrett, Truth, p. 72. Acheson, pp. 402-5 passim.

112



of the paper is the clear statement that "psychoiogical policy is an
instrument of national policy and an intégral part of the natiomnal
. war effort." No clearer recognition of the 1917 assessment could be
constructed. Further, NSC directed thatuhnagional policy should be
coordinated with all major aspects of national strategy."84

In order to support the national~psychological objectives,
USIE propagandists had to create an understanding among the peoples of
the world z2bout how and why any war was "forced upon us." Also,
propagandists were.to assist the diplomats in gaining worldwide coopera-
tion and support for an Allied victory, which was presumed to be in the
best interest of all peoples. Simultaneously, the Soviet populace was
to be infiltrated in such a way that the militarﬁ, economic, and po-
litical power of the Kremlin rulers were reduced to a significant de-
gree, both as an aid to undermine the Soviet leadership and to help
force basic reforms in Soviet international relafions. The United States
propagandists were also targeted onto the effort to cause the destruc-
tion from within of the international communist party control apparatus,
and to encourage the ultimate establishment of representative govern-—
ment within the communist-dominated areas. |

Within the satellite goverrmments and nations, psychological
warfare was given the objective of "influenc[ing] the peoples [and]
. « . eliminat[ing] Soviet control of their affairs." Within the
Soviet-occupied or controlled areas, pgychological warfare was tasked - -

to encourage and support elements of resistance and, where desirable,

84NSC—74, P. 2, para. 9; p. 3, para. 12. A later discussion

will consider whether or not this was accomplished.
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"to identify those elements with our cause."” Within the Allied-
occupied areas, the propagandists were to assist the Allied forces

© in fostering friendship and a spirit of cooperation in the control of
the people.

USIE was also directed to operate within the allied nations
themselves, assisting the maintenance and strengthening of "friend-
ship, mutual interests, and cooperation." Neutrals were not overlooked, .
for the propagandists were to foster Fheir friendship, demonstrate to
the neutral nation§ the morality of the United States interests in the
particular nation addressed, and gain their cooperation in the defeat
of the Soviet Union. When such would seem to be advantageous, the
propagandists were to create an identification between the neutral
pation and the United States’ cause.85

Altogether, NSC-74 is a well-reasoned document, especially in
regard to the Themes and Intelligence Annexes. The latter highlighted
three major Soviet vulnerabilities for psychological exploitation which
exist to this day. These were, first, the belief that within the
Soviet people there was widespread disillusion and resentment as a re-
sult of the constant exactiomns, repressions, and perscnzl insecurity
characteristic of Stalin's rule. Second, there was a clear perception
of the peasant's resentment of collectivization. Private ownership of
the land as a cause had been sufficient to gather great support for

Le Germans when they initially invaded Russia in 1941. Had the German - -

Army and political leaders not been so incredibly stupid in their

85NSC—74, pp. 13, 27-30 passim.
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handling of the occupied population, Soviet partisan operations would
not have had a chance of success. United States leaders believed this
- desire still existed. Finally, as noted earlier, there was signifi-
cant resentment among the various minorit& nationalities. The.major
areas of nationalist disaffection were specified as the "Baltic States,

86 It is doubtful,

the Ukraine, the Caucasus, and Soviet Central Asia."
however, that very many USIE field operat&rs‘were aware of the objec-
tives, guidances, and themes in the then-Top Secret document.

The precise degree to which NSC-74 was enacted in the months
following the outbreak of the Korean War is difficult to document.
Certainly there is cause to believe that ﬁany Qf its themes, and
therefore objectives, were implemented.87 One clear indication that
some, at least, were placed into operation is the greatly-increased
authorization for funds, sixty-one million dollars in 1951 beyond the
then~authorized levels. It would be erroneous to believe that this
figure was due solely to the Korean War; the actual budget request for

the "Campaign of Truth" was for ninety-two million dollars. Despite

the initiation of the Korean War, Congress did not grant carte blanche

to USIE. The initial request suffered cuts even under the shock of
events in the Far East, and despite some efforts from President

Truman. Still, the additional funds authoriied a three-fold increase

e

86b1d.
8'See Weekly Guides 15-40, dealing with the first six months
of the war. There is no formal implementation notice available, but

the Guides reflect an increasing use of the NSC-74 themes based upon
current events.
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for USIE, which was about all that the organization could
realistically administer.88

At the same time, about one thousand additional personnel
were authorized. These personnel, though slow in materializing, were
sorely needed. Further, under the new procurement of funds, the first
steﬁ of the Ring Plan was approved and funded to place the quiet
Union within a ring of high-powered transmitters. VOA transmitting
time was increased as much as possible in reaction to the Korean War,
though in fact the additional hours represented no new material, but
repeated material as funds for additional transmitting hours could be.
purchased. VO0A, like much of USIE, was unable to significantly increase
its original output during the first few months, because its personnel
were already operating at just about full capacity.

Now, with the Cold War suddenly very warm indeed, with the
curious logic of such wafs, USIE found itself having to return facili-
ties and program responsibility for psychological warfare in the Korean
theatgr back to the United States Army. Until the end of the conflict,
‘USIE could advise, but mot direct, the combat (tactical) psychological

warfare effort unless that effort began using output directly contrary

882dward W. Barrett to James Webb,!'Memorandum, "Campaign of
Truth Program Figures," July 6, 1950, State Department File 511.00/
7-650 CS/MD. Barrett to Webb, Memorandum, “Presentation of the Expanded
Program," June 16, 1950, File 511.00/6-1650. James E. Webb, Memorandum
to the President, "Campaign of Truth Appropriation Request," June 23,
1950. File 511.00/6-2350 CS/H.
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tc national policy.89 USIE began an enormous task of giving the Army

worldwide psychological warfare support.

89A check of the 1953 Hearings gives a reasonable picture of
USIE broadcast hours. Considering the staff, and the normal production --
time required per air-hour, the output is remarkable. The documentation
is a bit technical and confusing, and runs to nearly three pages. In
short, VOA was broadcasting about one and a quarter air-years per
transmitter, thanks to repeats and rented air time.
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CHAPTER V
PSYCHOLOGICAL WARFARE POLICY 1950-1952

The last two years of the Truman administration found the USIE
facing new, unexpected challenges and problems. The Korean War was a
very difficult problem which nearly overshadowed all other activities.
The USIE found a changing role irn Europe, as the Korean War moved the
Allies toward strengthening NATO and accepting a de facto partition of
Germany. New Séviet challenges were as important to USIE as were re-
newed challenges for control from the various armed services. Many of
these challenges were reflected in new issuances of psychological policy
decisions. In fact, if the period before June 1950, may be comnsidered
a poverty period for policy guidances, the years after the start of the
Korean War are an embarrassment of riches.

Many of these guidances stemmed from a National Security
Council plan designated NSC-68, "A Plan for National Defense,” which
was the driving strategic document for the remainder of the Truman years.
This plan was given to the Natiomal Security Council about August 1950.
The document stated that "frustration of the Kremlin design requires
the free world develop a . . . vigorous political offemsive against the
Soviet Union." United States planners were convinced that they were

involved in a struggle "in which ideas and principles play an equal
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part with guns and butter." Such weapons were indispensable to the
United States, and clearly gave great importance to psychological waf-
" fare as an instrument of national policy.

Five psychological objectives were identified_in NSC-68 as
vital to the national defense. The first objective was to "build psy-
chological resistance in the free world to Soviet aggression." This
was not a new objective, but it was greatly elevated in importance due
to Korea, the entire question of the North Atlantic Treaty, and the
clear requirement for an integrated European defense. Both the United
States' and the European allies' confidence was shaken under the spec-
tacle of the fledgling United Nations Command reeling back toward Pusan.
Psychological resistance, better known as hope, was about all anyone
on the southern side of the battle lines in Korea had, and Europe was
in little better straights.

Psychological warfare was also directed to "create doubt re-
garding . . . Communist leadership" within the Soviet Union. Propagan-
dists were also to enéourage, or create, deviation from the communist
leadership and principles. This objective fit in nicely with that of
making life difficult for Soviet personnel charged with solidifying
U.S.S.R. control of the Eastern European nations. .

Within the non-Soviet countries, propagandists were to "create
a community of interest . . . and a manifested determination to act
together.” This would assist the national objective of establishing and
maintaining wogld éonditions "conductive to the security of the ﬁhited
States." The total cost of such a program was estimated at about

110 million dollars for 1951 and 1952, and about 150 million in 1953.
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It is noticeable that the projected wartime psychologicél
operations were not a great deal more expansive or extensive th;n the
- then éurrent USIE objectives which were being acted upon. Only al-
lowing USIE to directly attack the communist Ieadership, rather than
continuing the indirect approach, implied a significan£ change in tac-
tics. The preliminary August document was designed for NSC staff con-
sideration, and goes into substantially more detail than many finished
NSC documents, including the assumptions which lay behind the various
objectives. State Department planners regarded current Soviet propa-
ganda as "bordering on open psychological warfare . . . [2nd] are a
major threat to the foreign policy objectives of the United States."
Nevertheless, although psychological warfare was essential to the
support of any military actions, the psychological warfare of the United
States had to be "based on truth . . . if the United States is to
succeed in its foreign policy objectives."90

The August document started the national wartime planning
effort; a fuller exposition was included in the detailed cost proposal
the State Department submitted to the National Security Council on
October 18. This paper, later known as Annex 5 to NSC 68/1, identified
six major objectives beyond the original five of August. Psychological

warfare planners believed that demonstrated shared interests would form

a strong psychological basis for cocoperation with the United States

90NSC, Interim Report, "The Programs and Cost Estimates of
NSC-68 and Their Implications for the United States." Estimated August
1950, The Carrollton Declassified Document System, 1977, document 44A.
This later became NSC 68/3 on December 8, 1950. The entire NSC-68 was
not available to the researcher at this time.
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and its obj ectives.gl National planners were also becoming increasingly
concerned both with pacifism as a force, as well as signs, especially
" in Europe, of the pre-war attitude that "we can do nothing."92
Development of psychological resistance was tﬁus a prime concern for
United States leaders. One means of accomplishing these objectives was
the exposure of the Soviet threat to otheripeople's self—interests.93
This dovetailed nicely with the.third objective, to expose the "nature,
intentions, and capabilities of the Soviet Union to . . . [the] peoples

and nations outside its sphere.”

Hope for eventual iiberation to
subvert the ever-restive occupied satellite areas; was not overlooked.
Propaganda in the occupied nations was to be specially targeted toward
intellectuals=‘ An overall objective was tc develcf a sense of urgency,
especially in the creation of psychological resistance. Who could tell
what the Soviets would do next, with the United States almost totally
comnitted to Korea? The'Europeans would have to become determined to
defend themselves. Finally, psychological warfafe specialists were to
develop a world-wide confidence in the ability of the United States to
lead the resistance to Soviet imperialism.g4

The Korean War stirred the pot of Washington policy planning at

all levels. Even the IFIS. heretofore relatively quiescent, began

91One can question this underlying rationale, but that is not
the purpose of this paper, but one on psychological manipulation.

92The-spectre of the Third Republic, 1936-1939 still lingers..

93
objective.

94NSC 68/1, Annex 5. "The Information and Educational Exchange
Program," October 18, 1950. State Department File 63D351, Box 4208, NSC 68.

In retrospect, one doubts the theme was appropriate to the
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planning psychologicsl warfare. On July 20, 1950, the IFIS chairman,
William T. Stone requested from the director of the Interdepartmental
- Foreign Information Orgamization, IF10, Edward Barrett, reference
material to meet planning responsibilities. Stone especially required
approved foreign information objectives for each target cduntry and
"such detailed plans and programs as may bé developed [in the] indivi-
dual U.S. departments and agencies to implement the national foreign
information program."95

This letter merely added to already strong reactions from the
Administrative section of the State Department. ihe initial reaction
had already occurred on June 9, 1950, when the IFIO had directed a com-
munication to Wiliiam Sheppard entitled, "Terms of Reference, Inter-
departmental Foreign Information Organization," which Edward Barrett
had signed as the Director.96 Sheppard obviously had no idea what this
strange bureaucratic beast might be, and sent a query to his own resi-
dent propaganda specialist, James Reber. Reber admitted being "so far
removgd from needs and knowiedge of the psycho business that my comments
have little validity." However, Reber, as an operational specialist in
the Secretariat Staff, made several pointed comments from the perspec-
tive of proper organization and operations. He noted that from the

beginning of NSC-level psychological warfare planning he had had doubts,

95William T. Stone to Chairman, IFIO, "Current Planning Re-
sponsibilities,;: IF10," July 20, 1950. State Department File 63D351,
Box 4207, NSC 59/1. '

96dvard Barrett to William Sheppard, "Terms of Reference,
Interdepartmental Foreign Information Organization," June 9, 1950.
State Department ¥File 63D351, Box 4207, NSC 59/1.
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feeling that "there was some awfully muddy thinking organizationally on
this problem." The June 9 paper merely confirmed this suspicion.

" Reber pointed out that "we now have an interdepartmental staff [IFIO]
compounded upon interdepartmental staff [IFISj." He cqnceded that,
while he was not directly concerned, he had great difficulty thinking
that "the A[dministrative] Area had anything to do with it," and sug-
gested that a great deal of money would be saved if someone would hire
a "staff advisor for Mr. Barrett."/ -

The problem was sent to Carlisle Humelsine, Deputy Under
Secretary for Administration, who certainly had m;ny more pressing prob-
lems. One sympathizes with Humelsine, who had found the USIE a head-
ache from its very assignment to the State Department. Humelsine,
moreover, had no idea what this sudden organization was doing, popping
into existence within the State Department. He sent the entire matter
to his assistant, Charles Johnson, for a recommendation. Humelsine also
requested, under separate cover, "your recommendations on whether the
top structure of the P [Public Affairs, Edward Barrett's section] should
be studied immediately or in the near future." Barrett obviously had
made an enemy of Bumelsine.

Johnson respopded in a frank, strongly-disapproving memorandum.
‘He not only concurred with James Reber, but also pointed out that
NSC 59/1 unfortunately gave the IFIQO the same authority in psychologi-

cal warfare as:the Secretary of State. Ir essence, Barrett could be his

97Jémes Q. Reber to William Sheppard, Memorandum, "Interdepart-

mental Foreign Information Program," July 18 1950. State Department
File 63D351, Box 4207, NSC 59/1.
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own Secretary of State whenever he wanted, simply through IFIS. Nothing
appeared to have been gained in "permitting peacetime information opera-
" tions to become officially recognized as an 'interdepartmental' problem."
No one in State Department Administration had.approved the organization
of IFIO or IFIS, nor had seen the terms of reference. He rendered the
gloomy conclusion that "we've had it and have to live with it until

some opportunity presents itself" to eliminate NSC 59/1 and 1F10.%8

The dual existence of USIE and IFIO poses a question for the
researcher as to precisely where national psychological strategy was
originating, and precisely how policy was actu;ll& being implemented.
USIE was the operational organization of the Assistant Secretary for .
Public Affajrs, Edward Barrett. Ostemnsibly, this organization received
direction and guidance from the Secretary of State or Under Secretary
of State. The IFIS, supporting the IFIO, with Edward Barrett as the
Director, reported laterally to the military, vertically to the Secre-
tary of State and, under NSC 59/1, directly to the NSC. All that was
required for maximum confusion was one more national-level psychological
warfare planning agency.

The National Psychological Strategy Board (PSB) was esgablished
on June 20, 1950. Its Chairman was Edward Barrett. The PSB was fo re~
port directly to the NSC "on its evaluation of the national psycho-
logic#l operations, including implementation of.approvéd objectives,

policies, and programs." The objective. of the PSB was to provide for.. -

Beariisle Humelsine to Charles Johnson, Memorandum, July 19,
1950; and Charles Johnson to Carlisle Humelsine, Memorandum, "Terms of
Reference, IFIO," July 27, 1950. State Department File 63D351, Box 4207,
NSC 59/1.
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more effective planning, coordination, and conduct of the national
psychological warfare effort. Simultaneously, IFIO was re-named the
- "Psychological Operations Coordinating Committee" (POCC).99

Confusion over who, or which organizétion was controlling and
originating psychological warfare policy and operations was further in-
creased wheﬁ the Defense Department began new agitation for the imple-
mentation of NSC-74. The CIA now fully supported this recommendation.
Crucial to the dispute between these departments and the State Depart-
ment was the required activation of an "interim board to coordinate and

control propaganda,"”

and the clear requirement for the organization of
a separate propaganda agency, similar to the OWI. President Truman, in
establishing the PSB, was acting in accordance with the previously-
approved war plan envisioned under NSC-74. This was not necessarily a
product of reflection, but of reaction.

The quarrel between the Departments of Defense ang State about
the activation of the Psychological Strategy Board was a reflection of
each Dgpartment's deeper concerns about immediate problems that, inevi-
tably, placed them at opposite ends of the psycholegical warfare strat-
egy debate. The Department of Defense, especially the Far Eastérn

Command of General MacArthur, greatly desired the full wartime mobili-

zatjon of USIE in support of operations in Korea. Especially in the

99Department of State, Press Release No. 846, August 17, 1950.
Lincoln White, Transcript, "Press and Radio News Conference" Thursday,
August 17, 1950, 5:10 p.m. Press release, "Presidential Directive Es-
tablishing the Psychological Strategy Board," June 20, 1951. Department
of State, Press Release No. 532, June 20, 1951. The Press releases in
1951 merely confirmed and formalized the existence of the PSB, which un-
til that time had been known as the "Psychological Operations Coordi-
nating Committee," not the same organization as iIFiS was to become.
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early days around Pusan, and then after the Chinese intervention, no
effort seemed sufficient to meet the needs of the United States soldiers
. who were bleeding and dying in the least likely of lands. |

The spectre of the "yellow hordes" was never far from the minds
of many in the Faf East, and it seemed entirely logical that the full
wartime contingency plans to disrupt the Soviet control over the area
and its leaders was necessary. In the early days of the conflict,
responding to imperative Defense Department requests, President Truman
toock two actions that had lasting psychologicél significance for the
conflict: neutralization of the Formosa Straits, and commitment of a
regimental combat team into South Korea. Both these actions had im-
mediate and far-reaching repercussions within China, where memories of
foreign intervention and occupation were fresh and acute. Not only were
foreign powers again projecting an unwelcome presence from the sea, but
Korea, the "lips over the teeth" was again in a state of war, with a
foreign power intervening. Korea was no less vital to the security of
China than to Japan, and China could not allow the situation to continue
withoﬁ£ grave concern for its own interests. Both issues were sources
of psychological temsion for the Chinese, and both had a negative impact
upon the Chinese people. It appeared to USIE planners that unleaéhing
full psychological warfare throughout the area, rather than just within
Korea, would only exacerbate the problem.

The USIE leaders, on the other hand, while_sharing a deep
concern for the fighting and dying in Korea, tended to keep greater at-
teation on the larger problem as outlined in NSC-74. ﬁdward Barrett

had correctly pointed out that the Soviet Union seemed to be planming
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some "peripheral action" designed to distract and debilitate the
United States' energies and resources. Unfortunately, no one in
 Washington managed to decipher the puzzle of where this peripheral ac-
tion would take place. After all, no area at that moment was more peri-~
pheral to United States concerns than Korea. In retrospect, Korea was
quite the safest choice for the Soviet Union: it was fairly close to
Soviet-occupied territoxy, it was comfortably far away from the United
States and therefore would be difficult for the United States to support
in terms of materiel, and conflict could be safely limited, accomplishing
Soviet objectives of distraction, debilitation, and preoccupation of
United States energies away from Europe and the Mediterranean area.

Central to United States concerns and State Department planning
was Europe. Growth of apathy and neutralism were already regarded as
serious, and United States preoccupation with Korea could easily accel-
erate this trend, especially if United States contributions to NATO were
reduced or significantly delayed because of Korea.

It would take very little to make Europeans believe that the
United States would abandon the Europeans for a distant Asian nation
where American troops were in an actual rather than a threateneé war.
Europe, in USIE estimates, was still suffering from a crisis of confi-
‘dence. Any reduction of effort, or perceptible wavering from the
Ecropean objectives could wreak incalculable harm. Thé State Department
and USIE had to be concerned about the broader picture and requirements
to counter Soviet aggression worldwide, not just in Korea. Confiict
over psychological warfare policy control was as important as the

fighting for a few bloody acres of ground in Korea, considering the
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potential long-range consequences.

. Thus, both the State Department and the National Strategic
- Resources Board (NSRB) opposed the activation of the PSB and the creation
of an independent agency. NSRB believed the latter organization was
premature. The State Department position in the question was more
reasoned. Events since the beginning of the Korean War had not proven
that the existing provisioﬁs for coordinating psychological warfare were
inadequate. If NSC-~74 provisions were followed, and an independent in-~
terim board were established, the State Department could not admit to
being persuaded that such a board (as the PS$B) would "actually provide -
a stronger and more effective coordinating mechanism.”" State Depart-
ment planners were concerned that such a board would "undermine the
responsibilities of the Secretary of State." The State Department held
the position that such localized hostilities as Korea did not "call
for the activation of arrangements in NSC-74," which were designed for
a general, world war. Activation of the "interim board" would be in-
consi;;ent with the Secretary's responsibilities under PL 402 and
NSC 59/1 until war was actually declared. Thus, the State Department
believed that activation of the wartime arrangements were "unsound and
unrealistic.” The majority of the propaganda mission was still present
.for the Department in the form of the uncomﬁitted nations and Europe,

not involved in Korea.100

The State Department further argued that
"we should not.go over to the wartime organization at the same time

the U.S. policy stresses our peaceful intentions.” The latter view

1OO.Departm.ent of State, Memorandum, "Department of State Views
on NSC-74," October 9, 1950. State Department File 63D351, Box 4207,
NSC 59/1.
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apparently prevailed, and Barrett was ordered to re-word and submit a
new text for agreement on NSC-74.

Edward Barrett apparently decided that such a re-working should
be accomplished through the POCC, which had IFIS as its staff. In
November IFIS published a second ''terms of reference" éaper, as well as
the proposed re-draft of NSC-74. In this document, IFIS presumed the
role of psychological warfare in general war was to "assist military
operations and policy actions . . . and aéhieve . . . maximum benefit
‘from these actions." The reference paper identified seven major objec-
tives for planning purposes. The first objective was to "affect the
will of the people and armed force of the aggressor nation as to make

them refuse to continue the war.”

Apparently the United States Navy
program in 1945 was highly regarded as having been instrumental in the
Japanese surrender, and thus it was reasomed that a similar program
could succeed in 1950.101 A more realistic objective was that of en-
couraging the satellite peoples and governments to abandon the aggressor
nation, the Soviet Union. Certainly the general populace would be
willing to abandon the hated occupation forces, but govermment leaders
already doubted the efficacy of persuading the Communist leadership of
those countries to leave the protection of the Soviet Union.

In any realistic war scenario it was expected that large areas

of Western Europe would likely be overrun. These areas would support

the formation of resistance elements, and psychological support for

101Department of State, "View on NSC-74."
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this development was a major objective.102

This objective was further
developed asv"assisting in enlisting, preparing, and mobilizing the

- people of enemy-occupied aieas" to begin guerrilla warfare in support
of United States military and psychological plans.

Creation of maximum goodwill among neutrals was a necessary
psychological-objective. In direct support ofvmilitary operations,
national psychological warfare would “seek to reduce the effectiveness
of the armed forces of the aggressor nation and its allies." Finally,
throughout the world, propaganda programs were to increase the confi-
dence and belief in the "consistency and objectivity . . . of US-Allied
statements and actions."103

IFIS, under Edward Barrett and William Stone was appareatly
proud of these proposals, and forwarded them through State Department
channels to the NSC. While the proposal is very revealing about the
.thinking of all psychological warfare planning in the‘months following
the outbreak of war in Korea, they are more interesting from the
standppint of evaluation of the quality of such planning} Field per-
sonnel, whilg they may be able to achieve miracles locally, ultimately
have an effect no better than the quality of planning which gives

them scope and direction; In this case, the planning was cited as

"inadequate and confusing . . . add{ing] very little." It was returned

1020ne cannot help but wonder what the CIA would think about
this invasion of their responsibility. See also NSC-74, p. 14.

103IFIS, "Terms of Reference for IFIS Working Group on the
National Warfare Plan," IFIS 19/1, November 15, 1950. State Department
File A/MS, Natiomal Psychological Warfare Plan, and "IFIS 19/1-National
Psychological Warfare Plan for Genmeral War," January 12, 1951.
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to the planners for a complete rewrite.lo4

At the same time, the larger propaganda staff in USIE produced,

" and passed through Barrett another policy paper on NSC~74. It added

tc the confusion of policy control and formulétion. It did make one

valid point, which should have been clearly recognized six months be-

fore: rather than a world—wide war footing, what the United States propa-

ganda organizations really faced was a "need for intensified psycho-

logical effort under conditions ranging from cold war to localized hos-

tilities and general war."03
About this same time, the National Security Council reviewed

NSC-68, the "United States Programs and Objectives for Nationmal

Security," in light of the Chinese Communist intervention in Korea.

An accelerated program of re-armament and psychological warfare was
recommended to the President. The various programs were to achieve,
"under the shield of a military build-up, an integrated political,
economic, and psychological offensive designed to counter the current
threat to national security [from] the Soviet Union." ‘At this critical
juncture, it is clear that the NSC still regarded a psychological

warfare program as a co-equal of political and economic programs.

Within this context, psychological warfare was to concentrate on the

1
04Leon Crutchen to William Allison, Memorandum, "IFIS 19/1-

National Psychological Warfare Plan for General War," January 12, 1951.
State Department File AM/S, "National Psychological Warfare Plan."
LOSEdward Barrett to Carlisle Humelsine, Memorandum, "NSC-74,"
November 21, 1250. State Department File AM/S, "National Psychological
Warfare Plan," and Department of State, "Statement of Major Differences
Between State and Defense Departments Regarding NSC-74," November 20,
1950. Same File. K
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most critical targets, the Soviet Union, its alliés, and the most
vulnerable free-world areas.106 Two national objectives were assigned.
" First, psychological warfare personnel were to gain "populér and govern-
ment confidence . . . in support of the shareé interests of the people
of the free world." Second, the propagandists were to create psycho-
logical resistance to further expansion qf the influence of the Soviet
U’nion.107

Within USIE, new programs and policy planning were underway.
In particular, under the urgings of Charles Hulton, the directive
machinery was re-oriented in response to Truman's call for a "campaign."
Hulten, as the General Manager, had several years experience in foreign
service, particularly iﬁ Soviet Russia, and about five years experience
in the USIE:. He insisted that a more refined course be created to
orient propagandists both in Washington as well as in the field onto a
country~by-country approach, mapping out specific, defined targets.
When all these elements were pulled together, a coherent world-wide
program weculd be laid out. The initizl steps in this effort began

before the Korean War, in April, 1950. With few exceptions, it was

106The "erucial periphery” was identified as Republlc of Korea,
Austria, West Germany, Yugoslavia, Burma, Indochirz, Thailard, Malaya,
Afghanistan Iran, Finland, Greece, Turkey, Japan, and Trieste.

William T. Stone, Memorandum, "Current Planning Respomsibilities,
IF10."

107NSC 68/3, "United States Objectives and Programs for Natio-

nal Security," December 8, 1950. National Archives. Also Carrolton
Declassified Document System, 1977, 43D. :
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not until early 1951 that the new "country papers" were approved for
use in the field.lo8
All of this long-range, high-level planning was to the good,
and had been sorely lacking before 1950. Howéver, in the immediate
aftermath of the Korean invasion, none of this was of any assistance
to the personnel in the field. Initial Weekly Guidances emphasized a
moderate tone, and it was not for several weeks that the United States
propagandists were allowed to connect the North Korean invasion directly
with the Soviet Union. The Weekly Guidances were a distinct aid in
this effort, for immediate policy coordination. However, the Guidances
were primarily useful in short-r;nge themes and tactics, and dealt
best with short-range issues. The field stations and embassies needed
such guidance, but they had a greater need for a coherent body of
long-range objectives as a springboard for their actions rather than
a body of conflicting, short-range guidances.
In part, this need was finally filled in January 1951, with
a statement on the overall objectives and directions of the foreign in~
formation program. The directive was widely circulated throughout
USIE, and there i; good reason to believe it was circulated to £he
field as a confidential-level document. It was, in fact, the same as
Annex 5, NSC-68 of October 1950, excepting the financial sections, and
omitting any identification with the parent document, ﬁhich was

classified Top Secret.

losEdward Barrett, Memorandum, November 13, 1951. Department of

State, Directive, "USIE Country Papers,"” April 5, 1950. State Depart-
ment File 511.00/4-550 CS/H. Department of State, Letter of Transmittal,
“Draft Country Plan," February 8, 1952, State Department File 511.00/
2-852 CS/H. : : ‘ ,
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During 1951 and 1952, the Weekly Guides formed the major
means of transmitting psychoiogical warfare policy and themes from
* Washington to the field posts, including VOA. The VOA, however. also
used tﬁe long-distance telephone network to géod advantage, and kept
more closely in touch than other activities. In the immediate after-
math of the Korean invasion, the Weekly Guidances concentra?ed on two
major objectives: exposure of the nature, capabilities, and intentiomns
of the Soviet Union was the foremost effort. This objective was ad-
dressed directly in propaganda attacks and through discussions of the
contradictions between "words, ideals, and deeds of Soviet Communism,
internally and externally." |

In regard to China and the urgent needs of ﬁhe Defense
Department, portions of NSC-74 that pertained to that area were acti-
vated very quickly. Although it was clearly recégnized in planning
and psychological warfare circles of the time that the Chinese Commu-
nists and Mao Tse-tung were quite different from subservient East -
European communist parties, United States propaganda did not reflect
this fact. There were very important reasons why United States propa-
ganda had to portray Chinese communist actions as being a part 6f what
was later called "monolithic communism.” o

The United States psychological warfare planners, considering
Chinese participation in any war, presumed that China énd the Chinese
leaders would remain loyal to the Soviet Union at least through 1951.
Moreover, Chinese entry into any war that occurred would be required
“as a categorical act of political loyalty." China, threatenéd with

~ Formosa and the enmity of most of the non-communist world had no ally
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to turn to but the Soviet Union. If the Chinese communist party ﬁas to
maintain itself and rebuild a war-torn nation, only the Soviet Union
- would help; the price of that help was obvious.

United States propagandists began emﬁloying prepared themes
as soon as Chinese intervention was confirmed. Planned as a contin-
gency, these themes were designed to split the Chinese leaders from
their popular base, as well as disrupt Sino-Soviet relatiomns. The most
profitable of these themes was the contention that Ching's involvement
in the Korean War was the result of the Peiping regime's subservience
to foreign control, specifically, Russian cont:ol. This theme struck
at multiple psychological vulnerabilities, and hurt the Chinese commu-
nist leaders. In the first instance, the theme struck at the unpopular
thought that the communists in Peiping were no better than the Kuomin-
tang or the Imperial regimes that had ruled before. China was still
under the foreign yoke, despite the true nationalist desire of the
masses that had been the heart of the support for the Chinese commu-
nists?‘and the communist statements to the contrary. Second, China was
under Russian control. The inference of this was very significant, be-
cause the Chinese as a nation had a long blood-score against Ruésian
expansionism in the north, the very area again under contest. The
Sino-Russian war was hardly forgotten. If there was one nation in the
world the Chinese disliked, it was Russia. Thus the Uﬁited States
propaganda emphasized the key words Mbécow (traditional throne of the .. .
Tsars) and Russian in relation to stories of external control. The
Chinese leaders were openly portrayéd as communists, but communists

ever-subservient to Moscow's bidding.
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Finally, the theme of foreign domination twined with that of
continued warfare struck a two-fold blow at the Chinese communist
"-leadership. First, much of the Chinese communist support was "based
upon the promise of peace to an utterly war—wéary people.” The Chinese
communist leaders had not only thrown their pcople into a war, but were
obviously "insincere" in their promise of peace, one of the most
damaging of charges to a Chinese. Further, not only were the Chinese
leaders doing Moscow's wishes, they were sending Chinese youths to die
fighting Americans, a traditional friend, for Russians, a traditional
enemy.

Another potentially-vulnerable point was the expected operations
of Soviet economic relations with China. Psychological planners antici-
pated that such relations would follow the  pattern established in
Eastern Europe. 1If this occurred, the economic relation would clearly
favor the Soviet Union. .Thus, charges that the Chinese leaders were
happily reducing China to colonial status again to serve Moscow were
prepared. Parenthetically, it should be noted that these were the very
charges used against both the Imperial and Kuomintang leaders, a point
which would not be lost upon the Chinese.

Throughout the USIE planning and propaganda operations, one
omission is quite notable. No provision was made for the use, or
limited use, of Chaing Kai-shek or the Chinese forces on Taiwan.
Aithough no written documentation is available, reasons for this may be .
suggested. First, Chiang and the Kuomintang party were so clearly as-
sociated with the very war-weariness and warlordism that had sparkéd the

rise of the Chinese communists to power that any use of this theme
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would have had the undesirable effect of driving the Chinese people
more fully to the support of their communist leaders. In the choice
- of "which devil," it was obvious that the Chinese people would choose
the one they had, rather than the one they haé driven away. Second,
Chiang was far too well-associated with foreign intervention and support.
The fact that he was completely open to charges of foreign subservience
was obvious. In the case of a choice between the two, there was little
difference between leaders under the control of Moscow, and leaders
under the control of Washington and London. Either choice would amount
to a foreign domination that would be totally repugnant to the Chinesé
people. No clearer indication that Chiang was the creature of the
British-American powers could be constructed than the presence of the
Seventh Fleet in the Straits between Formosa and the mainland. Psycho-
logically, Chiang was a liability to United States propagaﬁda, and was
thus clearly avoided.log'
Thus, ihe major objective of U.S. propaganda was to present the

Chinese communists as an outgrowth of Soviet control in the overt

109NSC-74, pp. 14-17 passim. It is interesting to note that
official notice was taken elsewhere of Benjamin Schwartz's book, Chinese
Communism and the Rise of Mao Tse-tung. The book was officially pro-
scribed from USIS libraries and propaganda. Accurately pointing out pre-
cisely what the then Top Secret studies held as fact, the book could
have completely wrecked USIE propaganda themes. It should alsc be noted
that at no time in currently-available government documents did any of-
ficial challenge Schwartz's thesis. The prevailing attitude in USIE
would seem to.be slight embarrassment that Schwartz was so distressingly
correct. In regard to the psychological liabilities of Chiang Kai-shek,
the conclusions are the writer's. Subsequent events would seem to sub-
stantiate the claim, particularly Truman's response to MacArthur's trip
(and press releases) to Taiwan. The lack of United States support for a
Kuomintang return to the mainland. in the years since Korea is another
point in support of this conclusion.
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propaganda. It is interesting to note, however, that such an
identification was not pursued in the classified literature of the
© period. The object of this propaganda tactic was two-fold. The less-
apparent objective was to cause the Chinese, with their prcud heritage,
to be shamed with the conduct of their leaders in following the lead of
the long-time Chinese enemy, the.Russians. The ploy om Chinese xenopho-
bia was especially effective when it could be demonstrated that the
Chinese leaders, especially Mao Tse-Tung, literally echoed the words,
and did the bidding of the leaders in Moscow. .

Another major objective, occurring in over two-thirds of the
Weekly Guides, was the development of hope and confidence in the United
States.110 This objective was addressed through both positive presen-
tation of facts and United States policies and actions, as well as
through pointing out Soviet lies. The keynote of United States propa-
ganda continued to be the truth. Truth, once perceived as such, builds
credibility, which in turn allows greater use of judiciously selected
truths. Exposure of deliberate falsehoods diminishes credibility.
Hence, a great deal of effort from both United States and Soviet
propagandists went into discrediting their opponent's propaganda as
lies.

The Korean War, of course, was a fﬁcal point for much of the
propaganda each week. The charges of bacteriological warfare, for
example, were.a serious problem, and will be discussed below. One

problem, in relation to the Korean War, was the rapid changes of United

110"Weekly Guidance," guides number 40-140. Dates vary.
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Nations fortunes, and the constant need to readjust USIE output.
For example, International Motion;Pictures Division (IMP), soon after
" the war began sent camera crews to Korea to make a film, titled "In
Defense of Peace and Freedom." The film was ériginally envisioned as
a two-reel effort, and needed to be made very quickly. Quickly is a
relative term for making, producing, and finishing a two-reel £ilm.
When all the various language tracks ﬁad been dubbed and the film was
ready for distribution, USIE personnel found that things had changed
rather dramatically in Korea. Therefore, IMP decided that, since it
had taken so long, they would place the film back into production, in-
corporate additional footage of recent events and make a finished,
three-reel film production. Scripting approval was slow and uncertain,
and when the three-reel film was completed, .USIE found that the situa-
tion had changed again, and that the three-reel film was almost worth-
less. The film was sent back into production, with orders to chop it
down to two reels again, and to get it into the field quickly; Again,
scripting problems were tremendous, and approval from the various area
desks took far too much time. It was finally released in late 1952.11%
A similar experience occurred with regard to the Weekly Guides,
as field personnel found that they had a large number of past file
copies which were increasingly out of date. Thus, only the most recent
Wgekly Guides came to be used. This fostered an unfortunate tendency

to focus on short-term.events in some cases. Weekly Guides also

111See the Hearings, House, 1952 for a full discussion of this
particular problem. The House, and later the Senate, were not placated
with an explanation of the productlon problems.
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reflect the increased effort at centralization of output during
Barrett's term. Two examples wiil serve to, illustrate this. On
" August 6, 1951, the following guidance was issued:
Avoid undue emphasis ECA announcement (FEB 183, July 29)
plans QTE fullest UNQTE use of JAP industry ECA program
for Asia . . . Avoid implication that U.S. seeks any return
to pre-war JAP concept QTE co-prosperity sphere UNQTE.112
A second example may be taken from the April 30, 1952, Guide:
SOAFR: Although efforts of Premier Malan's NATLIST Pérty
GOVI implement policy apartheid have inflamed SOAFR con-
stitutional and racial problems, this issue must be con-
sidered essentially an internal one on_which any representations
by or comment from U.S. inappropriate.

Taken as a whole, the Weekly Guides were an excellent vehicle
for coordinating and controlling a unified body of propaganda output
dealing with world-wide problems, as well as some local problems. The
local propagandist, of course, must continue to carry out the specific
country plan, adding to the Weekly Guides as necessary. The Weekly
Guide also served as a means of bypassing the sticky problem of dissemi-
nating the more highly-classified national objectives, as well as being
a more reflective instrument in the ever-changing propaganda environ-
mmt L]

Use of this centralized policy guide technique was greatest,
and had tne best results in Austria-Germany occupation zones. In this

case the guidance did not come from the USIE, but from HICOG. The High

Commissioner of Germany passed the State Department guides through to

2
1 Weekly Guide 70, August 6, 1951. State Department File

511.00/8651 CS/H.
113 | E . . ) -
Weekly Guide, No. 107, April 30, 1952. State Department

File 511.00/4-3052 CS/H. , o
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various field personmnel, but in addition originated its own "Public
Affairs Guidénce" messages which would deal with one or two very speci-
.fic issues. The HICOG guidances not only determined what was to be said,
but exactly how a matter was to be treated. For example:

Shuman Plan. Prolonged negotiations in Paris provide oppor-

tunity stress careful efforts to take into serious considera-

tion all aspects and interests before taking essential steps

to supra-natiomal orgamnizations. Character of negotiations

provide arigment plan may not take into account German

Interests.

The major dangers of both the State Department and the HICOG
centralized directives were two-fold. First, the guidances inevitably
sapped field initjative. This was not too significant in a small, co-
hesive area such as the one controlled in Germany-Austria. But such a
weakening of initiative was a serious flaw when the program was spread
across the world and the guides often took four to six days to reach
their intended reciﬁients.' Under an Ambassador or Consul who had rela-
tively little interest in an information or propaganda program, there
was no additional pressure to go much beyond the Weekly Guide topics.
.Even a strong, creative propagandist cannot overcome antipathy in an
Ambassador. A weak propagandist, or one interested in only a few as-
pects.of his task, could depend excessively upon the guides, pointing
out that those were the issues Washington was interested in addressing.
In either case, the USIE program and national objectives suffered.

The second danger of the central approach was over-enthusiasm

for a centralized program. Lack of local knowledge among the area

desks and programs in Washington also took its toll. Insistence on

11I‘HICOG "Public Affairs Guidance 69," April 16 1951. State

Department File 511 00/4-1651 HH.

141



following Washington guides could, and often did, result in
inappropriate themes, words, and symbols being used. For example, the
- word cia should never be used in Brazil. The Portugese word cia has
rather unfortunate sexual connotations. While the CIA quickly learned
this fact, USIE Washington was rather slow to adjust its output.115

Thrdughout 1951 and 1952, USIE themes increasingly shifted from
a defensive posture toward exposure of Soviet actions and overt attacks
against Soviet propaganda, political, military, economic actions and
the various leadership personasiities. Sometimes USIE output could be-
come just as personal and direct as its Soviet counterpart. For example,
"Andrei 'peace talk' Gromyko" and "Andrei 'laughing' Vyshinski" were
well-used themes in 1951 and into 1952.

The Weekly Guides also mirrored the increasing firmness and
definition of national psychological o§jectives. Much of the impetus
for this crystallization came as the result of the Chinese intervention,
and Soviet actions in Europe such as the Czech and Hungarian purges.
Continued pressure came from the American military, especially the Joint
Chiefs of Staff who, rightly enough, saw two-thirds of U.S. available
military strength engaged in a shooting war in Korea. The Joint Chiefs
desired the full wartime mobilization and activation of NSC-74.

General cf the Army Omar Bradley reported to the Secretary of

Defense the conclusions of the JCS in a report omn 15 January, 1951.

115Persona1 experience in active psychological operations. Also

citea in the U.S. Army Psychological Operations Course, 1969, "Themes and
Words." Every propagandist who knows what he is about asks for a list of
taboo words, phrases, and themes in regard to the area of interest,
first. VOA, with its instant world-wide dissemination is most sensitive
to this problem, as well as the most frequent offender.
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In the document, Bradley made several points in regard to psychological
warfare. The JCS recommended that the "information and intelligence
" measures behind the iron curtain" be intensified. He recommended that
a “coordinated and integrated propagaﬁda cruséde against Kremlin-
dominated communism everywhere" be developed. In addition, the nation
should "rapidly implement a large-scale program of psychological war-
fare, including speéial operations" as a parﬁ of an over-all national
program. This program should be designed to "wrest the initiative from
the Soviet Union . . . force the U.S.S.R. to the defensive, and ulti-
mately to reduce to impotence the threat of Kremlin-dominated commu-
nism." The national plan, moreover, should utilize psychological war-
fare and clandestine operations to "foment unrest and revolution in
selected strategic satellite countries and Russian political division.”
The JCS felt such a program "must be carried out aggressively with full
acceptance of the risk of war.hll6
These grim recommendations from the most highly-regarded
military expert in the United States could not help but have an impact.
One of the results of this memorandum for.the USIE was an increased,
emergency plan for qffensive psychological warfare. The plan, largely
an IFIO document generated under the direction of Edward Barrett, was
founded upon two assumptions. The first assuﬁption was that the Russian
peoples would be reluctant to suffer another world war so soon after the

end of World War II. This reluctance would. be a deterrant to Soviet

11
6Omar Bradley, General of the Army, to Secretary of Defense

Louis Johnson, Memorandum, "Review of the Current World Situation and
Ability of the Forces Being Maintained to Meet United States Commitments.”
January 15, 1951. The Carrollton Declassified Document System,1976, 192A.
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leadership. The second assumption was that it was within the capabilities
of the Unitea States at that time to "increa#e the force of this deter-
~rént."

Both these assumptions might well be.questioned. The first
simply presumes that Stalin was amenable to public pressure, however
remotely. I£ overlooks the point that Stalin had a truly effective
instrument fér controlling the public's opinion on anything: the OGPU
'2nd MGB (Beria's Secret Police), and the slave labor camp system (the
Gulag). The second assumption was equally suspect, for in Congressional
testimony, already noted, estimates of VOA "effectiveness" in the
U.S.S.R. ranged from five to thirty percent penetration of the jamming.
Multiple repeats of the broadcasts did, of course, tend to raise this
level, but to what extent no one could accurately estimate.

The VOA was at that time the principle source of United States
propaganda penetration of Soviet-controlled areas. The emergency plan
was thus little more than an emergency programming guide, although
covery.propaganda was supposed to have the same objectives. The first
of these was emphasizing to Soviet "rulers and people the reckless
nature of Soviet policy and its consequences.'" Deterrence from the
public was to be built through the establisiment of a "reservoir of
good will" ratlter than friendship between the "peoples of the USSR and
those of the free world." Third, propaganda was to concentrate upon

"widening the schism which exists between the Soviet peoples. and their

nll7

7Department of State, "Emergency Plan for Psychological Offen-
sive (USSR)," March, 1951. State Department File 511.00/3-2351 CS/E.
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United States psychological warfare planners clearly were
optomistic, énd seem to have been operating on the evaluation of a de-
- fector in regard to the third objective. When asked during an intelli-
gence debriefing when communism would be complete in the USSR, the de-
fector stated, "on the day when the people fail to see‘the discrepancies
between Soviet propaganda and their daily life."118

The sharpening propaganda attack against the communist areas
led to the use of more telling themes which were aimed specifically at
a number of perceived "soft spots" in the communist order, especially
within the Soviet Union. One of the most vulnerable psychological
points was the continued failure of the Soviet leaders to produce a
better life for their people. The "pie in the sky" promises were
wearing thin after thirty years of sacrifice and depression. In actual
fact, the standard of living for the average Soviet citizen was no
better than in 1917. Housing was, and remains, a critical shoitcoming.
Whole families were crowded into what Americans would call slums, but
the Soviets called "good." The United States propsganda called these
shortcomings to world attention with increasing vigor, and also pointed
out that the slight rise in the standard of living during the past two
years was now being ruthlessly sacrificed to support a puppet imperialist
gttempt that was foredoomed to faiiure. TFurther, USIE propaganda
pointed out that the Soviet leaders were constantly blaming internal

enemies for the failure to achieve the prcmised standard of living. The

18 '

1 Edward Barrett, Letter of Transmittal, "New Propaganda Approach
to the Soviet Union." April 11, 1951. Papers of Harry S. Truman, Presi-
dent's Secretary's File, Subject File, Harry S. Truman Library.
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VOA especially played upon this theme, implying that these "enemies"

were created to hide the fact that the real enemy of the people, and

- the reason for the low standard of living, was within the communist

party itself.

In line with the defector's statement, quoted earlier, VOA
continually asked the question, who was getting the benefits of the im-
proved conditioms in the Soviet Union? Did the average citizen get
these benefits, or only well-connected communists? The same communists
who possessed dachaus on the Black Sea? The same individuals who were
privileged to use the state-supported luxury shops in the land of the
equal laborer? After asking these embarrassing questions, the VOA
ﬁould then couple the obvious answers with other Soviet lies about the
United States as a contrast. For example, the Soviet Union reported
increased numbers of adequate, modern family housing units, and simul-
taneously reported increasing numbers of United States citizens living
in slums, in a state of destitution. The VOA propagandists would then
innoceptly pose the question, if the Soviets claimed that there was
an increase in housing, so that every family could have a modern home,
who had seem such? If this was not true, could any Russian citizen be
sure that the Soviets were telling the truth about the United States,
if they lied about themselves? 1In fact, could it be that the Soviet
leaders were merely writing the wprds "United States" #cross the top
of the mirror into which they were peefing?

Domestic decisions of the Soviet government were also attacked
on the basis of wiédom and "human nature." Many defector reports cited

that there was great dissatisfaction with the Soviet regime because its
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decisions "went against human nature." For example, the attempts to
displace the family as the basis of Russian society with the Communist

- Party, and the continuous work week became ignoble failures. The VOA
cited these attempts as not only against human nature, but used these
i11-thought decisions to call into question the decree& infallibility

of the Communist Party and Marxism-Leninigm as a socio-economic state-~
ment of eternal historical "laws." The VOA propagandists asked, for
example, why was it right to do away with the family as the basis of
Russian society at one moment, and a few weeks later, be decreed as a
greﬁt wrong? Why was it right to put the army on a fraternal basis be-
fore the beginnings of a conflict, and yet before any conflict, sud-
denly re-impose Tsarist military discipline? Why was it correct to

have political commissars in the army one moment, and terribly wrong

the next? What was so "Scientific" and correct about purging the officer
corps of the Soviet armed forces on the eve of war with Germany, then
recalling these same discredited officers from the concentration camps
and m;king them national heroes? The VOA used these questions exten-
sively, as well as others, to develop psychological doubt in the Soviet
citizen's mind in the ultimate justness and infallibility of his leaders,
especially Father Stalin, though Stalin was carefully never named.

The Voice of America, in asking these questions, was at last
beginning to demonstrate a maturity in psychological warfare that re-
sﬁlted in damaging themes against the Soviet Union. The use of ex-
patriate Russians at VOA was returning unexpected dividends, for these
individuals knew wéll the key Soviet vulnerabilities, and exactly how

to speak to the Russian people in the most telling manner. Nothing is
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so difficult for a propagandist to deal with as an unanswerable
question which, if answered, will confirm a psychological adversary's
- charges.

Other questions were asked which further emba;rassed the Soviet
leaders as well as the military. One theme was oriented around the
well-known Soviet paranoia about allowing its citizens travel abroad.
Defectors throughout the last thirty years have confirmed that this was
an effective theme, because the average citizen is quite aware that
there are always some facts that any government is unwilling for its
citizens to know, especially in regard to the Soviet government. Thus,
the simple question, "why should the Soviet citizen believe that life
is better in the Soviet Union than in America if his government will not
let him see America?" held immeasurable headaches for.Soviet leaders.
One of the most dynamic, and unstoppable of human emotions is éhe hope
for something better beyénd the horizons.of the immediate present. In
this case, the common human emotion acted as a positive reinforcing
element of USIE propaganda.

Humor, or poking fun at the Soviet leadership was another very
effective technique. Gently chiding Soviet leaders for their egericus
efforts to replaée the famiiy with the communal gymnasium, for example,
was a theme. Humorous definitions of Soviet laws was another theme.
For example, "anti-Soviet conversation" meant telling the truth.
Obviously, no communist leader could be accused of "anti-Soviet conver-
sation.” This point was sometimes illustrated with a joke about one
commissar accusing the other of being insincere, because the second had

told the first the truth, which the first had automatically assumed
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was a lie, and had acted accordingly.119

On the other hand, the grim fact of the secret police, Beria's
- MGB, was another significant weakness of the Soviet leaders. Beria
was likened to the Tsar's last secret police chief. Additionally, one
suspects that VOA propaganda scored when it ridiculed the fantastic
charges of the police officers when they accused someone in order to
send them to the _g_u_l_g_.lzo
Most of the themes illustrated were presented in such a way
as to avoid any criticism of Russian backwardness or inferiority. 1In
most cases, USIE propagandists believed that the less explicit the
point made, fhe better for the ultimate effect of the propzganda. Ome
study drew attention to the idea that "it might be wise to imply the
final point so clearly that the Russian [listener] cannot f£ail to draw
the desired conclusion . . . the less educafed Russian likes to regard
himself as khi'tri (cleﬁer—sly-hard to dupe).”" Further, the less ob-
vious the conclusion USIE propagandists wished the Russian listener to
draw,';he harder it Qas for Soviet counter-propaganda to accurately
neutralize the USIE efforts. The above themes, as well as many others,
became the basis of much of the propaganda against the Soviet Union

during 1951 and 1952.1%1

119The well-known Minsk-Pinsk joke is an example. One may

occasionally find it revived in Reader's Digest.
120g0 useful Solzhenitsyn's Gulag One would have been at this-
time! For example, the term "theft of seven hundred feet of sewing ma-
terial” in reality meant the theft of one spool of thread from a state
factory. See Solzhenitsyn, Chapter 4, for these and other fantastic
charges brought in order to justify arrests to make the MGB quotas.

121Department of State. "Emergency Plan for Psychological
Offensive (USSR)," Undersecretary's Meeting UM-D-138, March 23, 1951,
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State Department psychological warfare planners, especially

W. J. McWilliams, regarded the theimes in the "emergency plan" as 'no new

. departure from existing U.S. policy toward the U.S.S.R." McWilliams

agreed with Barrett that the plan sharpened and systemized the current
approach to the Soviet Union. McWilliams further poinfed but, after
UM D-138, that the plan was a "psychological offensive against the
Politburo" rather than against the Soviet Union as a whole. On the
other hand, McWilliams also cited the plan as increasing the Soviet
people's "reluctance to be led into an aggressive war."l22 Despite
McWilliams' confusion about the actual objectives of the plan, the pa-
per was discussed in the Under Secretary's meeting of March 28, and
forwarded to the VOA and other concerned parties as approved policy on
April 11.

The plan was carried into effect, and is mirrored in the Weekly

Guides following its issuance. As time passed, more objectives were

inevitably identifjed. More important to USIE operations, personnel

turnover took a regrettable toll on the "personal experience data base"
of the organization. Time rarely existed to review past documents, to
try to ascertain if past objectives and themes were applicable to the
present situation. In order to accommodate the changes, a restatement

of the objectives was issued on 15 November, 1951.

pp. 11-13,17, passim, File 511.00/3-2351 CS/E and Department of State,
"Emergency Plan for Psychological Offensive (USSR)," 11 April, 1951,
Papers of Harry S. Truman, President's Secretary's File, Harry S. Truman

Library, pp. 13-16, passim.

122W. J. McWiiliams, Letter of Transmittél, "Emergency Plan for
Psychological Offensive (USSR)," March 23, 1951. State Department File
511.00/3-2351 CS/E.
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The November memorandum on psychological objectives shifted
emphasis in the matter of tone, and stressed that United States objec-~

. tives could best be forwarded on the basis of recognized shared interests.

between foreign govermments and peoples, and the United States. This
general orientation was "fraught with greater danger aﬁd therefore
charged with greater urgency” than when the earlier guidance had been
issued. USIE personnel were informed that this condition existed be-
cause of Soviet and Chinese actions, loss of time in acquiring impor-
tant facilities (especially radio), and a "narrowed base of operations
due to Congressional action.™

Five major psychological objectives were identified for 1952.
The most important objective from the view of policy planning was prob-
ably that of multiplying and intensifying '"psychological deterrents to
aggression by Soviet Communism.”" This was especially important in
light of renewed Soviet agitation in Europe and the Middle East. Of
second importance was intensifying and accelerating the "growth of con-
fidencg in and among the governments of the free world." Combatting
"extremist tendencies threatening the undermining of the cohesion and
stability of the free world and . . . withdrawal of governments and
peoples into neutralism" was the third objective. This was especially
qriented toward Near and Middle East countries, and Southeast “Asia
nations.

The fourth task was delicate, and was perhaps not handled
delicately enough. Propagandists, especially in VOA, were to "maintain
[fhe] hope of ultiﬁate liberation" among the captive peoples. Finally,

and of slightly less importance, was the maintenance among the "peoples
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and governments traditionally linked with the United States" continued

recognition of mutual interdependence.l23

123Edward Barrett, Memorandum, "Foreign Information Programs,"
November 15, 1351. State Department File 511.00/11-1551 (paxztially
excised), pp. 1-6 passim.
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CHAPTER VI
OTHER POLICY ACTIONS, 1951-1952

Throughout 1951 and 1952 plans were underway to turn the HICOG
psychological warfare program over to USIE. This planning accelerated
throughout 1952, as the probability for German independence increased.
Additional control over Mzrshall Plan (ECA) propaganda activities was
also jmplemented, even as ECA personnel went through the change-over
from the ECA to the Mutual Defense Assistance Program (MDAP). This
changeover, and increased controls, was not accomplished without some
friction.

HICOG personnel'in particular felt that there were préblems.
Previously the HICOG propagandists had responded through Frankfort and
McCloy who, as High Commissioner, was as responsible to the President as
the Secretary of State. This fostered an independent attitude among
the HICOG personnel which resulted in irritation when USIE attempted
to assert more centralized control over propaganda output. HICOG 6f—
.ficials were aware of a number of incidents which "would seem to prove
conclusively that there is a basic lack of understanding of the érinci—
ples of our policy and our program at critical levels in Ed Barrett's
shop." There were also "personal animosities" between various indivi-

duals. HICOG was directed to transfer its propaganda operations to USIE
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on July 2, 1952. Some HICOG representatives felt this was unwise for
two reasons. The notable lack of rapport was a major problem, but also

A

" USIE was "under heavy attack by Congress," and there was a great deal

of reluctance to subject the successful HICOG.program and personnel to

a tarring with that particular brush. The Congressional budget hearings,
in fact were raising increasing doubts about the USIE and "major
change[s] may have to be made . . . programwise and personnelwise.”
There was also the still on-going debate over a separate foreign infor-
mation agency, and the attendant policy coordination problems éuch a
move would necessarily entail. Im short, HICOG officials frankly asked
why they should forego a successful, effective, tightly-knit, well-
controlled and directed operation to join USIE?

On the other hand, USIE desired to assume control of the HICOG
program, and its approved funding for 1953, as part of the national
effort. There might have been some envy involved. USIE was in fact
under very heavy Congressional criticism and, as so often is the case,
Congressional disapproval was in direct proportion to funding allocated
which, in 1953, amounted to a thirty percent decrease in funds while
every other government program of comparable size was growing. Further-
more, USIE officials regarded HICOG prop;gand# as "carried out at ap-
proximately the level requireé for an optimum overt . . . program."l24
Similar problems were encountered with the ECA/MDAP personnel, especially

with its American subsidiary organization, the Technical Cooperation

124Henry J. Kellerman to Henry A. Byroade, Memorahdum, "Transfer

of German Puhlic Affairs Over to USIE," May 5, 1951. State Department
File 511.00/5-551 CS/H and Edward Barrett, Ibid., p. 1l..
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Administration (TCA). The HICOG position was, for the moment, sustained
and HICOG prbpagandists remained apart.

Late in 1951 a further effort was made to centralize control
of propaganda themes and program direction. From the time Barrett had
come to the USIE, he had wanted some method of "firing all the guns"
on carefully selected themes.125 The vehicle created for this purpose

was the "Quarterly Propaganda Emphasis."

The concept for the quarterly
emphasis was to create during the calendar year-four distinct, yet
interrelated propaganda campaigns which would "involve themes and aims
which are being sustained and will continue to be sustained for the
foreseeable future." 1In 1952, all of the quarterly campaigns were
directed toward "building unity and confidence."

Preplanned major propaganda campaigns held certain advantages. .
First, such a campaign allowed all the various medis divisions to pre-
pare and coordinate their output. Press and Publications Divisions
could prepare sufficient text in advance so that their output would co-
incide with that of IBD (VOA). Even the motion picture division (IMP)
could get enough lead time to chip in with several films on the appro-
priate themes. A second advantage was that such an approach lent itself
very handily to centralized planning and origination of the desired
product. Field posts, also, could take better advantage of such a cam-
paign, for they would have adequate time to secure translations, arrauge

printing, distribution, and local support.. ..

125A. A. Miccocci to Foy D. Kohler, Memorandum, "INP Propaganda

Campaigns,"” November 9, 1951, State Department File 511.00/12-1351.
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The 1952 "campaigns" were conducted under the basic title,
"Progress Through Strength Towards Peace With Freedom." One doubts the
- propagandists in the field had much luck deciphering that theme to their
targets. Happily, specific themes were easier to cope with. The.first
quarter emphasis was conducted under the more limited topic, "Peace With
Freedom," and was a planned intensification of the effort to wrest from
Soviet propagandists the word, and theme "peace."l Soviet propagandists
bad made much of this keyword through such organized propaganda efforts
as the "Stockholm Peace Proposals," the "World Peace Congress," and the
International Youth Festival.126 USIE propagandists were allowed ninety
days to gain the initiative in the use of the word ' peace. This seems
inadequate, regarding the Soviet Union's use of this key word since 1946.

Personnel within and without the program had doubts about this
approach to the problem of mass propaganda. One difficulty would ob-
viously be the "somewhat radical change in the operations of the several
media." Coordination between the various media were always difficult,
without a combined output requirement. Within IBD there were heated de-
bates over the themes and their sequences. One critic pointed out that
the United States was "not likely to acquire in the . . . free world
the strength required to achieve security in a three-month perioa."
Other themes, such as "peace with strength" would bave to be subject to
very shrewd guidance to avoid offending some neutralist and pacifist

nations, as well as to prevent field operators from "run[ning] riot

6Department of State, Circular Airgram, "Quarterly Propaganda
Emphasis," November 17, 1951. State Department File 511.00/11-1751 CS/R
and Circular 21, "Quarterly Propaganda Emphasis," February 15, 1951,
State Department File 511.00/2-1551 CS/MD.
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with it." A further problem was quite properly identified: while

Barrett had been wanting something like this, the real planning spark

. was IBD, and the other media had to be given adequate time to survey

and consider the problems before the document was sent through the policy
section. Moreover, unless strong guidance was provided, the "campaign"
might well turn into a case of the tail (VOA) wagging the dog.

In fact, IBD (Washington) sent the directive through Policy
and to the field before IBD in New York, and its Director, Foy Kohler,
was aware of the final content. Kohler was aware of the benefit of
reaching a larger audience simultaneously, with reinforcing (overlapping)
messages. However, the correlation introduced in Washington would also
"be apparent at the receiving end, and would stamp the product for what
it is--concentrated American propaganda.” Justifiably, Kohler did not
believe this was at all desirable. Kohler urged that more thought be
given to the inclusion of grey propaganda, especially when the ideas
"bear on tearing down the opposition."” Conducting the entire campaign
in the grey area would not be untoward, to include the radio field with
"blind transcriptions.” That is, unattributed broadcasts transmitted
from various regional, non-VOA stations,'on different frequencies than
normal. Kohler stated that thematic planning could not be conducted on
an independent basis; the other media would have to be included iﬁ all
planning. Moreover, he completely disagreed with the concept of
3arrett's "worldwide one voice" plan. His long experience in propaganda
had left him convinced that "themes cannot be selected for their appli-
cability on a worl&-wide basis."” Not even such a presumably-universal

key-word as "peace" was usable. In East Europe "peace" meant the
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status quo, or slavery. The key word in that particular area was

"freedom." In the Middle East, it was, for example, "self-determination.”

. Regional themes and emphasis were requisite, although much harder to

plan, resolve, and carry out.127

Kohler further pointed out that thus
far, the quarterly campaigns totally lacked "telling slogars.”

Leo Lowenthal and Ralph White, two officers in the Policy sec-
ticn also questioned the quarterly campaigns as a worldwide approach.
White in particular disagreed and believed the regional, or area basis
was the most desirable because '"the differences of emphasis as between
what we say to the Communist . . . and Free World are especially great.”
He thus called into question the already-published themes, recommending
a stronger anti-communist line of greater subtlety and projection than
the original ideas.128

Non-government sources also questioned the concept, in

particular Larry Byrd of the Chicago Tribune. He queried the State

Department as to whether they were now turning intensively to "slogan-
eering?", 2specially since the Russians were so effective with posters
and siogans. He understood it was to be "Four P's~-Peace, Power, Plenty,
and something else." The Department representative did his best to "put

him on the right track." He also questioned how the reporter apparently

}27Foy D. Kohler to 0. C. Anderson, Memorandum, 'Quarterly Prop-

aganda Campaigns," December 13, 1951. State Department File 511.00/
1-652. Soviet propaganda on the "peace" theme had fziled woefully in the

Middle East because of this regional perspective. It was subsequently
changed.

128Ralph White to Leo Lowenthal, Memorandum, 'Mr. Kohler Meme to
Anderson on Quarterly Propaganda Campaigns," January 9, 1952. Marginal
notation of approval, Lowenthal, January 10, 1952. State Department File
511.00/1-952. ’ e
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had secured a classified INP staff memo on the subject. At any rate,
the question was not at all wide of the mark, for such an approach did
- bear an uncanny resemblance to a commercial United States newspaper or
magazine advertising campaign based omn a slogén.129
The "Quarterly Campaign" plans seem to have lasted only two
quarters. In part this was probably due to the inherent media coordi-
nation problems. Undoubtably the f£lood of‘material from Washington,
in addition to the daily respomses req?ired to news events, as well as
the on-going country plan, simply overloaded the field USIE staffs.
The additional burden, wiﬁhout additional personnel, could only have
hurt daily operations. The lapse of the quarterly approach was also due
to: the inadequate basis on which the entire concept was fermulated.
The quarterly campaign tended to "fall between two stools: not suffi-
ciently th5ughtfu1 as policy guidance and not sufficiently specific
for operational purposes."130
Increased criticism from Congress, along with difficulty in
deterp;ning actual levels of effectiveness began to cause another éhift
in targeting emphasis: Barrett, with his limited OWI background and his
extensive exberience in commercial advertising and publications had
concerned himself with broad-based, centralized questions, similar to

those of 1943-1945. Increasing doubt within USIE as to the wisdom of

this approach forced a change to more precisely-defined targets.

129John L. Dunning to Frederick Oescher, Memorandum of Conversa-

tion, "Inquiry omn INP Quarterly 'Campaign' Plans.” December 5, 1951,
State Department File 511.00/12-551.

130h1 511 essandro, p. 2.
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Targeting was referred to in terms of thée "shotgun" approach versus
the "rifle" approach.

The basis for the debate was simple. If one could accurately
identify the desired target, usually as jdentified "opinion leaders"
or "key communicators" within a community or target group, communi-
cating with these individuals would be much more effective and cheaper
in terms of time, money, and effort than attempting to reach sveryone.
These key individuals would, once persuaded, in turn persuade others,
and accomplish the necessary communications with the rest of the target.
On the other hand, in areas where there were no identifiable key indi-
viduals (i.e., communist-controlled areas), the shotgun technique had
a higher chance of succsssfully getting the message through. In many
areas of the world, a rifle approaéh would bring maximum results for
minimum effort, allowing the increasingly-restrictive funds available
to USIE to be used elsewhere. The real drawback of a rifle approach
was that other sections of the society might well remain virtually un-—
touched, allowing Soviet propagandists a free band. Funds as much as
policy determination forced an increased emphasis on the "rifle"
approach. |

As 1952 began, USIE planners felt fairly confident. The
year-end mood of the non-communist areas showed “certain signs that
morale [was] improving." The USIE faced the major task of converting the
existing mood into one of steady confidence. Six major psychological ...
objectives, in addition to those of the quarferly emphasis, were defined
in early 1952. The major objective was, of course, multiplying and

intensifying "psychological deterrents to aggression by Soviet Communism."
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The obverse was the forementioned conversion of the existing European

mood. Propagandists were to continue to combat the extremist and

"neutralist tendencies of various nations and. targets.

Within the zone of Soviet control,vthé subject peoples needed
to be addressed in such a manner-that‘they maintained their identifica-
tion with the non-communist world, and "“help hope for ultimate libera-
tior." Among the peoples and govermments traditionally linked with the
United States, the theme of mutual interdepéndence was to be stressed.
Finally, "sharpest recognition" was to be sought of the shared interests
between the United States and the various target governments.131
Other than the Weekly Guides, this policy statement appears

to have been the last major policy definition issued to the field during

the remainder of the Truman Administration. No other comprehensive

‘statement has been found in the files for 1952. January 1952, also

marked a change in USIE leadership. -Edward Barrett retired to private
life and Dr. William Compton, formerly administrator of the ECA, as well
as a former President of Washington State University, assumed the helm
of the propaganda organization. The lack of periodic guidances may be
attributed to this change of leadarship, as. well as the incréasing
Congressional criticism (McCarthy and Nixon), and the latter stages of
the Korean War.

In retrospect, the Truman psychological warfare program
émphasized about twelve psychological objectives that were used with
fair consistency throughout the period. The first, and nearly over-

riding objective was also the fundamental reason for the USIE to

_ 131Weekly-Guidance 91, Jan. 4, 1952. State Depértment File
511.00/1-452 CS/H. e .
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increase the effectiveness of United States foreign policy.132

Throughout the time investigated, this objective suffered no alteration
" or modification. A second objective was to "impress the peoples of the
world with the reliability, consistency, and éeriousness of the U.S.
and its policies." This early objective was modified into developing
“"hope and confidence in the U.S." In late 1951 this was further trans-
formed into "develop hope and confidence among free world nations.“133
Like the second objective, the exposure of the “extent to
which Soviet motives and policies are not in the best interests of free
countries" evolved during the period. Particularly under the impetus
of the Korean War, the third objective became "exposure of the nature,

nwl34

intentions, and capabilities of the Soviet Union. In comparison,

the exposure of the "discrepancies between professed Soviet ideals and

" incorrectly identified as an objective, was properly

135

actual practices,
downgraded to a tactic, and used to destroy Soviet credibility.
One objective did a complete reversal in employment and direc-
tion. Destroying the Soviet myth that the United States wanted war
metamorphosized in 1951 into the objective of supperting ''deterrence"

n136

in the face of Soviet aggression and "new imperialism In a similar

1321947-1952. See footnotes earlier for the list of all perti-
nent policy guidances.

1331947—1950; 1950-1951; 1951-1953 wexre the respective periods
for each mutation.

1341947—1950; 1550-1953, respectively.

1351947—1951. After 1951 this was a tactic, not a theme.
1361949-1951. In 1951 the defensive concept was replaced with
Free World "deterrent" power for the remainder of the period studied.
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transformation from a defensive to an aggressive psychological position,

assisting the "policy of containment" became deterring the "Soviets from

" further encroachments.”" Ultimately the objective was sharpened into

"deter Soviet aggression."l37
Some objective shifts were logical, and obvious refinements of

the original ideas. For example, encouragement of ultimate represen-

tative governments quickly changed into "encourage Titoism in satellite

countries."138

Similarly, persuasion of the "peoples of the world
that U.S. motives and policies are in their best interests" was be-

latedly changed into emphasizing shared interests of the target and
139

the United States.
One objective, encouraging and supporting elements of

resistance, stated in July 1950, quickly split into two objectives,

as planners recognized the matter as a twin problem. The major thrust

of the objective was recognized as fostering psychological resistance,

a proper overt psychological warfare objective in regard to the peoples

under communist rule.140 The other objective, more properly a covert

objective and hence a responsibility of the CIA, was to use the hope
of ultimate liberation to produce "subversion within and defection

l'."
from" those areas under communist rule. —

1371949-1950; 1950-1951; 1951-1952 respectively.

1381950; 1950-1953.

1391947-1950; 1950-1953, respectively.

140 5,1y-Angust 1950; August, 1950-1952.
1411950-1953. Especially clear im the 1951 statements of 1951,
to include Omar Bgadley's message, previously cited. '
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In the last twelve months of the Truman years, the final two
objectives were added. The first was to encourage and gather support
- for participation in "effective actions to deter or repel direct or

' The objective, based uﬁon Korea, clearly en-~

indirect aggression.'
visioned United States leadership. Finally, psychological warfare per-
sonnel were to combat extremism among the various nations which
threatened the free world unity, as well as the drift of many nations
into neutralism under the pressure of having to choose between two
increasingly-polarized views of the world.142

The»above were thé basis of United States psychological
warfare objectives thfoughout the Truman period. For the most part,
these objectives remained fairly constant from late 1947 through 1952,
or at least evolved logically under the impact of events. More
striking, when these objectives are surveyed, is the fact that over
one-third of these objectives were formulated in 1947, two were formu-
lated in 1949, another one-third of these in 1950, before the Korean
War began, and»only two, very defensive objectives were issued after
the cutbreak of the war.

Examination of the generation of United States psychological

objectives clearly indicates that the bulk of those objectives were

generated relatively early in the Truman administration years. Counting

142National Psychological Warfare Plans, The various documents

referenced before are: "Information Policy,':December 1, 1947; UM-D-86,
March, 1949; NSC-74, July 10, 1950; "Basic Information Guidance,” June 10,
1950; "Psychological Objectives," June 12, 1950; Annex 5, NSC-68, Octo-
ber 18, 1950; "Terms of Reference, IFIS- National Psychological Warfare
Plan,"” November 15, 1950; "Foreign Information Frograms," January 31,
1951; "Draft Cost Estimates, NSC-68, August, 1950; "Special Guidance 83,
"NATO-MDAP," March 16, 1951; "Emergency Plan for Psychological Offensive
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the period up to the North Korean invasion, over two-thirds of the
national psychological objectives that were ultimately employed had been
generated. After Korea, under Edward Barrett, virtually no new objec-
tives were identified. One would have suspecied that the Korean invasion
and its aftermath, would have shaken the United States, and USIE into
new, bold iﬁitiatives. Instead, USIE objectives merely continued pre~
war planning.

Barrett, the expert whom Acheson and Truman wooed to assume thé
helm of the United States psycholeogical warfare program proved to be not
an innovator»but a bureaucratic manipulator” wh& invariably strove to
achieve éggrandizement of power. While there was a sharpening of ob-
jectives, an emphasis on offensive, aggressive psychological warfare,
there was no new departure or change to indicate a sharp new initiative,
any "Campaign of Truth." A more accurate title might be "campaign of
changes” from the truth about the United States to the truth about the
Soviet Union.

The lack of change in national psychological warfare objectives
after 1950 would seem to accurately reflect concurrent national foreign
policy objectives. The Korean War seems to have had the effect of
hardening the objectives into a near-inflexible staﬁce. Thereforé, the
significance of psychological objectives after June 1950, is not the
number, but the fact that they remained so unchanging. Stress, rather

than forcing.change and innovations confirmed the Truman administration

(USSR) ," March 23, 1951; Special Guidance 91, "Mutual Security Program,"
Revision, October 24, 1951; "Foreign Information Programs," November 15,
1951; "Weekly Foreign Informatiom Policy Guidance 91," January 4, 1952;
"Psychological Exploitation Plan," March 10, 1953.
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and USIE in its original policy, regardless of its pertinence.
In retrospect, the final two years of the Truman administration psycho-
logical warfare were, rather than a period of growth, a period of

sterility and stagnation in policy definition and implementation.
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CHAPTER VII
EFFECTIVENESS OF THE USIE PROGRAM

During the Truman years, the United States government spent
over three hundred million dollars on the USIE national propaganda pro-
grams alone. The key question of such Congressional leaders as Senator
Brian McKellar was, what did the nation get for this investment? The
period 1949-1952 is important for the long-term funding implications for
the program which General Eisenhower had testified was “eritical.” Thus,
a major task of USIE was not only the persuasion and influencing of a
foreign audience, but also convincing the.United States Congress that
the program was effective and was having the desired impact. Failure
to coﬁvince Congress would result iﬁ lack of funds. Regardless of how
well—directed and well-conceived a program may be, it cannot continue
without funds. In retrospect, USIE failed to persuade Congressional
leaders the program was either well-directed or well-conceived.

A major point of contention between Congress and the USIE was
the basis of judgement for effectiveness. far too often in Congressional
testimony, USIE leaders gave attention to the size of the program,
appareatly in the belief that any program of sufficient size would
automatically be effective. This is not always the case. Nor did at-

tention to the "amount of material distributed, the number of persons
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exposed to this material," which occupied such large amounts of
Congressional testimony successfully respond to the question of how many
of those particular people had been persuaded that the United States
information was correct.l43 Concrete figures,‘and hard proof of suc-
cess, were rare instances in Congregsional testimony. One may sympa-
thize with Congressional leaders who attempted to come to grips with
the operations, and justify funding to support such an amorphous enter-
prise.

| Nevertheless, at the same time that USIE officials were trying
to impress-Congreésional leaders with the size of the program, the size
of the Soviet program, and the needs for a larger program, there existed
at least four sources of program evaluations for the USIE. The sources
were: field reports from USIE personnel, refugee debriefing reports,
limited intelligence reports from the CIA, and the volume of audience
response. After July 1952, two other evaiuation programs were normally
availabie: an evaluation of ambassadorial comments, and an evaluation
of a survey of personnel opinions and beliefs taken in the Washington .
offices. Field surveys were not undertaken until 1952, and were incapable
of dealing with the communist-dominated areas. Since 1953, limited re-
search has been done on USIE effectiveness in these critical; formative
years. There seems to have been no subsequent effort to retrieve these
early files, or to promote research, to determine where the USIE was most
effective, and from what wellsprings of good will current programs

might be of most use.

143Stanle" K. Bigman and Nathan Joseph, "Ambassadors Evaluate

the Information Program,” Bureau of Social Science Research Washington,
D. C.. American University, October 1, 1952, p. 20.

168



Each of these sources of information about effectiveness
provided a different type of viewpoint, and often different evaluationms.
The overall evaluation of these divergent views seems never to have been
systematically presented to Congress; at least, nowhere in the normal
budgetary iestimony, which became the méjor investigative forum for the
USIE, does a coherent attempt at effectiveness evaluation appear. Ome
feels strongly that this was due to a failure of USIE leadership to
distinguish between activity and audience response. That is, activity
in the form of so many millions saw a film, for example, versus an
evaluation of how many of the audience were persuvaded. Response was
usually described not in terms of the target réaction, but that of the
Soviet Union. 1In this latter action, USIE officials seemed to consis-
tentiy 'mix apples and oranges.' Effectiveness, to be a meaningful term,
must be expressed in terms of target reaction to propaganda, not ;he
reactions of one's competition, for in that direction lies defeat.

On the other hand, Congressional perceptions of the problem of
effectiveness were little if any clearer than those of USIE representa-
tives; For example, in the 1949 testimony before the House Appropria-
tions Committee both State Deparﬁment Representatives John E. Péurifoy
and John Nicholsqn, as well as the Chairman, Representative John J.
Rooney, consistently referred to Public Law 402 as the "Voice of America

Program."l44

While this does speak well for the impacf of VOA on
government personnel consciousness, it does not speak well for either

their understanding of the program, or the ability of USIE leaders to

laaﬂouse, 1950 Hearings, pp. 17, 65.
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explain their program and organization.

In 1949 one of the major questions regarding effectiveness was
the impact of Soviet jamming on VOA broadcast frequencies. With a éon—
cerned, aroused, and willing Congress, the teétimony of George Allen
was less than prescient, definitive, or timely. Allen identified "about
forty-four important transmitters" within the Soviet Union, of which
about eighteen were at one time or another devoted to interfering with
the Voice of America broadcasts. Since this interference was accom-
plished only at the expense of the Soviet Union's own, internal propa-
ganda broadcasts, Allen confidently estimated that "not more than ten
percent of the time" in the past year had VOA not been heard in Moscow
on a2ny of the "9 or 10 frequencies used."145 As events were quickly to
prove, this estimate was far wrong, and CIA estimates, if any were sub-
deted, were very far in error.

Representative Karl Stephan in particular was not satisfied
with such an answer to a question for "specific results." He desired
more than jﬁst the Embassy report of General W. Bedell Smith, or
Professor Mark May's notes on his trip to Europe. Allen offered the
report on "Audience Mail for December 1948," as evidence of effective-
ness. This one month report was accepted prima facie as evidence of
USIE effectiveness, and subsequent testimony devolved iatc a discussion
of some specific country programs,146

The testimony offered in 1949 failed either to persuade

U514, p. 731

1461144, pp. 733-4.
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Congressional leaders of the House that the Russian jamming was a real
threat, or the USIE program was really very effective. While it might
be all to the good to build up estimates of program effectiveness
through minimizing the effectiveness of jammiﬁg in official reports,
USIE officials also implied through this testimony that new equipment
requested was not really that necessary. In the House Appropriations
Committee judgement, USIE "failed to provide adequate justification"
for the purchase of "curtain" antennas and new transmission facilities.
In fact, so lackluster was USIE testimony that the House Committee
recommended virtual elimination of the "planned increases over opera-
tional levels attained in 1949,” and denied any broadcast facilities
expansion. In a period of post-war inflation, the éctual effect was
a budget cut for the USIE, which certainly would have USIE effectiveness
in the coming months.147
When the budget request céme before the Senate subcommittee,
any questions about USIE effectiveness had become overshadowed with the
advenylgf full-scale Soviet jamming. The Soviet capability for mass
jamming of broadcast transmissions caught the USIE as well as the
fledgling CIA completely flat-footed. No one had dreamed, and éertainly
.not estimated that the Soviet Union had such a capability, ncr had any-
one detected signs of such preparations. A parenthetical note that

aliowed some cheer in the gloom was that the British had not had any

idea of this possibility either. This was graveyard cheer, because it

147"Curtain" antennas were 200-3007 more effective than the ob-
solescent rhombic antennas first designed about 1918. See Senate,
Hearings, 1950, pp. 175, 177. There was also keen interest as to the
ultimate ownership and residual (scrap) value.
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meant that the United State's allies were fully as much in the dark as
the CIA. However, the previous complacent attitude that the Soviet
jamming, aided with the normal atmospheric interference, had only suc-
ceeded in blocking about ten percent of the VdA signals now vanished,
replaced with a dramétic estimate that eighty-eight percent of the sig-
nals were blocked. However, it should be noted that this was still an
estimate. USIE persomnnel had to testify before the mercurial Senator
Kénneth McKellar. At this moment, Senator McKellar was less than .
enamored with the propaganda effort, and unfortunately was even less
informed about the program's operations than most citizens.1

Soviet jamming was the main force and source of concern with
Senators McKellar and Pat McCarran, who wanted to know what the State
Department was doing about the problem. At one point, Chairman
McKellar was even more specific: "What I want to know are the facts.

I don't care about the theories."149

Unfortunately, at that moment,
theories were about all the USIE had to offer. The entire possibility
of massive jamming had not been considered viable, nor had anyone ob-
Jectively attempted to solve the problem of countering high-power
Jamming. 1In fact, no one had really considered the problem of

countering jamming at any power or wavelength.lso

1I*SIbid., pp. 182~4, 192. 1In one of his more memorable de-

clarations, McKellar charged the Exchange of Persons program of 'as near
being claptrap in the Govermment as I have ever heard of," and went oz
record as intending to offer a bill to repeal that section of PL 402. -- .-

1491p44., p. 190.

15OCountering jamming has been a persistent problem since the
1950's. Basically, there is no such thing as "counterjamming," a term

coined from total ignorance of electromagnetic transmission principles. The
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In their testimony, two USIE officials, Mr. Lehrbas and Mr.
Thayer, identified the immediate measures being taken. There were only
two options immediately open: increased broadcast hours, and an ampli-
tude "chopper" device that gave an effective increase of ten percent.
They further testified that "fundamentally, the only answer to jamming
is more transmitters, more frequencies, and more power." The officials,
under Senate pressure, identified the jamming as affecting only the
programs in the Russian language. However, they were quick to point
out, there was no reason why jamming could not be extended to other
programs as well. Thayer also gave a revised estimate of jamming trans-
mitters, up from eighteen to over one hundred. When Senator A. Willis
Robertson pressed him for a more definitive statement on program ef-
fectiveness, George Allen used the massive jamming effort as his proof.
Allen's reasoning, which was to be used in subsequent years, was that
the Soviet government would not be attempting such a mas;ive, expensive,
and concentrated effort if USIE was not hurting the Soviet leaders.
Also, .the Soviets would scarcely be making an effort if they "did not
care what the Voice of America was saying, if it did nét make any dif-
ference whether the Russian people heard or m,:t.:."l"s1

In retrospect, however, Soviét jamming efforts would seem to
be more an indication of Soviet fears for potential damage rather than

actual damage. Stalin, in the middle of his later, post-war purges,

only solution thus far found is to generate more effective radiated
power at the point of attack-—through higher power, directional anten-
nas, and a narrower-band signal.
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was again seeing ploté and capitalist threats everywhere he looked. The
infant radio broadcast program in Russian from the United States was
scarcely a major threat at this time, given the estimated size of half
a miilion internal security forces engaged in Secret Police work.l52
However, the Senate did vote increased funds for the VOA, clearly in
reaction to the Soviet jamming oéerations rather than from a belief in
USIE effectiveness.

In August, during supplemental budget hearings, USIE estimates.
about the size of the Soviet jamming effort again increased dramatically,
above .the estimate of six months earlier. It was then estimated that
"more than two hundred fifty different jamming transmitters have been
identified in operation" rather than the previou; one hundred. More
were believed to exist, and Allen again pointed to the increased jamming
as proof of USIE and VOA effectiveness. Further, Allen noted the very
real danger of "USSR large-scale jamming operaticns in conmection with
American broadcasts to other parts of the world,” and the potential
use of jamming as a weapon "in the event of world emergency."

General Albert Wedemeyer, appearing as a witness for the USIE,
stated that he believed the VOA had haa some effect, and indicated that
CIA agent reports of which he had a personal kncwledge, gave "corrobo-
rative evidence that the Voice of America is having a definite effect
and it is hurting them." No documéntation was introduced into testimony,
however, and Wedemeyer's testimony was essentially unsupported.

Congressman John Rooney asked for two items: how effective was the
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Soviet jamming, and how effective was VOA? Despite all the questioning
about effectiveness, the Congressman's fequirement seamed o surprise
ﬁhe USIE officials. Thayer, for one, confessed to the Committee,
“frankly I did not think [the question ofAefféctiveness} would come up,
and I did not bring the evidence down from New York." Thayer was
equally unprepared to give the Committee specific figures on the ef-
fectiveness of Soviet jamming. His best estimate, as the VOA expert,
was that "I think perhaps our effectiveness (in getting through the
Soviet jamming) is a little better than two percent at the present time,
but not much." Such unpreparedness was astounding, but not unusual

for USIE.

While unprepared, Charles Thayer and George Allen did offer
some hasty evidence of effectiveness. First and fofemost was the extent,
and strength with which the Soviet government would answer VOA broad-
casts directly, citing in distorted form what the VOA had earlier broad-
cast, and refuting the USIE propaganda. In the case of Poland, Soviet-
contrg;led radio even had a spot that was regularly set aside to speci-
fically answer VOA broadcasts.

Second, escapee evidence was alludéd, and one report wés cited
as estimating that fifteen to twenty million people listened to the
VOA in Russia. Finally, the evidence that the Soviet governmenf was
willing to jam their own broadcast channels rather thaﬁ to allow a
stronger VOA signal through was cited, as well as the Kasenkina case. .. .

One doubts if the Committee waz wholly persuaded, but in the
face of such stroﬁg Soviet reactions, there did exist a reasonaﬁle doubt

that the USIE was having some effectiveness in the war for men's minds

175



and ideals. The key question, from John Rooney, was whether or not,
should Congress give USIE money for more facilities, would there be any
assurance that the Soviets would not simply increase their own facili-
ties, effectively wasting the USIE investmenté Thayer assured the
Representative that there was little evidence that would support such
a possibility, because the Soviet Union had a very limited electronics
industry. One must note that this referenced industry was the same one
that had just shocked the world with the large-scale jamming operation,
and had apparently been able to place over two hundred transmitters on
line in little more than two years. Representative Rooney remained
unconvinced, and asked if there were any further facts which the USIE
representative would like to submit "which might convince us that there
is some merit in this request, that we are not pouring money down a rat
bole." Despite repeated attempts, USIE testimony was little more than
a string of assurances that the jamming could be overcome, given time
and money. The House Committee did nevertheless vote $11.5million for
facil:[.ties.l53
The following year found USIE personnel little more prepared
to answer questions on prograﬁ effectiveness.l Congressional leaders,
on the other hand, exhibited increased concern and awareness of the
program and asked specific questions on motion picture.operations, the
Wireless Bulletin, and the Libraries operations, as well as the usual

interest in VOA. Foy D. Kohler, an experienced Foreign Service Officer-

lssﬂouse, Supplemental Appropriations Hearings, 1950, pp. 95-

163 passim. While not as inept as Benton, none of Allen's personnel
managed a strong presentation, nor did Allen himself particulariy im-
press the Congres:.
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with two year's recent experience in the Soviet Union, as well as
experience in broadcast operations, had been made the General Manager
under the ﬁoover Commission recommendations, and proved to be the most
effective witness at the Hearings. Kohler waé what the various Commit~-
tees had been seeking for some time: an honest expert in the field,'who
could speak from personal experience. From his personal observations
in 1947, Kohler testified that he had been able to verify "a great deall
of ;eaction" to the VOA broadcasts. He also identified about "250
jammers which work[ed] all the time" against VOA and BBC broadcasts.
Kohler pointed out to Sena;or McCarren that the jamming was "largely
concentrated in the great urban centers . . . all testimony is that
outside those centers it is reasonably easy to get a [VOA] program.”
During the time since the jamming had begun, the VOA and BBC
bhad pooled their transmitting resources twice daily, utilizing over
seventy transmitters., all of which played the same program, in an ef-
fort to overcome the Soviet jamming through sheer brute force. This
effort was successful, according to embassy reports. Kohler was also
able to give evidence that the program wzs having some effect, and gave
three sources of his evidence. The first source was that of the Soviet
government itself. He quoted the magazine Novi Mei of January 1950,
which stated "millions of Soviet people" recognized the Voice of
America programs. He also pointed out that there had been about one
hundred attacks against the Voice in Soviet press and radio during the. -
last six months. As noted before, the United States did not move from
a "full and fair" approach toward a seléctive truth, and a refutation of

Soviet propaganda, until that propaganda was becoming painfully effective.
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The same events would seem to be motivating the Soviet attacks.
Kohler made the point about the attacks, but did not make their signifi-
cance clear to the Subcommittee.

Kohler also mentioned defectors, and‘quoted one defector
letter that asserted even KGB officials listened to the VbA. However,
Kohler did not offer much hope for quick results or resolution of the
problem. "Fifty or one hundred years" was his estimate of the length of
the program.154 His estimate both shocked and dismayed the Subcommitteé
of the Senate. Despite Kohler's sterling performance, additional funds
for radio were not forthcoming, and only a modest program increase was
granted for the 1951 appropriations year.

The final appropriations year of the period, 1952, found the
United States deeply enmeshed in Korea and a bitter psychological war
with the Soviet Union. One result of the impact of the Korean War was
a large, supplemental increase in funding for USIE operations which
effectively doubled the size of the propaganda operation. However, for
the 1952 budget year, both because of the increased level of funding
for USIE, as well as increasing Congressional experience with the USIE,
an increased questioning and testimony was encountered. |

The Congressional mood was not one which any administration
official would delight over. The tcane was set quickly in the pointed
questioné of Chairman John Rooney of the House, in regard to the progress

on construction of the authorized radio facilities expansion. He simply

1Sl‘Senat:e, Appropriations Hearings, 1951, pp. 995-1014 passim.

Kohler was, in fact, an electrical engineer of some note, and held a
patent for development of the "choppexr" circuit. ‘
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asked how many ofAthe six radio construction projects authorized the
previous year were complete? Chairman Rooney asked the question ten
times. It requirec ten questions, and one hundred ninety words of tes-
timony before Rooney could force William Barrétt and Charles Hulten to
‘specify: none. Rooney vented his annoyance upon Barrett who, as "'top
administrator of this entire operation," could only accept the blast in
silence. After all, Chairman Rooney justifiably pointed out that there
were not "so many of these highly expensive facilities that you could
not reasonably be expected to know" how many facilities were completed.lss
House leaders were additionally unhappy over the USIE's
liberal, and highly irregular diversion of funds, as well as demon-
strable USIE inefficiency.156 House members also gave increased atten-
tion to the question of effectiveness. Soviet jamming was of course a
keen concern, and the House members expressed dismay over the proposed
cost of such a system of.long-haul transmitters that would be required
to overcome the jamming. House members were also concermed about in-
consistencies in USIE testimony. In 1950, only two percent of the
broadcasts were believed to be received within Russia. But in 1951,
"we suddenly heard that 25 percent was getting through . . . and in some
cases as much as 50 percent" without any additional equipment or money
being spent. Representative Clevenger in particular wanted to know how

this could be true, and Barrett had a great deal of trouble convincing

155House, Appropriations Hearings, 1952, p. 742.

1561n the words of Representative Daniel J. Flood, "this con-
founded, ridiculous comedy of errors, or amalgamation of stupidity and
negligence, and dereiiction of duty . . . " 1Ibid., p. 772.
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Clevenger, and the Committee, that in fact more equipment was in
operation, but that it was "British, the Greeks, and the Italians” all
broadcasting the same program together which was responsible for the
increased effectiveness.

Barrett did such a poor job of persuading the Committee that
Clevenger, previously a strong supporter of the program, found himself
at complete odds with the proposed-budget. He went on record as feeling
that "this program ought to be cut back to where it was in 1950."
Strong words for the official United States voice in the international
propaganda arena, at a time when its country was fighting a very bloody,
highly-political war, and faced an equally unpleasant psychological
climate in Europe. Clevenger further directly challenged Barrett to
produce some proof of effectiveness.

Barrett's response to the challenge was trite and weak.

The now-standard referenées to the Soviet jamming did not carry the im-
pact of the previous years, even though the jamming had steadily in-
creased in scope and precision. Barrett offered little else in the way
of proofs. Foy Kohler gave better testimony in regard to effectiveness
later that day. To Kohler's thinking, one of the most telling indica-
tions of effectiveness was the constant attention of the Soviet press
and radio against the Voice of America. In the last three quarters

-of that year, there had been 35, 40, and 76 attacks, respectively. A
significant trend of rising innuendo, and slander. Kohler estimated
that the Soviets had expended $30 million installing their jamming
equipment, and were expending bétween $5-1C million a year operating

the now-extensive network. Kohler offered further evidence in regard
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to the documented, positive audience reaction, some of which had come
through smuggled letters from Soviet-controlled areas, including Russia
itself. Some letters had in fact come from the Soviet occupation forces
(GSOF-G or, Group Soviet Forces-Germany) . DEfector leyters and audience
mail volume had doubled in the past year. Finally, Kohler offered into
testimony the results of audience study reports which Gallup poll |
associates had conducted under contract in Sweden, Norway, and France.

As a last report to the Committee, Robert May, of IBD (VOA),
introduced excerpts from a report from James D. Chase (Crosley Broad-
casting Corporation) and Merril C. Phillips, IBD, on locally-produced
radio programs in Germany, Austria, Tangier, Italy, and South America.
The reports were highly laudatory, although they did identify some
problems in VOA programming and product which tended to limit their
effectiveness.

Nevertheless, the House Subcommittee remained vnimpressed with
USIE operations and effectiveness, especially Repregentatives Cliff
Clevenger and Daniel J. Flood. Clevenger summed the budget request up
as having "gone distinctively into the realm of the fantastic." Daniel
J. Flood was even less enthusiastic, stating that "in view of the magni-
tude of the undertaking . . . the mountain has labored and brought forth
a mouse."’ The conclusions of these two leaders was further under-
scored with the House action to delete nearly $30 million, or over one-
fourth, of the budget request.

USIE testimony before the Senate subcommittee was, if possible,

157Hearings, House Appropriations, 1952, pp. 741-1109 passim.
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less impressive, though a better presentation from a point of coherence
was made. The problem in the case before the Senate was, apparently; no
one in USIE seriously believed that Senators read the pre-~budget reports
which are submitted prior to a hearing. The éenate also was increasingly
concerned about the subject of effectiveness. One major new item of
evidence introduced before the Senate was a report of VOA effectiveness
produced, not with VOA funds or contracts, but through the BBC with a
contract to Reuters. The VOA received a copy as a courtesy from the
BBC. As an outstanding independent study of the period, the researcher
has found nothing to compare with this report. Reuters gave VOA very
high marks for éudience and effectiveness in Western Europe as well as
the Eastern portions, and in fact noted that VOA and BBC were essen-
tially even iu effectiveness and appeal throughout the region studied.
The Reutersl report did not impress Senator Kenneth McKellar
or Senator J~rley Kilgore. McKellar complained that Barrett "has not
been able to show us where we have gained a particle by the gxpendituré
of . . . $115 milliom . . . we do not know what we are doing. We are
just appropriating millions of dollars." Senator Pat McCarran pointed
out that in USIE's own semiannuzl report the organization had admitted
that heretofore, effectiveness had been presuméd on the basis of the
program having an arbitrary standard of quality and quantity, rather
than attempting to discover how the program did or did not actually in-
fluence the behavior amnd beliefs cf the target audiences. McCarran was .
not impressed at all, and summed up Barrett's testimony as: "We are
going to do better next year-—just give us more money, and we will do .

better next year. We cannot tell you what we have done this year or
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the year befq;e. It was thus not unexpected that the Senate Committee
found that the USIE did not need their full request. What was shockiug
" to USIE personnel was the recommended amount: $63 million, or slightly
more than half what had been requested. Majo; cuts were delivered
against Press, Motion Picture, Library, and Exchange of Persons pro-
grams.158 It is clear, both from Congressional statements during the
course of the hearings, as well as the resulting cuts of funds and
support that USIE, as well as State Department personnel, abysmally
failed to persuade the holders of the govermment purse~-strings that the
propaganda programs were having a significant effect.

A major question which plagued USIE at the time, and has
remained largely unanswered since is what was the actual effect of USIE
output in their major theaters of operatiorns, Europe and the communist- -
dominated countries. 1In fact, was anj definitive answer possible at
that time, or at the present? After all, the Congressional leaders
were quite correct in desiring to know how effective the USIE was; they
were spending the citizen's monies, and there should have been some
means of demonstrating a tangible result. Certainly a more definitive
answer could have been attempted. Sources included not only audience
mail and USIE field reports, but also repoits from Ambassadors afield,
research projects, foreign government evaluations, Soviet govermment
reactions, and numerous debriefing reports from the. stream of refugees

arriving in the West from the communist areas, as well as a few CIA

reports could all contribute to a fairly clear picture of USIE

158

Senate, Appropriations Hearings, 1952, pp. 1643-63 passim.
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effectiveness, though respectively, each would necessarily view the
results from a different perspective.

One major source of input to effectiveness evaluation should be
the various embassies and outposts themselves: Four different periods
of responses to such questions from Washington are available from the
State Department files: September, 1950; December, 1950; December, 1951;
and August, 1952. Each should have had some impaét in judging program
and targeting effectiveness and content. The first of these surveys,
undertaken as noted in September 1950 (but actually lasting through
November), revealed several problems in program effectiveness. These
problems may be generally classified into three categories: shortage
of money, shortage of personnel, and shortage of proper materials.

Shortage of money generally referred to the lack of funds to
support local programs in press or radio, or representation funds
which would allow USIE personnel to "wine =nd dine" local persons of in-
fluence within the selected target groups. Face-to-face meetings many
times are best conducted over dimmner, or at a party, and penury does not
inspire confidence. On the matter of local programs, this was a con-
tinued battle between the proponents of highly-centralized operations

and those of more decentralized operations. Especially in South America,

(3]

he tradition of decentralized execution was stromng, and a local radio
and press infrastructure made the tactic especially appealing. Indezd,
when local Ambassadors supported such operations, sometimes with coun- .-
terpart funds, results were often surprisingly good. In fact, during
this time period, one of the most popular radio commentators and pro-

gram hosts was an American, working for USIE in Ecuador. He was
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sufficiently popular that local radio broadcast organizations voted to

give him the award for best radio personéiity of the year (1951), much

to the embarrassment of USIE Washington,_who had to instruct that indi-
vidual to refuse the award because accepéance.violated foreign service

regulations of the State Department.

Shortage of personnel was anothef headache, because often the
USIE office had much more to do in the way of propaganda than the
existing personnel could even dream of accomplishing. The real problem
in this regard was an unwillingness to admit that certain tasks could
not be accomplished, and thus not attempt thosg tasks. The tendency
was always to try to "cover the waterfront," and attempt to do a little
in relation to everything that Washington wished to have done. The
result was often that the program personnel and effort expended on any
one point was insufficient to accomplish any task well. This greatly
weakened program effectiveness.

Shortage of the proper material was closely related to the
question of funding. If local programs were adequately funded, the
local USIE office could produce much of its own materials. If, on the
other hand, the bulk of all funding (and personnel) were held aé
Washingﬁon, then Washington should furnish the local operations with
the propaganda materials they required.. Thi; was a very sore point
with many USIE operatives in the field, because.adequaée materials were
farely provided. Production in the céﬁt;alized Washington organization...
was a slow, and often uncertain process. Furthermore, produced ma-
terials were often unsuitable for local distribution because they failed

to address local, versus regional, interests and key words. In 1952,

185



for example, Congressional investigators under Senator McCarthy were
to stumble across thousands of pamphlets. and ﬁosters in various European
embassy basements, all of which had been found wanting. In the view of
those propagandists favcering a more decentralized operation, the
centrally~-produced materials lacked both appropriateness and timeliness.

This particular survey also offered some keen insights into
several local USIE posts, especially Egypt and Manila. Of especial
interest were some of the local problems, such as the Huks in the
Philippines, and the local USIE operations designed to support local
government actions, as well as recommended actions from Egypt which
would serve to make USIE propaganda more effective.160 The survey
clearly outlines local post perceptions of required actions in many
parts of the world that should have borne fruit, especially in response
to the calls for a "Psychological Warfare Offensive."161

The second survey, occurring on the heels of the first,
reveals a fair agreement among the posts around the world that the
Weekly Information Guide, intended to be a major‘instrument in coordi-
ﬁating policy and output, was for the most part unsatisfactory. Except
in a few places the Guides were received too late to be useful in

generating locally-derived stories in the fast-breaking news programs

160 . e . .
The report also is interesting because it reveals what, in

retrospect, were the fatal targeting flaws in Angola. Specifically, USIE
propaganda was aimed at the white, upper-class landowners and political
leaders of the African nation who were, of course, Portugese. USIE effort
was spectacularly nonexistent in relation to the indigenous people, a gap
Soviet propagandists were happy to exploit. The results bore fruit
twenty years later.

161Joan Stowe to John L. Dunning, Memorandum, "Psychological
Warfare Offensive,” January 16, 1951. State Department File 511.00/1-1651.
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of the host eation. In fact, most of the Guides seem only to have been
used as "background material"‘for the persennel of the mission, either
for general information, or occasionally for support in a speech. How-
ever, of the posts reporting, only Hong Kong eas clearly displeased
with current program results.

From Hong Kong, E. J. Wilson pointed out that there were three
major problems in the field. The first and foremost problem was "an abf
solute lack of producers of material." Not one person was given sole
responsibility for writing propaganda for the region. Everycne was
jointly responsible, it would seem, which in practice meant that no one
was responsible, especially in Washington. A second problem was that,
from the perspective of the local USIE office, USIE operations were
becoming increasingly fuzzy and overlapping. Rapid changes in program
direction and emphasis had the practical result of each Public Affairs
Officer (PAO) firing off in whatever direction, on whatever project most
interested him. Finally, there were a lack of people who were experienced
in the media that they were dealing with on a daily basis. Wilson felt
that this was such a problem that new personnel should be selected on
the understanding that "area experience is not a prime requirement here,

job experience is."159

Obviously, Hong Kong, as a regional center, was
more concerned than those in Washington with regional developments and
daily operations. Washington did not become overly enthusiastic about

Wilson's efforts to enlighten them, and one official scrawled in the

15gAmerican Embassy, Hong Kong to Department of State, Telegram,

- "Recommendations for Implementation of USIE Program," December 7, 1950.
State Department File 511. 00/12-750 GB.

187



margin of the telegram, "What does EJW(ilson) think we have been doing?"

The question of effectiveness, from the viewpoint of those in
the field in 1950 was therefore a rather mixed assortment. On one hand,
the telegram which sparked the replies asked for proof of effectiveness
"for planning purposes and for purposes of justifying expanded appro-
priations.”" Dispatched on December 6, it required until January 15 for
most personnel to reply. Ten specific questions clearly dealt with proof
of effectiveness, particularly positive results. It was quite as clear.
then as to the reader today that USIE Washington desired items for Con-
gressional impression rather than true program evaluation. Most posts
had about thirty days, which kindly included New Year's day and Christmas,
in which to attempt a meaningful reply; obviously there was no question
of any in-depth study.

The second survey, while dealing primarily with the Weekly
Information Guides, did allow the posts to make comments about the sub-
jects, themes, and effectiveness of the program. With few exceptions,
such as Hong Xong, there was no attempt in the field to submit any over-
all evaluation. The perceived usefulness of the Guides may be charac-
terized as about that of the Consul General, Dakar, French West Africa
(D. Y. Gilmore). Guidances were received about two weeks after the date
of issue. This was satisfactory because "No special use is made of the
. guidances.” Rome, which never received the guidances through the
telegraph, reported that "the guidances are seldom used in a literal, :- -
direct manner . . . Admonitions to ‘play up' or 'play down' cannot be
taken literally.” Some posts did specifically criticize the slow

arrival of the Guides, stating that policy guidance instructions might
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kave been used if they had arrived in an expeditious manner. Karachi
(Ray E. Lee) was particularly tactless in relation to content:
San Francisco: Action was completed before comment was
received . . . served no immediate purpose. Washington
Foreign Minister's Talks: mailed comment would have served
adequately. Kaesong: Guidance repetitive. Delaltre: Plan
for visit has been known for weeks,

Other posts were not quite so critical, but a similar feeling may be

{
~

discerned, in that, if the material was nof received promptly and had
immediate usefulness, the Guides were simply examined and dropped into
a file drawer.162

| Other Embassies dutifully sent in semi—annual evaluation
reports dealing with program scope, content, targeting, and effective-
ness. That of the American Embassy, Port-au-Prince, is perhaps typical
of most of these reports. Under the topic of "evidence of effective-
ness" the Embassy USIE personnel repcrted simply: "increased request for
services.ﬁ With a little more effort in the report, one may puzzle out
that these requests were for motion pictures, agricultural brochures,
and exchange of students. Thus, in relation to Embassy reports, while
it is undeniable that there was some evidence available, evidence in

some cases very pointed and useful, there was perhaps insufficient

emphasis placed upon these reports to the field, and there was certainly

lszAmerican Consul General, Dakar, FWA ‘to Department of State.

Air pouch, "Weekly Information Policy Guidances,” September 6, 1951.

State Department File 511.00/9-651. American Embassy, Rome to Department

of State, Telegram, "Request for Comment on Weekly Information Poiicy .
Guidances," July 24, 1951, State Department File 511.00/7-2451. This was E?
very tardy, but seems to belong with the December request. American Em-.
bassy, Karachi to Department of State, Telegram, "Comments on Weekly

Foreign Policy and Guidance Directlves," September 12, 1951, State De-

partment File 511.00/9-1251.
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a lack of response from the field that would have helped to sharpen
perceptions of effectiveness.163

However, the 1952 reports brought forth a great dezl more
information, and a surprising unanimity of opinion on program weaknesses
and strengths which in retrospect is remarkable. In this collation of
opinion the State Department had requested the various Chiefs of Missions
personally to submit their perceptions and comments. The consensus was
that the USIE was generally effective in what it was attempting to ac-
complish in the various countries. Ambassadors felt that the most widely-
effective program was press and publication activities. On the other
hand, there was near-unanimous agreement that the exchange of persons
was the most valuable and important of all the efforts. The most
shocking revelation was the opinion that, except in the communist-
controlled areas, VOA was the least valuable program. The most roundly-
criticized aspect of the program was the Wireless Bulletin. However,
given a choice, the Ambassadors felt that the most productive activity
for their USIE persomnel was the use of personal meetings. Various
ambassadors called for some specific improvements in the program ac-
tivities and content. |

These American representatives abroad emphasized the continuing
need for specialized, locally-oriented output of all services. There
seemed to be little doubt among the ambassadors .that current USIE out-

put was not of sufficient quality to do a proper job with local

163American Embassy Port—au-Prince to Department of State, Air

Pouch, "First Semi-Annual Evaluation Report for USIE," September 14,
1951, State Department File 511.00/9-1451 AR.
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audiences. There was no consensus that these materials should be produced
locally, just that they should be locallj'acceptable and use local issues
and key words. The ambassadors and other chiefs of missions also empha-
sized the need for "less blatant anti-communist material while dwelling

' Critical

on more positive values of democracy and American culture.’
needs were seen to be greater local autonomy, expansion of the program
activities into the varied outlying areas, and additional funds for per-.
sonnel in the field. The chiefs of the missions nevertheless felt, and
usually stated clearly, that USIE had the most effective internmational
information p_rogram.l64

Other indications of effectiveness were available. The most
significant of these were the defector reports. Senator McKellar might
well ask for witnesses, such defectors who were willing to state that
they had come to America because of the VOA (and in fact attempted to
subpoena one defector), but such action was fatuous. People defect from,
or flee their homelands for a variety of reasons of personal decision
rathe;‘than persuasion. For example, a Boris Georgeovitch Bajanov would
flee the Soviet Union because of a deep revulsion toward the Stalinist
corruption and a complete disenchantment with communism, whereaé
Lieutenant General Alexander Orlov fled to preserve his life. Others,
such as General Penkovsky defected because they could no longer tolerate

the destruction of their country and their people, but Georges Agabekov

defected for love of an Englishwoman. Nevertheless, receat defectors

164Bigman and Joseph, pp. 1-3. One should note that the chiefs

of the missions did not address, and in some instances probably did not
have knowledge of, Soviet (OGPU) covert propaganda activities, which
were extensive and important.
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could serve as an excellent gauge of VOA effectiveness, or at least
impact, through careful evaluation of the manner in which the recent
refugees perceived the United States before they defected. Since defec-
tors had begun arriving in 1945, a fair numbeé of them were available
for questioning at any time, especially in the expatriate colony in
France.165

Almost forty percent of the Czechoslovak refugees in the early
1950's reported frequent listening to the VOA broadcasts, despite
strictures against such activity. Their reasons v;ried, alchough the
major reason was "its status as an official voice of the U.S." The VOA
was considered to have the best international news service, even though
there was little interest in news not clearly relevant to liberation
from the Soviet and communist yoke. These refugees overwhelmingly
agreed that the USIE policy of fostering long-term hope and faith in
America, rather than the harsh, rabble-rousing tone of some broadcasts
was a major factor in building'a large following and a significant
reservoir »f good will. However, the "showpiece articles" on American
life, explaiﬁing for example how an average family lived; were qninter—
esting except when they were contrasted with the facts of life under

communism.166 The Czech refugees also gave overwhelming approval to the

16SGox:don Brook-Shepherd, The Storm Petrels (New York: Ballan-
tine Books, 1982). An excellent biography of the early, most important
Soviet defectors. General Penkovsky, of course, belongs to what might
well be called the "third wave" of defectors, those of the post-Stalinist
era. The "second wave" belorgs to the period 1945-1955.

166Obviously the "revolution of rising expectations" which cne
- heard extensively in the late 1950-early 1960 time period applied not
Just to undeveloped countries, but to such nations as Czechslovakia as
well. We have had more recent examples of the phenomenon in Poland and
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VOA technique of "full and fair" presentation of United States life.
Such willingness to admit, without excessive breast-beating or shame,
some of the less-desirable facets of American life built credibility.
There was also general agreement that it was both good, and had benefi-
&isl resulits, to attack and refute communist propaganda. The results of
V0A Czech broadcasts were generally effective. The VOA was believed

and listened to carefully, although not with perfect understanding,

for information that the Czechs could use to their own advantage, and
their own inspiration. For example, when the VOA arnounced that the
Czech government intended to ratiom flour before any such government
announcement had even been hinted, hoarding and purchase of flour was
immedjate and significant. The Czeck government was greatly embarrassed
with the "flour run," and even more embarrassed a month later when they"
did, in fact, raise the price of flour.

Voice of America effectiveness was demonstrated not just in
reaction to VOA broadcasts, but in'the accuracy of their images of life
in America. Economic advantages dominated the Czech perceptions, which,
considering the communist system of economic determinism they had been
trapped under is wholly understandable. The United States was seen as
"a land of plenty, with employer and employees enjoying relative ease."
Class perceptions, and definitions in the eyes of the Czechs were made

on the basis of two categories: eﬁployees and employers. Most of the

Bangladesh. One believes that a people, and a nation, may be enslaved
for just so long before misery, despair, and hope drive the people to
destroy their oppressors. While such an aim was never the clear point of
United States national propaganda policy, if this was, in fact, the in-
tention then USIE was certainly on the right track.
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refugees stressed their belief in the mobility between the two classes
- depending only upon how hard a person waé willing to work to improve
himself. Civil rights, while of secondary importance, were often cited
in three specific categories: a right to acquire preperty, a right to
work, or choose not to work, apd a right to enjoy leisure time in what-
ever manner one chose. Less frequently cited were the rights to strike
and union protection. Ninety-two percent of the Czechs asserted their
belief that there was true democracy in the United States, and cited
free speech, freedom of political preference, and the freedom to be
non-political to support their perceptions. Altogether, one is im-
pressed that the Czechs, most of whom knew of the United States only
through word of mouth and listening covertly to various broadcasts, had
a fair grasp of maﬁy of the basic values which form United States society.
Granted, the perceptions are simplistic, but so are most Unitéd States
citizens”'.

Equally interesting was the refutation of the communist
propaggnda stereotype assertions that "Americans worship money" and "do
not know how to enjoy life." The Czechs also rejected the communist
theme that "America was out to dominate the world.”" Czech inteilectuals
did cling to the notion that "Americans lack culture." Thus, Czech tar-
gets seem to have held both a high regard for the VOA, but to have been
affected much as desired in their actions and perceptioﬁs, especizlly
when such were in their own self-interést, and much more so than the

Italian or Irish immigrant of fifty yeé.rs-before.167 "

167Intertxational Public Opinion Research, Incorporated, "Media
of Communication and the Free World as Seen by Czechoslovak Refugees,"
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Many Hungarian refugees had also listened to the VOA before
deciding, or managing to flee their homes and relatives. In fact,
Hungafian refugee listening was the highest of any recorded group—
ninety-three percent. While motivation for 1£stening to the foreign
stations was completely anti-regime, VOA was the preferred station when
it was available. Nearly forty-three perceat usually‘chose it above
all other competing statioms, especially the city dwellers. VOA was
considered to have the best international news service, although this
perception was inseparably mixed with the approbation of VOA as the
"official voice of the U.S." Notable was the revelation of the refugees
that VOA news was particularly tailored to urban populations. Even more
Hungarian refugees (66%) felt the presentation of Hungarian dcmestic
affairs was the most important part of any VOA broadcast. Feature broad-
casts of American life were again of interest only in contrast to life
under communism, especially when done in a humorous or satirical vein.

In Hungarian perceptions, the VOA gained credibility three
ways:.contradicting communist claims, which the respondents knew from
personal experiences to be false, reporting embarrassing incideqts about
the regime which proved to be accurate, and broadcast admissions of
Western setbacks, or other events unfavecrable to the West. Eighty-four
percent of the Hungarian refugees endorsed the "full and fair" policy.

Demonstrable VOA effectiveness was known to approximately

one-third of the refugees. Normally these were such things as the

New York City, February 20, 1953, USIA Archives, Washington, D.C. A con-
densed copy exists in the Library of Congress. -This report is cited,
despite its issue date, to cemonstrate both effectiveness, and the fact
that such information was available beforehand, had USIE thought to ask
the questions. : .
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hoarding of food when VOA announced that the Hungarian government
intended to initiate food rationing, and similar incidents. Such infor-
mation that VOA broadcast was widely spread, widely known through oral.
dissemination, despite strict official prohibitions against "rumor-
mongering." "Important" news such as the proposed rationing spread
rapidly, and was believed as if heard or witnessed in person.

VOA effectiveness in presenting life in the United States was
not quite so good as in the case of Czechoslovakia. General perceptions
were about the same, especially the employer-employee class distinc-
tions. However, other factors were perceived in a different order of
importance, especially the rights of workers: right to enjoy leisure
time, rights to choose one's job, the right to acquire property or a
business. In part, this may be a reflection of the differences in the
particular regime the pesple were under, but it may have been due to a
slightly different progrém emphasis. Slightly fewer (66%) asserted that
there was true political democracy in the United States, although no one
expressed a truly unfavorable view of United States political condi-
tions. Civil rights were perceived in a different order of importance
also. The most mentioned were, respectively: freedom of political pref-
erence (49%), free speech (35%), and the freedom to be non-political if
one chose (30%).

Conversely, VOA was effective in reinforcing, or forming the
Hungarian rejection of communist stereotypes of the United States.

There was low acceptance of the notion that "Americans worship money,"
"do not know how to enjoy life," or "lack culture." Hungarians per-

celved that Americans liked money, but seemed to feel that this was
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quite acceptable. Apparently Hungarians like money as well. Almost
half the refugees had some knowledge and understanding of the Marshall
Plan, and over one~third knew about the United Natioms.

One potential problem was revealed: the Hungarian refugees
believed the "America can be thoroughly relied on for ﬁelp in liberating
their country from Russian controls." One presumes that those Hungar-
ians who were unable to fashion an escape from their homeland felt the
same. The Hungarians unanimously -anticipated a world war in the near
future which would lead to Hungarian 1iberation.168

A very similar pattern emerged in interrogation of Polish

refugees, although it was the BBC which had the largest number of

listeners (96%), even though the VOA had the largest number of regular

listeners (82%) and was the preferred station of around forty percent
of the refugees. 1In the total population of the country, foreign
brosdcast listeners were apparently fewer than in Hungary or Czechoslo-
vakia. However, like the other two national groups, Polish interest in
the VOA stemmed from its position as the "official voice of the U.S."
Simil;r to the other two, VOA was also considered to have the best
international news. It was again impossible to separate the appeal of
the news from the importance of its origius. Similarly, long-terﬁ
maintenance of hope in liberation was seen as good. No broadcast was
more impoftant than the presentation of unbiased domestic issues and

affairs. Feature programs about American life were regarded as important

168 .
6 International Public Opinion Research, Incorporated, 'Media

of Communication and the Free World as seen by Hungarian Refugees," New
York, March 3; 1953. See especially the summary statement. USIA Archives
Collectiorn, Washington, D.C. A summary exists in the Library of Congress.
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only in contrast to life under communism. Unlike the other groups,
Polish refugees warned of devoting too much program time to this topic,
and a full one-~third disapproved of the current presentations of
American life. Two-thirds expressed approval'of the "full and fair"
approach, and cited this as being a major factor in credibility.

VOA effectiveness in Poland was apparently lower than in the
other national groups. Only thirteen percent knew of specific actioms
within Poland that occurred in response to VOA broadcasts. The most
notable incident was a buying spree among ithe people when VOA announced
an impending currency reform. This latter action, for the Poles as
well as other Eastern European groups always meant that the Soviets
took their money away, and left them with even less than before. There-
fore, a buying spree on the eve of a currency reform made good sense.
It also embarrassed the Polish government. .

VOA attempts to.project an accurate image of United States
society had different results than in the previous two groups. While
the‘epployee—employer class distinetions were still the same, as was
the view that the United States was a land of plen;y, significant dif-
ferences in perceptions emerged. Almost unanimously, Polish refugees
referred to "privileges and luxuries" that the United States workers
enjoyed. These were seen to be the right to choose the job of one's
choice, the right to acquire property or own a business, the excellent
physical working conditions, the right to.enjoy leisure time, as well
as ample children's educational opportunities, the right to strike,
and the lack of production quotas. Considering the proximity of Poland

to Moscow, the crder of these in importance may not be so surprising.
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Polish per;eptions of United States lifewere also different.
While eighty-nine percent asserted that there was true political democ-
racy in the United States, three refugees held a completely unfavorable
view of United States political conditions. Two-thirds of the refugees
mentioned minority discrimination, especially against Negroes, but less
than ten of ghe refugees interrogated were willing to blame the United
States for the problem. On the other hand; a2 solid one-third denied

scrimination existed. Individual rights were admired, but

;

et
"l
B
)
f
He

were emphasized in a surprisingly different order: free speechk (69%),
freedom of political belief and preference (44%), and freedom of
movement (39%).

The refugee perceptions of "typical Americans" was somewhat
dissimilar, also. Acceptance of the stereotype that "Americans worship
money" was low, but some acceptance of this image did exist. The idea
that "Americans did not know how to enjoy life" on the other hand was
"meaningless" to most of the refugees. One suspects that some of these
perceptions were as much a result of the conditions under which the
Polish people were living as VOA broadcasts and Soviet propaganda.

Voice of America and USIE effectiveness was undoubtably hurt
in Poland because the Polish refugees, more than any other national
group, distrusted the United States. Almost half expressed distrust,

not in liberation, but in post-liberation relations. The cause cited
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was "the U.S. betrayed Poland in Yalta." This distrust was especially
prominent amoﬁg the expatriate Polish intellectuals.169
Other gauges of effectiveness, or at least interest in what
the United States was saying to the world, wefe indicated im the
various audience sizes in areas where that could be accurately measured.
There was an.increase in West Berlin (RIAS), up from thirty-eight ﬁercent
of the population in 1949 to fifty-five percent in 1950. Overall,
thirty-nine percent of the population of West Germany listened to VOA
or RIAS broadcasts. This audience actually represented sixty percent
of the entire listening audience in West Germany. In 1952, ninety-
eight percent of the population of West Berlin who had radios, or access
to radios, were regular listeners.170
In another critical area, Greece, which stimulated the Marshall
Plan and the Truman Doctrine, USIE effectiveness shoqld have been rela-
tively easy to judge. In fact, a study was available in 1954 that had
nothing to do with the USIE. This study pointed out that USIE had
selected radio, rather than print, as its best means to transmit its
ideological campaign to Greece. This might have been subject to some

questioning, because the Greeks themselves "often report that the news-

paper isasvital to the Greek as his bread and butter." On the other

169International Opinion Research, Incorporated, 'Media of

Communications and the Free World as Seen by Polish Refugees," New York,
March 31, 1953. USIA Archives Collectlon, Washlngton, D C. A summary
exists in the Library of Congress.

170Department of State, Bulletin, September 18, 1950, p. 449.
More important is Howland H. Sargeant, Lecture at the National War College,
"The Overt International Information and Educational Exchange Programs of
the United States," February 8, 1952. State Department File 511.00/
2-1952, p. 22, :
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hand, newspapers in Greece, as in the United States sixty years before,
were privately-owned, and reflected the owner's political opinions and
attitudes. Greek newspapers could also give points to United States
news services for sensaticnalism, and likely $till win any contest.
Thus, the Greek tooklanything in print with a block. of salt. Normally
the Greeks, like their neighbors to the south, bought several newspapers
of varying opinion and read them all to arrive at a more balanced view-
point of any event.

On the other hand, the average Greek citizen regarded radio as
being a more trustworthy medium for two conflicting reasons. The first
reason was that private enterprise was accepted as acting with "a high

- degree of irresponsibility,"

whereas a government-owned radio station
was not. Second, the average Greek citizen was well aware that a radio
was hcard "by too many people outside Greece," so that lies could
easily be checked, and quickly exposed. On the surface then, the USIE
decision to use the VOA as its primary tool in Greece was reasonable:

it had selected a media that was from the first regarded as responsible
and a;thoritative. The problem that gave rise to uneasiness on the part
of the researcher was that radios in Greece were few and far between.
The land of the bouzoukia still relied upon the village musical talents
at the local tavern rather than a radio for entertainment and stimulation.
Whatever audience existed in Greece, it was, at.the tiﬁe largely poten-
tial. While_this reality was accepted, until it could be overcome

USIE operations in Greece were largely ineffectual. The Soviets lost

their effectiveness in Greece not through USIE competitiom, but their

own ineptness and belief that a campaign of terror would finally
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overcome Greek resistance. United States policy and psychological
warfare in Greece owed most of its success not to the USIE programs, but
to the United States Army operations with Greek Army units_iﬁ anti-
guerrilla operations against Soviet-sponsored'attacks from the north,
as well as the return of the ten thousand from Yugoslavia.171
USIE effectiveness in Western Europe was mixed. Holland, a
strong ally in the worst as well as the best of times, was relegated to
what can only be described as a "holding action" status. The result
was a rather tasteless program which had little effect om the nation
or its people.172 On the other hand, im both Swéden and Finland the
»USIE could claim some success. Surveys taken in 1951 indicated that
about four percent of the population of Sweden listened regularly to
the VOA programs, and about fifteen percent, or seven hundred thousand
Swedes, listened to the VOA on a casual basis. This was significant,

and should have been brought to the Congress' attention in commanding

terms because at that time VOA had no Swedish-language program.

.- 171M2ry Konstans, "Effectiveness of the Voice of America in
Greece" (M.S. thesis, University of Illinois, Urbama, 1954). USIA Ar-
chives, Washington, D.C. USIE had, for several years, been attempting
to purchase or have made cheap radios for free distribution, but had been
unable to find anyone willing to make them cheaply enough. This was a
very sore point with the Congress. It is the author's feeling that USIE
should have been willing to pay a little more, or get fewer radios, in
order to get them into the field. As it was, they were never purchased.
The "ten thousand" referred to were the ten thousand children Yugoslavia
returned to Greece. These children, part of fifty thousand, had been
taken forceably by the Greek communists at the end of World War II to
the Soviet-controlled areas. Of the other forty thousand, no word has
ever been heard. - ' '

172Ton Pietr DeVos, "A Field Study in the Effectiveness of the

United States Information Service in the Netherlands™ (Ph.D. disserta-
tion, University of Oklahoma, 1961), pp. 240-260 passim.
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The energetic Swedes were tuning in to English, German, Dutch, or an
occasional Russian program just to hear VOA news and commentary. This
is indeed evidence of strong VOA appeal, that VOA was having an effect,
and was indeed carrying forth the United States word to the world.

Finland offered an even stronger example of effectiveness.
That little nation, living eternally in the shadow cof Dzherjinsky
Square, not only listened regularly but in one instance, given the
choice between attending a communist party rally or attending a USIE
motion picture which was showing that same night, most of a town at-
tended the USIE film, including several party members and party
officials.173

Italy, a higher-priority target than Holland, had a much more
imaginative staff. This staff created, wholly on its own in the largest
part, two propaganda coups from which the Soviets took years to recover.
The Italian Communist Party was in 1950 one of the most'vociferous, as
well as one of the largest, of any communist party in Europe. It also
had one of the best party distribution systems, so that every party mem-
ber was constﬁntly getting party literature to reinforce the beliefs.
When the Soviet Union began its "peace caﬁpaign" in Europe, designed to
remove the United States presence and influeﬁce from Europe, the Italian
Communist Party enthusiastically issued a "peace" brochure with a white
dove on a striking red cover. |

USIE personnel somehow obtainéd'coPies of this brochure before. .
it was distributed (they had better distribution from the Italian commu-

nists than from Washington, it seems), and decided that this was a golden

173Eow1and H. Sargeant, Lecture, pp. 22-4.
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opportunity. Happily ignoring any CIA interest, or perhaps with CIA
knowledge and participation locally, the USIE field personnel cheerfully
utilized "black™ propaganda. They simply had the cover replicated, but
changed the inmer contents to explain, not United States greed, but
Soviet peace offensive propaganda in terms of demonstrated Soviet imper-
ialism and policies. The copies thus produced were cunningly substi-
tuted for many of the Italian Communist Party brochures, and the ICP
then unwittingly distributed "their" publication through normal channels
to all the party faithful as well as propaganda targets throughout Italy.
The result was that hundreds of ICP members tupned in their party cards
to the USIE officers. How many more were turned in to the ICP head-
quarters, or sizply burned, shredded, or thrown in sewers, one will
never know. It was a disaster for the ICP.174

The second major psychological victory was the larger effort
of the 1950 drive to defeat the Communist Party candidate in the Italian
presidential elections. This was seen as a critical operation both in
Italy_gnd Washington. Italy, at the time, was tottering on the brink
of econamic collapse. The communist candidate seemed to have great

strength, and the OGPU was placing a great deal of covert funds and

174This story has never been fully documented in public form.

Part of it may be gleaned from the Appropriations hearings of 1950 through
1952. Other bits may be gleaned, here and there, from the State Depart-
ment correspondemce of the same period. Barrett also mentions it in Truth
is Our Weapon, but actually adds very little to the public testimony. The
fact that these two instances became known so early, within months of the
event, was due not to USIE publicity, but to Soviet propaganda attacks and
Italian Communist Party public admissions about, in particular, the "Peace
Brochure" incident. The story as revealed to Congress was, in the au-
thor's opinion, ineptly presented, and carried little weight. Nor was a
" determined effort to support other local initiatives begun.
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assistance into the campaign. USIE Italy managed a shrewd campaign
across most radio stations throughout Italy, usually using unattributed
broadcasts or, in some instances, using the attribution of a political
party that was non-communist. USIE also bougﬁt space in newspapers for
political advertisements, and with the State Department arranged for
the Mediterranean Fleet to pay a visit shortly before the elections.
USIE material was designed to show the various non-communist candidates
in a good light, and expose the communist party candidates as pawns of
Moscow. USIE does not appear to have favored any particular non-
communist candidate. When the communist candidate was defeated, USIE
felt justified in quietly claiming some of the credit, especially the
Ifalian posts, who actually targeted much of the propaganda, and selected
the media and messages to be used.

A di:ect measure of effectiveness was also available long
before 1952, in the form of actual measures taken within the various
communist controlled nations to prevent the population from listening to
any fp;e;gn broadcast. While the jamming program was a widely-knéwn
measure, and a clear admission that the external broadcasts were
bothering the Stalinist regime, other actions far more clearly &emon—
strated the actual peiceptions of effectiveness in the regard of leaders
in those target countries. In East Germany, Czechoslovakia, Poland,
Hungary, Bulgaria, and Lithuania civil ordinances were promulgated to
prevent listening to foreign broadcasts.. :These ordinances were enforced-
with secret police and paid informers. Further measures were taken,
s;ch as requiring attendance at communiét party meetings during VOA and

BBC broadcasts. In most of those nations, licenses were required to
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possess a radio receiver, and radic receiver set owners were subject to
increased surveillance as well as a "radio tax." Ordinances were en-
acted specifically forbidding anyone from listening to the VOA or the
BBC ("anti—revolutioﬁary actions"). In several areas, power was regu-
larly turned off in entiie cities during VOA and BBC broadcasts. The
most striking anti-listening law was passéd in Czechoslovakia. Titled
the "Defense of the Peace" law, in December 1950 the ordinénce was an
effort to muzzle the informal information networks that ran across the
entire country (thaf is, word of mouth, or the "grapevine"). This net-
work quickly retransmitted VOA, BBC, and other foreign sources of infor-
mation. Anyone caught "spreading warmongering news or propaganda by
word of mouth” was sentenced to prison terms of up to ten years. This
was obviously a measure of effectiveness,  that the communist leaders
should so fear the truth that they would go to s;ch lengths to prevent
its spread. One is left with the indelible impression of a Czech

secret police officer attempting to place surveillance upon every back
yard laundry line in the country. In some areas throughout the occupied
lands, communist leaders attempted to cénfiscate radios, to replace them
with speakers erected on street cornmers and public squares in aﬁ effort
to make certain that all information being channeled to the popﬁlation
was state-controlled. It was slightly ironic that this was the same
technique the people had recently experienced under Hitler and Goebbels.
One suspects, but cannot prove, that some of the very same speakers

were used that had recently been torn down when the Nazis were defeated.

175Refugee reports cited under "Media of Communication" passim,

and Howland H. Sargeant, Lecture, pp. 25-6.
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Another key indicator of effectiveness was various communist
admissions to the extent of USIE effectiveness in their particular
countries. Defector reports revealed, for example, that many Group of
Soviet Forces, Germany (GSOFG) soldiers listeﬁed'to VOA or RIAS, despite
very harsh penalties for being caught doing so. Repeated accusations
and reactions in communist press and radio output vgrified this effec-
tiveness, as well as allowing USIE:personnel insight intc propaganda
themes and topics which really hurt their opposite numbers. There were
also the continuing, and enlarging anti-VOA, anti-USIE campaigns in
Europe and the Mediterraneén areas. Klement Gottwald, the puppet Presi-
dent of Czechoslovakia publically admitted that the "VOA broadcasts
« « . intentionally harmed the economic relations of my country."”
President Bierut of Pcland, in a speech to the Polish Communist Party
stated that VOA and BBC broadcasts were being listened to in . 'the most
backward [innermost] cells™ of the party. In his view, listening to
the free world broadcasts "had to be stamped cut inlthe interest of the
Communist State." Other intimations of adjudged effectiveness came
from the Soviet Union itself, when Novy Mir attacked the VOA, and inci-
dentally noted that the symbol VOA was familiar to millions of Russian
citizens.176 Other reports should have been available for the 1952
hearings, since the USIE had reported ths intent to complete some twenty-

nine studies and effectiveness surveys in the preceding year.l77

1763enate,<§ppr0priation Hearings, 1952, pp. 1846-9 passinm.

177Bouse, Hearings, 1952, pp. 908-9.
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Cbviously, there was evidence, and an increasing amount of
evidence, that USIE programs were having the desired effect. Judgement
of that effectiveness was best calculated in light of the concrete ac-
tions which the communist leaders took in the various target areas.
There were evidences of an effective program, not just in the communist-
dominated areas, but in Western Europe as other non-communist areas as
we11.178

No study of USIE effectiveness would be complete without some
consideration of USIE success in dealing with Soviet-originated propa-
ganda. Sometimes called counter-propaganda operations, there were some
propaganda initiatives from the Soviet Union which had to e directly
answered, regardless of the credibility su;h a response would lend that
propaganda. During 1949-1952, the USIE dealt with three major initia-
tives from Soviet propagandists. One initiative, in fact, became a
central Soviet propagandé "campaign" that has continued until the
present.

The Soviet campaign was the "peace offensive" that Soviet
propagandists, both overt and covert, conducted throughout Europe.

Using as its keyword ''peace," the Soviet campaign was an attempt to
portray the Soviet Union as a peaceful nation, and the United States as
just the opposite. As an example of Soviet leaders looking in the
mirror, and labelling the resulting image that of the United States, it

is indeed instructive. The start of the campaign occurred in mid to

178Howland H. Sargeant, Lecture, p. 27; W. C. Compton to John
Hamilton, Memorandum, "Part II, Projection of IIA Program," October 17,
© 1952. State Department File 511.00/10-2052, p. 18.
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late 1949, and was first readily observable in the "Stockhcelim Appani®
of early 1950. This "appeal' was a peace petition that began in Stock-
. holm, as part of a peace rally. The petition attracted numerous famous
writers and Swedish leaders. These notables allowed their names to be
used to encourage others to attach their names to the éetitions. With-
'in a few months, hundreds of thousands of signatures had been gathered
from citizens throughout Eﬁrcpe.

It requiredAWestern intelligence services about two and a half
months to determine beyond reasonable doubt the origins of the "appeal:
that of several communist front organizations. Once this was perceived,
it did not require a long time, or much prescience, to determine the
most probable use of this petition would be to present it to the United
Nations General Assembly in June-July, 1950, as a means of causing the
United States great embarrassment.

On the surface, the appeal for peace was both logical and
quite legitimate. No one, after all, wished to see Europe plunged into
anothg; world war, especially the Europeans. However, the appeal
quickly was subverted, if it was not so originally intended, into an
attempt to label whomever used the first atomic weapon as the automatic
"aggressor" in any future war. This meant that the United States, and
its clear reliance on nuclear superiority to secure Europe, would be
so labelled just on the basis of announced intentiomns. Soviet propa-
gandists were not slow to make this connection. From this position it
was very easy to further discredit the United States presence inAEurope,
and NATO as its instrument for futuré atemic aggression against the

peace-loving Soviet Union. Thus, the rather simple, naive hope for
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peace was quickly'subverted into a Soviet propaganda instrument for
prerlabelling the United States an aggressor, and to force a stggtegic
United States retreat from Europe.

As soon as sufficient hard evidence ﬁas accumulated, USIE
propagandists publicized the Soviet comnection with the Stockholm
Appeal. With rather shrewd calculation, USIE officials in Europe did
not take the immediate lead in denouncing and exposing the Stockhclm
Appeal. 1Instead the facts were diplomatically presented to the Swedish
government and people. The Swedish government, and many leading citi-
zens were incensed at the Soviet Union's bald use of their status as
neutrals, their manipulation of innocent citizen's hopes for communist
propaganda ends.

As a result, throughout Europe the Swedish government and.
citizens took the lead in repudiating and exposing the false peace pe-
tition. Many of the prominent citizens who had affixed their names to
the petition publically withdrew their support. USIE propagandists
quickly picked up the refutations and the public statements of the
Swedes who had originally supported the Appeal. In this instance, ﬁSIE
could iegitimately claim to be reporting the news just as the Séviets
had done in similar instances from communist-front European newspapers.
In fact, USIE and BBC propagandists gave every assistance to anyone who

stated that they no longer supported the Stockholm Appeal, and similar

appeals and peace petitions which later appeared. However, USIE con- <=

tinued to allow the Swedish government to take the lead in the repudia~-

tions.
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Throughout the remainder of the Truman administration, the
Soviet peace offensive continued, with such events as the World Peace
Council, the Students for Peace, the World Festival of Youth, and simi-
lar peace meetings and rallies. However, oncé the methodology had been
exposed, USIE propagandists were quick to seize the events, associate
them with the communist-inspired Stockholm Appeal, and associate the
event with the Soviet propaganda effort. While USIE did not stop what
was to be a long-term Soviet operation, USIE effects were sufficient to
prevent any use of the petitions in the General Assembly or in any
European Government assemblies.l79

Soviet propagandists in the peace campaigns of the period were
ill-served. Soviet leaders were shockingly insensitive to the needs,
and program content and thrust of Soviet psychological warfare opera-
tions, and literally destroyed without thought much of the results,

impact, and credibility of their own propaganda. The performance of

some of these leaders such as Andrei Gromyko or Andrei Vishinsky

1791-‘or reference to the original program, and subsequent opera-

tions, see the following Department of State Weekly Guides: 4, April 27,
1950, File 511.00/4-2750 Cs/C; 10, June 8, 1950, File 511.00/6-850 CS/H;
47, February 21, 1951, File 511.00/2-2151 CS/W; 48, February 28, 1951,
File 511.00/4-2851 CS/W; 67, July 11, 1951, File 511.00/7-1151 CS/H; 69,
July 25, 1951, File 511.00/7-2551 CSA; 82, October 24, 1951, File 511.00/
10-2451 CS/R; 115, Jume 18, 1952, File 511.00/6-1852 CS/H. Also See HICOG
Public Affairs Guidances 107, August 2, 1951, File 511.00/8-2511 RMD; 109,
August 7, 1951, File 511.00/8-751 JMD; 110, August 10, 1951, File 511.00/
8-1051 RMC; 113, August 14, 1951, File 511.00/8-1451, and HICOG to Depart-
ment of State, Telegram 3426, October 26, 1951, File 511.00/10-2651.

Quite a few other references are to be found in USIE correspondence, be-:
cause this Soviet campaign caused continual problems for USIE propagan-
dists, and required constant attention to counter its inherent appeals to
the war-weary European population. The. propaganda battle on this subject
continues today, in the guise of anti-nuclear rallies, demonstratioms,

and speakers. One notes that, in the peace-loving Soviet Union, such
rallies are not allowed.
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may only be described, charitably, as inept.

The most damaging event in regard to the Soviet peace offensive
ﬁas the Korean War. While the Soviet propagandists immediately attempted
to label the South Korean and American forces as the aggressor, such
propaganda attacks just did not hold up under the subsequent events of
the war. No one seriously believed the United States was prepared to
attack the North Koreans, then retreat two hundred miles just for the
.fun of it all. In retrospect, Soviet propagandists seem to have been
just as surprised about the event as the South Korean army on the
morning of the attack. Soviet propaganda attempting to show the United
States as the aggressor did not have any success until the United States
forces crossed the 38th parallel, and at that point, the issue was
largely dead.

USIE propagandists felt a need to counter the Soviet and North
Korean claims, if only because fhey were so patently false, and pre-
sented an excellent chance to damage Soviet credibility. Though ini-
tially barred from connecting the Soviet Union directly with the attack,
in én effort to achieve a political solution with a nation that had
~determined that a political solution was not desired, U$IE propagan—
dists were eventually released to pursue their objectives without hin-
drance. Evidence of the well-prepared offemnsive was not lacking, both
in battlefield events as well as captured documents and captured per-
sonnel. Tying these plans and directives. into the Soviet "peace" propa-.
ganda, the USIE greatly damaged Scviet credibility and prestige. The
Soviet Union quickly decided that the "peace" rallies had to be held

inside the Eastern European countries, because that was.the only place
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where they could guarantee adequate numbers of cfowds to provide
"spontaneous demonstrations" of support. Insofar as the Soviet "peace
offensive" was concerned, the Korean War was a disaster.

Similarly, Soviet representatives ané diplomats did not help
their propagandists in their public conduct. An outstanding example of
a Soviet error in judgement was that of Andrei Vishinsky. While the
Soviet Union propagandists in Europe were attempting to make a great
hullabaloo in relation to everyone's desire for peace and prove Soviet
peaceful intentions, when arms reductions talks were publicly proposed,
Vishinsky responded that he "laughed" at the idea of any such talks.

This was scarcely a correct attitude to portray for a nation ostensibly
pursuing ''peace" in the face of United States imperialist warmongering
and attacks on innocent, peaceful North Korea. USIE propagandists
promptly used "Vishinsky's laugh" as a major propaganda symbol for a
number of months. Vishinsky was more embarrassed when the United Nations
overwhelmingly rejected the Soviet charges thatr the United States was
the aggressor nation in Korea.180

A third initiative, starting in February 1952, was to charge
the United States with using Bacteriological Warfare in Korea against
the Chinese Communist forces. The attempt was ludicrous, but potentially
serious, and In retrospect should be used as an exapplg of the ineffec-~
tiveness of a psychological warfare attack that.is based on a lie. The

basis of the charge lay in the Chinese ceimunis: armies in Korea. EAE

1808ee the following Far Eastern Annexes to Weekly Guides, 45,

February 9, 1951, File 511.00/2-951; and 46, February 15, 1951, File
511.00/2-1551. See previous footnote on Vishinsky's laugh, and other
personal appellations that USIE propagandists hung on Soviet representa-
tives. ' :
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In that wintar of 1951-2, hundreds of thousands of Chinese soldiers
became sick with pneumonia, influenza, and disentery. In fact the num-
bers of sick troops had the proportions of an epidemic. There was rela-
tively little sickness south of'the battle liﬁes. Someone in either the
Chinese or Soviet command drew a simplistic conclusion that the United
States was responsible, using bacteriological warfare. Exactly where
within Chinese or Soviet decision-making circles this notion germinated
cannot be determined at this point. However, Soviet propagandists were.
told to use the theme and in so doing made a major blunder in levelling
the charges without any real proof, other than numerous sick Chinese
soldiers.

Not only were Soviet propagandists iil—advised enough to make
the attack a public one, rather than a rumor campaign, but Soviet rep-
resentatives made the charges in the United Nations. On the surface
the Soviets had done a fair job of organizing their attack for an im-
mediate, favorable impression. Not only were there thousands of sick
Chinese soldiers to point the finger at, but the Soviets used the fact
that the United States govermment had refused to ratify the 1925 Geneva
Convention against chemical and bacteriological weapons of war. The
Soviets also had several important scientists who stated that the
"evidence" of United States biological warfare was plain and irrefu-

table.181

i81 . . . . s
The most prominent communist scientist was Joliet-Curie.
Bacteriological warfare experiments did take place in the area. However,
they were conducted in 1943-45, under the special Unit 731, Imperial
Japanese Army. See The Boston Globe, Volume 221, No. 93, April 8, 1982,
p. 3. . . .
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Had the United States been willing to do the expected thing--.
deny everything and refuse to explain itself, Soviet propaganda might
have scored an initial, impressive victory. Unfortunately, Soviet lea-
ders and propagandists badly miscalculated, aﬁd coméletely misunder-
stood the temper of the United States leaders they were facing (a con-
sistent attribute when they dealt with Truman). The United States did
not try to defend itself, or ignore the charges. Instead, United States.
leaders, led in person by Dean Acheson, simply attacked. Acheson im-
mediately asked for a full investigation of the charges, preferably with
representatives of the International Red C:ossﬂ When the Soviets did
not like that idea, he suggested the World Health Organization. The
Soviet Union did not like that idea either. In fact, the Soviet Union,
and North Korean and Chinese leaders refused to permit any neutral medi-
cal inspection.

USIE propagandists had what may only be described as a "field
day" with the Soviet Union and Chinese Communists. Medical opinion was
quickly marshalled, to include nine Nobel-prize winning medical scien-
tists, whe stated that charges of bacteriological warfare were idiotic.
In fact, medical opinion was close to unanimous in favor of the'United
States innocence. Health experts quickly pointed out that, if the
Chinese were suffering from an epidemic, it was entirely due to their
own poor health practices, sanitation, and medical abiiities. Scientists,
except for the communist scientists thus.far éxposed, were incensed that -
the Soviet Union was trying to use science as a propaganda vehicle-—
in a lie at that. In fact, Soviet propégandists and leaders became

almost painfully eager to allow the subject to drop, without apology,
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into the past. USIE was hardly willing for this to happen, and kept
right on hammering away until summer 1952, brought better prospects for
peace in Korea, and the Presidential campaign really got underway. As
a classic example of a propaganda attack that was "turned," the bacterio-
logical warfare charges of the Korean War can hardly be topped. USIE
effectiveness in this instance was impressive, and So&iet propaganda
suffered a great loss of credibility for many years throughout the Far
East and Europe.182

Truly definitive judgements of USIE program effectiveness are
impossible, both because of the long-range nature of much of the propa-
ganda operations (an exchange student, for example, who kept a good im-
pression of the United States,did not begin to pay handsome dividends
until twenty years later, when he began emerging at the top of his pro-
fession), and because USIE never operated entirely alone. As pointed
out, many other agencies and organizations had a share in propaganda
operations; as well as countless private citizens in their letters, and
their conduct during foreign travel. Of course, Hollywood movies,
quickly becoming the rage throughout the world, had an immeasurable
impact on popular perceptions of the United States. Many areas qf the

world were denied to USIE researchers, and many others were very

lszsee in particular Weekly Guides: 99, February 26, 1952, File
511.00/2-2752 CS/#; 100, March 5, 1952, File 511.00/3-552; 101, March 12,
1952, File 511.00/3-1252; 102, March 19,.1952, File 511.00/3-1952 CS/H; -
103, March 26, 1952, File 511.00/3-2652 CSA; 115, June 18, 1952, File
511.00/6-1852 CS/H; Far Eastern Annex to Weekly Guide, 72, August 17,
1952, File 511.00/8-1752, Department of .State Circular Airgram 968, May 20,
1952, File 511.00/5-2052 CS/H, and Department of State Circular Airgram,
"Statements Refuting Communist Charges of Biological Warfare in North
Korea," May 19, 1952, File 511.00/5-1952 CS/H.
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difficult to travel withiﬁ. Bowever, from the then-available informationm,
whether actually obtained, or merely present if sought, it was apparent
to the field operators just as it is apparent thirty years later that

the propaganda program of the United States wés having a measurable ef-
fect in the target areas, and that this effect was in the desired direc-
tion. USIE was accomplishing some, if not all of the goals the NSC had
directed it to achieve.

The major USIE failure was the consistent, sterling inability
of that organization's leadership to logically present, in accurately-
documented form proof and indications of the assertion that the psycho-
logical warfare program was working, and accomplishing its intended
function. Congressional complaints and demands for proof were persis-
tent, and chronically unanswered. It was not that the questions were
unanswerable. Much information was already extant, and a more imagi-
native leadership should have been able to find this proof. For.example,
there was nothing in the laws that barred USIE from bringing a whole
group of recent defectors before the Congress, and allowing them to re-
late to those worthies what they thought of the United States propa-
ganda program, what they liked and what they disiiked. It was iess ef-
fective, for example, to state that seventeen Czechs had heard a VOA
broadcast and decided to steal a train and drive it to freedom, than it
would have been to have produﬁed all seventeen for Congressional view.

In terms of-the millions USIE needed, the-expenditure for the appearance-
would have been miniscule, and the potential rewards great. Another
example is in relation to the very succéssful USIE program in Italy.

What happened to all those ICP member cards which were turned in to

217



USIE offices in Italy? Tﬁey could very well have been dramatically
dumped in Senator Kenneth McKellar's lap, when that gentleman asked for
proof of effectiveness.

It is not surprising that funding waé withheld from USIE at
critical ;imes, given such stunning obtuseness. It would seem in
retrospect that USIE could do a credible'job of convincing, persuading,
.or informing foreign target audiences, bﬁt that it was totally unable
to accomplish the same task with the people most responsible for pro-
viding for USIE's continued existence. Oren Stephens was quite accu-
rate with the phrase "persuade or perish" in relation to the require-
ment for the United States to have an effective psychological warfare
organization. However, the remark is more accurate in relation to USIE
needs to persuade the source of the funds, Congress. In this case,

USIE failed lamentably to properly identify, target, and persuade the

key individuals of the group.
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CHAPTER VIII
PROBLEMS OF THE PROGRAM

The USIE operation was a very active, involved, and extended
program. Problems within the organization and its efforts were expected.
During the Truman years, many of these problems were determined, de-
fined, and solved. Unfortunately, many problems which had a truly detri-
mental effect on United States goals and their attainment were never
solved and, in some casés were never identified or seriously addressed.

If one had to choose the key problem of the period, it would
have to be that of fersonnel. Quantitatively and qualitatively, USIE
never had the people it needed to completely achieve national goals.
That is not to say that USIE did not have good personnel, for it cer-
tainly-did. The problem was that there were never enough good person-
nel to go around within the organization. The massive fluctuations of
strength during its first six years of existence did nct help the situ-
ation at all. 1In 1947, personnel left faster than functions, responsi-
bilities, and knowledge could be replaced or passed on, dropping in one
three-month period from about ten thousand experienced personnel té
about three thousand. Later, the totﬁl number dropped ﬁb about one
thousand, seven hundred people, as was noted earlier. In such circum-

stances it is impossible to retain trained, ablé, and energetic personnel.

219



One is left with a majority of "careerists" whose major purpose in

life 1is to remain in the service long enough toc retire and then forget
all about their old jobs. Edward Barrett rebuilt the program to about
the wartimé ﬁigh, but never achieved quité the same type of personnel as
before. In some cases functions were different, and so the same type
of personnel would not have accomplished ﬁhe task. However, during Con-
gressional testimony personnel recruitment and placement problems were
chronically cited. There were several reasons for these problems:
salary, prestige, security investigations; and visibility to Congress
that resulted in Congressional mauling were the reasons most often
cited as problems. The more able personnel usually could find, or were
already holding, much more lucrative jobs in the civilian advertising
and communications industry. There was little incentive for them to
forego so much for so little reward. Even after the beginning of the
Korean War, there was little more incentive to join the USIE. There-
fore, USIE unless very fortunate usually couid only hire the less-
talenpgd, or the inexpefienced person. Less~talented per;onnel re—
sulted, quite naturally in a less-effective program. Field reports con-
sistently registered complaints about the lack of an adequate nﬁmber of
people to accomplish the tasks at hand, or any expansion of current
operations. The complaints ran about as high for the lack of qualified
personnel. Additionally, those personnel who were seni, or present,

were often less than enthusiastic or able.183

183This may be seen in reading the respomses to the inquiries a-

bout the Weekly Guides, for example. The responses ranged from thoughtful,
useful evaluations to a minimal, "rubber stamp" type response. Interviews

in USIE Washington revealed the same problem. See Leo Bogart, Premises for
Propaganda. Also, see the various Congressional testimony previously cited.
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USIE was no exception to the rule that an organization, or an
operation is no better than its people. In an area where one's error
may have vast repercussions, and one's impression be a major factor in
effectiveness, persomnel strengths and weaknesses were‘particularly
noticeable.

A closely-related problem to that of personnel was that of
training. One might have some very bright, talented personmnel. How-
ever, without proper training these personnel are less effective, and
in some cases may in fact be counter-productive. It may be years before
these personnel learn the ins and outs of propaganda, if tﬁey do not
becore discouraged from failures and disappointments bafore that time.
Benton, in his overly-enthusiastic cutback eiiminated the corps of
trained OWI personnel. Edward Barrett, on the other hand, went to ex~
treme lengths to secure personnel from the public communications media,
especizlly press-trained'personnel. Barrett himself later went back
into private life, and reassumed the chair of the editor of Newsweek
Magazine.

George V. Allen, coning from a stronglforeign service background,
was fully sensitive to the need of any overseas personnel being.able to
speak the local language of their area of assignment. During 1948-1950
USIE made strenvous efforts to recruit language-qualified personnel who
had some knowledge of propagasda-related operations. All too often this
resulted in 2 linguist being posted to a .spot, but having only the most.-
rudimsntary knowledge of propaganda operations and techniques.

Barrett, when he came back into govermment service from private

life felt that the problem would be best solved if experienced media -
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experts were hired and sent abroad. The propaganda function was to be
their specialty, and local interpreters could, it was assumed, be hired

to assist the American nationals in their work.ls4 Much of the USIE

targeting was concentrated on indigenous, educated 'leaders,"”

many of
whom spoke English. Under Barrett, when the newly-arrived person had
little real knowledge of propaganda operations or skills, and usually
no knowledge of local customs or practices, their trzining was the re-
sponsibility of the senior USIE operator in the country. All too often
these senior USIE personnel did not have time to "stop the war" and
conduct training. Such training as they were ;ble to give was usually
quite hit-or-miss in nature, and tended to follow the course of that
operator's own media'preferences, thus perpetrating much of what might
have been a problem of unbalanced media usage. Moreover, skills in
radio, newspaper, and public relations did not necessarily translate
into the skills a propagandist needed. There is a great gulf between
réporting the news, however prejoratively, and persuading a foreign
audiegge that one's version of the news is correct. Symbols, themes,
and interpretations of meanings may be, and usually are vastly different
than in the United States. | .
Training and learning were further hampered with the short

turn-around times of foreign post "tours." Officially, an operator was

supposed to remain at a post for three years. Many assignments in fact

184This same technique was used in the early days of Vietnam, to

the great embarrassment of some USIE operators, as well as some Army of-
ficers, when a language expert translated the supposed remarks of the
locally~-hired translators. They were, in quite a few instances, found
to be communist propaganda personnel.
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lasted only two years or less, and there might be as much as a six
month gap between the USIE “replacements." There was no "replacement
pool" in USIE Washington from which to draw personnel. Personnel were
usually replaced with other field personnel, or with someone sent from
Washington, who had had to wait for their replacement before moving._
Many field operators made strenuous efforts to avoid a tour in Washing-
ton (a necessity for a person in a junior grade who liked to eat regu-
larly), and they could only be replaced after someone else had been re-
placed. The dependency of replacement upon a whole string of other se-
quential replacements, many of which required forty~five days to accom-
plish, resulted in long gaps between transfer and replacement.185
Malassignment of the linguist-qualified personnel was a further problem.
For some areas, such as Japan and China,.it was clearly mandatory for
the USIE personmel to know the language, which was unfortunately often
one of those least-available within the 1anguage-poor.American culture.

| Dr. Wilson Cdmpton, coming from a strong educational background
could‘guickly identify this prdglem of training. Compton directed a
change in USIE training practices. First, Compton noted that the pre-
sumption "that our advertising agencies would be a useful training
ground and reservoir of [propagandist] skili" had rarely proven to be

accurate. Such an approach as was used in Holland and France “to the

extent that it has followed advertising . . . techniques has been less

185Usually, thirty days of leave within the United States was
granted between tours of duty, plus allowable travel time. Even if the
personnel flew, this usually meant thirty-five days or more. Most,
however, had to proceed via boat, which was considerably slower.
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effective."ls6

He complained that "propaganda . . . should be
classified as an art . . . [and] there is no reservoir of experienced
artists." To solve this problem, Compton directed that systematic pro-
fessional training would be given to the staff of USIE Washington, and
extended to the field operators as quickly as possible.187

The task of Waskington-field direction and coordination of
activities was another significant problem for USIE that never was
satisfactorily resolved. USIE went through three gyrations in relation
to this problem and, as the Truman years drew to a close, never achieved
a solution which would satisfy everyone. Under William Benton, opera-
tions continued in a fairly decentralized form, and frequent problems
arose when the field did not "keep up" with Washington and the changes
that were being forced upon the new administration. There were also
problems when the output of one country did not match that of a neigh-
boring country, or the colonial power. For example, it was embarrassing
when, in France, the United States would express interest in helping
France in Vietnam, but at the same time inside that country advocating
the people proceed with reasonable speed toward full freedom.

Dnder George Allen operations became more centralized, but
there was still a fair amount of "local autonomy" which seems to have
existed, based upon either the lack of importance of the post, the

experience of the senior USIE person in the country, and sometimes the

uniqueness of the area, such as Malaysia. : Finally, under Barrett, a

186William T. Compton, "Projection," quoting Ambassador Dumn,

p. 23. Also DeVos, Ton, “Study,"™ p. 225.

187Compton, p- 25S.
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highly-centralized program was devolved, directed and orchestrated from
Washington. Items were produced for the field in the Washington offices,
printed, and shipped to the distant posts. Funding for field post op-
erations, other than that needed to show film;, local travel, and the
like, increased little beyond that of Allen's years, and in some cases
was much less than those times, despite a three or four-fold increase in
funds.

The increased centralization had both good and bad benefits.
From the good side of the ledger, there were fewer instances of opera-
tors in one country producing output that would be embarrassing to USIE
operators in another country. Aiso, output could be sharpened, and
wielded en masse as a significant propaganda weapon that spoke to world
audiences with a single, powerful voice.  On the other hand, the in-
creased centralization removed local impact and local interests from the
output in many cases. Washington concerns were not necessarily those
of Marrakesh, for example. The importance of the propaganda message
that had been "tuned" to a local, specific audience was that it got the
best results. It was, moreover, closer to the "rifle" or pinpoint
approach to propaganda that was both the least costly and the most ef-
fective. This was sacrificed to a program that often neglected regional,
not to mention local, concerns, symbols, and prejudices in an effort to
achieve a voice of greater unanimity.

A-second problem of the centralized approach was that materials)
especially printed and filmed materials, took an excessively long time
to produce. The obvious shert-term solﬁtian to the problem of immediacy

and relevancy was to use the local news media to "flash" the message to
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the target audience, when such was based upon a world event, and then
follow it up with more deliberately-produced material. In this regard,
the Weekly Guides rarely were received in a timely enough manner to be
so used. The Wirgless Bulletin, or Overuight.cuidances, were the
greatest help, but they usually just reported events, without always.
providing definitive guidance for the propagandists.

The practical effect of the centralized production of most of
the USIE material changed the image of United States propaganda from
thaet of an orchestra with the occasional off note and missed cue, to
that of a wearisome monotone, in the op;nion of many foreign observers.

Criticism that used such terms as "ineffective,” "

stereotyped,” and
"unimaginative" from the field increased substantially. It was es-
pecially noticeable in such low-priority nations as Holland, where, as
DeVos has pointed out, all of these criticisms were voiced both in
private and in the public print. The lack of funds for locally-produced
materials was most noticeable in this regard, because there was nothing
to break tke tone set in Washington. It is fair to assume that, if the
United States regarded communism as "monolithic" in this period (al-
though declassified documents make it clear that this was not the case),
then it is equally fair to note that the centralized output from
Washington tended to give the target audiences that same image in re-
lation to the United States and its closest allies.

A final major problem for the USIE:was determining the proper.
approach in output. As one has noted, the approach varied from the "full

and fair" through the "showcase," to the overt, anti-communist period

under Barrett, when the actual purposefof the statutory .authority of
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the program was all but ignored in an effort to counteract Soviet
propaganda and political maneuvers in the world stage. The problem was
never solved, because each administrator seemed to have a different
opinion how matters were to be done and no basic guidance was provided
from the President. The constantly-changing approach causgd problems
in coordination and in the field. A great deal of the confusion would
have been avoided had national plans and perceptions been explained in
a fuller manner to the field personnel, or had a truly effective
planning staff and operational staff been evolved under USIE.

This latter flaw was one which USIE never overcame. There
was no true operations section, which was respénsible for tight, quick
determination of output, and coordination with the interested parties
of the propaganda event. In part, this is due to Fhe cumbersome, and
at the time antiquated organization of the State Department. The
notion that a select group, résponsible for operational decisions on a
twenty-four hour a day basis, with authority to cut across lines of
authority and control in order to get the task done, seems never to have
occur;ed to the higher levels of respomsibility. The result was that
the Assistant Secretary of State, whomever he might have been at any
time, was constantly being drawn into daily, tactical decisions that
ran USIE operations. Additionally, the Secretary was dfawn into, and
sometimes promulgated needlessly, a plethora of conmitfees, staffs, and
the like. All of this immersion into.detail, while fine for rumning a
relatively small magazine (in compafison with the national effort),
was not effective in the larger situation facing the USIE. The upper

levels of the organization rarely spent the time they should have
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determining and setting policy, and developing policy because they
were too busy trying to run the operations. This had an adverse impact
on the direction the organization as a whole was proceeding.
Confronting the record of USIE operaéions, one is repeatedly
struck with one impression: the lack of speed. USIE Washington was so
bogged down in paperwork, policy disputes, and clogged procedures that
there seems to have been no feeling of the need for speed, no sense of
urgency. Vital radio transmission facilities, which should have re-
quired less than eighteen months to complete required thirty months.
A building for VOA studios and offices, desper;;ely needed in New York
City, required over a year to obtain, and in fact had to be requested
through the administrative channels three times, because the slowness
of the procurement meant that three buildings were leased to other
parties because the USIE could not, or did not manage to move the
paperwork fast enough to secure the buildings. The cheap radio sets
were never built until 1967-8 time frame, when a United States manu-
facturer made them from transistors.188 This, indeed is a long pro-
curement! The need for speed was great, the rewards and penalties

vital, but like the space program, in fact nonexistent.

188The author had personal control of some of these expendable

receivers, which in fact were built for action in Vietnam. There is (or
was) a conex in what is now 4th Psychological Operatioms Group, Ft. Bragg,
N.C. with, as one recalls, 272 of these little radios in storage. They
were air dropped across North Vietnam during 1967-1971, as well as sur-
rounding nations, in an attempt to get the propaganda message to the
target audiences. Their success was mixed. '
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CHAPTER IX

CONCLUSIONS

The end of World War II, despite the first-hand experience of
Nazi and Japanese propaganda operations, and the experience of the
proven effectiveness of certain OWI programs, found the United States
more than willing, even anxious, to abolish its only organized instru-
ment of international persuasion. Given the desire for demobilization
after the war, a reduction of effort was inevitable. However, there
was little appreciation in the executive department, and no apprecia-
tion in Congress for the "fourth instrument" of national political ac-
tion, psychoiogical warfare. As with the military, postwar demobili-
zation assumed the propsrtions of a disaster.

The propaganda instrument, as well as the intelligence
functions of the United States government were recovered from virtual
oblivion and tardily rebuilt into usable conduits of government power
only in response to cléar actions of the Soviet Union in Eu£0pe. It
is possible that, had the Scviet Union been less aggressive and overt

in its actions, the United States might well have lapsed into the

peaceful somnoience of the prewar days. -Reaction governed the formation

of USIE operations rather than a realization of an inherent need.
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Wi;h intelligence, propaganda was lumped into the State
Department oﬁ whét seems to have been the less than logical assumption
that anything dealing with extra-United States affairs belonged under
that Department. After the rebuilding period began, propaganda was
the last major operational instrument to be withdrawn from under the
bureaucracy of'the State Department. Dean Acheson accurately admitted
that, like so many other operationai organizations, the essentially
representation-oriented State Department found the USIE "indigestible."

Despite the occasicnal glowing words and glittering speeches,
the overall record of both State Department and Executive Office opera-
tions clearly indicates that there was virtually no appreciation for
psychoiogical warfare. Words aside, it was actions that mattered, and
the actions were nearly nonexistent. There wzs damonstrazed little
appreciation for psychological warfare, and little understanding of its
critical interrelationship to national strategy, diplomacy, and policy
operations. It is notable that, in a lengthy book devoted to explaining
the gegesis of United States policy and diplomatic operations during
this period, Dean Acheson, the Secretary of State during much of.this
time, devotes little more than a single page to describing any sort of
USIE problem. There is no mention in the autobiography that propaganda
was seriously considered an element of policy expression or formuliation.
State Department files, now unclassified, reveal little more evidence
that Acheson concerned himself much with USIE. The State Department
leaders dutifully appeared before Congress to testify, and would duti-
fully pass selected problems to Truman, usually dealing with the need

for Presidential persuasion of Congressional leaders fd; funds, but
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little more. As far as the documentation of State Department files and
public memoirs are concerned, the USIE was largely nonexistent, and
consulted but rarely in policy formulation and decision.

Congressional understanding of the péychological warfare
operation remained, at best, low. The Congressional attitude was one
of very mixed perceptions. On the one hand, Congressional leaders were
convinced, or became conviﬁced, that the United States needed a propa-
ganda operation to counter the Soviet Union's propaganda. On the other
hand, the Congress was never wholly persuaded that the USIE was quite.
what was required to accomplish the task. Responsibility for the poor
understanding, and the chronically-bad relations must be placed at the
door of the State Department, especially USIE. Poor planning for Con-
gressional testimony, poor knowledge of their subject, scanty to non-
existent preparation for the Congress all contributed to a very poor
example that lowered Congressional estimation of the USIE. Little
liason during the operating year did not help the USIE in the least.

No particular committee maintained an oversight oa USIE operatiomns at
that time, and thus only the budget hearings allowed Congressional mem-

bers a chance to delve into what USIE was doing. The budget committee

. was neither the best place, nor the committee members the best qualified

to conduct such inquiries. Performances of USIE representatives lacked
conerency and completeness and, ig the case of William.Benton, might
best be characterized as demonstrating a ."sterling ineptness."

USIE internal organization problems had a deleterious effect
on planning and continuity. Little was'accomplished during the Truman

years to resolve this problem, although constant reorganizations did
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take place. One further feels that a serious error was committed with
the appointment of Edward Barrett to head the operation. Barrett's
emphasis on obtaining journmalists and broadcasters from the public-
sector, on the presumption that technical training was more important
than formal propaganda operations training and experience held serious
flaws. These personnel often gave the impression, as DeVos has pointed
out, of cheép news hawks and were regarded in Europe as definitely
second-class citizens. Additionally, Barrett’s personal inclination
toward expansion of function and staff resulted ?n an obvious inability
to accomplish specific operational tasks with a maximum of efficiency
and dispatch--direction and paperwork bogged down in a half dozen dis-
similar staffs and committees.

Public awareness of the United States propaganda organization,
its role and functions remained very low throughout the period, despité
many press reports. It was very easy for the press to criticize the
USIE for "losing the word war" or "losing the radio war" when there
was little apprehension among the United States public for what was
actually being accomplished or attempted. T@e news media in the
"legitimate" press could well be regarded as a further contributor to
the level and type of criticism most harmful to United States interests,
handing Soviet propagandists easy "disclosures" which could be manu-
factured into damaging propaganda. It is always easy to be critical,
when only the outside or most noticeable aspects of a problem are known.
Since Congress had specifically bénned intra-United States operations,
USIE could not adequately explain its purpose, function, or operations

directly to the United States public. Press releases were kept under
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the State Department function, which did virtually nothing to enlighten
the public. In fact, the majority of public awareness of USIE opera-
tions came from overseas correspondents reporting back to‘the United
States public. The predictable result was a superficial, fragmented,
sensationalized view of USIE operatiomns. The vast public and Congres-
sional ignorance of the propaganda operations was thus tailor-made for
the onslaught of self-serving politicians Who desired to make sensa-
tional, headlime-grabbing accusations that would assure re—election.189
The lack of any substantive public education effort was, and remains
today, a serious flaw in the propaganda effort of the United States.
USIE effectiveness throughout the period appears to have
steadily increased, but not always in response to the centralized
efforts of the Washington bureaucracy. The evaluafions of ambassadors
seem to make clear that major impact and effectiveness within the
various countries was usually due to the quality and. enthusiasm, or lack
of such, in the various USIE posts and officials assigned overseas.
Except in the Iron Curtain nations, VOA was regarded as the least useful

of all the media. Excepting Europe, where valid surveys were able to be

189W’ou1d the McCarthy accusations had the same impact, or been

as damaging if made against the Federal Bureau of Investigation or the
various armed services, given the wider public knowledge and confidence
in those organizations? The lesser-known USIE, and the inherent "fuzzi-
ness" of the concepts with which it dealt, made public slander and ridi-
cule much easier. In its lack of public knowledge of its function and
successes, USIE was an easy target. Diplomats have rarely been popular
figures in United States history; propagandists have been favored even -
more rarely. In a way, the USIE was a "sitting duck" for anyone in Con-
gress who cared to take a shot at the organization, a situation not
likely to exist untested in Washington. The surprise is that such a
campaign of terror did not happen sooner.
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obtained, it seems fair to state that the VOA audience was relatively
small in regard to the total population. Hence, the VOA effort to.cover
many languages was actually a '"'shotgun" approach, and often consumed
funds and effort that might have been more préfitably spent elsewhere.
Use of VOA as a fast-breaking news service was not especially helpful
or beneficial except in regard to the communist-dominated countries.

In relation to Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, VOA
transmissions were important and seem to have succeeded in many of theif
basic tasks, although never to the overt level that United States lea-
ders might have wished. Despite the increasingly "hard line" propagan-
da tone and approach, VOA broadcasts never fully assumed the "propaganda
offensive" that Barrett claimed for that division. Examination of VOA
broadcast hours supports the assumption that VOA hours increased in
response to crisis situations. However, as with the rest of USIE out-
put, VOA broadcast increases were the result of Soviet actions rather
than a planned United States initiative. The VOA never fully escaped
from its original defemsive attitude, nor did the remainder ;f USIE.

Nor did the VOA, except accidentally, create significant propaganda
situations. VOA was, however, very quick to exploit such situations
when they were cffered. Soviet charges of bacteriological warfare
againét the United States was one such initiative that the VOA happily
seized upon, and made .the Soviets regret their actioms.

Measurements of USIE effectiveness:were never satisfactory,
and often were more a survey of VOA listening habits than a reaction to
total USIE output. The gauges of effectiveness were sometimes less than

well-designed. All too often, as the USIE admitted in Congressional
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testimony, effectiveness was assumed on the basis of a certain number
of leaflets, articles, or broadcast hours of an arbitrary standard of
quality. Nor was there a great deal of sophistication demonstrated in
relation to determining the actual mechanisms.of communication. For
example, USIE broadcast to the Soviet Union in Russian, and later many
of the minority languages such as Ukranian. These languages were
auickly detected in the Soviet Uniom, and just as quickly, once the
equipment was in place, jammed. However, an unanswered question at the
time was the susceptibility of the communist party members within the
Soviet Union to VOA propaganda. The defector reports that GSOFG
soldiers listened to VOA broadcasts, as well as reports of some party
members listening would certainly support the supposition that commu-
nist party members could be swayed. Additionally, a key target group
in most countries, and the Soviet Union was no exception, was the young
intellectual class, It is at this point that USIE targeting and effec-
tiveness measures seem to be inadequate. Iz the Soviet Union, the
intellectual class is, as it was at that time, largely members of the
Komsomol and, later, the communist party. These were the same persons
who were receiving foreign language training, notably English, and thus
were able to listen to the VOA English broadcasts to Europe. AIn at
least one case, documented much later, we know that listening to such
broadcasts was routine among the young party elite.190 It was known

at the time that English broadcasts were not jammed. Thus, it would

seen that targeting was short-sighted, and did not make use of a very

lgoVIadimir Sakharbv, High Treason (New York: ‘Ballantine Books,
1980)’ P 56. T )
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useful vehicle to separate the communist party members from the
leadership, a key national psychological objective in NSC-74.

Personnel -qualifications were a major problem ;hroughout the
period, as discussed earlier. The point to be made is that there was
never a clear perception of a viable solution to the problem, and no
strong attempts were made to train propagandists as opposed to news-
handlers. While learning their job, and the country of their assignment
under the centralized directives of the Barrett years, local propagan-
dists were expected to utilize the Washington~based materials which cer-
tainly failed to place any premium on individual ability in favor of
what became a monotone of output. The USIE consistently ignored the
formal training and body of doctrine within the United States Army,
carefully hoarded since 1917. Moreover, the USIE failed to create its
own equivalent body of doctrine to guide‘its operators, or even a dic-
tionary of common terms so that .each operator was using a technical
word with the same mganipg. The result was a highly-varied assortment
of pe;gonnel qualifications and ability.

Equipment posed.other significant problems for the operatioms,
running the range from major capital plant iInvestments to mobile sound
and motion picture units. Throughout the period USIE procurement was
hamstrung because of two interrelated problems. The first was budge-
tary uncertainty.. Funﬁing for USIE operations varied radically from
year to year, thus virtually precluding any long term or "open ended"
contracts which would assure both lower costs as well as a ready supply:
of needed equipment and supplies. The second factor was the excep-

tionzal amount of red tape, previously noted, that stified activity and

236



accomplishment. Two and a half years that were required to procure and
bring into operation a radio transmitter meant not only great delay,
but that USIE was incapable of quickly reéponding to crisis with any-
thing more than the equipment on hand for such a time period as to be
almost meaningless, in terms of enhanced capability. The horror‘story
of the New York building lease, adequately covered in Congressional
testimony, serves as proof that, with its approved procurement system,
the USIE and the State Department were incapable of dealing with the
funds granted to that organization. Program effectiveness suffered
accordingly. In the case of USIE procurement, "making haste deliber-
ately" was carried to an illogical extreme, and the blame for this can
be laid at the desk of the top management of the USIE.

Operational techniques were long constrained into the moulds
of commercial United States services which were roughly comparable.
A noticeable parallelism to civilian industry was found in the organi-
zation and functions of the USIE. While there is an inescapable neces-
sity for some similarity, due to the same type of production problems
if nothing else, the actual organization suffered from over-centrali-
zation and.under-utilization of decision-making personnel who could
make a decision that effected more than their own particular section.
Very few people appear to have been involved in the actual decision-
making process, but they were isolated behind barriers of procedure and
bureaucracy to the point where, often, no speedy decision could be
reached.

Perhaps a more viable approach would have been a closer parallél

to the services. Nevertheless, USIE organization, and operational
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characteristics long remained tied too closely to that of the civilian
marketplace rather than a propaganda, news-making organization. The
length of time required for the USIE to "discover" the benefits of
"grey" propaganda is a case in point. The BBC and British SIS had iong
known of the benefits of this type of propaganda, and u;ed it exten-
sively. Yet it was not until after Barrett ventured to London, and
found out how the British made it work that he became an advocate of
this typé of output, regardless of how much use older, experienced
field operatives were making of such a technique.

USIE leaders seem to have had little faith in their own, or
their personnel's powers of ingenuity. The excessive emphasis on
straight news, amounting at times almost to an obsession with some,
such as Benton, is a case in point. The problem of discovering and de-
veloping communication channels into the Eastern European areas was
not left in the hands of USIE personnel{ or in the care of the CIA, but
was instead contracted to an outside, civilian organization—M.I.T.
(Projggt Troy). This certainly revealed a lack of confidence, and a
startling immaturity on the part of USIE leaders and senior technicians.
In fact, so barren of ideas were USIE leaders that a public invitation
was extended to the entire United States population to contribute ideas
on how to overcome the “Iron Curtain." One is forced to agree with the
USIE officer who stated "I am totally convinced that we don't know what
the hell we are doing."

The Campaign of Truth was a brave title, but the reality
belies the hyperbole. At the moment President Truzan called for a cam-

paign, the USIE had neither the equipment nor the fundg, nor the trained
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personnel able to accomplish the task. Not until President Eisenhower
assumed office did the structure have sufficient equipment, material,

_ personnel, and experience to efficiently, and effectively initiate a
world-wide "campaign" that could mzke the Soviets hurt. A study of the
higher-level State Department correspondepce seems to support the con-
clusion that, if propaganda was actually utilized as a significant
instrument of national policy attainment, the action occurred under
Eisenhower, not Truman. The true accomplishment of the Truman admini-
stration was the salvage and re-forging of the propaganda organization.
Recognition of its true usefulness and pqrpose.did not occur in that
administration.

Nevertheless, GSIE learned and, as it grew, it became more
effective, despite Congressional criticism, budget problems, and bften
less than inspiring leadership. As the Truman years drew to a close,
while in many cases USIE was speaking with what seemed to be a monotone,
it was a more confident monotcne that was capable of a multiplicity of
operations, given additional funds and some additional personnel. The
cadre, destroyed in the aftermath of the war, had been rebuilt and was
becoming increasingly effective, as the rising tide of refugeev¥eports
' and communist reactions indicated. One is left with the impression,
despite grave misgivings as to purpose and Presidential support, that
USIE was on the edge of greatness, givenlﬁetter.leadership, better
training, and better support. The éqdipment was finally in place, or
at least much of it. 1In three years, satellite "bouncing" 6f trans—
missions ﬁould be feasible, making rela& to the Soviet Union more

Qractical, and harder to jam. The weapon, despite all the problems
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of the past, was finally taking shape. NSC agreement was finally
accomplished, and a reasonably good basic outline of national objectives
had been defined which were now within the grasp of reality. All that

was lacking was the understanding of the weapon, and the will to use it.
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