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I am honored, Mr. Chairman, to have the opportunity to contribute to Congress’ 

deliberations on a matter that I believe is of strategic importance to the national security of the 

United States.  I would like to begin by arguing why international broadcasting is so strategic 

and then make some recommendations concerning current policy on the subject. 

International broadcasting is one of the most important instruments of U.S. foreign and 

national security policy.   A strong case can be made that it played a more strategically decisive 

role in bringing down the Soviet empire than any other instrument of national power. 

Broadcasting is the only means by which the United States can provide unfiltered 

information to, and have relations with, hundreds of millions of people around the world who are 

denied a free flow of information and access to a free press and other modern media.  Those 

tyrannical regimes that control information tend to be more aggressive and hostile to U.S. vital 

national security interests than other kinds of political order.  Such regimes use a monopoly of 

information and propaganda as key elements of their internal security systems.  Complete control 

over the media and their message enables such regimes to establish political conformity and a 

psychological sense of futile resignation when it comes to resisting political repression.   

A monopoly of information enables the official lie to prevail.  The lie conceals regime 

corruption, policy errors, human rights violations, and other crimes.  When the people are 

compelled to repeat the lie, it is a demonstration of their loyalty or subjugation to the regime.   

As Russian author Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn explained, being fed a steady diet of lies becomes the 

most oppressive aspect of life in a totalitarian system: a monstrosity that deprives the individual 

of his or her human dignity.   Under such circumstances, hearing the truth and telling the truth is 

not only a political act: it entails reclaiming one’s human dignity.   

Tyrannies fear the truth – for it is the truth that, more than anything else, threatens their 

internal security systems.  It is for this reason that they make major efforts to control and monitor 

the various information media, including radio, television, the press, the internet, and other forms 

of personal communications.  It is also for this reason that resistance forces in tyrannical 

countries seek to find and impart trustworthy information in any way they can.   

The rise of the internet, personal computers and printers, fax machines, and cell phones 

has made communication of the truth – especially among resistance forces – more possible than 

ever before in modern history.  But although broadcasting technology appears antediluvian in 

comparison, it should be remembered that broadcasting has properties that remain strategically 

decisive and even may be superior to the modern digital technologies in a key respect: it is able 
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to reach millions of people with instantaneous unfiltered information – even faster than “viral” 

communications though various social media – media that tyrannical regimes have shown an 

ability to impede and control.   

The instantaneity of information greatly compounds the threat that truth poses to 

tyrannies.  This is because it enables, and gives incentive to, resistance groups to form in the first 

place, and then to communicate their messages to their oppressed countrymen.  This strategic 

reality can be seen in the way tyrannies – particularly totalitarian regimes – handle civil 

disturbances.  Whenever there is a strike, a demonstration, a riot, or some other disturbance of 

any significance, the first step taken by the regime is to cut off all communications to the locality 

undergoing the disturbance.  Then the police crush the demonstration.  And if the rest of the 

country ever learns about it, it will be weeks or months later, and the news will be that the 

demonstration was crushed.  However, if the demonstrators know that they have a means to 

communicate with the masses of their countrymen and the world, they will have the incentive to 

set up underground lines of communication to a sympathetic broadcaster such as the Voice of 

America, Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty, or Radio Free Asia, and the news can be transmitted 

to mass audiences within a matter of hours.  This is exactly what happened with the Solidarity 

trade union strikers in Gdansk in 1980.  Instead of their demonstration being crushed only to 

remain an unknown footnote to history, it sparked millions of Poles to join the union in 

“solidarity.”  When asked how important Radio Free Europe was to the rise of Solidarity, its 

former leader and, later, President of Poland, Lech Walesa, replied: “Would there be life on earth 

without the sun?” 

Tyrannies, particularly of the totalitarian variety, have a special instrument by which to 

maintain their grip over society: atomization.  Atomization entails creating such an atmosphere 

of distrust, especially by means of pervasive penetration of society by secret police informants, 

that the individual is left to face the all-powerful state on his own.  Broadcasting can combat 

atomization by providing a platform for common interest between isolated individuals who are 

secret listeners to foreign broadcasts.  Even music that can be heard uniquely over an American 

broadcasting station can supply the common thread that can unite an atomized people.   

When people are alone and feel alone, they become demoralized.  But hearing effective 

and inspiring broadcasts from abroad can come to realize that America is with them in spirit, is 

supporting them morally, and is even providing a form of sustenance – be it the truth, be it news 

about what is happening within their own country, be it religious programming, or be it the 

restoration of their country’s officially censored history, and therefore their national memory, 

and therefore their national identity.  They can come to realize that they are not alone.  And with 

enough time, and with a large enough audience, the sense of futile resignation and 

demoralization that can deaden the spirit of resistance to tyranny can evaporate as more and 

more individuals connect with each other. 

The question is: does America wish to have relations with the people of the world or only 

governments?  Do we wish to connect with people living only in open societies with whom it is 

easy to have relations, or do we also wish to include people living under tyrannies?  And do we 

wish to help people struggling for freedom against tyrannical regimes? 
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A strong case can be made that public diplomacy can be as important as, and even more 

important than, traditional government-to-government relations, especially over the long term.  

The collapse of the Berlin Wall and the Soviet empire demonstrates the strategic potency of 

public diplomacy – especially international broadcasting.  Conversely, recent events in the 

Middle East and North Africa demonstrate the consequences of its systematic neglect.   

When people took to the streets in Cairo: what was America to do?   Were we to continue 

to support our longtime friend and strategic collaborator, Hosni Mubarak, or the people who 

were demanding political reform?  The same question could be asked about any of the other 

countries in the region experiencing popular protests.  According to the Department of State’s 

methodology, which stresses government-to-government relations, it is very hard to make such a 

choice, because we know so little about the forces underlying the calls for reform.  Because of 

the absence of public diplomatic relations, we neither have a finger on the pulse of society, nor 

contacts among opposition movements, nor reliable intelligence sources.   In the case of a 

friendly government like Mubarak’s, we rely for information on that government’s intelligence 

and security services.  And in the case of a hostile tyranny like Muammar Kaddafi’s Libya, we 

don’t have even that benefit. 

If the United States had a greater, strategically guided public diplomacy program in these 

countries – and therefore a “double-track” policy of having separate relations with both the 

government and the people, it would allow us to hedge our bets in crises such as that which 

unfolded in Egypt.  Without it, we first jumped to support Mubarak, our erstwhile ally, and 

statements were made by high-ranking U.S. officials calling for calm from the protesters and 

downplaying Mubarak’s repressive system.  Later, when the determination of the protesters 

became clear, we flipped and suggested that Mubarak step down in the face of the Egyptian 

people’s just demands. 

Consider, for instance, if our Egyptian policy over the last several decades had been one 

of quiet support for Mubarak accompanied by a public diplomacy campaign cultivating relations 

with the Egyptian people.  When the political crisis erupted, we would have been under 

significantly less pressure to support one side or the other and would have had a way forward no 

matter which side prevailed. 

In the two major theaters of war in which we are engaged, Iraq and Afghanistan, we have 

had minimal public diplomatic relations.  In the case of Iraq, we failed to tell the Iraqi people 

why we invaded for at least a year after our initial entry into the country.  It is still not clear if 

large numbers of Iraqis know exactly what our motivations were.  In the case of Afghanistan, 

large percentages of people (in the case of Helmand province, it is over 90 percent) have never 

heard of the events of 9/11 and (in Helmand, 43 percent) have no idea of why American and 

coalition forces are in their country other than to sow death and destruction.  The consequences 

of such failure to conduct adequate strategic communications are fewer sympathizers, fewer 

allies in country, fewer intelligence sources, greater hostility to the occupiers, and greater 

numbers of attacks on American forces. 

In recent years, public diplomacy in general and international broadcasting in particular 

have suffered from significant neglect at the national strategic level.  This has resulted in: 
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• inadequate national strategic coordination; 

• funding that has been inadequate to meet the strategic need; 

• resource allocation among the broadcasters that does not adequately reflect national 

strategic priorities – allocation that involves adding new language services, removing 

others, and raising or decreasing the budgets of others; 

• the conflation of the America-centered broadcasting mission of the VOA and the 

surrogate domestic free press mission of the “freedom radios.” 

• the failure adequately to monitor the quality and balance of programming to ensure high 

standards of journalistic integrity and compatibility with U.S. national interests; 

 There are three sources of this larger national strategic problem: 1) a lack of knowledge 

of the power of public diplomacy in general and international broadcasting in particular as 

instruments of American influence abroad; 2) the absence of a culture of strategic influence 

within our main foreign policy making agencies – principally the State Department and the NSC; 

and 3) a flawed structure that aggravates that institutional cultural weakness.  

The knowledge problem is so great within the U.S. government that one scarcely knows 

where to begin except, perhaps, at the top.  One must strain to find a Secretary of State in the 

post-World War II period who had basic competence in public diplomacy and who paid any 

serious strategic attention to the subject.  This is partly a function of the lack of study of, and 

experience in, this subject, and partly a function of the institutional culture of the Department, 

which concentrates on, and rewards excellence in, traditional government-to-government 

diplomacy.  It is a culture of reporting, consultations, and negotiations as opposed to a culture 

designed to influence all the possible targets of political power abroad, such as opinion leaders of 

all sorts, including journalists, cultural figures, religious figures, business leaders, etc., as well as 

the public at large.  It is a culture that is even allergic to public diplomacy, insofar as reaching 

out to publics over the heads of governments can “rock the boat” in bilateral government-to-

government relations.  For more detail on the systemic weaknesses of public diplomacy and 

solutions to overcome them, please see my newly published book: Full Spectrum Diplomacy and 

Grand Strategy: Reforming the Structure and Culture of U.S. Foreign Policy. 

The specific problems with international broadcasting begin with the problem of the 

mission.  The Broadcasting Board of Governors (BBG) has a specific mission: “To promote 

freedom and democracy and to enhance understanding through multimedia communication of 

accurate, objective, and balanced news, information, and other programming about America and 

the world to audiences overseas.”  This is a most worthy mission, as it comports with the broader 

thrust of U.S. foreign policy.  However, because of the governing structure of the BBG, there is 

little to no ability for U.S. foreign policy authorities to ensure that programming from the various 

broadcasters under the BBG umbrella are actually serving U.S. foreign policy interests. 

The regnant policy of eliminating “duplication” and placing a given language service 

within one or another of the broadcast services beneath the BBG umbrella has added to the 

confusion over mission.  Some language services have lain both within the Voice of America 

(VOA) structure and the Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty (RFE/RL) structure or within both the 

VOA and Radio Free Asia (RFA) structures.  But then there was the decision to remove the 

Arabic service from the VOA and replace it with the Radio Sawa/Television Al Hurra structure.  
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Now there is the proposal to remove the VOA Chinese language service entirely and rely 

exclusively on the eponymous service at Radio Free Asia.  

The problem here is that, properly speaking, the VOA has, and should have, a different 

mission than those broadcasters that represent a “domestic surrogate free press” for countries 

denied such a free press (often known as the “freedom radios”).  The VOA is the Voice of the 

American government and the American people and, in addition to world news and news and 

feature stories about America, it broadcasts official editorials on U.S. government policy 

positions.  Meanwhile, the freedom (or “surrogate”) radios have an entirely different mission: 

they involve, for example, Chinese broadcasters informing the Chinese public about events in 

China.   

When the BBG eliminates an entire language service from one or another of the two 

alternative models, it is gutting U.S. foreign policy of a vitally important component of a full-

fledged public diplomacy policy.  In recent cases, it has been America’s message to the world 

that has suffered most. 

 U.S. national interests are also ill-served by a well-known school of thought that holds 

that U.S. international broadcasting must simply amount to “good journalism” that should not be 

subject to censorship by the State or Defense Departments or the White House.  The problem 

here is that there are many commercial media in the world that are involved in “good journalism” 

and, given this fact, why should the U.S. government pay for another equivalent of a commercial 

radio or television station?  Our government pays for this precisely to serve U.S. foreign policy 

and national security interests.   

 Serving these national interests most assuredly need not involve either censorship or the 

manipulation of truth and falsehood which is customarily called “propaganda.”  However, it 

must be recognized that distortions of truth can take place if a broadcaster reports only certain 

stories (however objectively) to the exclusion of others which would portray a more honest and 

realistic picture.  In light of this possibility, U.S. broadcasters must be subject to oversight such 

that they ultimately serve U.S. national interests and not the interests of either foreign adversaries 

or partisan factions whose activities may not redound to the benefit of U.S. national interests. 

 Some of the strategic decisions that are made by the BBG involve whether or not to 

continue or phase out certain language services, and whether a given language service will be 

under the VOA umbrella, under RFE/RL, or one of the other components of the BBG.  These are 

foreign policy decisions of national strategic significance, and it appears that too many of them 

have been made without national, integrated strategic deliberation and coordination. 

 Foreign policy is like playing a symphony, as it necessitates using all the instruments of 

the “orchestra.”  For the BBG to decide to remove the Chinese language service from the VOA 

on the grounds that there remains Radio Free Asia and that many Chinese have internet access, is 

akin to letting a trombone blare loudly in the middle of just that portion of the symphony when 

the audience should be hearing the harp.  Unfortunately, too many of the “conductors” of our 

foreign policy symphony appear to be unaware that there is even such a thing as trombone, much 

less how it should be harmonized with the other sections of the orchestra.  The spectacle that we 
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are witnessing is a lack of national integrated strategy.  The fact that the Secretary of State is a 

BBG member appears to have had little or no effect on many Board decisions.  This can be 

explained by the historic pattern of an almost complete lack of attention to U.S. broadcasting 

policy within the Department of State. 

 Ensuring that the programming of U.S. broadcasters serves U.S. foreign policy interests 

is made all the more difficult given the BBG structure.  The individual language services of these 

stations have long been the loci of intense factional and ideological struggle.  The factionalism to 

which I refer is not that of American political parties: rather, it consists of political groups either 

from within the target country in question or from within that country’s émigré community 

abroad.  Management of these political and ideological struggles has long been one of the 

greatest challenges for the U.S. governance of these services.  But the existing BBG governing 

structure makes this management task much more difficult than at earlier times in U.S. 

international broadcasting history.   

 This management challenge has also been made all the more vexing over the course of 

the last half century as a consequence of the penetration of many of these language services by 

agents of influence from the target countries.   

 For example, during the Cold War, agents of influence from the Soviet bloc countries 

succeeded in penetrating the staffs of several language services of both the VOA and RFE/RL.  

They engaged in several kinds of activities, some of which were far from evident and others of 

which could be detected only after examination of a long pattern of behavior.  Here are three 

examples of such activity:  

1) The agent of influence would broadcast stories that were echoes of, say, Soviet 

propaganda.  Nothing could be more demoralizing to a secret listener in Russia.  Here, 

the Russian service of VOA or RL could very well have been his lifeline, his source of 

hope for political change, and now he hears the same message that he reads in Pravda!  

He cannot but imagine that the KGB is everywhere, even in the heart of the freedom 

radios, and the American authorities are either unaware or unable to do anything about it.  

If America is not serious about resisting Soviet tyranny, how can he, one of the few 

dissidents in his region with a passion to work for political change? 

2) An agent of influence could work to create inter-ethnic, inter-religious, or inter-

generational conflicts within the staff of a given language service by initiating 

provocations such as personal attacks on individuals within the service.  This creates 

dissension, hostility, demoralization, and ultimately incoherence in the service’s 

programming.  

3) Another agent could simply be involved in what appears on its face to be good 

journalistic reporting about America.  He could report nothing but news that, taken out of 

context, makes America look bad.  This genuine news can be reported with complete 

professional journalistic accuracy.  But the agent’s production would be so heavily 

weighted toward such bad news – crimes, corruption, etc. – that the foreign listener 

would have no idea that was anything approximating good news in America.   



 7

 There have been enough examples of this kind of activity over the course of history and 

recent anecdotal examples of suspected activities of this type that a strong case can be made that 

our broadcasters need better controls over personnel hiring and better oversight of programming.   

 In the first case – the hiring of personnel – our broadcasters need to have serious 

counterintelligence protection.  And this means national strategic coordination whereby the 

resources and skills of the FBI, CIA, and possibly other elements of the counterintelligence 

community, can be brought to bear to protect the various services from hostile (and even not-so-

hostile) agent of influence penetrations.  In the case of programming oversight, an entire new 

system of program evaluation of the kind that has existed in the past must be reinstalled.   

 Given the problems I have raised thus far:  

• lack of national strategic attention and coordination;  

• funding that fails to meet the standard of national strategic need;  

• resource allocation that involves the removal of language services in spite of national 

foreign policy priorities; 

• the elimination of language services from one or another uniquely valuable component of 

U.S. broadcasting structures and missions;  

• failure to supply counterintelligence protection of the language services; and  

• inadequate monitoring and quality control systems for broadcast programs;   

the necessity of reforming the governing structure of our international broadcasters becomes 

apparent.  Here, then, are some possible solutions.  

1. Public diplomacy needs to be raised to the highest levels of national strategic attention.  

My recommendation is that Congress create a U.S. Public Diplomacy Agency (USPDA) 

within the Department of State which would consist of: all existing public diplomacy 

functions within the Department including the Bureau of Democracy, Human Rights, and 

Labor; USAID; the Peace Corps; and the BBG.  USPDA’s Director would have the rank 

of Deputy Secretary and would serve as a statutory observer in the National Security 

Council (similar to the position of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff).  Such an 

agency would create a culture of excellence in public diplomacy and would reward its 

personnel accordingly.  In order to jolt the Department into taking this entire function 

seriously, fifty percent of all ambassadorships for career personnel should come from this 

agency.  

2. The broadcast services currently under the BBG should be divided into two sections: 

those under the VOA umbrella, and those under the “freedom broadcasters” umbrella.  

Each umbrella organization would have a Director who would exercise executive 

responsibility and accountability for the management of the services in his or her domain 

and who would ensure that programming was not inconsistent with U.S. foreign policy 

objectives.   

3. Under this new broadcasting structure, stations like Radio Sawa and Television Al Hurra 

should be placed under the “freedom broadcasters” umbrella, and the Arabic service of 

the VOA should be restored so that it can continue its distinctive mission.   

4. Similarly, the Chinese service at the VOA should be preserved and strengthened.   



 8

• Given the rise of China as a major economic power,  

• given the breakneck pace of its military buildup,  

• given its massive intelligence operations in the United States (according to the 

FBI, over 25,000 intelligence assets),  

• given its increasing regional muscle-flexing and territorial claims,  

• given the regime’s absolute refusal to embark on any meaningful domestic 

political reform; and  

• given the regime’s ability to restrict modern social media,  

the VOA Chinese service – a recognized and influential brand name in China – is an asset 

of U.S. strategic influence which we must not even consider abandoning.  To believe that 

budgetary savings can be achieved by the elimination of such a strategically important 

service is the epitome of strategic short-sightedness. 

5. The Broadcasting Board of Governors should cease to have any executive power, as its 

members, with their varying time commitments to the enterprise, cannot exercise 

coherent managerial decision making.  Instead, the Board should fulfill a function that its 

predecessor, the Board for International Broadcasting (BIB), used to fill: programming 

oversight.  Here is where the bipartisan composition of the Board can realize its true 

value.  Under this arrangement the Board’s Executive Director manages a systematic 

process of program evaluation according to the methodology formerly used by the BIB.  

Independent scholars, often resident at American universities, who speak the language 

fluently, and who have no equities in political factional struggles among émigré groups or 

political groups in the target country, should be given contracts to analyze a month’s 

worth of programs to test them for propagandistic content, bias, journalistic quality, and 

whether or not the programs militate against U.S. foreign policy interests. 

6. By bringing the broadcasters under the umbrella of a new U.S. Public Diplomacy 

Agency, the Secretary of State will be compelled, by the vast array of responsibilities 

concentrated in the new agency, to become a much more serious advocate for funding all 

public diplomacy functions, including international broadcasting, at levels that comport 

with U.S. foreign policy priorities. 

7. Personnel hired by the various language services should be subject to systematic 

background checks by counterintelligence services with the resources to accomplish the 

task. 

8. I strongly believe that Congress should consider combining all foreign affairs spending 

with the defense budget into a larger “Defense and Foreign Affairs Budget.”  This will 

enable the United States to fund the non-military, but utterly strategic, elements of 

national defense at a level commensurate with national strategic needs.  

9. Finally, we should remember that America is in a global war of ideas against totalitarian 

Islamism.  This is a violent ideology whose proponents are driven not by serious spiritual 

motivations but by radical political passions.  We can either continue our current strategy 

of devoting disproportionate national resources to killing terrorists or we can devote more 

strategic assets to the central front in that war: the recruitment of new terrorists – a 

political, informational, counter-propaganda, and ideological warfare task.  

Unfortunately, because of the historic neglect of the role of ideology in international 

politics, a neglect that has multiplied since the end of the Cold War, no agency, save 

some elements within our international broadcasters, has any ideological warriors in this 

war.  Instead, in the words of Prof. J. Michael Waller, we would sooner drop a JDAM 
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bomb on somebody’s head rather than enter into his head to deprive him of the will to be 

our enemy.  Given the stakes in the war of ideas, we can no longer afford to cede this 

central front of the war to the enemies of civilization.   

 

 


