
B E RG H A H N : This is the hour of the histori a n s. Th ere is on my
ex treme left, Profe s s or Frank Ni n kovi ch . He is very well known ,
h as been working in the field of c u l tu ral dipl om acy from a histor-
i cal pers pec tive for many ye a rs, and I hope he wi ll sta rt of f to give
us this lon g - term vi ew. Next to him is Mi ch ael Wa rn er, who is a
h i s torian at the Cen tral In tell i gen ce Agen cy. As some of you wi ll
k n ow, du ring the Cold War peri od, the CIA was deeply involved
in cultu ral dipl om acy. Next to him is John Brown , who has worked
at USIA, one of the ot h er major agencies in this. And then finally,
Pen ny Von Es ch en , who has just finished a fas c i n ating book on
jazz and cultu ral dipl om acy. As you can see, we are sta rting of f
with agen c i e s, i f you like, t h at try to con duct cultu ral dipl om acy,
and then we wi ll have Pen ny at the end to give us a vi ew of t h e
a rti s ts and the cultu ral produ cers that were sent abroad and thei r
connections with the international community.

I should say stra i ght away that this is a very cou ra geous panel ,
because you proba bly know that historians are often — h ere I have
to make a self-confession—rather cowardly. They rummage in the
p ast and find out all sorts of won derful and fas c i n ating things, but
wh en you ask them , “Are there any things to be learn ed for the
present and perhaps even for the future?”they leave it to the polit-
i cal scien ti s ts or econ om i s ts to talk about that. I hope that this
p a n el wi ll not be cowa rdly, but on the con tra ry wi ll sti ck thei r
n ecks out and also in the qu e s ti on peri od wi ll try to look at some of
the lesson s, perh aps negative but also pos i tive, t h at can be learn ed
from the past. In this connection I would also like to mention per-
h aps one as pect that could also be ra i s ed in this panel — p a rt ly
because it’s my own re s e a rch—is not just the official cultu ral dipl o-
m acy of USIA and the State Dep a rtm ent and ot h er official bod i e s
in this cou n try, but also, very important and often forgot ten , t h e
big fou n dati ons and Am eri can ph i l a n t h ropy and wh at they
ach i eved in the past in terms of proj ec ting an image of this soc i ety.
Wh i ch , wh en you draw the ba l a n ce sheet, was in fact a very
i m portant initi ative. Mi ll i ons of doll a rs, as you proba bly know,
went precisely into the support of cultural ventures abroad.

Th ere is curren t ly among historians a very fas c i n ating discus-
s i on , a very soph i s ti cated discussion , a bout the meaning of
Am eri ca n i zati on , ac tu a lly. It is no lon ger seen simply as Am eri ca
i m posing its el f a l m ost like a ste a m roll er, n ot just in milita ry or
econ omic term s, but also in cultu ral term s. It’s seen now as a mu ch
m ore soph i s ti cated du a l - ca rri a ge highway, i f you like, wh ere
i n deed ide as and people are exch a n ged. If you ask me, f rom a his-
tori cal pers pec tive, one of the most su ccessful programs was the

exch a n ge of peopl e, and that may be som ething we should try to
get back to.

We always forget that, I bel i eve, 50 percent of the popu l ati on in
Iran and also in Iraq now are young peopl e, who were born after all
these crises of the 1970s and 1980s. I’m a product of the “jazz gen-
erati on ,” i f you like, in the 1950s, t h at became fas c i n ated by
Am eri can popular cultu re. It’s very important that wh at the Un i ted
States brou gh t — certa i n ly to Eu rope but also more broadly to the
world after 1945, du ring the Cold Wa r— was a very broad def i n i-
ti on of c u l tu re. The Eu ropeans had a very narrow def i n i ti on , as
you know, wh i ch was essen ti a lly high cultu re, and anyt h i n g
beyond that was beyond the pale. Th at cre ated many cri ti c i s m s
and ten s i ons between different con ti n en ts. But this broad def i n i-
ti on should be rem em bered, because it’s not just popular cultu re
and Am eri can “m ass cultu re,” s o - ca ll ed. I look at the ac tivi ties of
the big fou n dati ons—the Ford Fou n dati on , for ex a m pl e, wh i ch
h ad an intern ati onal program that prom oted prec i s ely cultu ra l
ven tu re s, but cl os ely rel ated to it they also had an overs e as devel-
opm ent progra m , wh i ch ac tu a lly spent more doll a rs abroad, a n d
t h at was a program that su pported edu cati on , poverty progra m s
and very important ven tu res also in the scien ce s. The Am eri ca n
def i n i ti on of c u l tu re was re a lly as broad as you can pos s i bly think
of i t, and that is an important el em ent that perh aps we shou l d
rem em ber wh en we now look at the cultu ral ac tivi ties of the 1900s,
going back to the World Ex h i bi ti ons and then espec i a lly looking at
the Cold War period.

N I N KOV I C H : Modern ef forts to prom ote cultu ral rel ati ons were
p i on eered by the Eu ropean powers in the era of h i gh nati on a l i s m .
In the race for cultu ral influ en ce, the Fren ch set the early pace by
s et ting up insti tutes abroad to te ach the Fren ch language and liter-
atu re. In 1910, a Bu re au for Sch ools and Fren ch Fou n dati on s
Abroad was cre ated in the Forei gn Mi n i s try. German cultu ral for-
eign policy started with the establishment of a division for cultural
a f f a i rs in the German Forei gn Of f i ce in 1921, but the pre - wa r
i m perial govern m ent had su pported German sch ools and libra ri e s
a broad and had lent a hand in the form ati on of pu blic sch ool sys-
tems in Ch i n a , Tu rkey, Jap a n , South Am eri ca . The first Bri ti s h
In s ti tute was fou n ded in 1926, but the integrati on of c u l tu ral and
forei gn rel ati ons came with the cre ati on of the Bri tish Council in
1 9 3 5 , wh i ch was inten ded to serve as “a sch ool of n ati onal proj ec-
ti on” and to med i ate between govern m en tal and private need s. In
the U. S . S . R. , the All Un i on Soc i ety for Cu l tu ral Rel ati ons wi t h

Forei gn Cou n tries (VOKS) was cre ated in 1925 as an arm of
Soviet foreign policy.

The Eu ropeans had also been cultu ra lly ac tive in the private
s ph ere. The Rh odes sch ol a rs h i p s, e s ta bl i s h ed in 1902, a re on e
i m portant ex a m pl e. An ot h er well - k n own illu s trati on is the
All i a n ce Fra n ç a i s e. Fou n ded in 1883 to prom ote the Fren ch lan-
guage and culture abroad, the Alliance saw the United States as its
m ost fertile ground for the ex p a n s i on of Fren ch civi l i zati on .
Between 1880 and 1900, the All i a n ce esta bl i s h ed com m i t tees in
San Fra n c i s co, Bos ton , Los An gel e s, Tex as, Ch i ca go, Denver,
Brook lyn and New York . Du ring the next 14 ye a rs, it esta bl i s h ed
s ome 150 new local com m i t tees around the cou n try. By 1904, t h e
All i a n ce cou n ted more than 25,000 mem bers in the Un i ted State s.

Al t h ou gh the U. S . govern m ent was a latecom er to formal pro-
grams of c u l tu ral rel ati ons as a forei gn pol i cy ac tivi ty, it had a lon g,
i f h aph a za rd, h i s tory of prom oting an unders tanding of Am eri ca n
c u l tu re abroad. In 1867, the Sm i t h s onian In s ti tuti on was
appoi n ted as the official cen ter for exch a n ges of l i tera ry produ c ts
and govern m ent doc u m en ts. The many worl d’s fairs and ex pos i-
ti ons held in the late 19th and early 20th cen tu ri e s, wh i ch gen er-
a lly requ i red modest govern m en tal back i n g, were inten ded to
proj ect to non - Am eri cans a favora ble image of the Am eri can way
of l i fe. At firs t, this meant an em ph asis on indu s trial innovati on ,
i n deed, the term “Am eri ca n i zati on” f i rst made its appe a ra n ce in
the 1867 Pa ris Un iversal Ex pos i ti on as a syn onym for indu s tri a l
m odern i zati on . By the early 20th cen tu ry, U. S . ef forts sou gh t
i n c re as i n gly to prom ote nati onal arti s tic and intell ec tual ach i eve-
ments as well as industrial successes.

A small nu m ber of c u l tu ral ef forts had obvi ous forei gn pol i cy
connections. The remission of the Boxer indemnity in the amount
of $18 mill i on , wh i ch re su l ted in approx i m ately 2,000 Ch i n e s e
being tra i n ed in Am eri can univers i ti e s, was cl e a rly aimed at
s tren g t h ening U. S . - Chinese ti e s. The exch a n ges of s tatues and
busts between Wilhelmine Germany and Theodore Roosevelt was
a symbolic way of improving U.S.-German relations. World War I
brou ght a poten ti a lly pat h - breaking ch a n ge with the cre ati on of
the Com m i t tee on Pu blic In form ati on , or Creel Com m i t tee, but
the bri ef peri od of Am eri can bell i geren cy and the de s i re to retu rn
to “n orm a l cy” l ed Con gress to ax the agen cy, wh i ch , in any cas e,
was distru s ted by many because of i ts prop a ga n da ac tivi ti e s. Th e
government backed a few other modest efforts. In 1908 and 1915,
Pa n - Am eri can scien tific con gresses were held under the au s p i ce s
of the Pan Am eri can Un i on . In the 1920s, the U. S . govern m en t
worked throu gh the Un i on to prom ote cultu ral rel ati ons wi t h
Latin Am eri ca . By the 1930s, as an outgrowth of the Good
Nei gh bor Pol i cy, the Un i ted States began to sign modest cultu ra l
conventions with Latin American nations.

However, i f one tries to trace the ori gins of sys tem atic progra m s
in cultural relations, one must look to the private sector, especially
the philanthropic foundations—especially the Rockefeller
Fou n dati on , the Ca rn egie En dowm ent for In tern ati onal Pe ace and
the Gu ggen h eim Fou n dati on — wh i ch in the two decades foll owi n g
World War I established an extensive system of international edu-
cati onal exch a n ge s. The fou n dati ons were them s elves trying to sys-
tem ati ze earl i er private ef forts. By the end of the 19th cen tu ry, a n
i m perium of Am eri can sch ools abroad in Ca i ro, Bei rut, Sofia and
m ost nota bly, in Ch i n a , was in ex i s ten ce. Here, too, the initial pat-

tern was the em ergen ce of a hod ge - pod ge of u n rel ated ac tivi ti e s
con s i s ting ch i ef ly of va ri ous inter- u n ivers i ty exch a n ge progra m s
and missionary efforts.

The major ph i l a n t h ropic fou n dati ons su b s ti tuted sys tem for
ch a os. In the core field of edu cati onal exch a n ge s, t h ey took a major
s tep by subsidizing the cre ati on of the In s ti tute for In tern ati on a l
Education in 1919, a clearinghouse which is still in existence. The
Rockefell er Fou n dati on’s ex ten s ive programs in China were an
ex a m ple of a well thou gh t - out at tem pt to prom ote modern i zati on
by cultural means. As part of its four decade-long effort, the foun-
dati on cre ated a modern med i cal sch ool , the Peking Un i on
Med i cal Coll ege, in 1919, prom oted the stu dy of Basic En gl i s h ,
f u n ded fell owships and su b s i d i zed rel ati ons between sch ol a rly
societies of different countries.

By the late 1930s, edu cati onal and sch ol a rly exch a n ges had
devel oped to the point that gre ater cen tra l i zati on and coord i n ati on
were de s i ra bl e. The Divi s i on of Cu l tu ral Rel ati ons was cre ated in
1938 with a first year bu d get of $ 2 8 , 0 0 0 . The new Divi s i on was
i n ten ded to be a cl e a ri n gh ouse to coord i n ate a hod ge - pod ge of
private ac tivi ti e s, and not a pol i cy making body. Pol i cy, su ch as it
was, would flow from advi s ory com m i t tees com pos ed of repre s en-
tatives of private institutions.

Al t h ou gh nearly everyone involved profe s s ed sati s f ac ti on wi t h
this setu p, t h ere were some probl em s. It was no sec ret that private
organizations hoped for government funding without government
d i rec ti on , a hope that ran cou n ter to the com m on sense noti on
t h at mon ey is power. Th ere was also agreem ent on the need to
avoid a cl ose con n ec ti on with U. S . forei gn pol i cy. The anti p at hy to
get ting into bed with the State Dep a rtm ent stem m ed from a fe a r
t h at cultu ral ac tivi ties might come to be seen as prop a ga n da .
Cultural advocates worried that the activities themselves would be
com prom i s ed if t h ey were perceived as pol i ti ca l . It may be useful to
reca ll that, even at the high ti de of the New De a l , edu cati on was
n ot con ceived to be a sph ere fit for federal interven ti on . However,
the cre ati on of the Divi s i on was ju s ti f i ed in part by the Germ a n
c u l tu ral thre at in Latin Am eri ca , wh i ch we now know to have been
ex a ggerated. This wi ll i n gness to cry wol f to the legi s l ative bra n ch
would esta blish a pat tern for the futu re in wh i ch cultu ral progra m s
would be ju s ti f i ed before the legi s l ative bra n ch by linking them to
national security.

Un l i ke the Eu ropean progra m s, e a rly Am eri can propon en ts of
c u l tu ral rel ati ons were liberal intern ati on a l i s ts, who bel i eved in
“i n tern ati onal unders ta n d i n g” as a way of l e s s ening intern ati on a l
conflict and, even tu a lly, el i m i n ating wa r. Ni ch ol as Mu rray But l er
of Colu m bia Un ivers i ty, an important early figure, l ooked to the
even tual cre ati on of an “i n tern ati onal mind.” In a peri od of rap i dly
growing functi onal interdepen den ce, the prom oti on of i n tern a-
ti onal unders tanding seem ed to be a pru dent way of as su ring that
gre ater gl obal integrati on did not coll ap s e. Con f l i c ting ide as and
bel i efs could be recon c i l ed by improved com mu n i cati on . Cu l tu ra l
i n tern ati on a l i s ts were driven by a universalist bel i ef t h at, at
bot tom , a ll cultu res had com m on intere s ts. In pri n c i pl e, at leas t,
the programs vi ewed cultu ral rel ati ons as a two - way street on the
as su m pti on that Am eri cans had mu ch to learn abroad. The pro-
grams were also el i tist in ch a rac ter— t h at is, t h ey def i n ed cultu re as
h i gh cultu re in the ex pec tati on that those most influ en ced by
exch a n ges would be in a pos i ti on to put their new unders ta n d i n g
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to ef fec tive use in pos i ti ons of i m porta n ce in their soc i eti e s. Th e
a m bi ti on was to cre ate a like - m i n ded, l i bera l , i n tern ati onal el i te
that would be the core of an effective world opinion.

On ce cre ated, the cultu ral programs had little opportu n i ty to
f u n c ti on as inten ded. The rapid on s et of World War II and
u n s topp a ble pre s su res to con s c ri pt cultu ral programs in the servi ce
of the war ef fort qu i ck ly tra n s form ed them in ways no one had
anticipated. For many, culture had a very important role to play, as
the war seem ed as mu ch a conflict of i de as as it was a mat ter of
power pol i ti cs. The re sult was that cultu ral rel ati ons very qu i ck ly
took a pol i ti cal tu rn . Cu l tu ral at tachés were cre ated within the
State Dep a rtm ent in 1943. New agencies with new functi on s
ac ted on different def i n i ti ons of i n terc u l tu ral con tac t. The Of f i ce
of War In form ati on , the rei n ca rn ati on of the Creel Com m i t tee,
s pec i a l i zed in the use of m ass media in the ef fort to sway intern a-
ti onal op i n i on . Un l i ke programs of c u l tu ral exch a n ge, it was con-
cern ed to influ en ce mass cultu re in the form of pu blic op i n i on , i n
get ting rapid re su l ts and in a on e - way flow of i n form ati on , and in
forging cl ose con n ec ti ons to the twi s ts and tu rns of forei gn pol i cy.
In Latin Am eri ca , the coord i n ator of In ter- Am eri can Af f a i rs,
u n der the leadership of an ambi ti ous Nel s on Rockefell er, felt few
qualms about the mobi l i zati on of c u l tu re. As part of the su rge of
en t hu s i asm for intern ati onal orga n i zati on , the Un i ted States also
pl ayed a leading role in the cre ati on of U N E S CO, the cultu ral arm
of the U.N., which began its career in 1946.

During the war, there were some debates about the degree to
which the programs should explicitly promote American values .
But those who wa rn ed against going too far too fast in the em brace
of pol i ti cs were trying to hold back an unstopp a ble ti de that ebbed
only with victory. After the war, it was not certain for a few years
that cultural programs had a future even if tied directly to foreign
policy. To be sure, cultural programs were an important feature of
the Am eri can occ u p ati on pol i cy in Japan and Germ a ny and later in
the Marshall Plan. But there was a good deal of conservative,
s om etimes nativi s t, re s i s ta n ce within the 80th Con gress to con ti nu e
funding of ac tivi ties that had been ju s ti f i ed as wa rtime measu re s.

The on s et of the Cold War proved to be the salvati on of
c u l tu ral progra m s. Wh at could not be sold in the abstract or 
in prac ti cal terms was ped dl ed mu ch more eas i ly under the label
of a n ti - com mu n i s m . Convi n ced that the Sovi ets were making
s trenu ous cultu ral ef forts, Con gress pas s ed the Sm i t h - Mundt 
Act of 1 9 4 8 , wh i ch form a lly adopted the programs that had
grown up du ring the war and, s i n ce then , h ad seem ed on the
verge of a ba n don m en t.

In agreeing to insti tuti on a l i ze the progra m s, Con gress also
i n s ti tuti on a l i zed va ri ous ten s i ons that the programs had never
re s olved — ten s i ons between cultu re and inform ati on , el i te and
m ass ta rgets, n ati onalism and intern ati onalism and short - term and
l on g - term approach e s. These em bed ded ten s i ons had made
i m pos s i ble the formu l ati on of a ny coh erent con cept of c u l tu ra l
rel ati on s. Th ey also en su red that the cultu ral programs would have
a rather rough ride, politically, even at the height of the Cold War.
Con gre s s i onal skepticism about their usefulness was a con s ta n t.
Li berals and rad i cals also ra i s ed obj ec ti ons on occas i on , as in the
l ate 1960s, wh en the programs were ta i n ted by as s oc i ati on wi t h
the CIA. Ten s i on between those who advocated inform ati on a l
programs ti ed to forei gn pol i cy and those who con ti nu ed to arg u e

for an apol i ti cal intern ati onalism made for some intere s ting ti m e s
in the cultu ral affairs bu re au c racy. But the probl ems did not go
away with the end of the Cold Wa r. On the con tra ry, pre s en t - day
difficulties are very much a product of this muddled history.

In the rem a i n der of this pre s en tati on , I want bri ef ly to high-
l i ght five probl em are as. The first probl em is that of i n s ti tuti on a l-
i zati on , wh i ch , m ore than 50 ye a rs after it should have been
s et t l ed, is sti ll rat h er con f u s ed. If one looks at the orga n i zati on a l
h i s tory of the cultu ral progra m s, one ca n n ot help but be amazed at
the bu re au c ratic con f u s i on , the con s tant reorga n i zati ons and shut-
tling about, the ch a n ges of rati onale and the ups and downs of
f u n d i n g. Pa rt of the probl em is trace a ble to the ch a n ging em ph as e s
of d i f ferent pre s i den tial ad m i n i s trati on s. But the more funda-
m en tal difficulty is con ceptual—the failu re to define in a con-
vincing and con s i s tent way wh at the govern m en tal functi on of
cultural relations is.

The second probl em has to do with the pu bl i c - private rel ati on-
s h i p. Al t h ou gh a govern m en tal role in cultu re has over ti m e
become more wi dely accepted, Am eri cans con ti nue to have mixed
feel i n gs about a state rol e. Un l i ke Eu rope, wh ere the history of
a ri s toc ratic patron a ge and the accepta n ce of a more powerful state
m a ke a leading govern m en tal role unprobl em ati c, Am eri cans ca n
be qu i te uncom forta ble about being as ked to perform cultu ra l
f u n c ti ons for pol i ti cal pu rpos e s. On occas i on , the distu rbing el e-
m ent in the pu bl i c - private rel ati onship has ori gi n ated in the pri-
vate sec tor. Wh en intell ec tuals or arti s ts have ex pre s s ed ide as that
s eem ed not in keeping with mainstream vi ews, the re su l t, at ti m e s,
h as been a back l ash against govern m ent funding of c u l tu ral func-
ti on s. Dem oc racy and art - for- a rt’s - s a ke have not always been rec-
oncilable in a governmental context.

A thi rd probl em has to do with the def i n i ti on of c u l tu ral rel a-
ti on s. Wh at ex ac t ly are we talking about? Are we ac tu a lly ta l k i n g
a bout cultu re? If s o, the history of the programs displ ays rem a rk-
a bly little cri ti cal analysis of f u n da m en ta l s. For ex a m pl e, i f c u l-
tu ral rel ati ons are indeed about cultu re, few have noti ced that
c u l tu ral rel ati ons were and are, in fac t, a n ti - c u l tu ra lrel ati on s. Th i s
is a probl em that is usu a lly finessed verba lly by ph rases like
“bre aching of c u l tu ral wa ll s” or “i n terc u l tu ral unders ta n d i n g.” But
i n tern ati onalism as an ideol ogy would be tota lly incoh erent and
u n su s ta i n a ble if c u l tu re were the last word in our def i n i ti on of
hu m a n i ty. At a minimu m , it implies the prom oti on of a worl d-
vi ew that is su pra - c u l tu ra l . At the maximu m , it requ i res the cre-
ati on of a “gl obal cultu re.” This derac i n ating side of c u l tu ra l
rel ati ons has become more obvi ous from a pos t - Cold War per-
s pec tive, an era in wh i ch the cl ash of i deol ogies has been repl aced
by a conflict of c ivi l i zati on s. It is of cen tral importa n ce to under-
s tanding our rel ati onships with underdevel oped are as because it
pre sumes the nece s s i ty of m a j or tra n s form ati ons in their ways of

l i fe. The idea of cultural relations as a two-way street is clearly out
of place in this context.

Fou rt h , the rel ati onship between cultu re and pol i cy has always
been rat h er mu d dy. One often sees cultu ral rel ati ons referred to as
a “tool” of forei gn pol i cy, but it ta kes on ly a mom en t’s ref l ec ti on to
re a l i ze that they are not tools in the ord i n a ry meaning of t h e
word. Tools are used to do specific things, to ach i eve spec i f i c
tas k s. But cultu ral programs are not instru m en ta l , in terms of
rati onal means/ends ca l c u l ati on , because we sti ll do not know
h ow they work , or even if t h ey work . The early cultu ral advocate s
fe a red that too cl ose a con n ec ti on to pol i cy might defe at the pu r-
poses of c u l tu ral rel ati on s. But even in the most optimal of c i r-
c u m s ta n ce s, it was not clear how they would functi on . For
i n s ta n ce, s h ort ly after the Havana Con feren ce, Raym ond Le s l i e
Bu ell of the Forei gn Pol i cy As s oc i ati on ad m i t ted that “the defec t,
or perh aps the adva n ta ge” of prom oting cultu ral dipl om acy “i s
t h at we never know wh et h er it has any re su l ts or not.” So, t h en ,
s h ould the em ph asis be upon high cultu re or mass cultu re ?
In tell ec tual rel ati ons? Mass op i n i on? The mass media? The lon g
term or the short term? On ly wh en qu e s ti ons of i n s tru m en ta l i ty
a re answered sati s f ac tori ly, and it is not clear that they can be
a n swered, can ch oi ces begin to be made rati on a lly about wh at
kinds of programs to em ph as i ze.

The means/ends probl em is som ething that Con gre s s, l ong a
wh i pping boy of c u l tu ral en t hu s i as ts—and often times for good
re as on — h as intu i tively unders tood. It was always very hard to sell
the cultu ral programs to Con gre s s, wh i ch was not on ly ideol ogi-
ca lly su s p i c i ous of the cultu ral progra m s, but wh i ch also, u n der-
s ta n da bly, wa n ted to know in qu i te con c rete terms wh at they were
ach i eving and how they were ach i eving it. In as mu ch as the inter-
n ati onalist rati onale alone was insu f f i c i ent to get Con gress to open
i ts pu rse stri n gs and ex plicit instru m en tal rati onales were not ava i l-
a bl e, the programs were sol d, f aute de mieu x, as a way of com bati n g
com munism in the Cold Wa r. It is this need to show re su l ts that
h as led some to see promise in using Mad i s on Avenue and adver-
tising as its model . I pers on a lly am qu i te skepti cal of this approach .
Advertising is a business nece s s i ty, in part as a mat ter of s el f -
defen s e, but it ca n n ot save a bad bu s i n e s s. Can Detroit con ti nue to
s ell ca rs if it doe s n’t improve its product? The ad ca m p a i gn , “Th i s
is not your fat h er’s Ol d s m obi l e,” one may reca ll , h as been foll owed
up by the disappearance of Oldsmobile altogether.

The su ccess of c u l tu ral pol i cy depends to a sign i f i cant ex tent on
the wi s dom of forei gn pol i cy with wh i ch it is as s oc i ated. If the for-
ei gn pol i cy is sou n d, c u l tu ral pol i cy can on ly be a su ppl em en t —
t h ere are some good re as ons why cultu ral spec i a l i s ts rank low in
the forei gn pol i cy pecking order. If n ot, no amount of good cul-
tu ral pol i cy can retri eve fau l ty pol i ti cal and milita ry pol i c i e s. To the
ex tent that U. S . forei gn pol i cy is intern ati onalist and is su cce s s f u l ,
an intern ati onalist cultu ral pol i cy wi ll also likely be su cce s s f u l , or
so I believe.

But even if t h ey are as s oc i ated with wise forei gn pol i c i e s, t h e
ex pec tati on that cultu ral programs can cre ate a favora ble intern a-
ti onal cl i m ate of op i n i on is unre a l i s ti c. Th ey migh t, perh ap s, con-
tri bute in some measu re to this en d. But in my vi ew this is
s om ething that is beyond the re ach of a ny cultu ral or inform a-
ti onal mach i n e ; i n deed, it is beyond the re ach of forei gn pol i cy
a l toget h er. Cu l tu ral rel ati ons are an act of faith bas ed on the

c reedal as su m pti on that con tac t, wh i ch produ ces a tra n s form ati on ,
prefera bly an ex p a n s i on , of i n tell ec tual and cultu ral hori zons is, on
ba l a n ce, a good thing. On ly the lon g - term outcome of gl oba l i za-
ti on , wh ose su ccess depends on a myri ad of ot h er fac tors, can tell
us whether that assumption is true or not.

Fi ft h , and most broadly, the rel ati onship between cultu re and
power in its broadest terms remains unex pl ored. The sense of t h e
e a rly cultu ral pion eers was that too cl ose an as s oc i ati on with power
h ad a ten den cy to corru pt. But inas mu ch as the exercise of power
is unavoi da ble and cultu ral rel ati ons always ta ke pl ace within pol i t-
i cal con tex ts, com p a rtm en ta l i zati on may be impos s i bl e. Th e
ex treme ex pre s s i on of this point of vi ew is su m m ed up by Ch a rl e s
Col s on of Watergate fame, who bel i eved that “i f you have them by
the ____, t h eir hearts and minds wi ll foll ow.” It is clear to me, at
l e as t, t h at cultu ral policies ca n n ot work well in the absen ce of rel a-
ti ons of power, but we are unable at this point to gen era l i ze about
the kinds of political contexts in which cultural policies work well.
Hi s torians of i n tern ati onal rel ati ons who are intere s ted in cultu ra l
a f f a i rs are on ly now beginning to ta ke up su ch issu e s, but there
may be no general answer to that question.

B E RG H A H N : I now introdu ce Mi ch ael Wa rn er, and I rat h er envy
h i m , because he is one of t h ose historians who has access to mate-
rial that most of us will only receive 40 years from now.

WA R N E R : Profe s s or Ni n kovi ch’s su rvey of the insti tuti ons of
Am eri can cultu ral dipl om acy puts me in mind of a n ot h er set of
federal agen c i e s. These were cre ated by the Roos evelt ad m i n i s tra-
ti on in the world crisis before Pe a rl Ha rbor and served with dis-
ti n c ti on in the World War but fell on hard times just afterwa rd.
The Cold War brou ght them statutory spon s ors h i p, but con gre s-
sional attention, both in the McCarthy era and during the investi-
gati ons du ring the 1970s, was not an unmixed blessing for them .
Th eir ac tivi ties are som etimes difficult to ex plain to the pu bl i c,
a n d, a fter the Cold Wa r, s ome won dered if t h ey needed to exist at
all. But recent events have won them more attention.

I am spe a k i n g, of cou rs e, of the Cen tral In tell i gen ce Agen cy
and its predece s s ors, and I draw this para ll el with cultu ral dipl o-
m acy not to be arch , but to note how the similar insti tuti onal pat h s
of c u l tu ral dipl om acy and intell i gen ce work in Am eri ca and su g-
gest that this nati on , s i n ce 1940, h as gat h ered many of the appu r-
ten a n ces of i ts men tors and the statec ra ft of the gre at powers of
Eu rope. To glimpse some of the ra m i f i cati ons of this devel opm en t,
let us examine that brief period in American history when cultural
diplomacy and intelligence work were secretly combined.

In 1976, a Sen ate Sel ect Com m i t tee headed by Frank Chu rch
of Ida h o, i s su ed a len g t hy pu blic report that stands as a monu m en t
to pu blic accou n ta bi l i ty. Its ch apters on the Cen tral In tell i gen ce
Agen cy reve a l ed, for insta n ce, t h at the CIA had bri ef ly and
s ec ret ly become one of the worl d’s largest grant-making insti tu-
ti on s. In deed, in the mid-1960s, CIA funding was involved 
in nearly half the gra n ts in the fields of i n tern ati onal ac tivi ti e s
m ade by Am eri can fou n dati ons ot h er than the big three,
Ford, Rockefell er and Ca rn egi e. Some of these gra n ts went to
i n f lu en ce forei gn , c u l tu ral and intell ec tual el i tes like Radio Free
Eu rope, Radio Li berty and the Con gress for Cu l tu ral Freedom .
Most su ch subsidies en ded abru pt ly in 1967, a l t h ou gh the agen cy
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s pon s ored wh at it ca ll ed, the “Rad i os,” u n til 1972. I do not have
time to examine su ch programs in deta i l , but I can give a bri ef
account of the CIA’s role.

Covert cultural diplomacy arose from the Truman administra-
ti on’s ef forts to halt the spre ad of com munism on the con ti n ent and
to give the Marshall Plan a chance to rebuild the economies and
societies of Western Europe. “Psychological warfare” was the term
of the ti m e, and it seem ed a powerful new we apon that tota l i ta ri a n
regimes em pl oyed with more dex teri ty than their dem oc ratic oppo-
nents. Fighting communism with bullets and bulldozers was not
enough, Truman’s lieutenants argued. America and the West also
needed to publish the social, economic and cultural achievements
of l i beral dem oc racy. This is one re as on why Pre s i dent Truman tol d
Americans in 1950, “We must make ourselves heard around the
world in a gre at ca m p a i gn of trut h .”

Truman officials soon fou n d, h owever, t h at organizing su ch a
ca m p a i gn was harder than it looked. Time after ti m e, Am eri ca n
and forei gn groups and leaders discovered that overt govern m en t
a gencies and private sec tor programs seem ed unwi ll i n g, or
u nwi lling to hel p. Prop a ga n da seem ed down ri ght un-Am eri ca n ,
and con gre s s m en su ch as Jos eph Mc Ca rt hy wa n ted no govern-
m ent funds spent on groups wh om they deem ed cri ti cal of t h e
Am eri can way of l i fe. Covert funding thus seem ed the on ly alter-
n ative to leaders in both the Truman ad m i n i s trati on and its CIA.
In the words of a gen cy veteran Tom Braden , “The idea that
Con gress would have approved many of our proj ec ts was about 
as likely as the John Bi rch Soc i ety’s approving Med i ca re.” As
d i pl om at George Kennan also ad ded in 1967, “This cou n try has
no Mi n i s try of Cu l tu re. The CIA was obl i ged to do wh at it cou l d
to fill the gap.”

The CIA’s early psych ol ogi cal wa rf a re operati ons accord i n gly
s ou ght to prevent com munism from winning new ad h eren ts
a m ong va ri ous sec tors of forei gn soc i eti e s, su ch as stu den ts,
yout h , l a bor and intell ec tu a l s. These proj ec ts began du ring the
Korean em ergen cy, wh en the em ph asis was on get ting operati on s
s ta rted as fast as pos s i ble in anti c i p ati on of a Sovi et as s ault on
Eu rope. At the ti m e, the agen cy’s Covert Ac ti on Of f i ce was
brand new and was thus depen dent on the forei gn con n ec ti ons of
con cern ed Am eri can citi zen s, m a ny of wh om were them s elve s
f ri ends and con tac ts of CIA of f i cers. Ma ny proj ec ts con ti nu ed
a fter the Korean Wa r, well into the 1960s, en j oying bi p a rti s a n
su pport at both ends of Pen n sylvania Avenu e. Nevert h el e s s, t h i s
era of the CIA’s history en ded abru pt ly in Febru a ry 1967. As dis-
s ent over the Vi etnam War rose on Am eri can ca m pu s e s, the new
l eft magazine Ra m p a rts ex pos ed the agen cy’s long ties with the
Nati onal Stu dent As s oc i ati on , the nati on’s largest intercoll egi ate
s tu dent grou p. Reporters from the mainstream press foll owed
l e ads in the Ra m p a rts s tory, and soon tracked agen cy mon ey to
ot h er cl i en ts, i n cluding the Rad i os and the Con gress for Cu l tu ra l
Freedom . Pre s i dent Joh n s on ba n n ed covert subsidies of s tu den t
grou p s, and the CIA qu i et ly term i n ated many of the com pro-
m i s ed proj ec ts.

Mu ch debate has en su ed since 1967 over the degree of i deo-
l ogi cal con form i ty that agen cy subsidies impos ed on arti s ts,
wri ters and ot h ers who wi t ti n gly, or not, took CIA funds. I
ca n n ot settle this con troversy here or anywh ere el s e, but I ca n
n ote, wh at CIA leaders bel i eved to be the cas e, while the opera-

ti ons were sti ll on goi n g. Th ey were convi n ced that covert funding
of a diverse ra n ge of pu bl i cati on s, ex h i bi ti on s, con feren ces and
ac tivi ties was ulti m ately in the interest of the Un i ted State s,
because it dem on s trated to forei gn thinkers, who might be
wavering between East and We s t, t h at art and thou ght cou l d
f l ou rish in liberal dem oc rac i e s. And there was, i n deed, a bi as
towa rd funding particular pol i ti cal vi ews, but that bi as was towa rd
wh at the Agen cy ca ll ed the non - com munist left. The CIA’s late
Gordon Meyer ex pl a i n ed, “The ri ght wing and con s ervatives had
t h eir own sou rces of financial su pport and the real com peti ti on
with the com mu n i s ts for votes and influ en ce was foc u s ed on the
l eft side of the pol i ti cal spec tru m .”

Vol ker Berghahn is mu ch bet ter qu a l i f i ed to speak on the
Agen cy’s ef fec ts on Eu rope than I am. So I wi ll on ly men ti on that
te s ti m onials for groups su ch as the Con gress for Cu l tu ra l
Freedom and ot h er proj ec ts are not that hard to find, n or are cri t-
icisms hard to find ei t h er. A final accou n ting must await a full
opening of Eas tern and We s tern arch ive s. Futu re histori a n s, h ow-
ever, wi ll also want to con s i der the bi t ter all egati ons and cou n ter-
ch a rges prom pted by the 1967 revel ati ons of covert CIA
su b s i d i e s, as well as the ex trava gant spec u l ati on that su rrou n d s
t h em , even today.

Si n ce this gat h ering more ri gh t ly looks to the futu re than to the
p as t, I of fer two parting ob s ervati ons on the CIA’s sec ret ca m p a i gn
to influ en ce the hearts and minds of forei gn cultu ral and intell ec-
tual el i te s. Th at ex peri en ce su rely repre s en ted som ething unique in
Am eri can history. Never before had the Un i ted States at tem pted
su ch an ef fort, wh i ch was alre ady a thing of the past wh en the
Church Committee issued its report in 1976.The end of the Cold
Wa r, as well as stri c ter covert - ac ti on overs i gh t, m a ke it unlikely
t h at the agen cy wi ll ever again have the aut h ori ty and the means to
do som ething similar. And finally, I su bmit that the unlikel i h ood
of repe ating su ch covert cultu ral dipl om acy is not nece s s a ri ly a bad
t h i n g, s i n ce it is always a ri s ky business with sign i f i cant unin-
tended consequences.

VON ESCHEN: In 1955, Felix Bel a i r, Stock h olm corre s pon den t
for The New York Ti m e sprocl a i m ed that “Am eri ca’s sec ret we apon
is a blue note in a minor key …” and named Louis (Satch m o )
Arm s trong as “i ts most ef fec tive ambas s ador.” The ja z z / Cold Wa r
m etaph or was infec ti ou s. In 1956, Arm s trong perform ed before a
c rowd of m ore than 100,000 in Acc ra , Gh a n a . Si gn i f ying on the
tru m peter’s vi rtu os i ty and pervas ive fe a rs of nu clear disas ter,
Af ri ca - wi de Dru m m a gazine qu i pped, “Satchmo Bl ows Up the
Worl d.” Beginning with Di z zy Gi ll e s p i e’s 1956 tou rs of t h e
Mi d dle East and South Am eri ca , over the next two decade s, t h e
State Dep a rtm ent sent hu n d reds of jazz musicians on tou rs of t h e
Mi d dle Eas t, Af ri ca , As i a , Eas tern Eu rope, the Sovi et Un i on and
South America.

While the State Dep a rtm ent performing arts tou rs involved
m a ny are as of the performing arts, it was jazz that became the pet
project of the State Department. Unlike classical music, theater or
ballet, U.S. officials could claim jazz as a uniquely American art
form—and there are many re s on a n ces with modern da n ce althou gh
time does not permit discussing them today—and, critically, jazz
was an African-American art form. U.S. officials pursued a self-
con s c i ous ca m p a i gn against worl dwi de cri ticism of U. S . racism in a

world of 40 new African and Asian nation-states and a world of
U.S.–Soviet competition for the resources and allegiances of for-
m erly col on i zed peopl e s. The gl a ring con trad i c ti on in this strategy
was that the United States promoted black artists as “goodwill
a m bas s adors” — sym bols of the triu m ph of Am eri can dem oc racy—
wh en Am eri ca was sti ll a Jim Crow nati on .

As I discuss in my fort h coming book “Satchmo Bl ows Up the
Worl d : Ja z z , Civil Ri gh ts and the Cold Wa r,” wh i ch Ha rva rd is
pu blishing in 2004, in the Cold War cultu ral pre s en tati on pro-
gra m s, U. S . officials qu i ck ly cau ght on to the va lue of jazz over
d i dac tic programming and prop a ga n da . Th rou gh informal poll s
ta ken at ex h i bi ti on s, State Dep a rtm ent and USIS officials learn ed
t h at Sovi et citi zen s, for ex a m pl e, ten ded to re s ent wh at they
rega rded as the heavy- h a n ded prop a ga n da of Radio Free Eu rope.
In con tras t, t h ey wel com ed the cultu ral programming of Voi ce of
Am eri ca , and Wi llis Con over’s jazz programs ra n ked as the mos t
popu l a r. Praise for the su ccess of the early tou rs flowed from au d i-
en ces and the State Dep a rtm ent alike. “The language of d i pl o-
m acy,” one Pa k i s tani ed i torial arg u ed, “ou ght to be tra n s l ated into
the score for a bop tru m pet.” Jazz tou rs worked prec i s ely becau s e
t h ey were n ot prop a ga n da . Musicians ta l ked freely about their own
s tru ggle for civil ri gh ts and put their own stamp on dipl om acy by
prom oting ega l i ta ri a n i s m . In Ka rach i , Pa k i s ta n , Di z zy Gi ll e s p i e
ref u s ed to pl ay until the gates were open ed to the “ra ga mu f f i n”
children who couldn’t afford tickets.

The ironies and con trad i c ti ons of the jazz tou rs were ex pl ored
in “The Real Am bas s adors,” a 1962 coll a borati on between Dave
and Iola Bru beck and Louis Arm s tron g. Both arti s ts and thei r
bands had recen t ly retu rn ed from tou rs. Both arti s ts and thei r
bands had del i berately been sent into forei gn pol i cy cri s e s —
Bru beck into the 1958 Mi d dle East cri s i s, and Arm s trong into the
Con go cri s i s. In the song “Cu l tu ral Exch a n ge,” n ote lyricist Iol a
Bru beck’s telling ob s ervati on that “no com m od i ty is qu i te so
s tra n ge, as this thing ca ll ed cultu ral exch a n ge.” In deed, c u l tu ra l
exch a n ge was a com m od i ty that cl os ely pu rsu ed the qu i n te s s en ti a l
Cold War com m od i ti e s, oil and ura n iu m . The very first stop of t h e
hu n d reds of jazz perform a n ces that would foll ow was in Abada n ,
Ira n . As Di z zy Gi ll e s p i e’s ba n d’s alto saxoph onist Phil Wood s
rem em bered, t h ey flew into to “the smell of c ru de oi l .” While in
Abada n , the musicians lived in the oil workers’ ba rracks “as the
u pper ech el on workers did.” In ad d i ti on to the Bru beck tou r
du ring the Mi d dle East crisis and Iraqi coup of 1 9 5 8 , the Du ke
Ell i n g ton Orch e s tra en ded up in the middle of the Novem ber
1963 Iraqi coup. But rather than focus on the coups, I want to talk
a bout the Ell i n g ton perform a n ce before the cou p. This is a very
painful ex a m pl e, but we have had a lot of d i s c u s s i on here about
h ow to form all i a n ces with forces of m odern i zati on and dem oc racy
in the Mi d dle Eas t, and I want to su ggest that arti s ts and mu s i-
cians are a powerful force for con n ec ting modern , dem oc ratic and
c ri ti cal el em en ts in any soc i ety, as they certa i n ly were in the
Middle East 40 years ago.

In Novem ber 1963, the Du ke Ell i n g ton orch e s tra’s even tf u l
visit to Ba gh dad, Iraq began au s p i c i ou s ly with a perform a n ce at a
p a rty cel ebrating the founding of the U. S . Ma rine Corps at the
h ome of U. S . Am bas s ador Robert C. Stron g. Noting espec i a lly
t h at the 188-ye a r- old bi rt h day party took pl ace in a 1200-ye a r- ol d
c i ty, one U. S . official reported, “The ambas s adorial re s i den ce

rocked,” as 400 Iraqis and Am eri cans da n ced to “su ch old favori te s
as ‘Ta ke the A Tra i n ,’ ‘Mood In d i go,’ ‘Soph i s ti cated Lady’ … or
c rowded around the orch e s tra for a cl os er look at the agel e s s
Du ke.” The first con cert on Novem ber 12 not on ly sold out but
was broadcast in its en ti rety by the Ba gh dad Tel evi s i on Stati on ,
Ira q’s sole stati on . “An en t hu s i as tic firs t - n i ght au d i en ce,” reported
U. S . officials watching the con cert at Khuld Ha ll near the
Pre s i den tial Pa l ace “while all over the city thousands sat arou n d
tel evi s i on sets in open-air ca fes and re s tau ra n ts or in the com fort
of t h eir own homes and en j oyed the arti s try of one of the gre at
contemporary figures in American music.”

How we got from there—Ellington’s ease in a modern Iraqi
nation—to here is certainly not a simple story, but the musicians’

views of the tour may help us to ask the right questions. On this
same tour, when the Ellington musicians protested that they were
only playing for elites already familiar with jazz when they had
expected to play for “the people,” escort Officer Thomas Simons
struggled to reconcile his role in the State Department with the
musicians’ view of “the people.” The orchestra members, Simons
explained, had a “different conception o f what they were to do”
than the State Department. Simons reported: “The orchestra
m em bers had misu n ders tood the word ‘peopl e,’ and were disagree-
ably surprised.” Positioning himself as a mediator between the
musicians and the State Department and not attempting to mask
his sympathy for the musicians’ perspective, Simons attempted to
explain that in that “part of the world … the ‘people,’ the lower
classes, do not in fact ‘count’ as much as they do with us, and that
we are trying to reach out to those who did count.” Few of these
arguments made any real impression. Band members continued to
feel that they would rat h er pl ay for the “peopl e,” for the men in the
s treets who clu s tered around tea shop rad i os.

Of cou rs e, today, one might argue that it was U. S . officials wh o
h ad misu n ders tood the word “peopl e,” n ot the mem bers of Du ke
Ell i n g ton’s orch e s tra , and that misre ading of “the peopl e” as
Mi d dl e - Eas tern neo - col onial el i tes in unholy all i a n ces wi t h
We s tern oil intere s ts has cost the people of the regi on and the
world dearly.

Arti s ts have a good deal to te ach pol i cy makers. Jazz arti s ts
were wa rm ly em braced throu gh out the gl obe, n ot by pre s en ti n g
prop a ga n da , but because of t h eir cre ative bri ll i a n ce and the fac t
t h ey spoke freely about their own stru ggles for freedom . In deed,
the intern ati onal power and appeal of jazz lay, n ot as some of f i-
cials would have it, in repre s en ting the music of a free cou n try.
Rat h er, the jazz ambas s ador, ep i tom i zed by Louis Arm s tron g,
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conveyed throu gh his inimita ble horn and voi ce, h opes and as p i-
rati ons for freedom — s om ething au d i en ces from Af ri ca , to the
Sovi et Un i on and the Middle East, could relate to all too well.

The jazz tou rs worked not because they cl a i m ed to pre s ent a
perfect or su peri or Am eri can dem oc racy, but prec i s ely becau s e
t h ey ex ported the con f l i c ts and con trad i c ti ons of Am eri ca , even
tending to convey an oppos i ti onal Am eri can cultu re. Ja z z
Am bas s adors pre s en ted Am eri ca at its cre ative, i rreverent be s t.
In deed, Am eri can arti s ts need to be at the foref ront of recon-
n ec ting to the forces of m odern i ty, c re ativi ty and dem oc racy
throughout the globe.

B ROW N : Let me very bri ef ly talk about the Un i ted State s
In form ati on Agen cy in terms of i ts drawback s, i f you wi ll , m aybe
f a i lu re s, and in terms of i ts ach i evem en ts. As you know, the Un i ted
States In form ati on Agen cy was cre ated in 1953 at the hei ght of
the Cold War to be a prop a ga n da agen cy—the word was not
u s ed—in part because the State Dep a rtm ent did not want to soi l
i ts hands with the nas ty word “prop a ga n da ,” even thou gh the
ad m i n i s trati on then in power bel i eved we had to win the war of
minds throu gh prop a ga n da . This agen cy was cre ated in 1953 sep-
a rate from the State Dep a rtm en t, and it ex i s ted until 1999, wh en
it was con s ol i dated into the State Dep a rtm ent after the demise of
com mu n i s m . Th ere is no def i n i tive history of the USIA. Th e
a rch ives and the records are hard to get at. Th ey’re scat tered. I
u n ders tand a Bri tish sch ol a r, Ni ch ol as Cu ll , is working on a his-
tory. I’ve been in tou ch with him, but there is no history and it’s
really a challenge to write.

Wh at would be the drawbacks of the USIA vi ewed from a his-
tori cal pers pec tive? I would say four of t h em . The first one is that,
i t’s not that it prac ti ced prop a ga n da—I pers on a lly don’t think
t h ere’s anything wrong with prop a ga n da , per se. The best sch ol a rs
on the su bj ect would su ggest that it’s a mora lly neutral process of
persu as i on that has ex i s ted under ot h er names since at least the
a n c i ent Greeks with their rh etori c. The probl em is wh en prop a-
ga n da is used stu p i dly or abu s ed, and unfortu n ately there are many
examples in the history of USIA since 1953, when it really did not
do a very good job with prop a ga n da . Wh en the prop a ga n da was
vu l ga r, it was simpl em i n ded — wh en the prop a ga n da was direc ted
to an au d i en ce the USIA did not know very well . In 1978, t h e
Of f i ce of Cu l tu ral Rel ati ons became part of U S I A . It was then in
the State Dep a rtm en t. Th at, on the wh ol e, m ay have ton ed down
a bit the prop a ga n da - s i de of USIA by making USIA re s pon s i bl e
for the ad m i n i s trati on of the Fu l bri ght progra m , for ex a m pl e,
wh i ch up until then had been within the State Dep a rtm en t. Od dly
en ou gh , wh en USIA was con s ol i dated in 1999, Sec reta ry of State
Al bri ght ch a rac teri zed it—if I reca ll the words correc t ly— as the
gre atest anti - prop a ga n da agen cy in the history of the Un i ted
State s. So it went from being a prop a ga n da agen cy to an anti -
propaganda agency. But its main drawback, as I say, is that it often
did not do very intelligent propaganda, if you will, with war.

A second drawback was that it was hampered by bu re au c rati c
ru l e s, reg u l ati on s, ob s tacl e s, you name it, wh i ch slowed it down .
The institutionalization … meant it was a smaller agency than the
State Department, but nevertheless, there were many bureaucratic
obstacles in Washington and abroad that made implementation of
programs difficult.

A third drawback was that USIA didn’t quite know what it was
doing mu ch of the ti m e. Th ere’s no word that’s harder to def i n e
than pu blic dipl om acy. Cu l tu ral dipl om acy is equ a lly difficult to
def i n e. “Pu blic dipl om acy” was coi n ed in the mid-1960s by De a n
Gu ll i on of the Fl etch er Sch ool of Di pl om acy as an ef fort to
de s c ri be ac tivi ties that went beyond trad i ti onal dipl om acy, peopl e -
to - people exch a n ge s, t h at went beyond nati onal borders, i f you
wi ll . So they came up with the term “pu blic dipl om acy.” By the
1 9 7 0 s, USIA appropri ated the term to try to define wh at it was
doi n g. It essen ti a lly was U. S . govern m en t - su pported progra m s,
and inform ati on , edu cati on and cultu re. But sti ll , the debate s
within USIA, at the State Dep a rtm en t, in the Con gre s s, a bout
wh at USIA is doi n g, con ti nu ed throu gh out its history. And many
people in the field were not always sure either.

A final drawback is that very often USIA was not on the fron t
bu rn er, it was a secon da ry pl ayer. The direc tors of the USIA did not
h ave the ear of the Wh i te Hou s e. Th ere were excepti on s. For
ex a m pl e, wh en Ch a rles Z. Wi ck was direc tor of the USIA, he was
very cl ose to Ronald Re a ga n . But as a ru l e, the direc tors did not
h ave the pu ll to have a strong impact on pol i cy. Edwa rd Mu rrow,
who was, as you know, d i rec tor du ring the Ken n edy ad m i n i s trati on ,
m ade the poi n t. He said, “Look , we want to be pre s ent at the ta ke -
of f, n ot at the cras h - l a n d i n g.” Very often USIA was there at the
c ras h - l a n d i n g. “Wh at are we going to do about it now? We’ve got to
ex plain wh at happen ed.” So those are some of the drawback s, but I
would say on the wh ole the ach i evem en ts were con s i dera ble as well .

I would list four main ach i evem en ts. The first one is that, for all
its faults, USIA and the people working in the field for USIA rep-
re s en ted Am eri ca in all its com pl ex i ty, re a lly. And espec i a lly, I
would arg u e, at the field level wh ere USIA of f i cers were able to
talk on e - on - one with peopl e, to visit academic insti tuti ons and so
fort h , it pre s en ted a human face of the Un i ted States that had a
con s i dera ble impact du ring the Cold Wa r. The second ach i eve-
m ent was the esta bl i s h m ent of a fra m ework of edu cati on a l
exch a n ges that sti ll ex i s ts today. The Fu l bri ght program was cre-
ated in 1946. As I say, it was in the State Dep a rtm ent until 1978,
but it sti ll ex i s ts today. I think USIA did manage to maintain the
i n tegri ty of the Fu l bri ght program and to make it qu i te ef f i c i en t
de s p i te the bu re au c racy. For ex a m pl e, the Fu l bri ght Alu m n i
As s oc i ati ons were en cou ra ged by USIA. It’s a very importa n t
t h i n g, people who took part in the Fu l bri ght program orga n i z i n g
t h em s elves abroad to maintain trad i ti ons of this won derful pro-
gra m . A third ach i evem ent—and here I feel very stron gly about
this because I’m essen ti a lly hedon i s ti c — one of the things that
USIA provi ded throu gh its cultu ral progra m s, t h rou gh its ex h i bi ts,
were mom en ts of s h eer del i gh t. I think that’s very importa n t
a broad, for Am eri cans to be able to say, “Let’s look at a be auti f u l
p i c tu re toget h er; l et’s look at a won derful ba ll et toget h er.” Fi n a lly,
USIA insti ll ed mem ori e s, s h a red mem ories between Am eri ca n s
and forei gn ers, t h at sti ll con ti nue today. Programs like the
In tern ati onal Vi s i tor Program en a bl ed disti n g u i s h ed forei gn ers to
come to the Un i ted States and examine a probl em or issue that
i n tere s ts them for two to three wee k s. Th ey rem em ber that tri p.
Just as people who vi s i ted Am eri can Cen ters throu gh out the worl d
rem em ber that first time they looked at an Am eri can maga z i n e,
and these mem ories are trem en dou s ly importa n t. I thank the
USIA establishment.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I’m Naima Prevots from Am eri ca n
University. I wrote about the modern dance going abroad. I have a
cou ple qu e s ti on s. One—this is for Pen ny— was it not the State
Dep a rtm ent and the USIA in terms of the jazz? Th en also, did you
wri te at all about “Porgy & Be s s”? Th at’s anot h er, rat h er fas c i-
n ating issue in terms of s ending issues of racism abroad. Th en I
h ave two com m en ts. On e, t h ere seems to be a deep hesitati on ,
wh i ch rel ates to Trisha Brown’s com m en ts about art. Th ere are
i s sues of l ow art / h i gh art. We seem to be afraid of s ending high art
a broad, and I think that is not som ething ot h er people are nece s-
s a ri ly afraid of. I don’t think we repe at the Cold War parad i gm
where we sent Martha Graham and so forth. Yesterday we heard a
l ot about Hollywood. I won der if we might ad d ress the issue of
wh at’s wrong with sending some of our gre at arti s ts, who are not
n ece s s a ri ly com m erc i a lly vi a bl e. And then the big qu e s ti on that
was raised is, who are we sending this for? Can we reach everyone,
and who are we trying to re ach? The issue of the el i te, the non -
el i te, the people … do we send different kinds of t h i n gs? Ca n
everyone receive some of the same kinds of things?

VON ESCHEN: “Porgy & Be s s” is very mu ch rel ated to our top i c.
Th at’s som ething Ei s en h ower, who was very com pl acent about
race rel ati ons and just com pl etely unintere s ted in ch a n ge, u n der-
s tood — t h at that had a powerful ef fect abroad, so I think that was
what prompted educated policy makers to dive into jazz.

The issue of h i gh art versus low art is fas c i n ati n g. [The State
Dep a rtm ent] was fixated on prom oting high art and high mod-
ernism and they define jazz as high modern i s m . Th ere are all
s orts of con trad i c ti ons here. It divorces it from its ori gins in
Af ri ca n - Am eri can work i n g - cl ass insti tuti ons of l ei su re. It’s as
a b su rd to say that Arm s trong isn’t an en terta i n er as to say he isn’t
an arti s t. But, n on et h el e s s, t h at was the ideol ogy they fas ten ed
on to. Wh at I see in the tou rs is that that ideol ogy breaks down by
the ’60s, prec i s ely because of the issues you’re talking about. Wh o
a re they trying to re ach? Th ey’re trying to re ach a lot of au d i en ce s.
In i ti a lly it’s more of the el i te. Th ey then try to get to the yout h
and broader au d i en ce s. So that wh ole noti on falls ap a rt. Rel ated
to the issue of race, t h ey sta rt ex porting by the late ’60s R & B, a
l ot more pop music and gos pel , wh i ch they wou l d n’t have seen as
h i gh art in the initial state.

B ROW N : As som ebody who was in the fiel d, i f you wi ll , for 23
ye a rs, I grew som ewh at skepti cal trying to define au d i en ces too
s pec i f i ca lly. One of the won derful things about the Cen ter is that,
in a sen s e, t h ey were gen erous to the ex tent that they didn’t ask you
to be part of an au d i en ce to parti c i p ate in the progra m . The doors
were open to everyon e. Th at doe s n’t look very good on paper,
except to say, “Well , we had 1,200 peopl e,” wh en you’re as ked to
define specific au d i en ce s. Giving a certain leeway in the kind of
au d i en ce you’re ad d ressing provi des a sym bol of gen eros i ty, wh i ch
is very important in cultural diplomacy.

N I N KOV I C H : If you speak about ef fec tiven e s s, you have to ta l k
a bout cause and ef fec t, and we just don’t know wh at the rel ati on-
ships are. It’s much too complicated. So, as I indicated earlier, cul-
tu ral rel ati ons in my vi ew are not instru m en tal in a tech n i cal sen s e,
but that doe s n’t mean we shou l d n’t have cultu ral policies or pro-

m ote cultu ral interac ti on . We have lots of govern m ent policies in
ot h er are as that are not instru m en ta l . For ex a m pl e, the space
shuttle might be considered one of them. Some may consider mil-
i ta ry programs to be anot h er, a n ot h er airc ra ft ca rri er. We have lots
of programs that profess to be instru m en tal but wh i ch are, in fac t,
n ot, but are just being sold that way. I think the com m i tm ent to
c u l tu ral rel ati ons has to be rooted in a larger unders tanding about
the dyn a m i cs of i n tern ati onal rel ati ons in wh i ch all your categori e s
of t h i n k i n g — su ch as realism or imperi a l i s m , in my vi ew — a re out-
dated. Essentially, we are committing ourselves to an internation-
alist de s ti ny, wh i ch is more than anyt h i n g, an act of f a i t h , I bel i eve.
And if you say that’s silly, I could make a long argument—and in
fact I have done, in some of my writings—that this is what
Am eri can forei gn pol i cy in the 20th cen tu ry has been all about, a n d
t h at the prom oti on of c u l tu ral rel ati ons is no differen t.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: My name’s Susan Jen k i n s. I’m a wri ter,
and I also have been a cultu ral specialist for the State Dep a rtm en t
in the last ye a r. I travel ed to Uz be k i s tan and Ba n gl adesh with 
an ex h i bit of ph otographs ta ken by the ph otograph er Joel
Meyerowi t z , wh om I worked for for the last five ye a rs. I’d like to
ask the panel if you’re awa re of wh at kinds of programs have been
h appening in the last 18 mon t h s, s i n ce Sept. 1 1 , and if you cou l d
characterize those at all in the context of this discussion.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: My name is Ta nya Mel i ch , and I’m a
pol i ti cal wri ter and pol i ti cal con su l ta n t. I won der if the panel
would speak about the impact of the Olym p i cs, a bout Moh a m m ed
Al i , a bout all of the Am eri can teams that have gone all over the
worl d, a ll the way back to the ’50s, and give us a pers pec tive on
how that relates to the discussion we’ve been having about art.

B ROW N : In the past 15 mon t h s, to speak very gen era lly, t h ere’s
been a cl ose con n ec ti on between prop a ga n da and wa r. In Worl d
War I, the Com m i t tee on Pu blic In form ati on was esta bl i s h ed by
Wood row Wi l s on in 1917 as a prop a ga n da agen cy to whip up the
war spirit at home and to sell the message of dem oc racy abroad.
In World War II, you had the Of f i ce of War In form ati on (OW I )
t h at essen ti a lly produ ced prop a ga n da , s om ewh at relu c ta n t ly,
given that you had people like Arch i bald Mac Leish in the OW I .
In the Cold War you had, of cou rs e, the USIA wh i ch was cre ated
to prop a ga n d i ze to fight this wa r. Th ere’s a war on terrorism now,
and again the pat tern is coming back , t h at because of this wa r—
wh et h er you like the term or not ; people have legi ti m ate re s erva-
ti ons about it—the em ph asis for the past 15 months has been on
prop a ga n da . Aga i n , as I was trying to point out in my pre s en ta-
ti on , t h ere’s nothing wrong with prop a ga n da in its el f, but for the
p ast 15 months the kind of prop a ga n da that’s been produ ced by
this ad m i n i s trati on has been app a ll i n g. It shows an absolute ign o-
ra n ce of the au d i en ce, as was poi n ted out ye s terday by Profe s s or
Bu ll i et, of h ow important it is to unders tand the au d i en ce, e s pe-
c i a lly in Muslim lands. The re su l ts were lame vi deos about
Am eri can va lues and Muslim Am eri ca n s. Th ere has been an
a buse of prop a ga n da , in that it has made it the most importa n t
pu blic dipl om acy tool of this ad m i n i s trati on at the cost of c u l tu ra l
and edu cati onal progra m s. Fi n a lly, wh at has been happening in
the last 15 mon t h s, in my modest op i n i on , is that there has been
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an absolute disconn ect between the prop a ga n da and the pol i cy. As
a re su l t, the world isn’t convi n ced of wh at we did in Ira q, and as a
re sult there are all kinds of con s p i racy theori e s : “Wh at are the
Am eri cans up to ? ” Th at’s perh aps an overly partisan re s ponse to
your qu e s ti on , but I re a lly do think prop a ga n da is wh at’s been hap-
pening in the last 15 months.

VON ESCHEN: I very mu ch agree with that, and it’s striking t h at
it seems a real throwback to an earl i er peri od, and in a sad sen s e
wh at was learn ed from the en orm ous va lue of the arts and things
t h at were cl e a rly not prop a ga n da . The qu e s ti on on sports I find very,
very intere s ti n g, and there are many para ll el s. I don’t think arts and
s ports are the same thing, but I don’t want to draw a sharp disti n c-
ti on and say that sports are very different because it’s that Olym p i c
or versu s - t h e - Sovi et - a n d - Chinese intense com peti ti on that you get.
But in terms of the racial pol i ti cs of s ports and prom oting bl ack
Am eri can at h l etes—and you bring up the ex a m ple of Moh a m m ed
Al i , wh i ch was not som ething nece s s a ri ly prom oted throu gh the
State but became this nati onal and intern ati onal sym bol—I think
the racial pol i ti cs are qu i te similar.

N I N KOV I C H : Just a gen eral com m ent on the larger impl i cati on
of i n tern ati onal op i n i on about hero - at h l ete s, be it Moh a m m ed
Ali or Mi ch ael Jordan or wh om ever. Wh at’s important here is to
try to ask you rs el f wh at the larger sign i f i ca n ce of this is. My way
of u n ders tanding it, wh i ch may not be you rs, is that this all con-
n ec ts with the devel opm ent of s om ething that we might ca ll
“world op i n i on .” This is som ething that’s been ta l ked about since
at least the 19th cen tu ry, and the ex i s ten ce of wh i ch has been
s trenu ou s ly den i ed by va ri ous theoreti cal type s, in particular re a l-
i s ts who argue it doe s n’t ex i s t, it ca n’t exist and so on . But I think
i f you’re talking about som ething like sports, you see a vers i on of
it in that narrow are a . You can see it in a host of ot h er are as as
well . This is importa n t, I would arg u e, because it’s incon te s ta bl e
t h at we have a gl obal soc i ety, a functi oning gl obal soc i ety, n ot very
well at times but functi oning nevert h el e s s. The qu e s ti on that that
raises is wh et h er or not the con ti nu ati on of this kind of s oc i ety is
con ceiva ble wi t h out the form ati on of s om ething like a worl d
op i n i on , because you just ca n’t have functi onal intercon n ec ti on
wi t h out some com m on basis in va lues that keeps it all toget h er.
You ca n’t hold them toget h er simply by power. It’s a long way
f rom sports to intern ati onal soc i ety, but nevert h eless there are
con n ec ti ons to be drawn .

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I’m Ros lyn Bern s tei n , profe s s or of bu s i-
ness jou rn a l i s m , Ba ru ch Coll ege. I’d like to do a slight shift from
pol i ti cal rel ati ons to econ omic rel ati ons and ad d ress this to
everyone on the panel . Would you say as the world econ omy has
devel oped, t h at we have seen tou rism co - opt cultu ral rel ati on s,
a n d, i fs o, wh at are the con s equ en ces of the gl obal tou rist indu s try
s h ap i n g, adopti n g, con trolling and deriving its revenue from cul-
tural relations? 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: My name is Bi a n ca Bau m l er. I’m from
the In s ti tute for Cu l tu ral Di pl om acy. Rega rding the issue of
American musicians performing for the people versus the elites …
I worked at the Fren ch Cu l tu ral In s ti tute in Morocco for six
m on t h s, and that was a very big issu e. The issue was more how to
i n s p i re the people to come to the even ts. Th ere was, m aybe, a fe a r
of coming to the Fren ch In s ti tute and also a different cultu re of
perform a n ce, n ot the sort of “sit down and watch” type of per-
form a n ce. Could you or anyone else on the panel re s pond to the
issue of how to deal with that?

VON ESCHEN: I want to go back to this issue of Mi ch ael Jorda n
as a way of trying to sum up. It’s an intere s ting ex a m ple becau s e
Mi ch ael Jordan is as s oc i ated with Ni ke, n ot the U. S .s tate. And for
a ll the con trad i c ti ons of the policies we’re talking about, I do think
t h ere’s som ething gre at ly lost wh en we have tu rn ed over som e-
thing that is poten ti a lly dem oc ratic and accou n ta bl e, s om ething a
n ati on is doi n g, s om ething that has to do with its citi zen s, tota lly
to the realm of corporati ons that are not accou n ta ble to anyt h i n g.
Back in the time I was doing re s e a rch , the State Dep a rtm ent tri ed
to do private / pu blic spon s ors h i p, and they did, in a sen s e, and it
re a lly worked. And in anot h er sense they would talk about, “Well ,
the au d i en ces are con f u s ed. Th ey don’t know—is this Pep s i , is the
U. S . govern m en t ? ” Th ey did feel it was very important that these
performing arts were as s oc i ated with the U. S . govern m en t, t h e
U. S .s tate. We lose a lot wh en we give up any con n ec ti on to poten-
tial democracy and accountability.

B ROW N : It’s very important to try to define ta rget au d i en ce s. On
the ot h er hand, h aving been out in the fiel d, you try to leave the
door as open as possible to everyone.

N I N KOV I C H : I’ll just ta ke 30 seconds on tou ri s m , and I’ll ta l k
a bout wh at historians know about this. Hi s torians of forei gn rel a-
ti ons are just beginning to ta ke seri ou s ly the stu dy of c u l tu ra l
i n terac ti on , and the answer to wh at they know about tou rism is
very little. Wh at historians have to do, I think, is a bu n ch of
m i c ro - s tu d i e s. As far as I can see, t h ey’re sta rting to do this, to see
i f we can get any hard inform ati on as to ex ac t ly wh at happen s
wh en people interact in va ri ous ways, wh at the dyn a m i cs are and
wh at the impl i cati ons are.

B E RG H A H N : Wh at re a lly fas c i n ated me about this cou n try, as a
young pers on in the 1950s, were prec i s ely the things that we were
talking about on this panel . The gre atest pity of the mom ent is
t h at as there are mill i ons and mill i ons of young people in these
a re as that we wi ll talk about this aftern oon , e s pec i a lly the Mi d dl e
Eas t, and I think their rel ati onship with us is being ru i n ed. Th e
kind of en t hu s i asm that I certa i n ly felt—I ca n’t see this happen i n g.
It’s not an ol der gen erati on that’s anti - Am eri can at the mom en t,
but it may also con ti nue into the next gen erati on . If t h at happen s,
we are in for a very bad first half of the 21st century.

a rate cultu re ministry, wh i ch has the exclu s ive role of prom oti n g
c u l tu re in their soc i ety. Ot h ers have cultu re as part of the forei gn
m i n i s try and see it as a part of forei gn pol i cy. It might be inter-
e s ting to unders tand a little bit about how that work s, i f t h ey’re
also able to give us an idea of the re s ou rces com m i t ted to cultu re
in their re s pec tive cou n tri e s, as well as introducing them s elves to
a ll of you.

G E H A N : I’m cultu ral cou n s el or at the Fren ch Em bas sy in the
Un i ted State s. So I’m a dipl om at. I’m leading a servi ce that is part
of an em bas sy, but wh i ch is bas i ca lly com pos ed of a ll kinds of
peopl e, Am eri can and Fren ch . I think it’s a network of m ore than
150, and I’m the only diplomat in this organization. All the others
come from different walks of l i fe. Our base here is in New York in
terms of a rti s tic and com mu n i cati on and au d i ovi su a l , and we have
a n ot h er main of f i ce in Was h i n g ton , wh i ch is for edu cati on , u n i-
versities and French schools. And then we have people all over the
cou n try. Th at being said, in terms of wh at we do, a lot of ou r
ac tivi ty, and I would say more than half of our ac tivi ty, is linked to
edu cati on , meaning wh at we do in su pport of Fren ch - te aching in
s ch ool s, Fren ch sch ools in this cou n try, and in terms of the pro-
grams we have with univers i ti e s, in our pre s en ce in the univers i ti e s
to ef fect exch a n ge between Fren ch and Am eri can univers i ti e s.
Ad d i ti on a lly, we work on prom oti on of con tem pora ry cre ati on in
the different fields of the arts, in mu s i c, vi sual arts and so on . We
also prom ote literatu re, and we have also an indivi dual progra m
wh ere we su pport radio and tel evi s i on and cinem a . And we have
also an open dialogue with the NGO. We have within our dep a rt-
ment people now dealing with that.

To be very bri ef, I wi ll say three things. On e, in terms of
m et h od : We are not an ad m i n i s trati on . We don’t work as an
ad m i n i s trati on . We are more like a little com p a ny. We work in
p a rtn ers h i p. All our ac ti on is linked to the network . We have a net-
work of Am eri can partn ers, wh et h er they are the trad i ti onal part-
n ers like All i a n ce Fra n ç a i s e, wh i ch are in all the cou n tri e s — a bout
160 All i a n ce Française in the cou n try. But we have partn ers h i p s
with mu s eu m s, with univers i ti e s, with rad i o. Wh atever proj ect we
do, we do it with the partn ers. We have not the means, and it’s not
our as p i rati on to direct anyt h i n g. We always negoti ate, m e a n i n g
t h at if Ca rn egie Ha ll is intere s ted in a con cert, we are not goi n g
i m pose anyt h i n g ; we negoti ate with them to fac i l i tate. This is
re a lly a cen tral them e, and we even have a fou n dati on that we
work with very closely.
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MCC U L LOC H - LOV E L L : The Cen ter for Arts and Cu l tu re is a
c u l tu ral pol i cy cen ter, and we work to inform and improve the
dec i s i ons that shape cultu ral life. Cu l tu ral dipl om acy, or perh ap s
bet ter ex pre s s ed “c i ti zen dipl om acy,” is one of our sign atu re ef forts.
One of our obj ec tives is to cre ate a wri t ten record throu gh a seri e s
of s tu d i e s, i n cluding “Recent Trends in Dep a rtm ent of State
Su pport for Cu l tu ral Pol i cy” by Ju l i et Sa bl os ky. Th at’s wh ere you
can find some figures that I don’t think have come out as vividly as
t h ey shou l d, su ch as the 30 percent decline in su pport for these
ac tivi ties since 1993, and the fact that on ly about 10 percent of t h e
Fu l bri ght exch a n ge program and on ly 5 percent of c i ti zen
exch a n ge s, a l t h ou gh they are sign atu re programs of s tate, a re arts -
ori en ted at all . So while they’re important cultu ra lly in a broad
s ense of people unders tanding each ot h er, a very, very mode s t
a m ount of t h ose programs are devoted to exch a n ge of a rti s ts.
An ot h er stu dy you can get today as well is a su rvey of the history of
c u l tu ral dipl om acy and the U. S . govern m ent by pol i ti cal scien ti s t
Mi l ton Cu m m i n gs. Th ree more studies are fort h com i n g : a stu dy
of the private - s ec tor funding for cultu ral dipl om acy, best prac ti ce s
in cultu ral dipl om acy— wh i ch is very important because we need
to know how, and why, and if these programs work—and a com-
parative study of other nations’ approaches, which is so relevant to
this next panel that we are about to begin.

The Cen ter is also forming a coa l i ti on with arts and hu m a n i ti e s
organizations, foreign policy NGOs and foreign service officers to
expand federa l , s tate and local govern m ent ac tivi ties and cultu ra l
d i pl om acy. Th ere wi ll be ot h er forums that wi ll foll ow this, and for
t h ose of you who wi ll as k , “Wh at’s next? Wh at do we do about it?”
I want to invite you to join this education and action agenda.

Now con ti nuing this va lu a ble convers ati on means learn i n g
f rom our cou n terp a rts in ot h er cou n tri e s, n ot on ly in Fra n ce,
En gl a n d, Germ a ny, the Net h erlands and Mex i co, but also Jap a n ,
Singapore, Austria,the Nordic states, Brazil, Colombia and many,
m a ny ot h ers. Al ex a n der Sti lle is here to guide us in this convers a-
ti on . He’s an important freel a n ce wri ter. His most recent book ,
“The Futu re of the Pas t,” wi ll be familiar to many of you — por-
ti ons of it were pri n ted in The New Yorker—and I ca n’t think of
anybody better qualified to guide this next panel.

STI L L E: I wa n ted to sta rt out by simply asking each of the par-
ti c i p a n ts to introdu ce them s elves and ex plain wh at the basic cul-
tu ral pol i cy or ph i l os ophy is in their different cou n tri e s, becau s e
t h ey do va ry a gre at de a l . For ex a m pl e, s ome cou n tries have a sep-
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