CONDUCTING DIPLOMACY IN A GLOBAL AGE

THURSDAY, MARCH 1, 2001

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The Committee met, pursuant to call, at 11:20 a.m. in Room
2172, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Henry J. Hyde (Chair-
man of the Committee) presiding.

Chairman HYDE. I am please to convene this hearing on the per-
sonnel needs of the State Department. It is important for Congress
and the Department to rethink its personnel operations from re-
cruitment to hiring practices, to training its people with the tools,
skills and managerial competence to handle an increasing number
of complex tasks.

State’s personnel system was designed for the Cold War and has
not been changed since the fall of the Soviet Union. Several recent
studies, including the Overseas Presence Advisory Panel and Frank
Carlucci’s task force on the State Department reform, declare that
change must occur at the Department, and any modernization
must include the personnel systems and structure. Human re-
sources issues deserve priority attention so that the Department
can better carry out the foreign policy of this country.

There have been many, many changes in our world over the last
half century. Communications technology has changed, the world of
diplomacy has changed, the work environment has changed, and
perhaps it is time for the Department’s personnel systems to
change as well.

The State Department must also determine its objectives and
policy priorities so it can staff the overseas posts and Washington
appropriately. The changing work force and the demands of two
working spouses must be recognized in a modern State Depart-
ment.

Developing a work force plan for the State Department that ad-
dresses both the Civil and Foreign Services should be considered
as soon as possible. It is even more difficult given the complexity
of managing a transient work force.

We stand by ready to be of help to the Department as it ad-
vances these issues, and I hope the new Administration and the
employees will seize this prime opportunity to make the changes.
We look forward to receiving the Department’s work force plan re-
port and the testimony of today’s witnesses.

I now yield with pleasure to the Ranking Minority Member, Mr.
Lantos.

[The prepared statement of Chairman Hyde follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE HENRY J. HYDE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS, AND CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON INTER-
NATIONAL RELATIONS

I am pleased to convene this hearing on the personnel needs of the State Depart-
ment. It’s important for Congress and the Department to rethink its personnel oper-
ations—from recruitment and hiring practices, to training its people with the tools,
skills, and managerial competence to handle an increasing number of complex tasks.
State’s personnel system was designed for the Cold War and has not been changed
since the fall of the Soviet Union.

Several recent studies—including the Overseas Presence Advisory Panel and
Frank Carlucci’s task force on State Department reform—declare that change must
occur at the Department, and any modernization must include the personnel sys-
tems and structure. Human resources issues deserve priority attention so that the
Department can better carry out the foreign policy of this country.

There have been many, many changes in our world over the last half century.
Communications technology has changed, the world of diplomacy has changed, the
work environment has changed, and maybe it’s time for the Department’s personnel
systems to change, as well.

The State Department must also determine its objectives and policy priorities so
it can staff the overseas posts and Washington appropriately. The changing work
force and the demands of two working spouses must be recognized in a modern
State Department.

Developing a work force plan for the State Department that addresses both the
Civil and Foreign Services should be considered as soon as possible. It is even more
difficult given the complexity of managing a transient work force.

We stand ready to be of help to the Department as it advances these issues, and
I hope the new Administration and the employees will seize this prime opportunity
to make the changes. We look forward to receiving the Department’s work force plan
report, and the testimony of today’s witnesses.

I now yield to the ranking minority member, Mr. Lantos.

Mr. LANTOS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Let me com-
mend you for holding this hearing, which is an extremely impor-
tant one. We on our side look forward to working with you on see-
ing to it that our Department of State is up to the task in the 21st
century.

Let me also extend my praise and commendation to Secretary
Grossman, who has served our nation in a variety of very impor-
tant capacities with such extraordinary distinction. We are looking
forward to Senate confirmation in his new position where he will
follow in the footsteps of some of the giants of American diplomacy
like Secretary Eagleberger and Secretary Pickering, and I am sure
you will do that extremely critical assignment with equal distinc-
tion.

I also want to commend Secretary of State Colin Powell for fight-
ing the most egregious cuts proposed by the Office of Management
and Budget, but it is obvious that Secretary Powell will need con-
siderable help from us because the President’s international affairs
budget is a profound disappointment. It is less in real terms than
the amounts appropriated for fiscal year 1999 and fiscal year 2000.
It is below the estimate of the Congressional Budget Office as to
thalt would be needed to maintain current services as a minimum
evel.

The President did not provide many specifics in his budget pro-
posal. I simply fail to see how Secretary Powell could achieve the
increases he seeks in the Department of State operations without
cutting funds for other important programs and agencies. Should
that be the plan, we will strongly oppose that.

By the time the State authorization bill is completed, Mr. Chair-
man, it is my intention to insure that we provide considerably more
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than the President is proposing for Embassy security, considerably
more for information technology upgrades than the President, as
we understand it, will propose and significant new resources for re-
cruitment, training and improving the quality of life of our State
Department personnel.

Our State Department is our first line of defense. I welcome the
President’s comment that he wants to improve the quality of life
in our military. He wants to devote more resources to our military,
but I profoundly deplore his failure to take a similar attitude vis-
a-vis our diplomatic service. Diplomatic service has been starved
for years.

I had expected that with the coming of Colin Powell with all his
charisma and authority he would be able to fight the intents of
OMB to squeeze this operation. Apparently he was only very par-
tially successful, and we on our side, Mr. Chairman, will do our
best to assist the Secretary of State to fund the resources of our
diplomatic service at an adequate level. At the hearing we will
have with the Secretary of State we will have a concrete proposal
to make.

I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, again for holding this hear-
ing. I want to welcome our witness.

Chairman HYDE. Thank you, Mr. Lantos.

I want to welcome Mr. Marc Grossman, who is the Director Gen-
eral of the Foreign Service and the Director of Human Resources
at the Department of State. Mr. Grossman is a 25 year veteran of
the Foreign Service, and his assignments have included being the
U.S. Ambassador to Turkey, and most recently he was Assistant
Secretary for European and Canadian Affairs.

He has been leading the reform agenda within the Personnel Bu-
reau, and we look forward to his review of those reforms and
thoughts on the future of the Civil and Foreign Service at the State
Department.

We appreciate your willingness to meet with the Committee
today on these important issues. If you could summarize your
statement, the full statement will certainly be made a part of the
hearing record.

Mr. Grossman?

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE MARC GROSSMAN, DIREC-
TOR GENERAL OF THE FOREIGN SERVICE AND DIRECTOR
OF HUMAN RESOURCES, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Mr. GrROSSMAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for your
kind words, and Mr. Lantos for yours. I am delighted to see so
many old friends on the Committee and to have met new Members
of Congress as well. Thank you very, very much for listening to me
today.

I am very pleased to be here to report to you on the management
of human resources at the State Department, and I very much in-
tend to take the Chairman’s offer and Mr. Lantos’ offer to tell you
about the reform efforts that we are trying to proceed at the State
Department because, as the Chairman said, it is time now to
rethink how we do business in the personnel and human resources
area of the Department.
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With your strong support, I think we can continue work that we
have begun and move forward in this very important area. I should
say that, without the support of this Committee, anything that we
do really will not be possible, and so I very much appreciate this
chance. I hope that you will find what I have to say here today
both convincing and exciting so we can move forward together.

May I also say, and perhaps this is not my place, but I want to
say it anyway, that I think it is a great thing that you all have
invited representatives from the American Foreign Service Associa-
tion and from the American Federation of Government Employees
to testify here as well because when I show you a chart about some
of the things that we have accomplished I want you to know that
we have accomplished them very much in consultation and in co-
ordination with our colleagues in AFSA and in AFGE, so I thank
you very much for doing that as well.

As the Chairman said, the news right now is full of all of the
studies of how we should change things at the State Department.
Speaking for myself, I welcome all of this attention. The attention
that we are getting at the Department right now is very, very help-
ful to us.

For our own purposes, of course, where we started, the most re-
cent round of reform efforts started when Secretary Albright asked
for the study that McKenzie & Company did on the State Depart-
ment and she then convened the Overseas Presence Advisory
Panel, both key parts of our reform effort.

At the Chairman’s direction, I am going to focus today on the
chapters that have to do with human resources from the Overseas
Presence Advisory Panel. Obviously there are lots of other parts of
OPAP, and other of my colleagues are better suited to talk about
tﬁis, but I will focus in today on the human resources aspect of
this.

Before we start our conversation, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Lantos,
I think there is one important thing to say, and I want to say it
out loud. You both have already talked about it. Whatever we talk
about here today, however we rethink the business that we do,
whatever suggestions that we make, we ought to stop and recog-
nize that we have got great people who work at the State Depart-
ment.

People who are in the Foreign Service, people who work in the
Civil Service, people who work as Foreign Service Nationals are, as
you both said, America’s first line of defense. They work hard.
Many live in some very difficult places. They produce every day for
the Department.

As I have been saying in speeches, the State Department might
not have satellites or ships or tanks or guns or planes or, as you
are going to see today, Power Point, but we have great people, and
those people really, really deserve our support, so this is a time of
which I am particularly proud to be the Director General of the
Foreign Service and Director of Human Resources at the State De-
partment.

You both have referred to Secretary Powell. On the day he en-
tered our Department, as he walked into C Street one of the things
he said was that he was going to be the President’s foreign policy
advisor, but also the leader of the State Department, and he has
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mandated the direction in which we should pursue reform, which
is to fix things at the State Department one thing at a time.

One of the things I asked when I became Director General with
all of your support 10 or 11 months ago, was to change the name
of the Bureau of Personnel to the Bureau of Human Resources.

Why we wanted to do that was to follow the very first of OPAP’s
recommendation, and that first recommendation was stop thinking
in terms of personnel and start thinking in terms of the kinds of
requirements that you have to actually mandate in human re-
sources, to change attitudes at the Department toward people, and
that is something we have tried very hard to do.

As Chairman Hyde said, our goal today is to try to manage these
foreign relations and do our human resources in an entirely new
environment. As he said, our world is changing, and diplomacy is
changing as well.

Again, in that very first town meeting that Secretary Powell ad-
dressed he said there are many new opportunities and new chal-
lenges for the United States in the international system, and so
seizing these new opportunities and confronting the new challenges
are going to be the work of 21st century diplomacy. As you all have
said, Americans have a first line of defense, and that 1s America’s
diplomats.

I was thinking as the Chairman was speaking about the ways
the State Department ought to change. Here is my list. I think if
we are going to succeed in the 21st century the State Department
has to keep changing from an organization whose job it was to ob-
serve and to report into one that very actively manages America’s
foreign policy, tells America’s story, promotes America’s interests,
sells America’s goods and confronts new dangers.

I can tell you that in thinking about the human resources aspect
of this, that just as we are changing our goals and changing our
job and confronting new challenges, we are also confronting a
whole new generation of people who we want to become the dip-
lomats of tomorrow.

I can tell you without fear of contradiction that we are in a war
for talent, and it is a war for talent that we fight every day. It is
a war for talent that we fight with other government agencies and
with the private sector, but we want the very best people to come
into the State Department to be in the Foreign Service and to be
in the Civil Service.

Let me give you a take on my new colleagues. I spend a lot of
time speaking to junior officer classes. They are sure a lot smarter
than I was. Maybe that does not mean exactly brain power, but
they have done so many other things.

I was born and raised in California. I had not really traveled
very much. The people we are getting in now have been every-
where and have done a lot of new things, and that makes a big dif-
ference to the way we recruit them. They are certainly more tech-
nologically adept than I was. They are a lot less interested in hier-
archy than I was, and they want a better balance between their
work life and their family life, and they want more professional
education, they want more training.

So in this war for talent it is not just enough for us to put up
our shingle and say come on down and join the State Department.
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Be a member of the Foreign Service. Be a member of the Civil
Service. It is important now that we actively go out and seek the
kind of people that we want.

To win this war for talent, Mr. Chairman, I would say we have
to do several things. First, we have got to change the way that we
recruit. We need to change because we need to have and follow the
best practices of what is going on in other parts of the government,
in other parts of the private sector, and we need to prove to people
that a career at the State Department is as rewarding, full of op-
portunities and challenging as any of the professions that they
might choose, both inside government and outside of government.

There is another reason that we need to do a better job of re-
cruiting, and that is because we need to develop the most diverse
work force we can possibly have to represent the United States of
America. Diversity for us is an absolute top priority.

We have made some progress, but we need to do a lot better.

Last December, with Secretary Powell in attendance, Secretary
Albright signed principles of cooperation between Howard Univer-
sity and the State Department. I will say, Mr. Chairman, that we
owe special thanks to Congressman Rangel and also Congress-
woman Norton for helping us make what has been a longstanding
relationship with Howard University more formal.

Another area we have tried very hard to focus on again with
Members of this Committee and Members of the House is trying
to recruit more Hispanic Americans to be part of the State Depart-
ment. We now have a Hispanic recruiting action plan and a reten-
tion plan for Hispanic members. Congressman Menendez, Con-
gresswoman Roybal-Allard and Congressman Serrano have really
been key in helping us achieve these tasks.

Secondly, we have to focus on quality of life issues. The Chair-
man mentioned more jobs for spouses, better balance between work
and family. These are all things we need to pay attention to, and
in fact Secretary Powell chose two of those issues to highlight in
his first days as Secretary of State.

Third, we need to emphasize professional development. If we in-
tend to be capable of dealing with the challenges of the 21st cen-
tury, people are going to have to be trained and get professional
education in a whole new way.

Fourth, we have to change the way that we work. One of the
things I saw in the President’s budget request for 2002 was the ar-
gument that the State Department needs to look forward and
change the way people work and empower people on the line to do
the jobs that are required.

Mr. Chairman, we have seized the OPAP report as our vehicle
for change at the State Department, and these are the rec-
ommendations that OPAP made to us about what we ought to do.
With your permission, I would like to show you a chart about some
of the progress that we have made.

I will not take you through it. In my written testimony under
each one of these categories you have all of the things that we have
done. I know it is kind of—I did not know you all could do Power
Point here, so the next time we come back we will do this more
technologically.
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These are the areas that OPAP said we needed to work on. I do
not say that we have captured every single one of these charts as
one of the things that we have accomplished, but you can see that
in every area we have made progress. We are working on quality
of life. There are new areas of training both for Foreign Service and
Civil Service. We are trying to redefine the role of reporting in 21st
century diplomacy.

As I say, we have got to change the way we recruit, and so we
are changing the way we view Foreign Service examination. There
is a huge effort going underway in information technology mod-
ernization, and down there under work force structure we have a
very, very important set of initiatives going to help Civil Service
people get overseas and be part of the whole environment of the
State Department.

As I say, we have taken OPAP as our guide. We have seized this
as our way forward. The reform program that we have pursued and
any progress that we have gotten into so far is really only the be-
ginning. It is a down payment. It is only starting our effort.

There is an interesting book that I read some months ago called
Blown to Bits by a couple of people from the Boston Consulting
Group. Their pitch is this. The future winners will not be players
who understand the end game because there is no end gave. The
winner is the player who sees one or two moves further than com-
petitors, and the only sure loser will be the fast followers, because
fast followers will always be too late. We want a State Department
that is a leader in this area and not a fast follower.

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Lantos, you both were nice enough to refer
to President Bush’s visit to the State Department. I think I would
like to just end my short statement on that visit. He came to the
Department, stood at C Street, stood in front of the large number
of plaques that we have which honor the over 300 of our colleagues
who have given their lives in the line of duty, and he talked a lot
about the inspiration that this was for him and the support that
we were going to need in the future.

I know that I can count on you to give us that same kind of sup-
port as we try, as the Chairman said, to rethink the way that we
do business.

I would be glad to take any questions that you might have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Grossman follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE MARC GROSSMAN, DIRECTOR GENERAL OF
THE FOREIGN SERVICE AND DIRECTOR OF HUMAN RESOURCES, U.S. DEPARTMENT
OF STATE

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I am pleased to be able to report
to you today on the management of human resources at the Department of State.

I very much appreciate the Committee’s interest in the people of our Department.
Without your support, improvements in our human resource management would not
be possible.

May I also say how much I welcome your invitation to AFSA and AFGE to testify
today. We have worked closely with them on many of the initiatives I will highlight
today, and I want to say on the record that I appreciate it.

The news is full of outside studies about how to reform the State Department.
We are glad for all the attention. Inside the Department, our most recent reform
efforts were initiated by former Secretary Albright. She commissioned the McKinsey
Study and convened the Overseas Presence Advisory Panel (OPAP).

At your direction, my focus today will be on the OPAP Report’s chapters on
human resources. I cannot speak for the Department on other parts of our reform
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efforts that are handled by colleagues who have a far better grasp of the challenges
in their areas of responsibility.

Before we start our conversation, let me be clear about one thing: you should be
proud of the people who work at the State Department. Our Foreign Service, Civil
Service, and Foreign Service Nationals are America’s first line of defense. They work
hard. Many live in dangerous places. They produce every day for America. The State
Department may not have tanks, ships, planes, or satellites, but it has great people.
So I am proud to be the Director General of the Foreign Service and Director of
Human Resources of the State Department.

As soon as he entered the Harry Truman Building for the first time as Secretary
of State, Secretary Powell said he would be the leader of the Department as well
as the President’s foreign policy advisor. The Secretary has mandated our reform
direction: to start fixing things in the Department “one by one by one.”

When I became the Director General last June, I asked Secretary Albright if we
could rename our Bureau of Personnel to the Bureau of Human Resources. “Human
Resources” better captures our challenge in areas such as talent management and
improving quality of life for employees. It also reflects a key theme of the OPAP
Report, that we need to move away from personnel management to develop policies
and attitudes oriented towards human resources management if we are to support
our nation’s foreign policy.

Today we support America’s foreign policy in an entirely new environment.

THE WORLD IS CHANGING

Our world is changing and so is our diplomacy.

In his first Town Hall Meeting in the Department, Secretary Powell talked about
the emergence of a new international system with the United States at its center.
With all the opportunities for the United States in this new system, the Secretary
cautioned us about the “new kinds of threats, transnational and cross-cutting: weap-
ons of mass destruction, drugs, international crime, or regimes that haven’t gotten
the word.”

Seizing the new opportunities and defending against the new threats is the chal-
lenge of 21st century diplomacy.

DIPLOMACY IS CHANGING

In that first town hall meeting, Secretary Powell also described the new front line
of U.S. national security. He said, “In this new world, where we don’t have the Red
Army about to come across the Fulda Gap, those front-line troops who used to be
on the border are no longer soldiers, they are now our colleagues at the embassies.”

Our diplomats are America’s first line of defense.

If we are to succeed in the 21st century, the State Department must keep chang-
ing from an organization whose main job was to observe and report to one that ac-
tively:

* manages America’s foreign policy,
« tells America’s story,

¢ promotes America’s interests,

* sells America’s goods, and

¢ confronts new global dangers.

DIPLOMATS ARE CHANGING

Just as the issues we are dealing with today are not the same as 25 or 30 years
ago, the people who become diplomats today are not the same as when I joined the
foreign service. We are in a “War for Talent.”

Here’s my take on our new colleagues: They are smarter than I was. They are
more technologically adept. They have more career choices. They want more train-
ing. They are not as willing to accept hierarchy. And they believe in the need for
a better balance between work and family.

To win the “War for Talent,” we will have to do several things:

¢ First, we must improve the way we recruit. We need to follow best practices
of the government and the private sector. We need to show that a career in
the State Department provides as much challenge, opportunity, and recogni-
tion as careers with our competitors.
We must do a better job of recruitment because we need a more diverse
workforce that fully represents America. Diversity is a top priority. While we
have made some progress, we must do better.
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Last December, with Secretary Powell in attendance, Secretary Albright
the signed Principles of Cooperation between Howard University and the De-
partment of State. We owe special thanks to Congressman Rangel and Con-
gresswoman Norton for their support and leadership in making our long-
standing relationship with Howard University even stronger.

We are equally pleased to have moved forward on implementing the His-
panic Action Plan for the Recruitment and Retention of Hispanics in the
State Department. We have developed a recruiting calendar for 2001 and are
now participating in the intern program of the Hispanic Association of Col-
leges and Universities. We thank Congressman Menendez, Congresswoman
Roybal-Allard, and Congressman Serrano, the creator of the Serrano Scholars
Initiative, for their crucial roles in steering our efforts in the right direction.

¢ Second, we must focus on quality of life issues. We need to find more jobs
for spouses overseas. We need a better balance between work and family.
Secretary Powell has already moved to improve the quality of life of State
employees by funding a pilot program to help our employees’ spouses find
meaningful employment on the local economy at our posts in Mexico, and by
mandating the establishment of an interim child care facility at the Foreign
Service Institute.

¢ Third, we need to emphasize professional development. We can’t expect our
people to meet the new challenges facing America without training. It will not
surprise you that grooming leaders for a 21st century State Department is a
priority for the Secretary. Led by our colleagues at the Foreign Service Insti-
tute, we will change attitudes toward professional education in order to de-
velop a 21st century workforce.

¢ Fourth, as outlined in the President’s 2002 budget document, our foreign pol-
icy can be made more effective by empowering highly talented and motivated
foreign policy professionals. We will empower line officers to be at the center
of foreign policy.

WE ARE CHANGING

We have seized the OPAP Report as our vehicle for change in Human Resources.
The seven human resource recommendations of the Report serve as our checklist for
reform.

OPAP PROGRESS

Here is a status report on our work on the main human resource OPAP rec-
ommendations:

Developing a Comprehensive Human Resources Strategy

¢ Our Diplomatic Readiness Plan defines our added human resource require-
ments to make us whole as an organization: to close extended staffing gaps,
to allow full training cycles, for crisis management staffing and details to
other agencies, and to improve our leadership and management skills.

* We still do not have a badly needed Department-wide, comprehensive staffing
model. Our Overseas Staffing Model addresses our overseas needs, but there
is no counterpart for the domestic side. We will develop a domestic staffing
model to complete our workforce plan within the next 12 months.

Improving the Quality of Life for Overseas Employees

¢ During the next eight months, the Department’s Family Liaison Office (FLO)
will run a pilot program for establishing family member employment net-
works and placement support for our posts in Mexico. If successful, this effort
would then be replicated for our posts worldwide.

¢ The Foreign Service Institute (FSI), the Bureau of Administration, and the
Bureau of Human Resources are planning an interim child-care facility for
start-up at FSI in the summer of 2001.

*« We plan to introduce a less complicated, more user friendly electronic official
travel management system worldwide over the next 12 months.

*« We want to create a fully computer-based Foreign Service bidding and assign-
ments information system. This system will allow assignment bids to be sub-
mitted and assignment status to be accessed directly from every American
employee’s computer terminal around the world.
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Expanding Training
¢ Together with our colleagues at the Foreign Service Institute, we have set
training milestones for leadership/ management designated positions. Upon
assignment, we now identify employees in these categories and automatically
place them in appropriate training.

¢ Over one thousand Civil Service employees have signed up for our Leadership
Competencies Development Initiative to prepare for opportunities created by
retiring “baby boomers.”

¢ Security is an individual responsibility. Our Bureau of Diplomatic Security
has developed, and we have instituted, a new security accountability program
(in effect as of 10/1/00).

Reshaping the Reporting and Policy Functions

¢ FSI plans to spearhead the reshaping of our workforce through expanded
training for all officers as well as our senior leadership—Ambassadors, Assist-
ant and Deputy Assistant Secretaries, Deputy Chiefs of Mission and Principal
Officers.

¢ The Institute’s emphasis on this training will be on building expectations for
operational and program management and leadership skills in a dynamic and
non-traditional foreign affairs environment.

¢ In the course of this new training emphasis, we will actually re-define the
model of a 21st century diplomat:

— They will not only speak foreign languages, but be masters of intercul-
tural communication.

— They will be good managers, who know how to inspire excellence and
give people the tools to reach their fullest potential.

— They will understand the crosscutting global issues that affect all na-
tions and respect no borders.

— They will be masters of public diplomacy and use it to advance Amer-
ican interests with countries around the world.

— They will be skilled negotiators who deal effectively with governments,
the media, NGOs and others in the private sector.

— They will keep up to date on the latest communications technologies and
be able to use them to improve their bottom line efficiency and effective-
ness.

— They will practice the principles of preventive diplomacy and inter-
national peace operations.

— And they will operate in a modern work atmosphere—one that rewards
creativity, promotes innovation, empowers individuals, rewards achieve-
ment and demands accountability and excellence.

¢« We are not there yet, but all of our training, recruiting and human resource
management reforms are aimed ultimately at creating a culture of manage-
ment and leadership designed to produce the best possible product for the
American people.

¢ This is our vision of the modern State Department professional.

Improving Recruiting and Promotions

*« We need to increase our recruiting and advertising budget. We need to focus
on diversity. We need to be smarter about how we recruit and market our-
selves.

* We need to speed up the process. Next year, we plan to give the Foreign Serv-
ice Written Examination twice a year, instead of once.

¢ We are going to experiment with “un-blindfolding” of elements of the Foreign
Service Oral Examination. Our objective is—in line with a number of aca-
demic studies of best practices of other foreign affairs agencies—to allow ex-
aminers to know more about applicants’ backgrounds before recommending
employment decisions.

¢« We have developed a voluntary “360-degree” manager evaluation system de-
signed for management self-improvement. A pilot project with seven overseas
missions and three domestic bureaus is starting this month. The project pro-
vides for confidential feedback from multiple sources (peers, subordinates,
and customers).
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¢ We want to consult again with the American Foreign Service Association
about removing the time-in-grade requirement between Foreign Service pro-
motions to allow faster advancement.

¢ Since October 1999, we have had in place a new language incentive program
that provides for monetary rewards to employees who serve repeat tours in
incentive language countries.

Encouraging Knowledge Management in the Posts

« We must review current document classification, technology, and work prac-
tices to set communications standards for the future.

¢« We must make the information technology infrastructure of the Department
state-of-the-art. We are not yet there.

¢ Plans call for modernizing our information technology systems and putting
the Department’s unclassified network and Web browsing Internet access on
every employee’s desktop worldwide.

¢ Our Bureau of Information Resource Management also plans to get our classi-
fied network to every American employee who needs it worldwide.

Tailoring Workforce Structure

« We want to create better synergy between Foreign and Civil Service jobs in
the Department and establish a senior Civil Service/Foreign Service rota-
tional tour program for domestic positions.

¢ The Department has implemented new compensation incentives for “Most Dif-
ficult to Staff” posts and for hiring and retaining information technology pro-
fessionals.

¢ The Department’s new Civil Service Mobility Initiative (CSOMI) provides ex-
cellent career opportunities for Civil Service employees at grades GS-12
through GS-15 to serve at overseas posts for two-year tours of duty.

MORE TO BE DONE

Our reform progress so far is only an installment in an ongoing effort. In a book
they call Blown to Bits, authors Philip Evans and Thomas Webster say, “The future
winners will not be the players who understand the end game. There is no end
game. The winner is the player who sees just one or two moves further ahead than
the competitors.” The authors go on to say, “The only sure loser will be the fast fol-
lower. Fast followers are always too late.” We want the State Department to be a
leader, not a fast follower.

REFORM AND RESOURCES

You asked me to come here today to report on our progress in implementing the
OPAP recommendations. Linked to our reform efforts are of course resource needs.
You will understand that I am not in a position to talk budget figures to you here
today. Secretary Powell will speak to the Department’s needs with this committee
and your Senate colleagues next week.

The Secretary has the unqualified support of the State Department team. The
Secretary has said that he will fight for us so we in turn can work effectively for
America. Supporting him is now our responsibility and we will live up to his expec-
tations. After all, no one wants to do push-ups!

Exactly two weeks ago at the State Department, President Bush stood before the
plaques of names commemorating 300 of our colleagues who have fallen in the line
of duty. The President spoke of “bitter reminders of the dangerous times we live in”
and the example of these American heroes that inspires us. He described himself
and Secretary Powell as the constituency some claim the State Department does not
have. Mr. Chairman and members of this Committee, I count you among that same
constituency.

I look forward to responding to your questions.

Thank you.

Mr. BEREUTER [presiding]. Thank you very much, Ambassador
Grossman. We will proceed under the 5 minute rule.

I want to congratulate you first on the new position I believe you
will be soon assuming.

I noted with great interest that Secretary Powell was greeted
with a hero’s welcome when he arrived in the Department on sev-
eral successive days. He can indeed build morale there dramati-
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cally among the civil servants, the Foreign Service officers, all the
people that work at the Department.

I would say to our colleague from California, the Ranking Mem-
ber, the we that he suggests for proposals could well include those
of us on this side of the aisle as well, and so we may be able to
move forward in a bipartisan fashion in a more dramatic increase
in assets available to the State Department.

I noted that the Secretary described what he saw when he ar-
rived at the Department as he realized there were some defi-
ciencies in funding and many other areas, but did not realize that
the rations were really quite that short, to use his terminology.

I have a couple of very specific questions I am going to pose for
you very briefly and see if you can respond to them now or in the
future. First of all, I would ask the question whether or not most
of the personnel reforms can be done without legislation. For those
that cannot, do you expect to be sending forward a specific legisla-
tive request? I encourage you to do so for those items that are not
possible to be done without legislation.

Next, the diplomatic readiness document prepared by your bu-
reau identifies the need for 1,002 positions to fill all obligations,
but historically I have noted, and there is documentation, the De-
partment has had top people walking the halls not doing what they
are capable of doing because they do not have enough senior level
positions here in the Department when these diplomats, Foreign
Service officers, return to the United States and to the capitol. How
would that problem be addressed in light of such a large proposed
ramp up?

Finally, the President’s blueprint for the State Department says
an effort will be made to delayer the bureaucracy by reducing the
number of middle management positions. My question would be
will that reduction be a mix of Civil and Foreign Service officers?

Try your hand at those, Ambassador.

Mr. GROSSMAN. Mr. Bereuter, thank you very much for all those
questions.

If T could just first of all comment on the way that Secretary
Powell has been received, because I think there is a very important
subtext here. He has been received extremely enthusiastically, and
rightly so.

What we have been trying to tell people at the State Depart-
ment, though, is let’s make sure we understand who has the bur-
den here, and that is that we do not want to make it seem like
somehow Secretary Powell has to live up to our expectations. The
job really for us is to live up to his expectations, and I think that
is going to be a very important thing to watch about the Depart-
ment over the next few weeks.

Secretary Powell I think is going to open a door for us to walk
through in all of the areas that you just talked about, sir, about
empowerment and making sure people have got real jobs to do, and
it will be up to the Department I think to walk through that door,
so I hope that is something that you and I will be able to keep an
eye on together.

In terms of your specific questions, let me try and take them in
turn. First, I think there are going to be some reforms that will re-
quire changes in legislation. There is an effort underway at the
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State Department now to respond to requests from the Office of
Management and Budget, which is, of course, responsible for pro-
poiing those changes, to make some propositions. Yes, I think we
will.

I cannot tell you obviously in exactly what areas, but if you look
over the whole way that all of us are thinking about change, some
of those are going to require the help of this Committee and the
help of colleagues in the Senate, so you can expect to see a package
of changes. Let me say for myself anyway I hope that you will be
able to see that.

The second thing. In terms of the diplomatic readiness book, I
think, sir, that your problem or our problem is really not so much
with hall walkers. I know that that is something that people talk
about at the Department, and it might have been true maybe 10
or 11 years ago, but senior people right now with few exceptions
are really pretty much fully employed.

Our problem is this. From the days of the early 1990’s, we went
4 years without hiring anybody. Now, somebody made that decision
for good reasons, but what we are now faced with is jobs all over
the world that go begging, and so our diplomatic readiness needs
was our way to talk about what was required.

If you look at the chart we have put in there, we have tried to
hit all of the areas that the Chairman talked about. More need for
training, making sure that people have the opportunity to get the
kind of language and non-language training that they need. The
Department is never going to survive unless we pay more attention
to training people for leadership in management, and to do that
you have to have enough people to do it.

I will tell you an anecdote. Secretary Powell and I were talking
the other day about our very different careers. Marc, he said, how
much training have you had in your 25 years in the Foreign Serv-
ice? I told him that language training aside—I have been trained
in language twice—I have had 2 weeks of professional education.
He looked at me, and he said you know, in 35 years in the Army
the Army gave me 6 years of professional education.

I do not think we are going to survive this or really be able to
meet the need of 21st century diplomacy unless we kind of get
some flex here so that we can get some people trained.

Third, we want very much to try to focus in on this question of
delayering. Part of it is going to be giving people real work to do.
What value do they add? Secretary Powell has said that the job of
bosses at the State Department now is to make sure that the peo-
ple who work for them are empowered and can go forward.

A specific answer to your question is going to have to wait for
a little bit more guidance from the Office of Personnel Management
and OMB as to exactly what they want, but we are ready I think
to relook at our ways of doing business.

Chairman HYDE [presiding]. Thank you.

Mr. Lantos?

Mr. LANTOS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to raise at the outset, Mr. Ambassador, some philo-
sophical questions. Your comment about how much more training
Colin Powell had than you during two distinguished and parallel
careers, one in the diplomatic service and the other in the military,
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brings to mind the distinction at Stanford University in my neck
of the woods where students are divided into two categories. There
are the techies, and then there are the fuzzies.

The techies have very precise requirements. You do not become
an electrical engineer or a chemical engineer without doing all of
these things. The fuzzies, in the liberal arts and other areas, are
treated somewhat differently.

Now, it seems to me that as we look at the record the State De-
partment has been treated over several Administrations really as
an orphan, and I think it was Secretary Albright who indicated,
and correct me on my figures, that between the 1980’s, mid 1980’s,
and the late 1990’s there was some 40 or 45 percent reduction in
the real resources devoted to our diplomatic function.

As a matter of fact, I think I have it right here. Secretary
Albright said that the international affairs budget declined in real
terms by 41 percent between 1985 and recent times.

Now, this is an appalling fact, and if you couple this with the ob-
vious and observable phenomenon that the cream of the crop at our
best institutions who used to die to get into the State Department
because that was the most noble and most satisfying and most ex-
citing and most interesting job, in recent years these people have
gone into venture capital, dot coms, investment banking and the
top law firms in the private sector.

So it seems to me that we cannot just deal with very minor
manicuring adjustments of how you take care of your human re-
sources. On the one hand we have dramatic changes in the func-
tions to be performed. I remember when one of the main functions
of a Foreign Service officer was to do reporting. Well, with the
internet certainly there is not much to report about local media be-
cause you can get the local media at your desk here in Washington
instantaneously.

Therefore, the untold months and years spent on reading the
local newspapers and translating them into English and shipping
them to Washington, these are functions which are sort of quaint
and cute, but have no relevance to what the diplomatic work is
today.

I really would like to ask you to address the fundamental re-
structuring which clearly needs to be undertaken. Many, many
functions will have to be centralized in the United States because
they can be done far more efficiently, far more economically and in
a qualitative sense at a far superior level than doing them out
across the globe.

But the people we send out will have to have quality of life op-
portunities that will make them turn away from the quick million-
aire approach of the dot coms and the investment bankers and the
venture capitalists so they will again find it most exciting to rep-
resent the United States of America whether in Peru or Portugal
with pride and with competence and with a feeling that they can
deal with real issues and not with bureaucratic paperwork.

Are you ready to sort of at least tackle it?

Mr. GROSSMAN. I do not know if I am prepared to tackle it. I am
certainly prepared to agree with what you said. You offer this op-
portunity for me to respond philosophically and I will if that would
be acceptable.
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First let me say, just for the record, you are very nice to say that,
but I certainly would not put my career on a parallel with Colin
Powell’s. I just want to make sure that that distinction is clear.

The other thing I am not going to go anywhere near is to try to
define whether people in the State Department are techies or
fuzzies. I will also leave that to you, Mr. Lantos.

In terms of the philosophy that you put out, exactly right. I
mean, what I have been trying to ask everybody is: Exactly what
is the value added of the State Department? When you go abroad
and represent your country or you represent your country here in
the United States, what is your value added?

What it comes down to, to me, is that diplomats, the first line
of defense, provide two very important things on a day to day basis.
They provide context and integration. They are able to say to the
other people in our government: If you would like to get something
done in Greece, in Turkey, in Kazakhstan, in Italy, in England,
here is how you do it. They provide context. They also provide inte-
gration for all of the wonderful Federal agencies that work abroad
today.

I am not one of those people who says we ought to chop it back
until only the State Department is overseas. I think that would be
wrong. I think it would be bad for our country. The State Depart-
ment is what integrates our foreign policy so that we are achieving
the President’s and the Secretary’s goals.

How to do that. I think the fundamental change has to come, Mr.
Lantos, partially from restructuring, but also from changing the
way that we think about our jobs, from changing from what I have
been calling a more or less passive institution, a reporting and ob-
serving institution, to a much more active institution, an institu-
tion that sells.

I do not mean just selling American goods, although that is very
important, but selling what the United States is all about and try-
ing to tell people in the rest of the world that we have this model
and they ought to consider it, so I would like to see people be much
more active.

You said that the technology is changing everything and the way
that we do it. Absolutely right. There are some places we do not
need the kind of reporting that we did in the past. There are other
places where we need plenty of reporting, but it needs to be very
focused on the needs of the United States.

People do not join this business for the money. What they join
the business for is to be part of something that is happening, to be
part of a profession that matters. I think the only way this profes-
sion will matter over the next 50 years really when you can look
out to see an active profession, when people are proud to say we
are members of the diplomatic service of the United States of
America. We work at the State Department, Foreign Service, Civil
Service or Foreign Service Nationals.

Mr. LANTOS. Could I ask a couple of questions, one relating to
diplomatic security and the second relating to the changing nature
of the diplomatic corps?

When Admiral Crowe, former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, sub-
mitted his report many of us on this Committee welcomed that re-
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port because it represented a significant recognition of diplomatic
insecurity at many posts around the globe.

The implementation of Admiral Crowe’s report seems to be typi-
cally bureaucratic. We stretch it out over a long period of years on
the assumption that the friendly terrorists will gear their activities
to the five or 7 year time span during which these embassies are
made more secure.

I would like you to, and I realize you are not here to talk about
the budget—that is not your function this morning—but I would
like to ask you to address this issue again in a philosophical sense.

I mean, large numbers of American embassies today are phys-
ically insecure. Is it not incumbent upon a nation which has lively
debate about whether to cut taxes by $1,600,000,000,000 or only
$900,000,000,000 to say it is unfair to our diplomatic personnel not
to take care of the security needs of the places where they live and
they work before we deal with these other issues?

The second item I want to ask you to deal with relates to the
growing presence of dual career couples within the service. Now,
the diplomatic service was established in 1924. I remember it well.
It was obvious that the diplomat was a man who may have been
married or unmarried. He may have had children or no children,
but there was really no problem of taking the husband and the wife
along on a diplomatic career hopefully in the same place.

You now have a very large number of diplomatic couples where
both the man and the woman are Foreign Service officers. They
join the Foreign Service with the same motivation. They met, and
they got married. As they move up the scale, you are having grow-
ing difficulty finding the appropriate positions for both of them in
the same diplomatic post. Could you deal with that issue?

Mr. GROSSMAN. Sure. Mr. Lantos, let me try to answer both of
your questions.

On the first, I am not the Assistant Secretary for Diplomatic Se-
curity, but let me offer to get you a response on how they are
doing.

I will say in what has happened over the last 3 or 4 years, since
Admiral Crowe made his report, I have been very impressed with
the way that our colleagues in the Bureau of Diplomatic Security,
not perhaps in building new embassies, but they have very imme-
diately been able to respond to issues in our current embassies if
they need locks, if they need cameras, if they need extra security.
I think they have done a wonderful job with that.

Mr. LANTOS. I agree.

Mr. GrRossMAN. I will be glad to give you any further information
that you need.

How we protect our people abroad is part of how people think
about our career. People are not prepared to risk their lives unnec-
essarily. Three hundred people have given their lives in the diplo-
matic service, but no one wants to do it unnecessarily.

Secretary Powell has talked about this. He has given a couple of
interviews in which he said look, how is it that in a matter of
weeks we can put up something like Camp Bonsteel, which you
have seen in Kosovo, and yet our diplomats who, after all, are shar-
ing this mission for the United States of America are not afforded
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the same kind of protection? I hope that you will hear him talk
more about that. Diplomatic security is very much on his agenda.

On your second question in terms of diplomatic couples married
to one another, I declare first my interest. I am one of those. My
wife is also a Foreign Service officer and has been now for 25 years.

The numbers actually are quite substantial, Mr. Lantos. We have
960 Department of State employees who are members of what we
not very romantically call tandem couples. Eight hundred and nine-
ty of those people are married to one another, like I am, to another
State Department officer, and another 79 are married to officers in
other foreign affairs agencies, the Agriculture Department, the
Commerce Department, other agencies, so it is a big block of people
out of 8,900 Foreign Service officers altogether.

We have tried over the past year or so to make their lives easier
in a number of ways. One, we have a commitment to try wherever
we can to make sure that people are assigned together. The second
thing we have tried to do is kind of ease up on some of the rules
that we had about where people can work and how they work.

You have to always pay attention to questions of nepotism be-
cause I would not want to be testifying here to you today that we
were violating the nepotism rules and laws, but there are ways to
deal with it, and we are trying to be more creative about that.

We have also found some creative solutions in telecommuting.

We found some creative solutions in having someone live in a
place and work in other places, but this is going to be an increasing
challenge for us not just in terms of people married to one another
inside the service, but, as you say, our society is changing.

We now have people who are not as they were 30 and 40 years
ago, as you said, mostly women and when people were mostly in
one or two professions. We have people who are now spouses, and
they want to follow their own lives. One of the things that we tried
to show on this chart, not too effectively, was our focus in on more
employment for spouses.

Mr. LANTOS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman HYDE. [Inaudible response.]

Mr. Christopher SMITH. Mr. Grossman, good to see you again,
and thank you for your testimony.

As you know, I was the prime sponsor of the Embassy Security
Act. It took several months to get passed. It was comprehensive—
287 pages of text—and it provided $5,900,000,000 over 5 years for
Embassy security, among other things.

What struck me as unconscionable in the last Congress was the
Clinton Administration’s proposal not to adequately fund Embassy
security. We heard that fiscal year 2001 was going to be
leapfrogged, and it was OMB that was at the core of the problem,;
that Secretary Albright had tried to get money for that year but
failed. As a result of the bombings in Africa, we had $1,400,000,000
in FY 2000. Then all of a sudden protecting our diplomats fell off
in terms of interest and concern.

If you could bring back to the Secretary how important it is to
all of us on both sides of the aisle that diplomatic security concerns
be fully, fully funded.

I just want to raise a couple of additional issues. We know that
Secretary Powell has talked about streamlining the State Depart-
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ment with the possible result of eliminating some offices with spe-
cific mandates outside of the functions of existing bureaus.

As you know, many of those were created as an expression of
congressional priorities, so I hope that any step that might be un-
dertaken in that regard will be fully vetted with Members of the
House and Senate and interested parties because they were not put
there willy-nilly or by happenstance.

I note with encouragement that the special Tibet coordinator en-
joys support from the Secretary of State, and that is good. You
know, many of us pushed very hard for establishment of a coordi-
nator and finally Secretary Albright did the right thing and came
forward with the position.

As you know as well, in the last several years, the last Congress,
in 1999 we were able to pass the International Religious Freedom
Act, which created the Ambassador At Large for Religious Free-
dom. Ambassador Seiple, Bob Seiple, did a good job. He testified
before our Committee a number of times and pushed hard for reli-
gious liberty around the world.

When we first introduced that bill and it was referred to my Sub-
committee, there was vigorous opposition from the State Depart-
ment and from the White House. John Shatick testified against it,
as did Secretary of State Madeleine Albright. They talked about
creating a hierarchy of human rights, which was a bogus $3 bill ar-
gument then and has been proven to be very, very fallacious.

Now we hear, and one thing Ambassador Seiple said when he
testified here—sitting where you are now—is that the legislation
had mainstreamed religious freedom issues into the State Depart-
ment. Now we hear of the possibility of double hatting that ambas-
sadorship, which would be an outrage and significantly would be
contrary to intent of the Congress.

I can say that because we worked on that language very vigor-
ously. Can you assure us that that will not happen?

Mr. GROSSMAN. No, Mr. Smith, I cannot assure you it will not
happen, but I can assure you that I will take both of the messages
you have just given me back to the Secretary of State as soon as
I am finished here.

Mr. Christopher SMITH. It is very, very important.

Let me just ask you two very other brief questions.

Mr. GROSSMAN. Please.

Mr. Christopher SMITH. As you know, contrary to what some of
us have heard over the last years, most of the State Department’s
major accounts have grown by about 20 percent over the last 6
years, which is enough for a modest, and it is modest, real increase
even after taking inflation into account.

The only exception has been the Migration and Refugee Account,
which is about 20 percent lower in real dollars than it was in 1995,
and yet the needs of refugees around the world and you and I and
others, we have all been to refugee camps. We are awash in refu-
gees.

U.N.H.C.R. continually comes forward and says we cannot han-
dle the large numbers of people with assets at their disposal. I re-
cently asked the head of the UNHCR and other interested leaders
there why they do not ask for more, and they said they budget
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what they believe they will get, but it does not adequately meet the
need.

They are doing what they think they are capable of receiving
rather than what the unmet need is out there. In 1995 we spent
$683,000,000 for refugees. Today we are up to $700,000,000. We
had to move heaven and earth to get that number up—which is in-
adequate.

I put $750,000,000 for refugees into the Embassy Security Act
and found several Members on the floor during consideration of the
bill who wanted to cherry pick that money for other concerns. They
failed. I hope you would take refugee protection as a high priority
back to headquarters if you would.

Finally, yesterday at an International Operations and Humans
Rights Subcommittee we heard from Marc Nathanson from the
Broadcasting Board of Governors (BBG) and others about the sta-
tus of their work. I was very concerned to hear that they are con-
templating elimination of certain services including Uzbekistan.

There they are talking about a new Middle East broadcasting ini-
tiative, which is fine, and again this comes down to prioritization,
but why must other vital services be nullified in order to achieve
a new service? They are thinking within a box—this is all the
money that is available—instead of making a case why the new
Middle Eastern efforts warrant their own enhancements to their
budget.

We also got into the issue, and you have it in your testimony,
about how diplomats are the first line of defense, telling the Amer-
ican story, promoting American interest and certainly human
rights are part of that interest. I would hope that a robust effort
would be made on the part of our diplomats not only to raise
human rights, but to raise other issues like freedom broadcasting
jamming.

I know for a fact as I asked the question yesterday of the director
of Radio Free Asia whether or not our Ambassador in Vietnam had
been helpful on the jamming issue. He said he was not. I thanked
him for his candor because we do not always get that kind of can-
dor.

It has been my personal experience that when I have raised the
issue with regard to jamming in China, I haven’t gotten any real
meaningful response in terms of a protest by our Ambassador or
DCM, so I would hope that taking your words about promoting
American interest and front line defense that radio jamming some-
how gets into the portfolio as something more significant than a
talking point.

Chairman HYDE. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. Christopher SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman HYDE. The Chair has been remiss in not observing the
5 minute rule. We have two more witnesses.

You have been fine, Mr. Grossman. We have misbehaved up
here, although it is all very important. I am going to be more cir-
cumspect.

Mr. Engel?

Mr. ENGEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am very happy to be
back on the Committee.
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Ambassador, I served on this Committee for many years, and
after a few years’ respite now I am back on the Committee. I want
to echo the remarks of Mr. Lantos with regard to personnel and
staffing and money because I think they were right on the money,
so to speak.

It pains me when I go around the world and visit our embassies
to see such good people that we have working for our country who
really feel strapped and harried because they do not feel that the
resources are there. The Embassy people, when they pull you aside
and kind of frankly tell you they feel very makeshift. They have to
be very industrious.

There are not enough personnel, and they do not have the re-
sources. I think we are moving in the opposite direction than we
should be. Mr. Lantos cited since 1985 until now there has been
a reduction in personnel.

The Washington Post article on the State Department just last
week noted that the Department is short 700 Foreign Service offi-
cers, which is 10 percent of the current total for Foreign Service
personnel. How many vacant positions does the Department cur-
rently have, and what additional steps is the Department taking to
fill those vacancies?

In account with that, my second question would be that while we
do not yet have account level specificity on the President’s budget,
but is it your understanding that the Administration’s request has
sufficient resources to meet the operating needs of the State De-
partment, particularly with reference to personnel, staff, training,
resources?

Thank you.

Mr. GROSSMAN. I thank you for all of those questions. First let
me say that it pains us as well obviously to put our colleagues in
the position that they are in in many places in the world, not only
as other members have talked about in terms of security, but actu-
ally the way we ask them to work.

I was trying to put a human face on all of this, and I asked
somebody for a couple of examples of how it is that we end up with
not enough people to do this work. In Osmama a consulate officer
arrives to fill a position that had been vacant for 5 months while
his predecessor was called away to take necessary language train-
ing for an onward assignment.

In another one, Dakar, Senegal, a 5-month gap so that an incom-
ing financial management officer could receive necessary functional
training. The previous incumbent could not remain at the post be-
cause she was needed for her onward assignment, a position that
had already remained vacant in Cairo for a year. These are real
human questions, as you very rightly point out.

Congressman, we have empty positions at the State Department
right now in the sense that we have positions that we do not fill.
As you know, the way the Department works is we try each year
to fill the number of positions that are open in that year. The num-
ber varies from year to year.

We are about two-thirds through the assignment cycle today, and
we have about 600 positions that we have not yet been able to fill.
Now, I have about 300 Foreign Service officers that have not been
assigned, so we are going to bring that number about in half to
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300. Then I am going to try some experiments to fill a few more
of them. Eighty of those positions, for example, sir, are in informa-
tion technology, and we are going to try to hire to that gap.

We are going to ask our Civil Service people, who have been won-
derful in trying to fill jobs that we consider hard to fill overseas,
if 50 of them will go abroad and help us out. I think we will get
people to do that.

To go back to the point Mr. Lantos was making, we are going to
ask 20—we are going to try to put in 20 family members into some
of these jobs, but it is still going to leave us with probably a couple
of hundred, maybe a little bit less than 200, gap, and that is what
we need to fill.

In terms of what you read in The Washington Post, that of course
comes from the Carlucci commission. I think the numbers are all
a little bit different. We have made our case in our diplomatic read-
iness report. I do not say that we have to have everything today.
I am not here to say that. But as we go forward we need to make
sure that in crisis management training, leadership training, our
ability to send Foreign Service officers to other government agen-
cies we have enough people.

You will understand I think, sir, that I am going to let Secretary
Powell make a presentation to you all next week about the budget,
and I will let you and he make the judgement about whether there
is enough.

Chairman HYDE. Mr. Rohrabacher?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

First of all, let me say for my own position I would be very sup-
portive and will be very supportive of making sure our career For-
eign Service officers get good pay, that their safety is looked after,
and also just one suggestion I would make.

Perhaps we could make sure that the people working in our em-
bassies have the right to keep their own frequent flyer miles. It
seems to me that that would be a good policy. If Members of Con-
gress can keep ours, I do not see any reason why members or peo-
ple who are representing us overseas cannot keep theirs.

Let me put it this way about support, however. Support goes
both ways. This particular Member requested documents from the
State Department for 2 years concerning Afghanistan, and I was
stonewalled. I am going to continue saying that until I get those
documents.

Even though we changed Administrations, I did not particularly
appreciate the fact that as a senior Member of this Committee that
my oversight capabilities were intentionally restricted and under-
mined by people in the State Department who did not want me to
know what the basis of our policy in Afghanistan was during the
last Administration.

I was also thwarted by members of the State Department in at-
tempts to go to the Spratley Islands for 2 years. Roadblocks would
be put in my way. I traced it back to the local Embassy.

I hope that we are supportive of you and you folks will be sup-
portive of us as our job is to oversee, you know, the job that you
are doing and represent the taxpayers.

Lastly, I think that we need to fill the ambassadorships around
the world as soon as possible. This Administration needs to move
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forward very quickly to make sure that its own imprint on Amer-
ican foreign policy is overseen by its appointees.

I was recently in the Philippines. They have not had an ambas-
sador there for over a year, and President Bush has personally rec-
ognized the importance of the Philippines. He placed a call to
President Arroyo, who, as we know, has just emerged during this
whole crisis there, and he made it clear that he was supportive of
President Arroyo, yet last week the U.S. Embassy made a state-
ment to the local media which caused total confusion as to whether
or not the United States recognized President Arroyo’s legitimacy.

I was there during that time period, and it caused great prob-
lems for that government by this faux pas on the part of our Em-
bassy, so we need to fill those ambassadorships very quickly.

Last, but not least, we need professional people. We need to get
the best people, but we also have to get people who understand
that the United States of America is not just simply being a lawyer
to a client when they are out there and that their client is the
President, although, you know, I think that type of loyalty is im-
portant.

We are out there representing democracy and freedom and the
things our country stands for, and all too often I find our career
Foreign Service people are wonderful people, but have on the top
of their prior list stability. You know, stability absent a value of
freedom and democracy is a formula for tyranny.

It is a formula for supporting the worst possible elements just
not to have 