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' RHETORICAL EXPERIMENTATION AND THE
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OF AN INTERNATIONALIST APPROACH
~ TOPROPAGANDA

Shawn J. Parry-Giles

Despite renewed interest in the study of propaganda, little attention has been
paid to the actual discourse disseminated by America’s international propa-
ganda program. The focus of the new propaganda scholarship centers instead on
more “public” communication released or delivered in the United States or allied
countries, including advertising, education materials, films, political campaigns, or
newspaper cartoons.! Even J. Michael Sproule, well known for his study of propa-
ganda, focuses on ways it is defined and studied rather than on the actual propa-
ganda disseminated abroad by the United States Government.? Such studies that
examine only preliminary strategies without also analyzing the propaganda itself,
provide an incomplete understanding of propaganda’s complexity and its effects.

This lack of attention to America’s international propaganda is brought about in
part by limited access to these materials. In 1948, when America’s first peacetime
propaganda program gained its legalized status through the passage of the Smith-
Mundt Act, lawmakers wanted to prevent the government from propagandizing its
own people,® blocking access to such potentially controversial material. Thus,
stringent policies were enacted to allow the scripts to be examined only by “press
associations, newspapers, magazines, radio systems, and stations” along with mem-
bers of Congress.* Even today, researchers gain access to these historical transcripts
by perusing archival libraries. |

Examining America’s international propaganda not only provides new insights
into how the United States Government practiced the art of propaganda, but also
into the rhetorical strategies employed during America’s Cold War with the Soviet
Union. Justified as an instrument to aid American efforts against its Cold War
enemy, congressional leaders and presidential administrations sought to define and
refine propaganda strategies while simultaneously defining and refining American
Cold War tactics. Just as few scholars have examined the government’s international
propaganda, few have fully addressed the impact of Cold War messages directed
exclusively toward an international audience, despite the significant impact these
messages had on the country’s credibility abroad.® To that end, an analysis of
America’s propaganda strategies functions as a synecdoche of American rhetorical
experimentation in the early years of the Cold War. For America’s international
propaganda and its Cold War rhetoric, some of the most important audiences
resided abroad. | R e Soen igtas it N

Specifically, this study analyzes the congressional deliberations over Americas
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first peacetime propaganda program from 1947 through 1953. Also examined are
specific examples of American Propaganda disseminated to foreign audiences
during this time period. The early stages of the debate can be identified as a period
of naivete, when political leaders assumed that by simply teaching the world about
America and its democratic values, the United States would win the Cold War.
Realizing that communism’s tenets proved persuasive, political officials began
disseminating a rhetoric of hysteria, reflecting the paranoia of McCarthyism in the
latter years of the Truman administration. Such a rhetoric communicated the
fragility of democracy and subsequently empowered the communist message by
acknowledging its potency.” When the Eisenhower administration entered office,
however, a more psychologically-based strategy was crafted. During this stage of the
“war,” American propagandists became more sophisticated about the need to link
propaganda to specific policies, identifying those policies with the aspirations of
foreign peoples. While determined to celebrate the tenets of democracy, Eisen-
hower attacked communism, but in a much more covert and subtle manner.

The rhetorical miscalculations of the Truman administration can be explained in
part by its attempt to inculcate a culturally-based ideology abroad.® After realizing
that a celebration of democracy created resentment among international peoples,
the Truman administration countered with an equally ineffectual rhetoric driven by
an American conception of communism. Such rhetorical mishaps would not be
surprising to many propaganda scholars who maintain that the practice of propa-
ganda is culturally based. Philo C. Wasburn argues, for example, that “all [propa-
ganda] broadcast[s] . . . derive their meaning from the political culture in which they
are embedded,”® while Garth S. Jowett and Victoria O’'Donnell observe that “how
propaganda is developed, used, and received is culturalfly] specific.”10 '

While useful in explaining the rhetorical miscues of the Truman administration,
these culturally-grounded theories of propaganda fail to account for the enhanced
success of the Eisenhower administration’s propaganda approach. These propa-
ganda breakthroughs resulted from the development of an interculturally-sensitive
rhetoric that was more audience driven than institutionally based. Such an ap-
proach represented a tactical shift to a propaganda less reliant on a community-
based ideology. Ultimately, this internationalist approach was designed to move the
United States ahead of its formidable foe in the ideological conflict between
democracy and communism. o o |

The analysis of this case also answers a peculiar problem concerning t%ac Cross-
cultural impact of ideology. Michael Calvin McGee purports that ideology is cultur-
ally driven: “ideographs—language imperatives which hinder and perhaps make
impossible pure thought—are bound within the culture which they.deﬁnfi"’“ Such
a culturally-based view of ideology does not fully account .far effectiveness Qf
foreign policy rhetoric directed to international ~communi£w:s. In order to explain
the impact of the Eisenhower administration’s internationalist approafh,wﬁ mm:
accept that some ideologies transcend culture, just as Karl Mmmheim’s mdwxduai
conceptions of ideology fuse together to form a “collective” uieology 12"1“@ account
for the effectiveness of forcign policy rhetoric, it may be that certain ideographs, like
metaphors, are archetypal because of their universal appealfthatf is “una ed b’y
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THE PERIOD OF NAIVETE -

" At the end of World War I1, Truman administration officials attempted to extend
the propaganda activities of the Office of War Information. In justifying a peacetime
- propaganda program, they characterized democracy in very powerful terms. In

1947 and 1948, congressional officials felt assured that once foreign peoples under-
stood the principles of democracy, its tenets would naturally spread, thwarting any
communist advancement. Once legalized, America’s propaganda mirrored this
confidence and celebrated democratic principles. Clearly, the Truman administra-
tion’s rhetorical strategies were influenced by the ideology of democracy during the
first years of the Cold War. Justificatory arguments and America’s propaganda were
both driven by a beliefin the inherent naturalness of democracy. The important task
for America’s propagandists was simply to inform the world of America’s story. As
the cold warriors implied, any other governmental philosophy was bound to fail
when pitted against democracy’s moral force.

The Smith-Mundi Deliberations

In May of 1947, Republican Congressman Karl E. Mundt of South Dakota, with
the help of Senator H. Alexander Smith (R-NJ), introduced H. R. 3342 in Congress
to legalize America’s first official peacetime propaganda program.'* The Smith-
Mundt Act was designed to “enable the Government of the United States to promote
a better understanding of the United States in other countries, and to increase
mutual understanding between the people of the United States and the people of
other countries.”!5 After investigations were held by the subcommittees of the
House Committee on Foreign Affairs and the Senate Committee on Foreign
Relations, the Smith-Mundt Act passed into law with President Truman’s signature
on January 27, 1948.¢ These deliberations were significant because they deter-
mined the themes for America’s earliest Cold War propaganda.

A major focus of the Smith-Mundt debates centered on constructing a new
portrait of the Soviet Union in the wake of World War I, a strategy designed to
warrant the need for a permanent propaganda program. Some congressional
supporters told of totalitarian abuses, with Fred E. Busbey (R-IL) highlighting the
Soviets’ use of “concentration camps” and “firing squads” that spread “terror”
across Eastern Europe. Others, like John E. Rankin (D-MS), emphasized the
atheistic tendencies of the Soviet Union: “Communism is making a world-wide
attempt to destroy Christianity and all free governments that are based on Christian-
ity.” Still others stressed the imperialistic aims of the Soviet Union. Congressman
Mundt constructed a metaphorical image of a Russian bear taking over weaker
countries: “While we with the dove of peace were cooing to ourselves, the Russian
bear was moving out pulling into its bosom a swarm of little countries . . . making
them part of its domain.”!? i e e :
 Political leaders juxtaposed this characterization of communism with a celebra-
tion of democratic values. Congressman Charles J. Kersten (R-WI), for example,
reminded his colleagues that America was founded upon the principles that “the
individual . . . comes first before the state, and that the rights that the individual gets
are not from the state but from his God.”!® Senator Carl A. Hatch (D-NM) provided
a similar view of democracy, advocating that it was founded upon “the rights of frec

men, the freedom of the individual, {and] the rule of law and order.”®? - . = -
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Because of its superiority, Smith-Mundt supporters urged that the United States
was morally obliged to explain the principles of democracy to world audiences,
allowing for its institutionalization everywhere. Representative Dewey Short (R-
MO) argued: “It is essential that American democracy be able to speak with a voice
of its own on the international stage.” Congressman Joseph R. Bryson (D-SC)
explained the urgency: “I am convinced that we have in our democratic system the
ultimate hope for the world. We must sell it to the world, by letting the world know
how it operates.” The ultimate goal, Congressman Charles A. Eaton (R-NJ) claimed,
was “to make Americanism dominant in every portion of the world.”20 "

Proponents of the propaganda program concluded that once the voice of democ-
racy was heard, people all over the world would forcefully reject communism. Many
in Congress went so far as to claim that the Soviet people would denounce their own
government’s propaganda because of democracy’s supremacy. When asked whether
the Russian populace swallowed “all of the propaganda of their government,”
former ambassador to Russia, W. Averell Harriman, replied that the Soviet people
were “conscious of the fact that all Soviet information [was] controlled and slanted,”
leaving them with a “great desire for the other side.”?! Because people abroad
allegedly possessed the capability for discerning “truth” from “lies,” Representative
Pete Jarman (D-AL) called upon the program to direct its propaganda to “the fellow
out in the little mud hut,”?? since they could, as Assistant Secretary of State William
Benton declared, “determine the actions of their governments.”?® Such an under-
standing, Representative Mundt concluded, would allow international communities
to “become strong enough and well enough organized to resist and repel commu-
nism.”’24

The confidence on the part of the Smith-Mundt proponents was grounded in a
conception of democracy as the natural state of human affairs. These political
officials implied that foreign audiences would naturally believe the “truth” dissemi-
nated by America and naturally reject the principles of communism. While Congress-
man Kersten argued that “the Government of the United States is based upon the
true nature of man,”?> Democratic Representative Adolph J. Sabath of Illinois
maintained that “the dream of freedom is common to all men; and America is the
tangible form of that dream everywhere.”?6 At bottom, the rationale for the
propaganda program rested upon this premise: people would naturally prefer
democracy if only they knew more about it because of the inherent benefits and
freedoms derived from it. General Dwight D. Eisenhower’s statement before the
1947 Subcommittee of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs typified this
sentiment: “The more the advantages of [our] government are spread throughout
the world, the more likely it will be that system is followed by other COllI);t?‘iCS."ﬂ

Clearly, the hegemonic influence of ideology influenced these political actors’
views of the Cold War. As McGee maintains, ideologies become “part of the real lives
of the people whose motives they articulate,”?® illustrating their power. Those
involved in the debate over the Smith-Mundt Act appeared to believe that democra-
cy’s superiority would actually be accepted even by those who were unfamiliar with
its tenets and whose governments were openly hostile to its precepts. The Smith-
Mundt debates thus led propaganda officials to focus predominantly on the United
States in their propaganda, ignoring communist activities. The culturally-based
ideological framework that guided American propagandists during this period
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blinded them to the possible negative reactions that such propaganda might have.
The thought processes of the propagandists, though, are clearly understood when
grounded within an u:leok)glcal framework that fostered a behef in the mherent
truths of democracy ~

The Propaganda of Democracy

In celebrating the “truths” about democracy abroad America’s propagandists
used the United States as the divine example. One example of such propaganda
involved the Voice of America (VOA) radio series, Know North America, which aired
in Latin America in 1947 and 1948 and typified other propaganda attempts of that
time. The Know North America series consisted of “weekly program([s]” that traced the

“adventures of two travelers as they discover{ed] the many miracles of the past and
present life in the United States.”??

During each broadcast, the travelers accentuated the varying attributes or natural
resources of the United States. In Texas, for example, the narrator stated: “It is not
only her history but her present day life which is as fantastic as the past. Texas is
larger than France and produces everything: wheat, rice, fruits, cattle, gold, silver
and oil.”* Speaking more generally about the United States during the Wyoming
story, one of the travelers commented: “The thing that surprlses me most about the
United States is that everywhere one finds the same conveniences; there is no
difference between New York and the smallest town.”3!

The Know North America broadcasts also defined the values that exemplified
America’s superiority. During the Wyoming broadcast, the travelers stressed the
importance of equality. According to the narrator, a “continual concern” of the
“government” is “to raise the standard of living in the whole country, because if
some live better than others, there is inequality . . . and inequality is not democ-
racy.”3? Linking the work ethic to democracy, the narrator commented: “In order to
know the United States well . . . it is necessary to visit the humble dwellings where
true democracy is forged and Alabama is the perfect symbol of the poor state .
becoming rich through work.”?* The Pennsylvania broadcast, of course, aiforded
the opportunity to stress the value of liberty. In dxscussmg the crack in the Liberty
Bell, the traveler asked, “Is it true that they rang it so much when the Declaration of
Indcpendencc was signed that it cracked?” The narrator responded, “Perhaps that
is a legend, but it deserves to be a true story.” Regarding Constitution Square, the
travelers implied the universal need for democracy by concluding that if “every
country” had such a square that emphasized “hberty equality and fratemxty,” the
“world would not be what it is today.”3#

Even though America's propaganda program followed the congressional prescrip-
tions of celebrating democratic ideals as outlined in the Smith-Mundt debates,
political officials quickly learned that broadcasts such as Know North America achieved
unintended cmsequcnces Rather than gaining mpport for demncracy, the broad-
casts aided in creating resentment among w“ id' communities. John Henderson

i h pr ealou: Y, and resentment in underde-
ve}oped countries.”® As Fitzhugh Green - ins, “Foreigners were treated to

opious descnptmm of America’s pmspeméy in ‘terms of millions of automobiles,
ishing d bath - | ”mwndmgmmnmathc
vingconditions under commu-
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nism, the propaganda created instead “envy” and “resent

worlgl."”?ﬁ In Latin Amqica, spedifically, people appeared suspicious of American
activities during that time even though :

targeted toward that region.” varying propaganda broadcasts had been '

Congressional leaders also soon learned that communism did not falter once the
world learned more about democracy. In fact, communism continued to march
forth strongly, gaining power in parts of the world. In February of 1948, for
example, the communists carried out a successful coup and forced Czechoslovakia
into the “Russian orbit.” The Soviets also occupied what eventually became known
as East Berlin, while North Korean troops invaded the Republic of South Korea,
and Nationalist China adopted communism as its form of government. As commu-
nism gained strength, reports also mounted of communist subversion in the United
States Government. But, most significantly, the Soviet Union exploded an atomic
bomb in the winter of 1949-1950.38 All of these factors helped bring about the
changing tone of American political discourse and overseas propaganda.

The rhetoric that exemplified the early years of the Cold War is best explained
from an ideological perspective. The beliefs in democracy’s superiority led to the
development of naive rhetorical strategies that proved counter-productive. Propa-
ganda officials learned that democracy’s precepts lacked intercultural appeal, and
that simply telling America’s story to the world would not result in a predilection for
American “truths.” Such a result is not surprising since a culturally-driven rhetoric
is bound to encounter persuasive resistance in different societies, Thus, a rhetoric
steeped in the ideology of democracy, while effective domestically, lacked effective-
ness abroad, illustrating the naivete of a culturally-based rhetoric for foreign policy
issues. The Truman administration thus set out to devise a more strident rhetoric
that would aggressively combat America’s Cold War en my—an enemy who ap-
peared to be winning the “war of words.” ' |

ment” in many parts of the

THE PERIOD OF HYSTERIA

In the latter three years of the Truman administration, political officials began
talking less about democracy and more about communism in debates over America’s
propaganda program. Seemingly adopting the view that intemationa! audiences
had to be manipulated into supporting America’s foreign policy objectives,*® Tru-
man administration officials began relying on a more combative propaganda
approach. Rather than being driven by the ideology of democracy, f.his stage of ’.the
Cold War produced rhetoric that was influenced more by an American conception
of communism. Because of communism’s alleged power, the Truman adgimsm«‘-
tion, through its Campaign of Truth, sought to literalize the savagery image of
communism abroad, relying upon varying archetypal metaphors. These meta-
phors, while designed to discredit communism, instead seemingly empowered the
enemy and functioned to export American fears. Gedd e

From 1950 th ugh 1953, Truman administration officials anemptedtegam rney
increased funding for America’s propaganda efforts through what they called an
international ‘Campaign of Truth.# In support of that campaign, the Trumar
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administration established the Psychological Strategy Board (PSB) to integrate
propaganda strategxcs with other aspects of America’s foreign policies, like the
military, economic and diplomatic areas.#! To test the Campaign of Truth’s effective-
ness, members of Congress focused increased attention on the propaganda pro-
gram, with the House and Senate Appropnatron committees attempting to measure
the impact of the program’s propaganda in light of increased expenditures. By
1953, the program had drawn even more congressional attention, with the Senate
Committee on Government Operations, through its Permanent Subcommittee on
Investigations (McCarthy committee), holding hearings on the Voice of America
and the program’s information libraries.4? These congressional deliberations pro-
duced a much more aggressive propaganda during Truman’s last years in office.

Throughout the Campaign of Truth deliberations, policymakers argued that the
Soviet Union conspired to undermine the United States Government, justifying the
need to step up America’s propaganda efforts. Mose Harvey of the State Depart-
ment’s Division of Research on the Soviet Union reported that a “hate America”
campaign was launched on January 21, 1950, by the Soviet Union.#® Saul K.
Padover explained that this Soviet campaign accented the corruption of big business
in the United States, charging that American imperialism sought to dominate the
world economy.” # As Senator H. Alexander Smith proclaimed, the Soviets portrayed
themselves as “the champlons of the downtrodden” trying to overthrow the “domi-
nation of other powers” like the United States—a “capitalistic, materialistic, dollar-
sign nation.”*

Most disturbingly, propaganda officials urged, Soviet propaganda was believed by
many in the international community. Senator William Benton (D-CT), former
Assistant Secretary of State, readily admitted that Soviet propaganda had significant
effect: “It was Soviet Russia . . . that has shown the tremendous power, for good or
evil, of projecting ideas in mternational relations.”#® Other congressional leaders
agreed, with Senator Homer Ferguson (D-MI) arguing that the Soviets had “mas-
tered the techniques of using words as a substitute for deeds.”*” The fall of China
and the North Korean invasion of South Korea provided evidence for their claims.*

By 1953, policymakers had begun articulating the fear that Soviet actions gravely
threatened democratic principles. Throughout the McCarthy committee hearings,
the testimony of former Communist Party members contributed to a portrait of an
all-potent communist conspiracy. Professor Louis Francis Budenz, a key witness for
the committee, stressed the urgency of the communist threat, arguing that even the
most elaborate defense system would not suffice: “I think we must arm ourselves,
decidedly. And then, along with armament, we must maintain our own internal
security and protect our morale and have those firm policies which will make our
armament also worthwhile.” Committee members appeared to accept Budenz's
views unquestionably, with Senator Stuart Symington (D-MO) concluding that the
United States needed an adequate national semnty” system, even at the expense of
America’s “standard of living.”*®

McCarthy committee members elevated the i m&pact of the communist message by
advocating its censorship. To begin with, congressional leaders such as Senator John
L. McClellan (D-AR) charged that “books and documents” available in the overseas
libraries acted as “snurccs of propaganda” for the: “Communists in Russia” who
made “derogatory” statements against the “American system.” Budenz, a former
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communist himself, confirmed McClellan’s fears, alleging that these books repre-
sented a major way of “breeding communism.” As a result, Senator Joseph R.
McCarthy (R-WI) not only called for the removal of certain books from the overseas
libraries, but went so far as to support the burning of such books. Regarding one
particular book, McCarthy declared: “Frankly, I do not care what they do with [this]
book after they remove it, whether they burn it or not. I can see no objection to
destroying it.”® As a result of the McCarthy committee investigations, Robert
Goldston alleges, hundreds of books from the overseas libraries were either banned
or burned.?!

By speaking of communism in such hysterical terms, the McCarthy committee
ordained America’s Cold War enemy with immeasurable power. A message simply
espousing the ideals of democracy could no longer compete against the powerful
propagandistic forces of communism. As a result, congressional leaders called upon
America’s propagandists to adopt more aggressive tactics in order to thwart commu-
nist “lies.” As Senator Pat McCarran (D-NV) urged, the United States needed “a
fighting policy, aim[ed] at the soonest possible collapse of the Red Hierarchy”’—one
relying on the “techniques of psychological warfare to match such a policy.”52

The Propaganda of Fear

America’s propaganda from 1950-1953 mirrored congressional precepts, focus-
ing more on the evils of communism and less on the attributes of democracy. The
analysis of certain metaphors found in America’s propaganda reveals what Robert
L. Ivie refers to as the “motive” or the “interpretation of reality” for the Truman
administration as it literalized the savagery image of communism.?® Such a focus,
though, inadvertently communicated the power of communism. ‘ o

During the Campaign of Truth, the VOA aired a series entitled, Life Behind the
Curtain, which portrayed communism as a living entity. In one particular story,
dated December 28, 1950, communism was depicted in humanistic terms: “The
State is the flesh from the flesh of the people, blood from the blood of the people. He
who infringes the laws and decrees of this State, therefore, cuts into. flesh of
the people.” The VOA broadcaster concluded the story by indicating that viewing
the “state as a living creature . . . would have excited envy in Hitler.”> By describing
communism in anthropomorphic terms, propagandists also implied the strength of
that governmental form. : :

This “living creature” metaphor was furthered through the reoccurring theme
that communism seemed to be spreading beyond control. During a February 15,
1951, story entitled, “Spotlight on Dictatorship,” the VOA emphasized that “Comin-
form leaders [had] instigated war in Korea, Indo-China, Malaya and elsewhere.”
The broadcaster concluded that “new evidence” existed that the “Soviet slave labor
system” had even spread into “Czechoslovakia and other satellites,” including
Poland, Hungary, Bulgaria, Rumania, and Albania.® While the motivation for
emphasizing the spread of communism may have been to arouse support for
America’s foreign policies, the focus on its growth could also have been interpreted
as proof of its persuasiveness and power. L e

The threat that communism posed to the United States and other free countries
was seen ‘in the metaphors VOA adopted to illustrate the potential effect ‘of
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communism’s successes. The following excerpt from a 1951 VOA story on the
“Causes of International Tension” epitomized the severity of that threat:

It is the existence of these huge military forces . . . that has forced the West to look to its
defenses. To do less in view of the post war record of Soviet aggression would be suicide.
Clearly, until the West has built the defensive strength in Europe which will serve as a
deterent force against aggression, the peace is not safe. h -

Not only did the “force” of communism threaten the “peace,” but its “force” could
lead to the death of democracy. According to the VOA, “suicide” could result if
America’s inaction persisted. While designed to create a sense of urgency, these
vehicles also communicated the vulnerability of democracy.

Even though many congressional leaders applauded the more aggressive ap-
proach to disseminating propaganda, this paranoid style caused problems as well.
To begin with, Richard H. Rovere alleges that the investigations of the McCarthy
committee “scandalized a good many foreigners” who had been in “the habit of
listening to [the VOA].”5” Moreover, according to Wilson P. Dizard, communist
propaganda capitalized on this evidence of “American hysteria, American weakness,
[and] American immaturity.” For the Kremlin, McCarthyism and America’s propa-
ganda confirmed that communism was, in fact, taking hold in many nations of the
world.?® Finally, the effectiveness of the newly created Psychological Strategy Board
(PSB) also proved disappointing. According to Robert E. Elder, “the PSB appar-
ently had little influence upon actions” in the political, economic, and military fields
as designed under the Truman administration.® Such shortcomings further inhib-
ited the effectiveness of America’s propaganda during the Campaign of Truth.

- The Truman administration’s propaganda problems can be explained in part by
its lack of intercultural appeal, as shown by the metaphors used. These communist
metaphors represent what Edwin Black has called the “idiomatic token of an
ideology,"® indicative of America’s conceptions of communism. Even though Tru-
man succeeded in literalizing the savagery metaphor of communism at home, as Ivie
has suggested, this literalization process did not necessarily extend beyond the
borders of the United States and its allies. The period of hysteria thus represented as
much naivete as did the first stage because of the assumptions that America’s values
would once again be shared by the world community. The Truman administration
practiced what Sproule has identified as an “old rhetoric” view, with the message
directed more to “an assumed whole discursive public.” Such an approach was soon
rejected by Eisenhower administration officials, who adopted a “new managerial
style,” illustrating that “rhetoric is able to capitalize on the measured prodlivities of
various segments of the crowd.”¢! Such a shift in thought represented just one new
strategy that the Eisenhower administration instituted in its conceptualization of the
Cold War battle and the role of propaganda within it. - s

| THE PERIOD OF PSYCHOLOGICAL STRATEGY o
, mel;ht‘ »oumét, Easenhower m“w‘ eaged mmm as humamty’a pmmary
enemy.ﬁz’Yet he also maintained that ¢ could PFM &0’10!1835 h%ﬁ
administration enacted strategic foreign policies substantiated by astute psychologi-
cal warfare tactics. Inspired by the advances of science and thus the imminent threat
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of nuclear war, Eisenhower approached the Cold War as a competition between
equals. While “science” equalized democracy and communism, inspiring the Eisen-
hower administration to avoid a physical confrontation, “science” also became
central to his administration’s propaganda strategy——a bargaining tool that could
give the United States the psychological edge. For more than a year, the Eisenhower
administration attempted to equate the peaceful uses of atomic energy with the
United States, while discrediting the Soviet Union’s attempt to co-opt the ideograph
of peace for themselves. Such a strategy transcended the ethnocentric approach of
the Truman years because of the great concern for adapting propaganda to more
universal values and audiences. The Eisenhower administration was able to develop
this more international approach in part through the use of archetypal metaphors.
Overall, the international approach reflected much more subtle propaganda strate-

gies than the bombastic persuasive tactics of the Truman years.

The Jackson Committee’s Strategies for the USIA

Shortly after winning the election in 1952, Eisenhower appointed the President’s
Committee on International Information Activities (Jackson committee) for the
purpose of evaluating “international information policies.”6® Named for its chair,
New York businessman William Jackson, this eight-member committee began its
inquiry on January 26, 1953 and issued a final report on June 1 of that same year.®4
At the time of the investigation, the Eisenhower administration determined that “no
publicity” should be given “to the Committee or its work”;% the bulk of the
committee’s recommendations thus remained classified until the 1980s. We now
know, however, that the Jackson committee played an integral role in the Eisen-
hower administration’s Cold War strategies. The committee’s work also impacted
the creation and operationalization of the United States Information Agency (USIA),
which began on August 1, 1953.66 |

While the Jackson committee worked from the premise that the Soviet rulers
sought “world domination,” committee members concluded that political warfare
would be the Soviets’ key weapon in the Cold War. Unlike some earlier political
officials, the Jackson committee recognized the Soviets’ skill in political warfare and
believed “communist ideology” possessed “significant appeal to many people.”
Despite this realization, committee members felt confident that the United States
and the free world could win the “war,” provided that “psychological warfare”
functioned as America’s primary weapon. Thus, they set out to develop strategies to
enhance democracy’s appeal and underscore communism’s blemishes to people
around the world.%’ | ' o

The Jackson committee first identified problems with the Truman administra-
tion’s propaganda program. To begin with, committee members agreed that
“opportunities had been missed to take the offensive in global propaganda cam-
paigns,” with many of the past programs articulating a “defensive” message unre-
lated to America’s foreign policies. The committee also complained that *“the United
States [had spoken] with a multitude of voices,” resulting in “haphazard projectic
of too many and too diffuse propaganda themes.” At bottom, the committee
concluded that Truman’s propaganda program suffered from a severe credibility
Problem because the information served “little use for . . . foreign audiences,” who
were quick to take “offense at advice and exhortation received from abroad.”®8:. -
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In order to overcome existing problems, the Jackson committee called for a tota]
restructuring of America’s propaganda program. Committee members determined
that the program needed more direction “from the President” and ‘called for the
centralization of power regarding propaganda operations under the Nationa]
Security Council (NSC), with the help of the newly established Operations Coordi-
nating Board (OCB).%® At the same time, the committee wanted to insure that
propaganda would actually “serve national policy.” This reconfiguration would thus
integrate the practice of propaganda with other areas of foreign policy while turning
the new agency into a propaganda tool of the president’s.” o

Beyond centralizing propaganda strategy, the Jackson committee proposed that
the propaganda program adopt one central strategy, designed to “harmonize
whenever possible the personal and national self-interest of foreigners with the
national objectives of the United States.””" This goal was designed to accentuate
values associated with the ideologies of the individual countries. As the Eisenhower
administration concluded: “The art of persuasion is to give him what he wants so
truthfully and so skillfully as to influence his thinking in the process.”’?

1In addressing the credibility problems of America’s propaganda program further,
the Jackson committee called for America’s propaganda to reflect a more news-
oriented approach rather than the strident style of the Truman administration. The
committee recommended, for example, that the VOA broadcast “objective, factual
news” that served as a “source of truth and information about world events.” The
defining characteristic of these channels became the distribution .of material “for
which the United States government [was] prepared to accept responsibility.”’
Eisenhower concurred, adding that while “the tone and content should be forceful
and direct,” a “propagandist note should be avoided.””

Even though the Jackson committee believed that America’s overseas program
should develop the ethos of a news agency, committee members were not SO naive as
to expect the world’s audiences to reject the communist message automatically. The
committee thus believed the United States Government had to combat communist
propaganda, yet in a more covert and credibility-enhancing manner: “all material
intended for purposes of political warfare against the Soviet regime . . . [should] be
diverted to Radio Liberation or other non-official stations.”’> Even though these
agencies were not officially connected to the United States Government, they
received funding and direction from it.”s Eisenhower agreed with such a maneuver,
calling for “clandestine arrangements” to be made with “magazines, newspapers.. . .
and book publishers in some countries” to supplant official propaganda opera-
tions.” s

While the covert channels assumed the more explicit propaganda tasks, the USIA
still performed more subtle propaganda functions. As indicated by a Psychological
Strategy Board (PSB) blueprint,’® America’s propaganda program was to become
the center for a “psychological warfare offensive” against the Soviet Union. This
offensive would attempt to force Soviet leaders into “difficult decisions of policy,”
while pressing “a clear and fresh vision of American purposes on the Soviet and
satellite peoples.” In the end, international audiences were to ‘‘associate their
.- With the brainpower of the Jackson committee, the Eisenhower administration
revamped America’s propaganda program. As suggested by the Jackson committee,
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the Eisenhower administration would assume more direct control of America’s
propaganda. While reducing congressional control over its propaganda operations,
the Eisenhower administration sought to inculcate a much more internationally-
sensitive propaganda that encompassed more covert persuasive tactics. In order to
integrate propaganda strategy with foreign policy goals, the Eisenhower administra-
tion developed two propaganda campaigns around the central theme of “peace,” a
potentially cross-cultural ideograph of the nuclear age.

The Propaganda of Peace

Even before the Jackson committee completed its work, and even before the USIA
had officially begun operating, the Eisenhower administration began implementing
the committee’s plan for a new global propaganda offensive, centered around two
major presidential addresses: “Chance for Peace” and “Atoms for Peace.” Both
defined America’s major foreign policy strategies for the next year and provided the
nucleus of larger campaigns designed to meet international propaganda aims. For
the Eisenhower administration, the focus centered on the achievement of “peace”
and the development of scientific advancements for peaceful means via more subtle
propaganda tactics. The Eisenhower administration, while establishing the United
States as the scientific superpower, sought to literalize the archetypal ideograph of
peace with the United States, in part, by using archetypal metaphors. For the
Eisenhower administration, peace functioned as a more cross-cultural ideological
commitment in the post-war world because of the continued threat that nuclear war
posed, causing the administration to try to erase any connection between peace and
communism. Overall, the administration adopted a much more audience-driven
approach to propaganda, which reflected a marked change from the institutionally-
determined propaganda of the Truman years.

The “Chance for Peace” address, delivered before the American Society of
Newspaper Editors on April 16, 1953,8 juxtaposed the peaceful intent of the “free
world” versus the war-like behavior of the Soviet Union in the immediate postwar
period. Eisenhower credited the United States with seeking “true peace” after the
war and condemned the “Soviet government” for exhibiting “force: huge armies,
subversion, rule of neighbor nations.” Despite the grim outlook, however, Eisen-
hower provided a resolution to the problem—one to which the United States had
already committed—and one which Eisenhower asserted was “neither partial or
punitive.” While emphasizing that the United States was prepared to “dedicate” its
“strength to serve the needs, rather than the fears, of the world,” the President
urged the Soviet Union to take action: to sign the “Austrian treaty”; to offer an
“honorable armistice in Korea”; and most importantly, to reduce “the burden of
armaments now weighing upon the world.” Such measures, Eisenhower stressed,
provided world governments with a “precious chance to turn the black tide of
events.””81 S ' : oI s

In the days following the speech, Radio Free Europe (RFE) continued portraying
the United States as the country in search of genuine peace. When equating peace
with the United States, RFE used the following deseriptors: “total peace,” “sincere
and complete peace,” "trué peace,” “just peace,” “honest peace,” “future peace,”
“lasting ‘peace,” “global peace,” and the “real peace offensive.”®? In.contrast, RFE
attempted to arouse suspicion concerning the Soviets’ peace claims, using the
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following phrascs “so-called peace,” “false peace,” “peace maneuvers,” “peace
overtures,” and an “empty and ambiguous peace.”

' As the Eisenhower administration worked to co-opt peace for the Umwd States,
RFE helped insure that an American peace would be viewed as beneficial to all.
During a broadcast to Albania on April 17, 1953, for example, the anchor stressed
that Eisenhower “is talking to us. . . . He has laid down . . . the terms of a peace that
would . . . benefit all people.”# In the Czechoslovakian broadcast on the same date,
the commentator stressed: “We Czechoslovaks, and the enslaved peoples behind the
Iron Curtain can be deeply gratified by Eisenhower’s statements. It puts an end to
the period of containment.”85

When American-Soviet tensions mounted in mxd-1953 the Eisenhower adminis-
tration developed several new propaganda strategies, most of which were blended
into a new campaign called “Atoms for Peace.” The “Atoms for Peace” campaign,
launched by Eisenhower’s address of December 8, 1953, before the United Nations,
sought to fulfill multiple propaganda exigencies while serving to establish new
themes for the USIA. Martin J. Medhurst notes that while the address was intended
to appear as a “'serious proposal that could . . . lead to a climate more conducive for
nuclear disarmament,”®6 a January 8, 1954, Operanons Coordinating Board (OCB)
document on the “exploitation” of the speech indicated that it sought to associate
the “peaceful development of atomic energy” with the United States, thus placing
““the USSR in a defensive position.”®” Ivie goes so far as to claim that such peace
proposals lacked sincerity, and were designed simply to place the United States in a
superior propaganda position.88

During the speech, Eisenhower subtly portrayed the United States as the atomic
superpower, which voluntarily chose the path of peace. While insuring that his
audience realized the ability of America’s “defense capabilities” to “inflict terrible
losses upon an aggressor,” Eisenhower then stressed that his country chose “to be
constructive, not destructive.” But because the United States functioned as the
atomic weaponry superpower, Eisenhower implied that America should logically act
as the superpower of “peaceful use[s] of atomic energy,” reversing “this greatest of
destructive forces . . . for the benefit of all mankind.”3% An OCB document concern-
ing the “Atoms for Peace” campaign verified that administrative officials wanted the
United States to be thought of as the leader of atomic energy development, calling
for the country to become the “cream of [the] world’s scientific” community.*

In addition to portraying America as the atomic superpower, Eisenhower at-
tempted to establish peace as an universal commitment in the “Atoms for Peace”
address, presumably designed to gain support for America’s foreign policy efforts.
Early in the speech, Eisenhower spoke of a collective and historical commitment to
peace: “Occasional pages do record the faces of the ‘Great Destroyers’ but the whole
book of history reveals mankind’s never-ending quest for peace.” He then juxta-
posed the threat of nuclear war with the hope of peace through archetypal
metaphors: “So my country’s purpose is to move out of the dark chamber of horrors
into the light, to find a way . . . {to] move forward toward peace and happiness. o
The United States, of course, wauld lead the world down that peaceful path.
Thc link bctween “peace,” “science,” and the United States is most noticeable in
fmu. residential Statements” that were drafted m jaiy of 1953, which used
archetypal metaphors. Even though it is not clear whether or when these drafts were
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delivered, the NSC nonetheless sought to €quate the United States with a positive
use of science and the Soviet Union with the threat of nuclear war. In draft number
one, the Soviet Union’s science was portrayed as “dark clouds over the pathways of
scientific advance.” The utilization of “dark clouds,” which symbolized nuclear
attack, curiously became the vehicle for which the Soviet Union was framed. In
contrast, the draft outlined the need of Western scientists to “frame a new declara-
tion of scientific independence for all the world to see,” establishing “beach-heads of
scientific light in the darkness of the Soviet scientific nether world.”®2 As the Jackson
committee had recommended, the object of such strategies was to harmonize the
national self-interests of other countries with the foreign policies of the United States
Government.

While attempting to link peace with the United States, “Atoms for Peace” officials
also went to great lengths to adjust the propaganda to the audiences’ individual
needs. This adaptation process is especially noticeable in a film developed for
Japanese citizens entitled, Blessing of Atomic Energy. Throughout most of the 30-
minute film, scientific advancements were discussed in terms of benefits for the
people of Japan. The USIA narrator, for example, spoke of atomic energy helping
to develop better fertilizer for rice fields and aiding chickens in “producing more
and better eggs.” The narrator also stressed the safety of such research, which was
reinforced by images of Japanese people working directly with the atom for
advancements in agriculture, medicine, and industry.%

The USIA also attempted to lessen fears of atomic energy while emphasizing its
significant benefits. The use of an archetypal metaphor, however, simultaneously
reinforced the need for America’s supervision over future scientific advancements.
The narrator of the same USIA film asserted:

Just as when primitive man first discovered fire and gradually learned to make it serve his
needs, so men of today are learning how the tremendous power of the atom—the second
fire—can be used by mankind now and for all generations to come.%

The comparison of atomic energy to “fire” heightened the atom’s importance
archetypally while also lessening apprehensions about its use since fire represents a
universal and more natural phenomenon. But, because of the destructive potential
of fire, the metaphor is fueled by an element of fear. Such fear is transferred to
atomic energy, requiring the need for a scientific superpower to “control” its
development even for peaceful purposes. The United States, of course, functioned
as that superpower because of its advancements in atomic energy—advancements
which were cited in the beginning of the film.% s

In sum, both the “Chance for Peace” and the “Atoms for Peace” campaigns were
strategically structured to insure that stated goals and hidden aims were intertwined
in public pronouncements through much more subtle tactics. Part of this strategic
Process involved the attempt to link “peace” and “science” with the United States by
drawing upon archetypal metaphors. While the Soviets were given chances to
redeem themselves by following America’s prescriptions for peace, the use of “dark”
metaphors continually communicated the danger of placing atomic energy in their
hands; Thus, while the Eisenhower administration clearly and strategically at-
tempted to inculcate a more international ideology by drawing upon the universal
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values of peace, a hint of fear remained, requmng the need for a superpower like
the United States to safeguard the world.%

Overall, the Eisenhower administration’s propaganda program achieved a higher
level of success than the Truman administration’s program. First, Robert E. Elder
argues that the USIA’s status with such inter-agency coordinating bodies as the NSC
and the OCB had improved under Eisenhower, illustrating a greater coordination
between propaganda strategy and foreign policy.%” Wilson P. Dizard concurs,
asserting that for the “first time the overseas information program was to participate
officially in both the formulation and the development of foreign policies.”%
Regarding the specific campaigns, Blanche Wiesen Cook argues that the “Chance
for Peace” campaign represented “the top side of political warfare,” calling the
initial speech “stunning,”®® while Fred I. Greenstein refers to the “Atoms for Peace”
address as “one of the rhetorical landmarks of Eisenhower’s eight years in ofhce.”10
Finally, a 1960 report completed by the President’s Committee on Information
Activities Abroad (Sprague committee), the bookend to the Jackson committee
report, provided a positive assessment of the “Atoms for Peace” campaign. In the
final report, the bulk of which remained classified until 1990, committee members
argued that the “Atoms for Peace” campaign “contributed greatly to the positive
image of the United States as a peace-seeking nation.” Committee members thus
called for more propaganda campaigns since “Atoms for Peace” was “largely
responsible for conserving and even extending support for United States positions
on disarmament.”!%!

CONCLUSION

The early years of America’s first peacetime propaganda program exhibited
significant impact on America’s credibility abroad. After realizing that a celebration
of democratic principles created resentment among international peoples, the
Truman administration countered with an equally ineffectual rhetoric steeped in
fear, which enhanced Soviet propaganda efforts. Determined to transform the
Truman administration’s rhetorical mistakes, Eisenhower’s administration ap-
proached the Cold War with greater concern for psychological strategy. Most
significantly, Eisenhower realized that not all of the world communities shared a
commitment toward democratic values, requiring careful construction of messages
that appealed to more universal ideologies. Such an approach promoted a more
positive image of the United States.

This case study illustrates the greater success of an internationalist approach to
propaganda over a more culturally-driven one. Five basic distinctions existed
between the international and domestic approaches. To begin with, more subtle
persuasive strategies were adopted with the internationalist approach. Rather than
relying on the more obvious or aggressive style of the Truman years, the Eisen-
hower administration attempted to develop a respectable news agency out the Voice
of America. In addition, while portraying the Soviets as the “evil” enemy, the

'Eisenhower administration also constructed seemingly viable resolutions to the
conflict, depicting the United States as a peacemakef This peacemaker status then
established the United States as the likely leader 'of scientific advancements for
peace. Second, propaganda under Eisenhower’s administration was more audience-
centered than Truman’s institution-centered’ appwach In ‘the Blessing of Atomic
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Energy film, for instance, the USIA focused on issues of interest pertaining to the
Japanese audience, particularly the fear of the atom’s destructive forces. Under
Truman, propaganda was driven first by an American ideology of democracy and
second by an American conception of communism, which failed to account for
international views. Third, Eisenhower managed to integrate propaganda strategy
with foreign policy, something Truman’s administration could not achieve. Such
integration allowed for more coordinated planning, which enhanced the implemen-
tation of the planned propaganda strategies. Fourth, the Eisenhower administra-
tion developed more global propaganda offensives, including “Chance for Peace”
and “Atoms for Peace,” which forced the Soviet Union into a defensive posture.102
Under Truman’s Campaign of Truth, the United States found itself reacting more
to Soviet propaganda than instigating new propaganda offensives. Finally, the use of
archetypal metaphors and ideologies heightened the impact of the propaganda.!®
As Osborn asserts, the “universality of appeal” provided by archetypal metaphors
insures they will “touch the greater part” of audiences.!® In the aftermath of World
War I1 and nuclear destruction, peace functioned as a cross-cultural ideograph. The
Eisenhower administration’s construction and use of peace heightened this ideo-
graph’s cross-cultural appeal.

As this study suggests, propaganda can transcend culture and impact audiences
from differing societies. Eisenhower’s administration demonstrated that propagan-
dists could overcome the cultural barriers existing between communities by focusing
more on universal values. Since most propaganda studies examine discourse where
audience and propagandist reside in the same society, it is not surprising that
propaganda is assumed to be culturally driven.!% By examining messages that are
cross-cultural in nature, however, we are able to see that propagandists can
overcome the cultural constraints of language in order to advance their interests
abroad.

Just as propaganda can function effectively cross-culturally, so too can the
ideologies that form the foundation of those messages. While ideographs are
culturally-based, as McGee suggests, these ideographs can be reconfigured in such a
way so as to insure the success of cross-cultural messages. While the Truman
administration’s propaganda failures can be explained in part by its inability to
transcend the hegemonic forces of democratic ideologies, Eisenhower’s administra-
tion illustrated the ability to overcome such ideological obstacles.!% Thus, it stands
to reason that some ideographs, like metaphors, are archetypal, traversing the
cultural barriers of given communities. '

The early years of the Cold War functioned as a time of rhetorical experimenta-
tion for American cold warriors. The complexities of their task were compounded
by the necessity of constructing messages not only to convince the world of the evils
of communism but also to persuade international audiences of America’s moral and
superpower prowess. Truman’s administration can be credited with preparing the
American people to battle communism, while Eisenhower’s »administration culti-
vated a more internationally-sensitive approach that helped develop America’s
image as peacemaker and atomic superpower. Both administrations, though, can be
credited with institutionalizing a peacetime propaganda program. In the years
following the creation of the USIA, no serious debate ensued over whether the
United States should disseminate peacetime propaganda. In fact, their rhetorical
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strategies continued to be followed by many cold warriors and pmpagandmts that
foilowcd lo7 ﬂlustratmg the legacy of both Truman and E:senhower
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