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by Lincoln P. Bloomfield 

In the field of foreign policy, one of the most in- 
triguing differences between the practitioner and the 
theoretician lies in the realm of doctrinal controversy. 
f ie  prime controversy that has agitated academicians 
in recent years is one that is now very familiar. I t  is 
the alleged conflict between Realism and Idealism. 

A t  its heart this argument has to do with the con- 
nection between personal ethics and international 
politics. In  its most explicit form this argument in- 
volves appraisals of the institutions of collective inter- 
governmental action our age has erected in profusion, 
particularly the global variety of political interna- 
tional organization that has taken shape in the League 
and the UN. It is here above all that our intellectua s 
have sometimes tended to become a trifle d y  
as they hurled at each ‘other the epithets of “Cynic” 
or “Utopian Dreamer.” Our diplomatic tools in the 
form of inter-governmental institutions have in this 
sense been made to, carry a heavy supercargo of 
freight bearing on ends and means, the nature of man, 
and the general residuum of the eighteenth and 
nineteenth century debates about the perfectibility 
of man and the inevitability of social progress. 

Now, in the hurly-burly of the bureaucracy, these 
issues are rarely debated in philosophic terms. This 
is not to say that policy is formulated in a ‘conceptual 
vacuum-far from it, Certainly every policy and every 
action must of necessity rest on some set of premises 
and assumptions, whether they are articulated or 
whether they are silent, and there have been times 
when American foreign policy has come to rest on 
one side or other of the argument. But far more often 
American foreign policy acts as though there were a 
general consensus in our country which partakes of 
both philosophies-the realistic and the idealistic. 
If I had to put the best face on it, I would say that 
we have tended to be idealistic in the long run and 
realistic in the short run. And perhaps this is the 
only approach that is both sane and morally satisfy- 
ing. It is not simply because, as someone has pointed 
out, in the long run we’ll all be dead. The very 
separation of short-term and long-term is a step 
toward a more rational attack on our problems of 
formulating goals and selecting procedures. 

Mr. Bloomfield is Director of the United Natiom 
Project at  the Center for International Studies, 
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I realize that here we are speaking of ends and 
means. This is an era in which moral and ethical 
connotations penetrate the political data. One of 
the curious phenomena of foreign policy is the con- 
fusion between ends and means. I do not merely 
mean the intellectual confusion of the individual. The 
means in foreign policy often tend to become ends in 
themselves, as with the aspirations for a nile of law 
in the West, or the revolutionary tactics of interna- 
tional Communism. I t  can be argued that history 
is a process in which ends never do materialize, or 
a t  least change appreciably, in the course of striving 
toward them, The United Nations started out in the 
minds of many as an end in itself, but now is perhaps 
more commonly viewed as a means toward other 
ends. The proper relation between ends and means, 
between goals and resources, remains perhaps the 
central problem in American diplomacy and., policy 
making. 

It is easier to talk about diplomatic tools than about 
the ends toward which those tools are to be employed. 
On the few occasions when our long-term goals are 
articulated they usually sound platitudinous and 
meaninglessly utopian. Nonetheless, it is perfectly 
clear that we do have certain long-range goals and 
that periodically our sights are set upon them. Those 
goals grow out of our basic social values, as well as 
out of an idealized vision of what a pcrfect world 
looks like to a society that enjoys rather than rep$-  
ates the status quo. We hold a picture of a disarmed 
and peaceful world engaged in constructive tasks, 
in which disputes between nations would be settlkd 
by orderly legal processes, and in which economic 
resources would be harnessed to tasks of human and 
social welfare. Certainly our image of that world 
would be based on individual freedoms, as well as 
on the freedom of political units to choose their own 
form of government. 

Our short-term goals are of a quite different nature. 
To be at  all plausible, they have to represent a 
realistic evaluation of the situation that confronts us. 
This is clearly a situation in which our society is 
under massive assault by a determined and dedicated 
force. Our immediate goal must thus be one of self- 
preservation and indeed survival, and from this 30ws 
our entire contemporary strategy. Here we must 
take the world as it is, not as it ought to be, We 
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believe in disarmament but we must arm to the 
teeth in order to discourage others from taking ad- 
vantage of us. We wish to see disputes settled in a 
legal and orderly way, but we confront forces that 
want not to change the existing law but to substitute 
an entirely different legal and political order. We 
want to use our national and economic resources 
constructively, but must expend them prodigally on 
a technical race of essentially military hardware. 

In the main, it is no wonder that people both at 
home, and abroa'd are confused about American 
motives and American actions. Some of this confusion 
is built in, and cannot be changed, given the kind of 
problem we are dealing with. Some of it results from 
tlie inability of a pluralistic society based on a broad 
consensus to respond with sufficient flegbility to 
rapidly changing demands, a. capacity which totali- 
tarian governments enjoy in large measure. And in 
another way much bf the problem is created by the 
nature of our opponent, who brings to the fight great 
tactical advantages-including above all the clear 
understanding that he is in a fight. 

In this setting, rclationships with our enemies, with 
our friends, and with the neutrals complicate our 
already overburdened diplomacy. Diplomacy more 
than ever must be harnessed to a clear understanding 
of purposes. In this setting, great meaning attaches 
to the aiplomatic tools available to us, and the 
wisdom with which we usc them. 

Sir Harold Nicolson would doubtless acknowledge 
only one esseiitial tool of diplomacy, and that is an 
honest, wise and tolerant man. And who will argue 
that in the final analysis this is not so, whatever 
the institutional paraphernalia? 

And yet the institutions of diplomacy, in the broad 
sense, tell the story of our-age, for better or worse, 
and the only real-life problem is whether we use or 
misuse them to ameliorate the baming problems that 
beset us. The argument about ends and means rages 
on. The UN is not alone in having to carry much 
ideological baggage of symbolism and wish-fulfill- 
ment, along with utilitarian functions. Some see 
NATO's prime significance as a step toward Atlantic 
community, federation, and so on. And so it might 
be. But unless the goals are properly sorted out 
along n realistic time spectrum, the possibly fatal 
error could be made of overrating potential, and 
losing sight of short-run imperatives. A recent un- 
successful French proposal to use NATO as the 
Western world's prime agency for economic aid to 
underdeveloped countries illustrates the possibility 
that overrating could kill NATO no less than under- 
rating could kill the UN, both of them vitally im- 
portant tools for doing the right job at the appropri- 
ate time. 

We have only a limited number of cutting edges 
with which to dig into our real-life problems. Perhaps 
the principal diplomatic tool continues to be tradi- 
tional bilateral diplomacy. The UN has not furnished 

a substitute for this diplomacy. Indeed, perhaps its 
prime value is in adding another rather useful place 
where diplomacy can be conducted-as well as a 
place where it can become complicated. Another 
tool lies in OUT system of military alliances-including 
NATO, SEATO, ANZUS, and the Baghdad Pact 
nations-in which we take responsibility for the 
security of approximately forty-five countries in the 
world. Another tool lies in regional associations such 
as the Organization of American States in which 
hemispheric problems can be dealt with within a 
me6hanism especially suited to the job and with at 
least the attempt to see problems in a larger than 
national context. And yet another tool of diplomacy 
for this purpose lies in the universal or global system 
of international organizations of which the UN is at 
the center. 
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Because I am more familiar with the UN and 
because some things ought to be said about its values 
in the situation I have described, I would like to 
suggest some aspects of its role as tool of American 
diplomacy in world politics today. In doing so I will 
return to the distinction I suggested between short- 
term and long-term objectives and see what illumina- 
tion this may provide about the uses of the UN. 

First, let us look briefly a t  the short-run objectives 
of American foreign policy. Above all, the require- 
ment here is for security for Western civilization and 
specifically for tlje United States. The question must - 
be asked how the UN can be useful to us in this case. 
It is obvious that the UN has built-in drawbacks. 
Reality has shattered the original assumption that 
the Great Powers would cooperate in setting up qn 
enforcement system. The UN is sometimes asked to 
act as though it were a government while in fact 
it has no governmental powers. Unlike the League 
of Nations the UN was not designed to make the 
peace after World War I1 but was intended to 
maintain the peace which would be created by the 
victors of World War 11. I do not need to point out 
that the basic peace treaty with Germany has not 
yet been drafted and that we are in the middle of a 
crisis arising out of that. continued unresolved situa- 
tion, 

Certainly if the Soviet Union, either in a moment 
of irrationality or dcsperation or because we allow 
our defenses to lapse sufficiently, decides upon an 
attack upon the United States to take us out of its 
way, the United Nations can do nothing to prevent 
this. But if we assume-as we must-that the present 
situation of no-war-no-peace will continue indefi- 
nitely, some of the chief danger points arise out of 
situations which may not involve a direct attack by 
the Soviet Union on the U. S., but which could create 
conditions that would threaten the over-all main- 
tenance of peace and security. In these situations the 
existence of the UN may be absolutely vital. Its 
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presence might make the difference behveenwar and 
peace. I t  is ironic that the concepts of inter-depend- 
ence and the indivisibility of peace which our modern 
internationalist philosophy has championed also cany 
the dangerous possibility of implicating all the con- 
tending great powers in almost any situation that 
might arise anywhere. It therefore makes good sense 
to me that one of our strategies in this period should 
be to seek out and use techniques which will poder- 
ate such sifiations leading to violence, situations 
where the Russians and Americans are not necessarily 
involved a t  the outset, but which if allowed to con- 
tinue or to spread might tear the whole fabric of 
peace. 

What this suggests is the need for political and 
quasi-military forces, not belonging to either side, 
which can be made available in such brush-fire 
situations to damp down the fires and help the parties . 

to find their way out. The UN Emergency Force in 
Suez was an excellent case in point and it still main- 
tains an uneasy peace in that area. The U N  Observa- 
tion Group in Lebanon last summer was another case 
in point, beclouded somewhat by strategic considera- 
tions which caused the Western powers to act uni- 
laterdy. But the principle of utilizing small and 
medium-size powers through the UN in brush-fire 
situations which we can confidently expect to con- 
tinue to arise in our life-time seems to me very 
promising. 

In this kind of age where the impulses to change 
would normally lead to violence, violence is at least 
to some extent suppressed. The American policy of 
renunciation of force has added a powerful deterrent 
to the outbreak of violence. Yet at the same time if it 
has not been accompanied by provisions for peaceful 
change it will simply kottle up the pressures, which 
will then explode with even greater violence. Laws 
of political physics have rarely been known to fail in 
such situations. 

Now, peaceful change is a process which custom- 
arily, a t  least in domestic life, calls for a legislative 
power which can vote to change the law and furnish 
a new framework in which the law can function. 
There is no such legislative power on the world 
scene. The UN General Assembly-the closest thing 
to a world legislature-has only the power to recom- 
mend. As a consequence the process of peaceful 
change must depend for its success on accident, and 
on skill of individual statesmen, diplomats, and 
negotiators, as much as on such multilateral actions 
as the UN’s decision to partition Palestine, or help 
Indonesia to work out her independence, or determine 
the disposition of the former Italian colonies. In the 
case of Trieste, for example, such change was brought 
about by painstaking efforts of American and British 
diplomats. In the case of Hungary the attempt toward 
change was suppressed by the Communist overlords. 
In the case of Suez, Nasser’s unilateral change of the 
situation was resisted forcibly by the British and 

French and Israelis, but the world community acted 
to prevent them from reversing the change that had 
taken place. In other words, there is no single pattern 
for the contemporary situation. All one can say is 
that the sheer logic of the situation calls for re- 
doubled search for orderly means of peaceful change. 

We can also see that a “third party” in such situa- 
tions is vital. The UN itself, consisting of eighty-two 
governments committed usually to one side or tha 
other of,these disputes, may not be the best sourco 
for evenhanded justice and dispassionate wisdom in 
the world. The International Court of Justice cannot 
be used in most of these situations because the dis- 
putes often tend to be political in nature rather than 
legal. The role of the Secretary General, however, 
has proven to be absolutely indispensable in this 
kind of climate. 

Another new departure which should not go un- 
marked is the use of Secretariat personnel-on the 
initiative of the Secretariat rather than on the initia- 
tive of any UN body-in mediating a recent dispute in 
Southeast Asia. If the services which are supplied by 
these third parties consist only in providing chewing 
gum and baling wire‘ to hold things together until 
time has healed the wound or changcs can -be worked . 
out peacefully, they are still indispensable in keeping 
a semblance of peace while history is working its 
own process. 

Another area in which the UN might be useful is 
to take situations out of the arena of disputes and 
put the” on ice, so to speak, by applying the anesthe- 
tizing techniques of multilateral diplomacy and 
multilateral operation. The UN here offers techniques 
which have not been used so far. Article 81 of the 
Charter provides that the organization itself may be 
administering authority of a trust territory. Areas 
such as West New Guinea represent a thorn in the 
side of peace so long as the Dutch hold on-which 
they do unhappily-and the Indonesians see a chance 
to acquire a new piece of real estate-which they 
manifestly do. Should not our policy be to urge 
placing it in the one set of hands no one could object 
to-the UN itself? 

The Berlin situation is illustrative of the breadth 
of thinking called for in examining available diplo- 
matic tools. It occurs to me that the UN might offer 
a number of services which could help to moderate 
the situation’ and possibly even to freeze it for a time 
in our own interests. I t  represents a category of means 
to add to others available to us. For, i f  blockade or 
other violence took place in Germany, the past rec- 
ord suggests that with or without a policy we would 
turn to the UN in the hope that, as has sometimes 
happened in the past, it would somehow find ways 
of getting the parties off the hook, however untidy 
it left the situation. But we are slow to make purpose- 
ful use of UN machinery to improve a situation 



which appears to be increasingly difficult and un- 
stable, if not downright untenable in the long run. 

I would recall the situation in the summer of 1956 
when President Nasser of Egypt nationalized the 
Suez Canal. In the intensive negotiations which took 
place that summer between the Western allies and 
other interested states no serious consideration was 
given to using the United Nations. The diplomatic 
tool chosen by our chief negotiators was a conference 
of friendly, agreed states. This failed to achieve any 
of our objectives. In my judgment the UN might 
have been used to accomplish a number of purposes. 
With proper political preparation I think it would 
have registered decisively the opinion of the world 
community that the Suez Canal was an international 
watenvay in which the rest of the world had certain 
interests and rights. The price would probably have 
been recognition of the sovereignty of Egypt over 
the Canal-which of course now is undisputed. An 
international presence in the Canal might well have 
been acceptable to E&pt at that time, whereas a 
British or French presence was not. SlTggestions were 
made in the State Department for a UN agent-general 
in the Canal, or a conservator of the resources, or 
some observers, or in any event some world presence 
to sit alongside the Egyptians and guarantee the one 
thing which the Western powers felt strongly about 
-the continued access and availability of the Canal 
to their ships. 

As it turned out, Nasser won his point in a context 
in which it was no longer possible to place an inter- 
national presence in the operations of the Canal. The 
UN troops are there on the sufferance of the Egyp- 
tians, and would in any event probably not choose 
to stay to enforce the rights of the Western powers. 
You will notice, incidentally, that when Nasser na- 
tionalized the Canal he guaranteed that there would 
be continued free access to all-with the obvious 
exception of Israel; he has delivered on that promise, 
depriving the user powers of the one' legitimate jus- 
tification for intervention with force. 

It seems to me impossible that the same kind of 
situation could arise in West Germany. We speak 
loosely of the possibility of blockade. I t  appears to 
me higlily doubtful that such self-defeating provoca- 
tion would be engaged in, at least at the beginning. 
Rather, I would think that if the routes of access into 
West Berlin were turned over to the East Germans 
it would be done with the most'elaborate assurances 
of free passage and continued access. This would 
once again debrive the Western powers of a casus 
belli, and force them to make an issue of tHe role of 
the East Germans, an issue I do not think would be 
well received in the UN, where most countries are 
very jealous of their sovereign rights. 

It therefore strikes me as sensible to consider now 
the kinds of presence which UN observers or forces 
could provide at the checkpoints, and also in West 
Berlin. In the future, assuming as we must that 

change will come to Germany as elsewhere, either 
on our initiative or despite us, the UN may have a 
role beneficial to our interests in supervising the for- 
mation of some reunion of the two German states, if 
that comes to pass. A UN presence can provide an 
additional incentive to the Communists to behave 
themselves. The possibility of such change taking 
place by explosion or external pressure would be 
minimized, and surely this would be in the interests 
of the entire non-communist world. 
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Still another dimension of our short-term objectives 
lies in the economic field. The Communists are con- 
ducting relentless economic warfare against our inter- 
ests all over the world, and I do not think we have 
sufficiently examined the uses of the UN to meet 
this challenge. Our goal, it seems to me, is to persuade 
what we used to call the backward peoples of the 
world that their goals of economic and social reform, 
and modemization, can be achieved without neces- 
sarily subjecting themselves to a small conspiratorial 
minority whose purpose is not their independence 
and national advancement, but rather the creation 
of a universal empire. We must ask ourselves whether 
bilateral aid has proven to be the best tool for the 
achievement of this purpose. We have not seriously 
examined the possible uses of the UN in this field, 
largely because our policy on this count has been dic- 
tated by budgetary rather than political and strategic 
considerations. 

Perhaps the chief use of the UN in getting through 
the dangerous short and middle-run periad in his- 
tory is in supplying a place in which contact can 
be maintained with the Russians, and as an institu- 
tiond setting with open doors into which they can 
pass when and if changes within their own society 
bring about a realization that they will be accepted 
by the rest of the world as a great power but not as 
an apocalyptic force of conspiracy and revolutionary 
change. From a practical standpoint there are excru- 
ciating diBculties under certain circumstances in 
maintaining contact with these people through &a- 
ditional bilateral means. The UN furnishes some 
advantages here which we must never lose sight of. 
There is probably an equal importance attached to 
the UN as a means of reaching and maintaining con- 
tact with the forces of change elsewhere in the 
world, in Asia, the Middle East, Africa, and Latin 
America. Indeed, to these people, the UN often pro-" 
vides the forum where above any other they can 
bring their problems and their aspirations before the 
rest of the world. This is one of the principal sources 
of Western concern with the trends that are taking 
shape in the UN of the second half of this century. 
And yet the opportunities may outweigh the embar- 
rassments and inconveniences if-and only if-we plan 
intelligently to use them with purpose and under- 
standing. 
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