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Several recent books have been looked upon at the 
United Nations with varying degrees of interest and 
enthusiasm. Since the U.N. is in the U.S., and since 
its life is dependent upon the U.S. Government, it 
is natural that any utterances by prominent U.S. offi- 
cials about the role of the U.N. in American foreign 
policy are read with fascination, trepidation and at 
times bewilderment. And indeed George W. Ball’s 
The Discipline of Power was read at the U.N. with 
morbid fascination, bewilderment and despair. Un- 
like all previous heads of a U.S. delegation to the 
U.N., Ambassador Ball was the first who had not 
been a public figure, and he had no U.S. constituency. 
He was a State Department member of great talent 
and adroitness who had managed to survive and ad- 
vance within its ranks. And so, when he followed an 
unhappy Justice Goldberg - a man with both a politi- 
cal and a public constituency - the natural question 
in U.N. circles was “How come?” The book was 
searched for clues as to why President Johnson had 
sent Ball to the U.N., even as a fill-in until 1969, and 
how the new ambassador viewed the world organi- 
zation. In this regard the book was not rewarding. 

It is probably the most un-U.N.-oriented book writ- 
ten by a leading foreign policy maker in memory. 
While I found the Ambassador’s book excellent and 
stimulating, a kind of Acheson-without-moustache 
approach, U.N. people in general found it puzzling 
and frightening. A delegate of a small, underdevelop- 
ed nation said to a reporter at the U.N., “I think Am- 
bassador Ball dislikes us.” The reporter’s reply was, 
“He doesn’t dislike you, he just doesn’t know you 
exist.” (For more on Ball’s view of the Third World 
in U.S. policy see Ernest Lefever’s article in the 
November issue of worldoiew. ) Ambassador Ball has 
since departed from the East River scene, his place 
now filled by an even less well-known figure with no 
hint of a constituency. Wiggins’ tenure.is shorter still 
and his writings on the U.N., if any, are unknown - 
at least to me. The U.N. has been waiting to see if 
the appointment made by the new Administration 
will indicate a reversal of the decline of the U.N. in 
foreign policy thinking that the appointment of Ball 
and Wiggins so dramatically illustrated. 
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For the moment there are two ways to view the in- 
coming Administration’s choice. Charles Yost’s ap- 
pointment by Richard Nixon as U.S. Ambassador to 
the U.N. was a surprise. Yost has no constituency, no 
political ambitions, and no flair. He  will, as a career 
foreign service officer for over thirty years, play the 
game and represent.U.S. policy faithfully. There will 
be no public statements embarrassing the Admini- 
stration and seeming to go over the head of the State 
Department. He will be brought into the National 
Security Council and the Cabinet when his special 
knowledge is needed. I suspect that the US.  Mission 
will no longer be called the junior State Department 
but will become more of a traditional Permanent Mis- 
sion. There are now no glamor boys at the Mission. 
Again &e question: Is President-elect Nixon contin- 
uing the trend of downgrading the U.N. in U.S. for- 
eign policy? Or - a second view - is he just trying to 
tighten up the administrative chain of command? 
a 

Before Ambassador Yost takes over his new duties, 
one should (as U.N. people surely will) read his book 
The Znsecurity of Nations. The pages reveal the depth 
and concern of the man; he is no rubber stamp 
thinker. Out of his past at the U.N., in Laos, Syria, 
Morocco, Austria, and France he has accumulated 
real wisdom. His thoughts are not, however, tightly 
restricted to his past experiences. He has a profound 
background in arts and letters which he brings to bear 
on the torture and turmoil of modern man and poli- 
tics. He has his own ideas on Vietnam, the East-West 
struggle, the Middle East, new nations, and above all 
on the U.N. He shrewdly recognizes the problems and 
limitations of the organization, but he also sees the 
absurdity of the nation-state system. 

“The revival and re-enforcement of the United 
Nations no doubt seems, and at the moment may be, 
Utopian. The point to be made again and again, to 
be hammered unmercifully into our proud, silly heads, 
is that the attempt to achieve the security of nations 
by national means under modem circumstances is 
still more Utopian. . . . The passing of powers from old 
to new, from parochial to ecumenical, from states sep- 
arating peoples to institutions uniting them, will not 
be accomplished quickly or easily. Still, it seems high 
time to begin.” 

At the U.N., Ambassador Yost is highly respected. 
So too is he by those who have worked with him dur- 
ing his five years under Stevenson and Goldberg. To 
the extent that official U.S. policy will allow, he will 
be a positive force in strengthening the U.N. 

Some innocuous things have been written about 
the U.S. Mission to the U.N. and lots of profane 



things have been said about it both at the U.N. and 
in Washington. Now, veteran U.N. correspondent 
h o l d  Beichman has written a provocative study of 
the peculiar role of the U.S. Mission and its relation 
to the State Department in Washington. The title, 
The “Other” State Department, suggests rather well 
the problem that Mr. Beichman attacks. How much 
control can the head of the Bureau of International 
Organization Affairs of the State Department have 
over an Ambassador to the U.N.? If the Ambassador 
has what amounts to cabinet status, a strong political 
and/or public following and a staff removed from 
Foggy Bottom, how dependent is he on the orders of 
a bureaucrat of a lower rank than Ambassador? Does 
he not become a strong factor in policy making? 
Ambassador Goldberg considered his role as fist 
representing the President and the Government at 
the U.N. but also as representing the U.N. to the 
American people. U.N. Ambassadors have not hesi- 
tated to use public statements to indicate what they 
thought the U.S. should be doing at the U.N. even 
though pronouncements from Washington might be 
contradictory or, at best, ambiguous. 

U.N. Ambassadors’ relation to the President has 
given them a unique position as compared to other 
ambassadors. Beichman quotes Lyndon Johnson as 
saying, “Each President has reflected the faith and 
the firmness of our commitment to the United Nations 
by always calling upon distinguished citizens of 
very high achievement to serve in this honored 
office.” And the President stated further, in referring 
to Goldberg: “An old and trusted friend of mine . . . 
a counselor of many years . . . he will sit in our cab- 
inet . . . he will always have direct access to and 
full confidence of the President of the United States 
and the Secretary of State . . . he will speak not only 
for an administration, but will speak for an entire 
nation.” From an earlier period echoes ‘Henry Cabot 
Lodge’s demand, ‘Who in the Department [of State] 
is telling me I can’t do something that the President 
of the United States has ordered me to do? Tell me, 
who said so?” Author Beichman has done an exciting 
job in exploring the complexities and ambiguities of 
an important bureaucratic dualism. His text is sig- 
nificantly expanded by copious, well-chosen and 
interesting chapter annotations. 
a 

The Art of Diplomacy, The American Experience 
is a collection of maxims on the conduct of U.S. 
diplomacy expressed in Thomas A. Bailey’s witty and 
penetrating style. Dr. Bailey’s credentials as eminent 
scholar and historian at Stanford University account 
for the knowledge he brings to this subject, but the 

book is not burdened with either pomposity or dull- 
ness; indeed, one has the feeling that the author en- 
joyed his labor. There is much wisdom in Bailey’s 
observations on such problems as the use of presi- 
idential power, the role of the Secretary of State 
(Churchill said of the peripatetic Dulles, “He is 
the only case of a bull I know who carries his china 
closet with him.”), war and diplomacy, and the prob- 
lems of peace and peace-making. Much that is in 
the book will sound familiar, and indeed it is. But 
there is a need to be reminded of fundamentals, to 
bring them forward, and to apply them to daily con- 
siderations. The American people should be re- 
minded to “base their foreign policy more on what 
the world is ,and less on what they want . , . to 
accept what they cannot change, or can only change 
at too high a cost.” (And for U.N. delegates who 
would like ,a clearer picture of the mainsprings of 
U.S. foreign policy this book should be required 
reading. ) 
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In testifying before the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee in 1967, George Kennan said that as long 
as the cold war continued as a dominant factor, the 
U.N. could only be effective on such problems as 
“the purity of the seas, the preservation of fisheries 
. . . and the development of Antarctica. . . .” Senator 
Fulbright responded: 

“The United Nations might be the mechanism by 
which the United States or Russia or anyone else 
who likes, might come to compose their differences 
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rather than simply through bilateral or trilateral 
agreements. I don’t know. I just thought it was rather 
interesting that no one seems to take any notice of 
the United Nations anymore in the discussions as to 
how we can arrange our political relationships.” 

The two gentlemen express two common, varied 
attitudes about the U.N. The United Nations and 
United States Security Policy by Ruth B. Russell 
forms a solid base for examining both views, Miss 
Russell, formerly with The Brookings Institution and 
now with the Columbia University School of Inter- 
national Affairs, uses her backgrdund as an outstand- 
ing historian of the U.N. to examine U.S. policy and 
its involvement with the U.N. since the organization’s 
birth. She points out the dangers of trying to push 
the U.N. into executive action beyond the consensus 
of its membership, much as Hammarskjold did. U.S. 
policy has too often looked upon the U.N. as a cold 
war weapon whether for con tainmen t-con fron tation 
or containment-coexistence. I t  should rather have 
been looking at the world body as a “center for 
harmonizing the actions of nations.” She sees im- 
aginative use of the U.N. as profitable both for that 
organization and for the U.S. The U.N. should be 
used as n “forum for adjustment, not as an instru- 
ment for guaranteeing to either side security against 
the other.” 
e 

Henrietta Buckmaster has produced in The Lion 
in the Stone the first serious novel about the United 
Nations-a most difficult task. For to write about 
the U.N. for popular consumption is to face the prob- 
lem of uniting the exotic with the humdrum but 
vital routine of a large bureaucracy. Miss Buckmaster 
is a familiar figure in the U.N. corridors, and it is 
obvious from this novel that she penetrated the 
smallest and most remote corners of the “glass house.” 
As a novel the book seems over-long. Still, the very 
length and detailed unfolding of the plot transmit 
the sense of exasperation at tediousand devious 
processes of bureaucracy. For those who know the 
U.N. Secretariat there is an authenticity and a rare 
insight revealed on almost every page. i t  may not 
be an important novel, but it is the best and most 
readable study of international and intraorganiza- 
tional politics available today. 

e 

The United Nations: Sacred D r a m  i s  a handsome 
book with Topolski drawings and an O’Brien text. 
The drawings present a far more realistic view of 
the world organization than do the mystical words of 
the ex-U.N. “bad boy.” 

other voices 

ELECTION 1968, 
AND BEYOND 

Paul Ramsey 

We must be rid of the politics of a single issue. The 
Vietnam war is no better than Prohibition as that 
issue; and he who does not know that liquor could 
readily be believed to be as morally and humanly dev- 
astating as war is lacking in historical memory and 
imagination, The linkage of policies dealing with 
poverty in our cities with the war in Vietnam was a 
disastrous mistake. Yet no one dared lay a critical 
finger on Martin Luther King’s emotional Riverside 
Church address that made this connection. 

But, it is said in reply, this shows that more is 
at stake than a single issue, since we cannot reassess 
our priorities as a nation or solve the multiple prob- 
lems at home until we have resoIved this foreign OW. 
Precisely1 It is said that Humphrey’s “Marshall Plan” 
for the cities has no chance unless military budgets 
decline drgstically. If so, then we are of all men most 
derelict, for our responsibilities as a great power are 
not going to go away. If anything, they are becoming 
more grievous and costly. 

Already in 1968 U.S. representatives have stood up 
in the U.N. Security Council to pledge this nation to 
act in behalf of any non-nuclear country (aligned 
or nonaligned ) that signs the nuclear nonproliferation 
treaty if that country should be threatened by nuclear 
attack or conventional or subversive assault backed 
by nuclear threat. This will be a more costly policy 
even if it produces a safer world. We are now at the 
threshold of the anti-missile age or the MIRV age 
(Multiple Independently targeted Re-entry Vehicles), 
or both, unless we can negotiate a treaty with the 
Russians limiting these and other nuclear weapons. 
That will require more, not less, U.S. conventional 
military forces: more costly, either way. 

Where, after the invasion of Czechoslovakia on 

Dr. Ramsey is professor of religion at Princeton Uni- 
versity. His latest book, The Just War: Force and 
Political Responsibility, contains a number of eelec- 
tions which made their first appearance in worldview. 
This article is adapted from a longer article which 
appeared in the October issue of Social ActionlSocial 
Progress. 
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