
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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August 21, is the Prague Peace Conference or the 
Marxist-Christian dialogue now? Or the thaw in the 
Eastem European Communist system, in this year in 
which Russia also established greater effective pres- 
ence in the Mediterranean and the Near East follow- 
ing the Israeli six-day war? There is little evidence 
that Russia’s policy of coexistence at one level (and 
we saw on August 21 what that still may mean) and 
cosubversion at another level is going soon to be 
abandoned. Even if communism vanished from the 
face of the globe, this is still an adversarial interna- 
tional system in which Christians can specialize in 
“anticipatory reconciliation” but no President can 
take this for granted. The next President is going to 
have to face these hard facts, and not alone the 
single joint issue of Vietnam and the cities. 

In the matter of policy in regard to worldwide 
poverty, we are also ineluctably coming into a period 
of purely rhetorical Christian social “action” in the 
face of the growing isolationism of which the prime 
cause has been our single-issue politics. Typical of 
this was Barbara Wards answer at Uppsala to the 
question what should be done in view of the fact 
that US. foreign aid is now at the lowest figure in 20 
years. She simply said that 80% of the worlds Chris- 
tians live in the countries that possess 80% of the 
world‘s wealth; and tr;e should be more Christian. 
But the fact is that Senator Fulbright has led the 
way in impeding and cutting U.S. foreign aid and in 
general degrading the power of the presidency that 
is a necessity in this hour of our history. Senator Ful- 
bright gained re-election by telling his constituents 
in a folksy way that but for the expenditure in Viet- 
nam there would be vastly greater federal expendi- 
ture in Arkansas. This is the isolationism to which the 
single issue of Vietnam brings us, especially in view 
of the grave problems of our cities. This leaves great 
room for decades of rhetorical, ineffectual Christian 
“prophecy” to which we have reduced ourselves. 

We must also be rid of the politics of enchant- 
ment. No one is disenchanted with legitimate pro- 
cedures unless he is Erst of all unduly enchanted with 
something else. Some have found a spiritual homeland 
among the Viet Cong of the present age (miscalled a 
theology of revolution). Others are only disaflected 
from the spirit of compromise and accommodation 
fundamental in a democracy (miscalled the hypocrisy 
of the older generation or inherent in present insti- 
tutions). Some only dislike our system of broadly 
based political parties maintained ,z they must be 
by rewarding diligent party workers and by accom- 
modating political differences on a national scale. 

Some simply “feel that they have left out” when 
they have only failed to “persuade the laws” or per- 

suade the policies of this nation. On any sound analysis 
of it, the so-called peace movement has had extra- 
ordinary political effect in recent years. However, 
as late as the week before the Democratic convention 
a Harris poll, based on double the normal sample, 
showed that the American people opposed stopping 
the limited bombing of North Vietnam 61% to 24% 
even when reminded that Hanoi’s negotiators in Paris 
had said the peace talks would make no progress until 
this was done; and that 52%, as against 27%, opposed 
including the Viet Cong in a coalition government be- 
fore elections in the South. Yet this has been the thorn 
liberals have twisted in the flesh of our nation’s 
political life. 

One can still believe, of course, that stopping the 
bombing is right and necessary, but not that the con- 
tinuation of it shows a failure of the democratic pro- 
cess. ( I  myself believe that the limited bombing 
should be stopped in expectation of further reciprocal 
restraint from Hanoi, the continuation of the pause 
dependent upon that restraint, as Senator Hart wanted 
to propose. But there is no evidence that a majority 
of the American people want this to be done, or that 
participatory democracy was frustrated because this 
was not the plank adopted in Chicago.) 
0 

Nor is it enough to state that “people feel, rightly 
or wrongly, that the system freezes them out of the 
political process.” Everything depends on whether 
they are right to feel so, or have themselves ceased 
to believe in the political process. We must be rid of 
the politics of enchantment, of rancor and righteous- 
ness. Having first assassinated the presidency, we 
moved on to destroy the worth of the Democratic 
Party nomination if Vice-President Humphrey ob- 
tained it, Far more important than the choice between 
the candidates, based on sensitivity to the direction 
in which each would lead us, is the question whether 
we can do anything to render this country governable 
or leadable again. We Christians and other concerned 
citizens must decide what we can do for our country 
and our country for the world, before we decide what 
a candidate or party can do for this country - or else 
they can really do little. 

We need further to be rid of dissent as at present 
too widely misunderstood and practiced. Senator 
McCarthy asked in characteristic low key that his 
supporters not stage mass protest 111 his behalf at 
Chicago, That, I suppose, was in llart because a city 
might go to flame. But when Secretary of Agriculture 
Orville Freeman was hooted down and prevented from 
speaking at the University of Wisconsin, that shame- 
ful action caused Senator McCarthy to comment that 
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if his opponents did not wish to receive such treat- 
ment, they “should find other places than college 
campuses to present [their] views” (The New York 
Times, March 24, 1968). And it was left to Governor 
Reagan to call “disgraceful” the behavior of those who 
prevented Vice-president Humphrey from speaking 
in Watts at a meeting to which he had been invited. 

The only dissent worth having is a principle of dis- 
sent, based on the conviction that truth emerges from 
the examination of diverse perceptions of it. Democ- 
racy is govemment neither by consent nor by dissent 
as a tactic. It is rather “government through discus- 
sion” ( Ernest Barker ), 

This means that dissent is not an absolute, indi- 
vidualistic right. It is exercised within the context of 
a people resolved together to be a people. Dissenters 
therefore are not just expressing themselves or break- 
ing with custom in some novel way. They are rather 
registering another perception of what is to the com- 
mon good. If there is a right to speak up there is a 
duty to speak up; and more importantly, a duty to 
listen, so that government by discussion may go for- 
ward. At the same time, there is on the part of dis- 
senters an obligation themselves to listen to other 
voices in our society, and to be willing to be overruled 
by the common voice. 

This gives ground for the respect due to be given 
to the procedures, processes, and laws of a democratic 
society. It is not simply that dissent itself has the 
most to lose if these procedures are destroyed. It is 
rather that the warrant for dissent in the first place 
is nothing other than its objective of “persuading the 
laws” by contributing to the general will its particular 
perception of the common good. We should call by 
some other name than dissent the will of those who 
hold their particular opinions so strongly that they 
threaten to become “alienated’ unless our nation goes 
the way they point. 

In recent years we have lacked a proper conception 
of man in his political communities. We have termed 
“civil disobedience” those quite acceptable acts of 
violating an “unjust” law to make a test case to find 
out what the law is, or will be held to be; and then 
we have gone on to expand the category of proper 
political acts to include obstructive actions under the 
rubric of “nonviolent” resistance to injustice. We 
should never have regarded “nonviolent” obstruc- 
tionist tactics as being of a piece with legitimate pub- 
lic assembly and protest of an outraged citizenry or 
with the violation of a local or state Iaw in a test 
case to find out what a higher law actually is. “Non- 
violencing” has in America truly become a “tactic” 
(filling jails to bring public processes to a halt, put- 
ting bodies in front of troop trains, going limp where 

Gandhi, relying on “soul-force,” would have gone 
upright and with dignity to the penalty the law pre- 
scribed). Explicit references to, if not threats of, 
subsequent violence in order to render nonviolence 
more effective have not been lacking. Martin Luther 
King moved more and more in this direction. Men 
have publicly decfared themselves guilty of aiding 
and abetting draft resistance, and later pleaded not 
guilty in court, when the plea of “no contest” was 
equally open to them. This is all now ending in “‘cha- 
rades” of nonviolent disobedience planned and agreed 
to with the authorities, in order that token resistance 
can be made in front of television cameras. So the 
tradition of great dissent ends in mere ritual and 
bad faith. 

Can we Christians and OUT ‘‘liberal” fellow coun- 
trymen manage to reverse the lead we have given in 
recent years and bring forth manifold works meet for 
political repentance? Can we again say out loud that 
the end does not justify the means (neither on the 
part of the police and Mayor Daley nor in the case 
of dissent) and that the good a man does is completed 
by what he refuses to do? Can we muster political re- 
pentance for those sins of omission and commission 
in “liberal” rhetoric and action that spread abroad 
the unqualified belief that “the streets are for the 
people” and that descending upon a city to disrupt it 
is a proper form of dissent or the meaning of the 
constitutional right of assembly to protest grievances? 
Repentance for stem warnings not uttered and for 
the restraints not imposed on ourselves in earlier dis- 
ruptive protests? 

Finally, we who are Christians should have the 
insight and wisdom to contribute something to putting 
an end to the antipathy between justice and order in 
the apolitical conceptions of ritualistically liberal 
modem man. We must, of course, look behind the 
slogan “law and order” to see what a candiclste means. 
But at this point as at many others the analysis cannot 
remain serenely above the battle sorting out what 
the parties and candidates may do for us. We need 
rather to engage in mortal combat with those contem- 
porary Christian heresies that - if we have any effect 
-helped to make “law and order” the central issue 
in Campaign 1968. 

Justice and order are equally terminal values in 
politics: order, for a barely tolerable human dwelling 
place; and justice, that man shall cherish that order. 
Order and justice condition one another, although 
justice is the superior value in the scale of excellence. 
No one should ever voice the belief that anarchy (the 
opposite of order) and tyranny (the opposite of jus- 
tice) are equidistant alternatives on an abstract con- 
tinuum - as if when reduced to it tyranny (“law and 
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order”) would not be the first and only choice if ever 
a society is reduced to choosing one over the other. 
My impression is that every time a person says ‘law 
and order” or “conservative” not with rational argu- 
ment but with a grimace on his face, the country 
slides perceptively in a direction he would not approve. 

John Bennett wrote in 1955 that one should not 
begin a revolt or social turmoil unless he sees “near 
at hand the possibility of a new and better order” 
because “the risk of long continued anarchy, which 
may result in an even worse tyranny, should be in 
the minds of Christians.” This realistic judgment has 
been considerably softened in Bennett’s recent writ- 
ings; and among his successors we hear no relic of it. 
Instead, justice is supposed to be first attained, and 
order will care for itself. 

The dialectic of order with justice in any viable 
society is illuminated by a Christian understanding 
of sin as well as by what Reinhold Niebuhr described 
as “the necessity of coercion in politics” flowing from 
“defects of the human imagination and the human 
heart that even the most enlightened individuals be- 
tray.” Instead, a truncated view of “original sin” is 
today applied to produce only a concept of the “arro- 
gance of power” - forgetting that such an authentic 

view of man would entail in politics an equal or greater 
suspicion to be cast upon the “arrogance of con- 
science” and moral self-righteousness. New leftists 
coercively take participatory ( i.e. non-coercive ) pol- 
itics as their goal, while new theologians write books 
On Not Leaving I t  to the Snake (the Serpent in Gen- 
esis ) and academic liberals become increasingly cer- 
tain that they have not been consulted rather than 
that they may be mistaken; or are so far judged to be 
mistaken by the legitimate political processes of our 
society. We should know the need for the ordering of 
human existence no less than the value of justice. We 
should know that neither comes spontaneously or 
without the other. We ought never to have champi- 
oned justice or justice-first over order, or to have 
seemed to do so; and if any of us did we are partially 
responsible for any of the political appeal that order 
or order-first over justice has among our fellow citizens. 

If we are to restore this country to political health, 
despite the sins of political omission and commission 
of the past, we must rid ourse!ves of the politics of 
the single issue, of the politics of enchantment, of the 
notion that conscientious dissent means disruption of 
government, and of the opinion that justice is more 
important than order in politics. 

current reading 

We Won’t Go: Personal Accounts of War Objectors 
Collected by Alice Lynd. Beacon. 331 pp. $5.95 
Although, as is acknowledged, the collection is “not fully 
representative,” these written accounts by men who have 
opposed the war and resisted the draft for a variety of 
reasons do cover a wide range of experiences, feelings 
and attitudes. Mrs. Lynd (she is the wife of Staughton 
Lynd), who acts as a counselor to young men of draft age, 
has also provided the full text of the Seeger decision, a 
copy of the application for C.O. status, some documents 
related to war crimes, and sources of information for those 
who are faced with the problem of the draft. 

The Strength of Govemment 
McGeorge Bundy. Harvard. 113 pp. $3.75 
“This little book is written in praise of strong government 
[“not necessarily larger, certainly not more intrusive, and 
above all not less responsive to our own opinions and de- 
sires-but stronger just the same”] and active participation 
therein,” says the President of the Ford Foundation who 
served Presidents Kennedy and Johnson as Special Assist- 
ant for National Security Affairs. Notes Bundy in this book 
adapted from the Godkin lectures at Harvard last March, 
“the argument is entirely independent of Vietnam and of 
the use of Presidential power in that contest.” 

Intervention and Revolution: The United States in the 
Third World 

Richard J. Barnet. World. 302 pp. $6.95 

Mr. Barnet is concerned with the what and the why of 
U.S. policy and actions toward insurgent movements: “what 
U.S. officials did, how they explained their actions to 
each other and to the public, and, ultimately, what the 
results have been.” There are case histories of prominent 
U.S. interventions in the past 20 years (from Greece to 
Vietnam) as well as analysis of the causes of revolution 
in the Third World and examination of the various move- 
ments’ relation to the two major Communist powers. 

Soldiers and Civilians 

Marcus Cunliffe. Little, Brown. 499 pp. $12.50. Illustrations. 

A British professor of American Studies at the University 
of Sussex, England, traces the genesis and growth of the 
American military tradition and martial spirit from the Rev- 
olution to the Civil War. It is, the book reveals, a history 
fraught with complexities and contradictions, the history 
of a nation which thinks of itself as essentially pacific but 
which has averaged about one major military campaign 
every sixteen years. 
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