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Speocial to. The New York Times

WASHINGTON, Jan. 27—
Following is the text of a
cablegram from Daniel P.
Moynihan, the United States
delegate at the United Na-
tions, to Secretary of State.
Henry A. Kissinger and all
American embassies.

[1]
Two bits of intelligence
coming out of Africa suggest

" the time may be at hand

R

to consider whether we have
not made considerable pro-
gress this year toward a ba-
sic foreign policy goal, thofat
breaking up the massivs
blocs of nations, mostly new
nations, . which for so long
have been arrayed against
us in internationa forums
and in diplomatic encounters
generally. Obviously, this
was going to be difficult and
it is by no means fuily ac-
complished. At most we be-
gin to see some sIgns of
success. Not surprisingly,
however, there is ciear
evidence that the department
[State Department] is reluc-
tant to recognize these signs,
or at least slow to do so.
This becomes a problem in
-itself, and is the subject of
this brief essay.

[2]

The problem arises because
such success as we are hav-
ing is the result of a tactic
which the conventional wis-
dom in the department said
would fail. NOr was this a
parochial view. What the de-
partment thought was wha’g
most of the ‘experts
thought. It is what the jour-
nals thought. It was, to re-
peat, the convention -w;sdom.
Any organization acquires an
interest in its predictions and
will protect them as long
*as possible. To protect them
too long, however, usually
leads to organiiation failure,
and It is this outcome that
we would hope might be
aboided.

(3]

. The tactic, initiated at this
" mission on the instructions
of the President and the Se-
cretary of State, hasbeen
to respond to attack by coun-
terattack. A recent article
in the London Times di-
scribed us as having “taken
the war to the enemy.” This
was generous, but perhaps
not accurate. Save on a very
few issues, such as the pro-
posal of a world wide amnes-
ty for political prisoners, our
position at the United Na-
tions had been re-ative.

From a distance it may have’

appeared confrontational,
but this is simply because
the United Nations General
Assembly had become the
setting of sustained, daily
attacks on the United States,
such that our counterattacks
made it look like all hell
was breaking loose up here.
Actually we had a normal
session which looked abnor-
mal only because we had
got into the practice of re-
sponding in ways which oth-
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erwise would seem quite nor-
mal and predictable. I recall
a luncheon early in the fall
at which I was asking the
Yugoslav Ambassador to try
to understand our concern
that the Decolonization Com-
mittee (The Committee of
- 240, of which his country
is a member, had seemed
so determined to launch an
insurgency in Puerto Rico
by giving official observer
status to the Puerte Rican

Embassies

Liberation Movement, which

status had already beenac-
corded by the “non-aligned”

at their Lima meeting in Au- -

gust. In the most placatory
way I suggested that he cer-
tainly would not like the
United States -to start sup-
porting some Croation libera-
tin movement at the United
Nations. Well  he sure
wouldn’t. He turned purple
aHd started raving about

Fascism. In no time our -em- -

bassy in Belgrade was being
asked for an explanation of
this outrageous provocation.
Fortunately our Ambassador
there wasn ot. about to be
intimidated, but it -is the fact
that the Yugoslav reaction
. was, generally speaking, nor-
mal, while our -willingness
to put up with vastly greater

provocations has been-singu-

lar. Whatever the original
sources of this policy, it

came to be defended on the

grounds that to do otherwise

. —to resist aggressive acts— .

would seem unfriendly and
would lead to even greater

aggression. Now  clearly

those involved weuld object
to this characterization, and
~would argue ‘that they only
oppose needlessly provoca-
tive responses. But it is the
experience ‘of - this mission
that almost any response will
be characterized as needless-
Iy provocative. This does not
take place at the . highest
levels of the department, but
is endemic to the system.
For months the rumor mills
In Washington have ground
out assertions o insinuations
that the U.S. mission to the
United Nations has been
needlessly provocative and

. In consequence has lost cru-
cial votes and has aroused
yet new levels of hostility
from various blocs of na-
tions, -especially -the so-called
“nonaligned.”

[4]

Just as clearly, the nations
which have been objects of
counterattack have sought to
confirm this view. hus in
August 1975 the Secretary
directed that notes be sent
to a number of members
of the Decolonization Com-
mittee to the U.N. stating
that support for the Cuban
resolution on Puerto Rico
would be regarded by us
as an unfriendly act. Our
previous pattern of nonre-
sponse had become so fixed
that some nations sensed
that we had made a costly
blunder. Copies of our note
to the Government of Tanza-
nia, chairman of the commit-
tee, were reproduced and dis-
tributed at the nonaligned
conference at Lima as
evidence of American perfidy
for which compensation
would have to be paid. The
Government of Tanzania
even sent copies to American
Congressmen, who it was as-
sumed would demand that
our Government retract and
make amends. In early Jan-
uary, a State Department of-
ficer sent a long memoran-
dum to a New York Times
reporter revealing the shock-
ing ‘news that the United
States had begun the practice
of withholding favors to na-
tions which voted against
us on important U.N. issues,
and trying for a bit extra
to those who supported us.

[5]

All the more impressive,
then, are recent reprorts
which suggest that our new
stance is having more or
less the effect that was
hoped for—that governments
are beginning to think that




anti-American postures at
the U.N. and elsewhere are
not without cost and that
the Cost has to be calculated.
e [6]

Item. In a report we are
sending, we describe ' the
reaction of the U.N. Assistant
Secretary General for special
political questions Abdulra-
him Farah of Somalia,
(protect), the highest African
in the U.N. hierarchy, who
was present at the O.A.U.
summit at Addis Ababa. In
accounting for the failure of
the Soviets and others to
obtain endorsement for the
M.P.LA. in Angola, Farah
ascribed some of the success
to the ‘serious consideration,
as he said it, given by Afri-
cans to V.0.A. reports that
U.S. aid would be decreased
to those countries in Africa
not sympathetic to U.S. pesi-
tions. The officer who met
with Farah denied that there
was any- “black list,” but
Farah observed that whether
it existed or not Africans
were taking seriously and
that it was, in his words,
all to the good.

[7]

Item. Embassy Khartoum
reports that at the Afro-Arab

symposium on liberation and’

development held there ear-
lier this' month, Tanzania
told the conference that the
United States had suspended
$28 million in aid because
of Tanzania's unhelpful vot-
ing record at the last General
Assembly. The Tanzanian re-
presentative urged the meet-
ing to take a stand specifical-
ly condemning the

US.

Government for such pres-
sure tactics. The conference
declined to do so.

(8]
Item. In December the
United States presented to
the General Assembly a re-

_ port on political prisoners

in South Africa that was
without precedent in its spe-
cificity and detail. We may
be so bold as to suggeést
that in moving from the level

. of abstract generality to that

of minute particulars in the
discussion of human rights

issues at the U.N. we may-

have introduced a change in
methodology comparable to
the appearance of the “Bran-
deis Brief” in American legal
practice. This was not,
however, the reaction of the
General Assembly, where the
delegates barely listened to
Mr. Mitchell’s statement. The
Tanzanian delegation, which
sits next to ours, never inter-
rupted a noisy conference
about some wholly unrelated
matter. The chairman of the
Apartheid Committee never
céased walking about the as-
sembly chamber, talking to
other delegates. whilst ours
was speaking from the po-
dium. Such was the reception
given by the very same Afri-
cans who had appealed to
us for years to make this
kind of statement. We were
not amused. Within 10 mi-
nutes I protested to the Tan-
zanian Ambassador (who
was not himself present). A
mission officer protested to
the chairman of the Aparth-
eid Committee. In the weeks
that followed this mission
did indeed verge on the need-

".partheid
' governments assume. Today,
. however, we learn that the

lessly provocative, as we
missed no opportunity to
suggest that the behavior of
the General Assembly that
day cast genuine doubt on
the geriousness of the antia-
positions.  most

Apartheid Committee has re-
produced in one of its publi-

_ cations a condensed version

of the Mitchell brief. This
is the first occasion any of
us here can recall anysuch
favorable response to the
United States by that com-
mittee.

[9]

These are merely items.
Much more inportant is the

. pattern of voting and deci-

sion making on major issues.
Angola is such an issue.
Clearly the pattern of Ameri-

* can diplomacy has been com-
plex in this matter, as it

should be, and this mission
probably does not even know
about most of the measures
we took to bring about the
successful outcome at Addis
Ababa. But we are clear that
we took the issue head on

there in New York. On Dec.

8, a routine anti-South Africa
resolution passing the Gener-
al Assembly was amended
to include a condemnation
of. intervention in Angola.
Zaire protested that South
Africa was not the only
foreign power intervening
there. the United States fol-
lowed by reading to the Ge-
neral Assembly the norning
New York Times, recounting
Soviet and Cuban involve-
ment. European armies were
back in Africa, we said, the

recofonization of the con-
tinent had begun. The ques-
tion was Whether the General
Assembly cared so little
about this, that it would not
even acknowledge what was
happening. Now this. pro-
voked many delegations, no
doubt, but 'debate on the
resolution was immediately
halted, and two days later -
the amendment was w1th-

drawn .
[10]

There is nothing surprising
about this. The .nonaligned
or the Group of 77, or
whatever, are groups made
up of extraordinarily dispa-
rate nations, with greatly
disparate interests. Their re-
cent bloc-like unity was arti-
ficial and was bound to break
up. Maintaining solid ranks
was simply too expensive
for too many members, as
witness the cost of saying
nothing about the O.P.E.C.
price increases which hurt
the developing nations far
more than the developed
ones. Just so Angola. It is
no accident that save for
Congo not a single African
ocountry anywhere near An-
gola ‘has recognized the
M.P.L.A. regime, with its
Russian arms and Cuban
Gurkhas. At the recent Ge-
neral Assembly, the nona-
ligned were similarly divided
in the voting on the Sahara

and on Timor.

[11]
To repeat, the surprising
- thing is that the department
is having so much difficulty
recognizing that our present
policy, which is designed to

help what comes naturally,
is beginning to show some
results. The department re-
sponse on the Zionism vote
at the last UN.G.A. was a
classic instance of refusing
to acknowledge what was,

in truth a considerable suc-

cess. Now the facts are these.’
In the crucial vote to post—
pone consideration of the re-
solution, 19 sub-Saharan na-
tions either voted with us,
or were absent or abstained.
Twenty-one voted against us.
Almost a perfect split. Leav-

_ing out those sub-Saharan

nations with substantial Mos-
lem populations, the vote be-
comes 18 for the U.S. posi-
tion, as against only 12 op-
posed In other words, the
United States had quite-a
success with these African
nations. Yet from the day
of the vote we have found
ourselves talking to reporters
who have been told .in the

Staté Department that be- .

cause the U.S. delegation had.
been “needlessly provoca-
tive” crucial Afridan votes
had been lost. No one in
the department has ever had
the coourtesy or courage to
name a single such crucial
vote.  Whatever crucial
means. The fact is we were
never anywhere near win-
ning on the Zionism issue.
But in any event, the real
phenomenon to explain is
how we came to get so many
votes. Not why we didn’t
get more. But those in the
department who were con-
vinced we would get none,
are impervious to the
evidence that this is not so.

This mission does not expect .

such persons to change their.

g 1mportantly,

K

" minds. We do ask, howéver,

that out of a decent regpect

_for their profession they,stop
blabbmg to the press what

is not so.
[12'1 #

" More generally, and more
it appears to
this mission thdat there is
enough evidence in to make
a aevneral interim assessment
of our ‘new posture -at- the
United Nations. We like to
think that we would be:gpen

- to evidence of failure, and

are aware that no one should
accept -our own assessment

_ of success wifhout- someg in-

dependent inquiry.. Bnt we
do fear that there necessarily

- remains in the departrent
- a large faction which' has

an interest in our - perfor-
mance being judged to-have
failed. This faction: has, not
hesitated to pass this-assesse
ment on to the pressédnd
to. Congress, and.to parts
‘of the department that other-
wise would have no ¥iew
one way or the other. This
is- bad. for the President’s
policy which the Secretary
strives to carry out. At a
time when we have so.few

- allies, and so many of {liem

are sllpplng into almosf ir-
reversible . patterns of  ap-
peasement based on the as-
sumption that  American

. power is irreversibly dechn-

ing, we would hope “Ythat
some brave spirits in Wash-
ington and around the warld
would examine the evidence,
and that if convinced that
things have not gone tha-.
badly up here, take Sime

_foreign dlplomat to lunch

and tell him so..

ey




