
		
			
				[image: Cover for Politics and Conscience]
			

		

	
		
			
				
				[image: ]
			

		

	
		
			
				
				[image: Book title, Politics and Conscience, subtitle, Dag Hammarskjold on the Art of Ethical Leadership, author, Roger Lipsey, imprint, Shambhala]
			

		

	
		
			Shambhala Publications, Inc.

			4720 Walnut Street

			Boulder, Colorado 80301

			www.shambhala.com

			© 2020 by Roger Lipsey

			Frontispiece photo © Yousuf Karsh

			All rights reserved.

			No part of this book may be reproduced in any form or by any means, electronic or mechanical, including photocopying, recording, or by any information storage and retrieval system, without permission in writing from the publisher.

			Book design by Steve Dyer, adapted for ebook

			Cover design by Daniel Urban-Brown

			LIBRARY OF CONGRESS CATALOGING-IN-PUBLICATION DATA

			Names: Lipsey, Roger, 1942– author.

			Title: Politics and Conscience: Dag Hammarskjöld on the Art of Ethical Leadership/Roger Lipsey.

			Description: First Edition. | Boulder: Shambhala, 2020. | Includes bibliographical references.

			Identifiers: LCCN 2019022898 | ISBN: 9781611807363 (hardcover)

			eISBN 9780834842755

			Subjects: LCSH: Hammarskjöld, Dag, 1905–1961. | United Nations.

			Secretary-General. | United Nations—Officials and employees—Biography. | International relations—Moral and ethical aspects. | Diplomacy—Moral and ethical aspects. | Statesmen—Sweden—Biography. | Diplomats—Sweden—Biography.

			Classification: LCC D839.7.H3 L573 2020 | DDC 172/.4—dc23

			LC record available at https://lccn.loc.gov/2019022898

			v5.4

			a

		

	
		
			FOR

			Ariane Sabet

		

	
		
			
				Conscious of the reality of evil and the tragedy of individual lives, and conscious, too, of the demand that life be conducted with dignity.

				—DAG HAMMARSKJÖLD, Markings

			

		

	
		
			Contents

			Acknowledgments

			Introduction: The Code

			1. Fate Is What We Make It

			2. Clinging to Position

			3. Facing Facts

			4. Chain Reactions

			5. Dialogue

			6. Negotiation: Awareness, Empathy, Strategy

			7. Negotiation: Ambiguity, Risk, Good Practices

			8. The Healing Power of Time

			9. Perseverance

			10. Global Interdependence

			11. A World Full of Meaning

			12. Courage

			13. Maturity of Mind

			14. Evil

			15. Jugglers and Builders

			16. Self-Knowledge, Humility, Emotional Learning

			17. The Way of a Statesman

			
				Appendix 1: The Fatal Air Crash

				Appendix 2: Books and Sources

				Notes

				Credits

				E-mail Sign-Up

			

		

	
		
			Acknowledgments

			
				THIS HANDBOOK IS DEDICATED with good reason to Dr. Ariane Sabet, the brilliant cocreator and manager of the UN Leaders Programme offered by the United Nations System Staff College (UNSSC) in many parts of the world. Wishing for her UN colleagues to know the Hammarskjöld heritage in some real depth, Ariane has been kind enough since publication of my biography Hammarskjöld: A Life (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2013) to invite me to speak at UNSSC gatherings in Turin, Geneva, New York, and Cape Town. Those sessions inspired this handbook; through them I learned that something could be said and heard. I want to record here that my days in the world of the UN among its people invariably strike me as a look into one possible future, a bright one. Thank you, Ariane.

			I am so grateful to friends and colleagues who took time to comment on this handbook while it was a work in progress: Susan Williams, Gervase Hood, and David Wardrop in the UK; Hans Kristian Simensen and Henning Melber in Sweden; John Y. Jones in Norway; and Thord Palmlund, Tracy Cochran, and Jeff Zaleski in the United States. As Hammarskjöld once acknowledged his colleagues: “Thanks to those who have taught me.” Errors of fact or interpretation are all my own.

			The initial idea for this handbook appeared in conversation with my wife Susan and our friend Rob Gabriele. Subsequent conversation with Dave O’Neal, retired senior editor at Shambhala, led to the conviction that the project belonged at Shambhala. Dave had wanted this title: The Way of the Selfless Statesman. So daring.

			I have again enjoyed working with Shambhala’s Matt Zepelin, lead editor for this handbook, and Emily Coughlin on the editorial side, and with Lora Zorian and Daniel Urban-Brown for design. Lora’s decision to ask Steve Dyer to design the page layouts was inspired: he was a student of the designer who created the classic look of Dag Hammarskjöld’s Markings in its first American edition. The family resemblance, altogether welcome, is strong. I am grateful as well to Nikko Odiseos, KJ Grow, Liz Shaw, John Golebiewski, Peter Schumacher, Adria Batt, and the entire Shambhala team that helped bring the book to publication. Thanks also to Dianne Edwards for again looking after permissions and illustrations so ably.

			I owe translations from Swedish correspondence in the National Library of Sweden to my late friend and colleague Daniel von Sydow and to my good friend in New York, Thord Palmlund. Details concerning who translated what appear in the notes to Hammarskjöld: A Life.

			My wife, Susan, remained close to this project. Her regard for Dag Hammarskjöld is like my own.
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				Toward the end of his life, after years of experience as United Nations secretary-general, Dag Hammarskjöld wrote to a Swedish friend a word of explanation about why he had not set down in full his understanding of politics and international relations. “The mission and formula for our generation—I think I know them, perhaps I even live them,” he wrote. “But I could not formulate them in a way that would help others. Perhaps I shall be able to do so one day when I can see what I experience every day in a more neutral perspective.” We shall never know what that book would have been. This book tracks that missing book.
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			THE CODE

			DAG HAMMARSKJÖLD: the second secretary-general of the United Nations, serving from April 1953 to September 1961. Those years are a little distant, but something of permanent importance was renewed then through his thought and performance in office—a code for political leaders and for nations. Hammarskjöld’s enactment of this code isn’t widely enough recognized. It should be common knowledge. John F. Kennedy’s assessment of him as “the greatest statesman of our century” was no overstatement, and centuries don’t necessarily set limits.1 We still need Hammarskjöld’s insights.

			He is typically remembered as the quintessential European: fluent in four languages, degrees in law and economics, observant of diplomatic courtesies, lighthearted and relaxed when possible, decisive when needed. He seems forever young or nearly so because he took office at age forty-seven, youthful looking, and died little more than eight years later under grievously suspicious circumstances in an air crash in Africa (see appendix 1). Some think of him as an idealist or visionary, but neither description captures his political understanding. A visionary, yes—but he never promised paradise. A year into his tenure in office, he was clear on that point: “It has been said that the United Nations was not created in order to bring us to heaven, but in order to save us from hell.”2 One year later, when the UN celebrated its tenth anniversary, he described it in his private journal as “a feeble creation of men’s hands—but you must give your all to this dream, for that alone anchors it in reality.”3 No illusions here, but there was no limit to his commitment to the values and global role of the UN.

			Hammarskjöld’s focus in these few words is the United Nations. That is to be expected: the UN was his professional world, his duty station. But his political insights are not circumscribed by the UN; they belong to us all. The UN provided him an intricate zone—crowded with competing national agendas, visiting heads of state, incidents, and full-blown crises—in which he experienced as a leading participant virtually every kind of conflict and every measure to reduce or eliminate conflict. He experienced, as well, and led efforts to secure greater economic welfare, social justice, and stability in countries and cultures of widely differing character. The men and women dispatched as ambassadors to the UN by their respective countries were often the best of the breed: colleagues and adversaries for Hammarskjöld, exemplars of thoughtful dignity and ideological fury, of good will and scheming—all gathered in one building, sometimes in one hall. The UN was and is a global school; it was certainly his school as both learner and teacher. But we need to release him from the UN if we are to understand what he offers. It isn’t only about diplomacy, though that was and is crucial; it is about politics and human relations at every level and in all contexts—often complex, sometimes simple and of the heart. Near the untimely end of Hammarskjöld’s life, when his friend the novelist John Steinbeck was setting out with his family on a world tour, Steinbeck asked him what would be most important as he traveled. “Sit on the ground and talk to people,” Hammarskjöld answered. “That’s the most important thing.”4

			I have mentioned a code as a thing real and notable. What is it, then, and where does it come from? Why is it subtly present, as if in the air we all breathe, despite the glaring fact that political life is often driven by the selfish interests of political leaders, their donors, and their parties? On one occasion, Hammarskjöld was willing to situate the origin of the code in a mythic past, a somewhere that is everywhere. He was referring to the UN but in a way that echoes more widely. “The United Nations is not a new idea,” he reflected. “It is here because of centuries of past struggle. It is the logical and natural development from lines of thought and aspiration going far back into all corners of the earth since a few men first began to think about the decency and dignity of other men.”5 (I should add here that mid-twentieth-century political leaders, overwhelmingly but not exclusively male, with few exceptions hadn’t yet begun to grapple with the gender issue. I often say silently “and women.”)

			The code is a multifaceted, multisourced whole. As Hammarskjöld well knew, its principles are ancient, its applications and extensions as recent as today. Pericles drew from it, and projected its values with unforgotten eloquence, in the funeral oration of 431 B.C.E. A century later, Aristotle spoke to other facets of the whole: forms of government, the rule of law, the ethic underlying individual happiness and sound community. Building on those antecedents, Roman law addressed the needs of complex society through a richly detailed structure still in part with us, while the Stoic emperor Marcus Aurelius explored in his Meditations the dimensions of integrity and quiet vision at the center of power. But there was not only Rome, there was Jerusalem. Judeo-Christian scripture and historical experience ground us to this day in a code not only of laws but of kinship, of “thinking about the decency and dignity of other men.” From there, as well, we have inherited the notion that our human freedom, wisdom and folly, kindness and cruelty, are overseen from above; that we will eventually answer for what we are. That there is a preference in heaven for decency.

			From these sources, Rome and Jerusalem, flowed the evolving political culture of Europe, with vivid voices from time to time, none more so than Machiavelli in the sixteenth century, who willingly taught his Prince how to secure and hold power brutally but who was at heart no friend of tyrants. “There are and have been any number of princes,” he wrote in his Discourses (c. 1517), “but of good and wise ones there have been but few.”6 Haunting words, addressed not only to the princes of his time. On occasion, Hammarskjöld had him in mind, for example in a 1956 toast to the president of Italy: “Even the much decried principles of Machiavelli can from time to time give us useful lessons because they teach us to recognize and measure our illusions, and that is a discipline we can hardly neglect in the midst of the dangers of the atomic age.”7 This too is part of the code: to be alert for illusions before they do harm.

			The eighteenth-century Enlightenment contributed in nearly countless ways to the enrichment of the code governing robust politics in public service. One great consolidation stands out: the Constitutional Convention, Philadelphia, in the late spring and summer of 1787. Benjamin Franklin expressed amazement that it unfolded as it did: “When you assemble a number of men to have the advantage of their joint wisdom, you inevitably assemble with those men all their prejudices, their passions, their errors of opinion, their local interests, and their selfish views. From such an assembly can a perfect production be expected? It therefore astonishes me…to find this system approaching so near to perfection as it does.”8 It had flaws enough to allow nearly eighty years more of black slavery and unchecked enmity toward Native Americans, perfection enough to endure to this day as the stability of a nation.

			Insofar as it feels a tie to the code, each era understands it in local terms with the sensibility shared by thoughtful people. In his inaugural address (April 1789) as first president of the United States duly organized under the new, hard-fought Constitution, George Washington sounds—of course—like the eighteenth-century gentleman he was, but a key point he makes among many others is integral to the code as Hammarskjöld also understood it. In any real tradition there are echoes from the past and echoes toward the past. This is Washington speaking: “The foundations of our national policy will be laid in the pure and immutable principles of private morality; and the preeminence of a free government [will] be exemplified by all the attributes which can win the affections of its citizens and command the respect of the world.”9 His concerns are what he calls private morality and the form of government. There must be a match between them; one supports the other. In Hammarskjöld’s day, and our own, that point remains bindingly true, but our culture is far more psychologically oriented than the culture of late-eighteenth-century America. This is Hammarskjöld speaking (1953):

			
				
					Our work for peace must begin within the private world of each one of us. To build for man a world without fear, we must be without fear. To build a world of justice, we must be just. And how can we fight for liberty if we are not free in our own minds? How can we ask others to sacrifice if we are not ready to do so?

				Some might consider this to be just another expression of noble principles, too far from the harsh realities of political life…. I disagree.10

			

			Washington was satisfied with referring to “private morality,” I believe on the assumption that everybody knew what he meant. Making essentially the same point, Hammarskjöld looks at the nature of private morality as lived—at the inner preparation and personal struggles it may require. To perceive one’s own fears and free oneself from them; to prevent personal prejudice from skewing justice; to be free in one’s mind, whatever that really means; to be willing to sacrifice where sacrifice is needed, be it of time, comfort, treasure, or life itself. For Hammarskjöld and more broadly for our era, private morality is a psychological fact, as if a window has been opened on the inner demands imposed by the code. We are all children of Freud and Jung and their successors, so to speak, and the code of our era carries their composite signature alongside our inheritance from law, religion, and centuries of political experience.

			The writings of another great eighteenth-century figure, Edmund Burke (1729–97), make clear that lofty ideas such as the code can be harmful when they are unresponsive to current experience. Burkes language is again of its era, fuller than ours and slower in pace, as if wearing heavier, ornate clothes, but the point he is making shines through.

			
				
					I cannot…give praise or blame to any thing which relates to human actions, and human concerns, on a simple view of the object, as it stands stripped of every relation, in all the nakedness and solitude of metaphysical abstraction. Circumstances…give in reality to every political principle its distinguishing color, and discriminating effect. The circumstances are what render every civil and political scheme beneficial or noxious to mankind.11

			

			The lesson I draw is that the code as practiced in a given era will and must be modified by experience, not in its essentials but in other respects. It is irrigated by new experience and new trials yet remains recognizable: women and men of honor and decency, who truly care for the societies they serve, show what it is at a given time and place. Typically they are not and need not be scholars of political ideas. They are likely to grasp what is for the best in a given situation through whatever precedent may be available and through conscience, that mysterious but real voice within, and conscience isn’t a scholar. They draw from the code partly through instinct, partly through reflection, as if it were a virtual readiness in their inner lives, not schematized and explicit, but available nonetheless. Their values are steady and nearby even in turbulent circumstances. They are unlikely to use the term code, but its guiding influence is at hand for political leaders who turn toward it. At the United Nations, in his lifetime, centrally placed people sometimes asked themselves, as they still do today, “What would Dag do?” It’s a way of checking with precedent and conscience, and ultimately with the code that furnishes conscience.

			Hammarskjöld was both a man of action and a scholar of political ideas: his education in Sweden—university, then years in government—served him well as a preface to the UN years, which tested, refined, and extended his understanding of political relations and just community. He was also a man of religion, a reader of the gospels, of psalms, of medieval Christian mystics, of the early classics of India and China—powerful texts all, which shaped his approach to human identity and taught him to live from the inside out. Jerusalem and Rome, spirituality and a lifelong concern for sound community, coexisted in him. In later pages we’ll explore this aspect of his nature and its influence on his political practice. For now, this observation can help us understand what he meant in the following passage from a talk to a religious association in 1957:

			
				
					Attempts are made to link the development of human rights exclusively to the liberal ideas which broke through to predominance in the Age of Enlightenment. However, to do so means to me to overlook the historical background of those ideas. It means also cutting our ties to a source of strength that we need in order to carry the work for human rights to fruition and to give to those rights, when established, their fitting spiritual content.12

			

			In other words, the Enlightenment drew on Jerusalem, on Judeo-Christian values, and in his view political ideas need to remain in dialogue with that ancient resource.

			There have been others in our time whose thought and leadership demonstrated adherence to the ancient and ever-new code and yielded brilliant results. They inspired positive change for their nations and regions and, beyond that, offered vision through their writings, speeches, and acts of political and personal courage. They changed how we think and our sense of the possible. I have in mind particularly Nelson Mandela, Václav Havel, Andrei Sakharov, and Martin Luther King Jr.; you will have your own list. Hammarskjöld belongs on any such list. It is true that he was no more eloquent than Václav Havel, no more lucid than Sakharov, and so on: each of these outstanding contributors to human welfare had an abundance of gifts, insight, and hard experience. But at a certain level of excellence, comparison is beside the point. These individuals met circumstances, recognized duty, and challenged destiny with all they had, and it was enough. Hammarskjöld lived and expressed the code of politics as service to humanity with inspirational force. In addition, he is rather easy to learn from because he spoke clearly and covered so much ground, inner and outer. I don’t know what he left out; on the contrary, he added to the code, rooted it in new places, offered a first portrait of the mindful public leader in an era when the notion of mindfulness was unfamiliar.

			Mindfulness is an apt term where Hammarskjöld is concerned, though not one he used. To do him justice, we need a sparkling, dynamic understanding of its meaning. He engaged from himself as a whole—mind, feeling, body, governed by searching attention. He looked into himself through stillness, silence, and prayer, and from that self-awareness proved able to act with striking lucidity and decision, with depth and yet mobility. If this is mindfulness, then Dag Hammarskjöld was the very thing. These values—sustained and deliberate inwardness joined to dedicated service—are evident in words he transcribed into his private journal from an ancient Chinese text to which he often returned during the UN years: “Who has this great power to see clearly into himself without tergiversation, and act thence, will come to his destiny.”13 The italics are his addition, reflecting the imperatives of his station in life. (A nearly lost word, tergiversation means “to turn one’s back, to turn away.”)

			Hammarskjöld always had on his person or nearby, even when traveling, a copy of the Charter of the United Nations. He was bound by it, and similarly bound by the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, both of which are postwar documents dating to 1945 and 1948, respectively.14 These were the topmost formulations of the code by which he lived and worked. “We the peoples of the United Nations,” begins the preamble to the charter, “determined to save succeeding generations from the scourge of war, which twice in our lifetime has brought untold sorrow to mankind, and to reaffirm faith in fundamental human rights, in the dignity and worth of the human person, in the equal rights of men and women and of nations large and small…and for these ends to practice tolerance and live together in peace with one another as good neighbors.”15 The distance between these ideals and values and our actual experience since the years when they were adopted by the UN member nations is vast. It gives pause: who are we, what are we capable of? Are we destined to a tragic and foolish end? Such thoughts make clear that the code, however we come to understand it in the pages that follow, is the foundation for a different outcome: not foolish and tragic but honorable, sensible, earned by the collective intelligence of “the peoples” and political leaders of indisputable seriousness and care.

			At times we will have to read imaginatively and creatively to make connections between our concerns and Hammarskjöld’s some decades ago. For example, we are all concerned—or should all be concerned—by climate change. It wasn’t an issue in Hammarskjöld’s years, but one of his reflections about the timing of response to danger is searingly to the point. “I feel that when a danger does exist,” he said at a spring 1955 press conference, “we should act on the basis of that very fact that there is a danger and not give ourselves any leeway as to false speculations that the danger is far off in time; that is to say, whatever your guesses are concerning the time of certain possible threatening developments, you should act as if things might happen tomorrow.”16
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			Fate Is What We Make It

			WHEN HAMMARSKJÖLD reached New York by air on April 9, 1953, to take up his new position as UN secretary-general, the press corps was waiting for him, and he did not disappoint. In few words he evoked an entire perspective on leadership and the shared challenges sure to be ahead. “It has been said that I am interested in mountaineering,” he began.

			
				
					That’s true. But I have never climbed any famous peaks. My experience is limited to Scandinavia where mountaineering calls more for endurance than for equilibristics, and where mountains are harmonious rather than dramatic, matter of fact…rather than eloquent. However, that much I know of this sport that the qualities it requires are just those which I feel we all need today: perseverance and patience, a firm grip on realities, careful but imaginative planning, a clear awareness of the dangers but also of the fact that fate is what we make it and that the safest climber is he who never questions his ability to overcome all difficulties.1

			

			Fate is what we make it: a wholly practical and yet nearly metaphysical claim. It’s not a passing thought; he returned to it. A year later, meeting with the UN press corps, he said again that “perseverance and patience, joined with the calm trust in the possibility to overcome all difficulties which is proper to men who know that fate is what they make it, are the qualities most needed at the present difficult juncture in history.”2 The notion that fate is what we make it links here with other factors—particularly an attitude of calm trust in the possibility of solving even grave problems. Another year on, Hammarskjöld further enriched the texture of this thought by associating it with maturity of mind, absence of fear, and a quality of self-knowledge that authenticates who we are and what we offer others. He was speaking with the graduating class of Johns Hopkins University in 1955.

			
				
					In the flourishing literature on the art of life there is much talk about that rare quality: maturity of mind. It is easy to circumscribe such maturity in negative terms. In positive terms it is difficult to define it, although we all recognize it when we have the privilege of seeing its fruits. It is reflected in an absence of fear, in recognition of the fact that fate is what we make it. It finds expression in an absence of attempts to be anything more than we are, or different from what we are, in recognition of the fact that we are on solid ground only when we accept giving to our fellow men neither more nor less than what is really ours.3

			

			Why is it that these few and simple words, “fate is what we make it,” resonate strongly? Somehow one knows that it is true. The words have impact. They are a call to responsibility offering no exculpatory recourse to ideologies, sociologies, economic theories, or religious faiths that might diminish our responsibility for what occurs. Even in the face of natural disasters, fate is what we make it. We can be deft, we can be dumb; we can exercise “a firm grip on realities” and “careful but imaginative planning” or multiply difficulties and fall short of implementing courageous, thorough remedies. Hammarskjöld refused abdication. “It is easy,” he said in one of his greatest speeches, at Cambridge University in 1958, “to turn the responsibility over to others or, perhaps to seek explanations in some kind of laws of history. It is less easy to look for the reasons within ourselves.”4

			There is something more here, difficult to capture and interpret. If fate is what we make it, then we are for many things alone: we humans on our planet, either adrift or creatively, diligently at home. There will be no divine intervention; our freedom is total. It is nonetheless true, in Hammarskjöld’s own experiences of crisis leadership, that on occasion he detected help, guidance, providence. As if when one gives one’s all, there may be help from somewhere toward a sensible outcome. In the spring of 1956, writing to an Australian colleague with whom he worked closely, he said as much about his efforts to reinstate peaceful borders in the Middle East: “Curious, this feeling of fate which we had so strongly when in the region, and from which even now I cannot get away—fate requiring the sacrifice of unreserved engagement, but somehow bowing to such engagement.”5

			The Middle East would prove to be one of Hammarskjöld’s most important concerns throughout the 1950s. A matter of months after he evoked his feeling of fate as he worked in the region, the miserable and threatening Suez Crisis broke out.6 Complex in origin and eventual outcome, it had to do with many entangled interests: the failed international financing for a massive Egyptian infrastructure project, Egyptian and British national prestige, the ownership history of the Suez Canal, the role of the canal as Britain’s traditional maritime highway to crucial resources and markets in Asia—and the Cold War. In brief, when Egyptian president Gamal Abdel Nasser turned to the Soviet bloc in the fall of 1955 for support and armaments, Western funding was withdrawn for construction of the Aswan Dam on the Nile. It was a project on which Nasser had staked his own and his country’s prestige. In July 1956, he responded by nationalizing the Suez Canal, which had been owned and managed to that point by a long-established consortium.

			Throughout that summer, negotiations at the UN, in which Hammarskjöld was deeply invested, seemed to be leading to a peaceful resolution of the developing crisis. However, for Great Britain and France, those negotiations were a cover for their actual intentions, successfully concealed. In late October 1956, Great Britain and France, allied with Israel, which had some scores to settle with Egypt, invaded Egypt in an effort to recover control of the Suez Canal and remove Nasser from power. Their attack from land, sea, and air lasted only a few days. The aggressors had underestimated the sense of betrayal and resolute opposition that immediately appeared among the permanent members of the UN Security Council and very nearly all member states.

			The United Nations was heavily involved in mediating between the conflicting parties. The solution required solid diplomacy and a great innovation: the introduction of UN-flagged peacekeeping forces between the combatants. For this innovation, conceived by Lester Pearson, a distinguished Canadian colleague of Hammarskjöld’s, Pearson received the Nobel Peace Prize in 1957. The concept was Pearson’s, the execution was shared with Hammarskjöld and his immensely skilled team, prominently including Brian Urquhart.

			As the crisis began to calm by mid-1957, Hammarskjöld felt again on several occasions that there was help from somewhere—that things were working out well not only because of the immense efforts he and many others were putting in but also for some incalculable reason. “Imperceptibly our fingers are guided,” he wrote in his private journal. The unfolding of negotiations and agreements seemed much like a tapestry foreseen, which he and his many colleagues were weaving. “Somebody placed the shuttle in your hand: somebody who had already arranged the threads.”7

			What are we to understand, then? Fate is what we make it: there is no escaping this austere truth. Yet “unreserved engagement” can sometimes, somehow, summon help so orderly and powerful that a religious person would thank God for it. The question remains open.
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			Clinging to Position

			“ALL THOSE COMPROMISES which we fool ourselves into calling small.”1 In a letter to John Steinbeck, May 1961, Hammarskjöld was thinking about the nearly invisible corruptions that undermine the politics of genuine service. The topic is not theoretical. So many elected officials in America—and who can doubt, elsewhere—apparently silence or contradict their actual views rooted in conscience and the code in order to retain positions of power. It is as if life as a former member of Congress or senior state official is an unbearably unpleasant prospect, although they would naturally be respected in their communities and occupy positions of prominence. But when some announce their impending retirement from office, their minds and tongues are suddenly freed. Then they state what they know to be true, often with clarity and eloquence born of conviction. Many haven’t freely spoken before. The price of truth telling is to leave office?

			Acutely aware of the heady appeal of high office, Hammarskjöld welcomed an exchange on the topic with the Swedish author Pär Lagerkvist (1891–1974), who like Hammarskjöld was a member of the Swedish Academy responsible for awarding the annual Nobel Prize in literature. Of an older generation, Lagerkvist was a trusted friend with whom he corresponded from time to time. And so it was that they opened a discussion by letter about responsibility and power. For Hammarskjöld as secretary-general, it wasn’t a matter of compromising his views in order to remain in the good graces of a political party or dominant elected leader. His oath of office bound him to another course, which he strictly followed. As he once put it, “The Governments of the UN expect the Secretary-General to take the independent responsibility, irrespective of their attitude, to represent the detached element in the international life of the peoples…. Sometimes he will have to voice the wishes of the peoples against this or that government.”2 What Hammarskjöld found intriguing as a topic for reflection was the appeal of power, and he had a firm antidote in mind, were he to detect himself slipping. “It is easier to accept influence, responsibility, and ‘power,’ ” he wrote to his friend in summer 1958,

			
				
					if you feel personally free and prepared to retire at any time. Honesty demands, however, that I add one thing. In the drama itself lies a temptation: you can fall in love with the stimulation of responsibility and influence to the degree that at a superficial level you are tempted, after all, to cling to a position…. The risk of such a poisoning is…destructive and falsifies both the way you look at others and your own judgment at work.3

			

			Chronologically, this is Hammarskjöld’s second letter on the topic. A half year earlier he had first opened the conversation with Lagerkvist. What he writes about UN service there is applicable to all situations of leadership; only a small transposition is needed.

			
				The unique, totally undeserved gift I have been given is the opportunity to engage in a decisive way in one of the greatest experiments of mankind and of this era. It is incredible to know that everything you can do, insofar as possible, to bring this experiment to maturity, even if it should fail, contributes to laying the foundation of something that has to succeed in the end.

				When I say “everything,” I mean things big and small: where quality is concerned, nothing in this work is meaningless, not even the most insignificant details, since the fate of the experiment and the success of this offensive into unknown territory are decided by the strength at the weakest point in the total effort. The satisfaction this gives at every moment, and facing every difficulty, of course means that only in moments of physical weariness do you shrink away in disbelief from the blows received, the stings, which are also part of day-to-day experience. They would be evil only if you let yourself be affected by them, by creating bitterness or affecting the direction of action itself. You can be quite relaxed: there is no risk that I’ll lose perspective.

				I regard it as naiveté if people believe that you can keep a position like this out of vanity or motives of that kind. In light of what I’ve said, you see that I am happy for every moment I have this task and am given these possibilities, but also that it would be treason to have this feeling of happiness if I weren’t ready to give up the position at the very moment I felt that would be the right thing for the sake of the overall undertaking.

				It would also be treason if I permitted the wish to continue in any way to influence how I carry out my task. Here the circle joins: those who question my motives and at the same time amuse themselves by taking potshots at what is being achieved are tempters in the sense that if I were affected by their potshots they would be right to cast suspicion on me.4

			

			I don’t feel that this issue, and many others about which we’ll hear from Hammarskjöld, is primarily a question of morality—of what one should or shouldn’t. It’s far past that. It throws one into the light and perhaps darkness of one’s own reflections, where original and felt understandings become possible. Then one knows what to do next.
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			Facing Facts

			HAMMARSKJÖLD MADE a practice of going to zones of conflict or incipient conflict; it was his version of sitting on the ground and talking directly to people, and it often helped—many people and constituencies trusted his political good sense and impartiality. Facing facts meant going to the facts. To his highly valued chief of staff, Andrew Cordier, he wrote from the Middle East in the months just before the Suez Crisis: “We happen to be those on the spot, and we have to play ball with both guts and prudence…. Once you go head first into it, even the most impossible task may show unexpected opportunities.”1 Guts and prudence—ingredients of his way of facing facts. There were two other key ingredients, as a close colleague of Hammarskjöld’s once recalled: “He frequently told me that the perfect recipe for a diplomat was great shrewdness combined with great integrity.”2

			At a press conference in mid-January 1959, Hammarskjöld touched again on our issue in a comment on Middle Eastern affairs: “I have enough confidence,” he said, “in the basic common sense of human beings and the basic good will of human beings to count that also as a factor in politics.”3 This, too, was a fact—but such effort is needed to draw this fact toward the center of what is occurring. There is a price to pay. “No lasting success is possible without the patience and the courage to face facts,” he said to a gathering of young people in 1955, “any more than it is possible without the faith that mankind will reach its goal if we, every one in his own place, are willing to pay the price.”4 The United Nations relies on factuality—and steady ideals—to progress. “No institution,” he once observed, “can become effective unless it is forced to wrestle with the problems, the conflicts, and the tribulations of real life.”5 For this reason, he didn’t mind the clash of ideas and agendas at UN meetings large and small. On the contrary, he welcomed substantive debate and the often awkward search for solutions. “I feel that what very many people call negative sides—the talking, the conflicts, the flux of events, the uncertainties about outcomes and so on and so forth—are not negative sides but positive sides.”6 Obstacles and delays were to be expected: “Setbacks in efforts to implement an ideal do not prove that the ideal is wrong…. At the beginning of great changes in human society there must always be a stage of…frailty or seeming inconsistency.”7

			In a permanently turbulent political environment—the seemingly endless Cold War, the threat of nuclear annihilation, periodic violence in the Middle East, the decolonization process generating new nations of varying solidity in Asia and Africa—Hammarskjöld needed a global grasp of trends and firm personal determination. As well, he valued—and needed—something like a theory of human progress that encouraged patience and “faith that mankind will reach its goal” if we pay the price exacted by reality. His theory of progress derived from the writings of Henri Bergson (1859–1941), the French philosopher he had read early in life and had never forgotten. Bergson’s notion of “creative evolution,” a fallible but nonetheless real flow of human affairs toward a better state, underlies something Hammarskjöld said to yet another graduating class. “Nothing is of greater importance for a peaceful and constructive development…toward freedom and an equal place in the world than to respect the laws of natural growth, guiding and helping the necessary change without impatience for overnight results.”8

			A beautiful vision, but Hammarskjöld also warned against beautiful visions floating above facts on the ground. “Mankind united in peaceful competition,” he said in his year-end message for 1955, “free from fear and free from want, a mankind where man has truly come into his own—this great dream is exacting. It may demand great sacrifices. But it deserves the deepest loyalty…. Short of our unreserved devotion it will remain a dream, lacking substance. If this is not recognized, it may even blind us to reality—and become a danger, though it should be a source of strength.”9

			There is one further ingredient worth drawing into this discussion, a certain moral clarity that prompted him to see people and events for what they were. He could be appalled by what he saw; he could also be humorous and implicitly forgiving. “There is no end to what I would like to tell you,” Hammarskjöld wrote in 1954 to a trusted friend, a former colleague in the Swedish diplomatic service. “The experience [of the UN] continues to be extraordinary but does not exactly tend to increase my appreciation for the motives animating people in politics: vanity, personal interest, and ‘if-you-help-me-I-will-help-you’ ideas, with a sad unwillingness to look beyond the next few months. The result is curious. I guess it could turn you rather cynical, but the psychological effect on me and my highly appreciated closest friends in the Secretariat seems to be exactly the opposite.”10 Friendship and trust mattered enormously. As he made clear to a friend in the Swedish Academy, there were friends and colleagues he could count on. “God knows,” he wrote, “I see more of ‘the world’ and man—and unruly human behavior in ‘striped pants’—than maybe anyone else, but as an experience this has substance and perspective only if you manage to keep a solid basis in human contacts, which enable you to measure depth and width.”11

			As the Suez Crisis unfolded in fall 1956 and winter 1957, he sent off a note to yet another Swedish friend. “The strongest experience to me perhaps has been the moral shock caused by the mixture of bungled work and dishonesty in men the people have elected as leaders.”12 A few months later, when Suez was still center stage, Hammarskjöld took the long view of those months of experience and included himself in that view. He was again writing confidentially to a Swedish friend:

			
				
					One of the lasting experiences from the last months and weeks is that, with our so-called rising civilization, we do in no way see a decline in the art of lying. The modern media of communication, the modern entanglement of interests all over the world, have opened the door to a paradise for those who fight with words representing mala fide [bad faith] assumptions, false presentations, invidious comments, outright slander—and so on….

				But why be bitter. At the same time you have the insistence on straight lines and simple facts, and simple rights, and I kind of feel that, like grass, this attitude, and its results, is more long-lived and more certain to endure than the sterile fancy flowers of the moment. Anyway, I take pride in belonging to the family of grasses, and I remain quite green in spite of a lot of trampling.13

			

			Hammarskjöld could also be witty and fun loving where his fellow diplomats were concerned, and not lacking in affection. Toward the close of an especially difficult fall 1957 session of the General Assembly, he reported by letter to a young Swedish diplomat:

			
				
					You are quite right in your feeling that this session of the General Assembly is of a completely new type…. Everyone behaves as if he had a major headache and for that reason is rather afraid that anybody else will make too much noise. We have had enough reasons for big noises, but on each occasion people have started busily playing the stories down…. On the whole, the UN gave the impression of a body where all sorts of minor corpuscles, after a self-inflicted wound, rushed to the place carrying away bugs and bringing neutralizing enzymes. I have never seen the self-healing processes, which are possible in the UN, so strongly displayed. This does not mean that we have seen the end of the story.14
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			Chain Reactions

			IT DIDN’T TAKE VERY LONG in office for Hammarskjöld to understand that chain reactions, or what he often called causal chains, rule the world unless and until a reconciling intelligence somehow intervenes. Action and reaction, action again, reprisal without end between adversaries unless something conclusive occurs.

			Not all causal chains are destructive. Reporting to the Security Council on a measure of success in the Middle East, Hammarskjöld hazarded the view that “if we have previously experienced chain reactions leading to a continuous deterioration of the situation, we may now have the possibility of starting a chain of reactions in the opposite direction.”1 But many such patterns in his time were destructive or threatened destruction. For this and much else, the Middle East was the land of lessons. In spring 1956 he spoke to a friend of being “absorbed in my wildest attempt ever to break one of these chains of causes forged by fear and leading to destruction.”2 To another friend he spoke of the need “to break through the causal chain of fear, clumsiness, self-assertion, and plain common stupidity.”3 To his brother he confided that “we only managed to break one fatal causal chain without being able to decide the direction of the new development—whatever little we could do to influence it.”4 And to a close friend in the Swedish diplomatic service he spoke as a man of religion, limitlessly at ease with literature, about his mission to the Middle East—this in the months before the Suez Crisis unexpectedly overtook events that had seemed promising.

			
				
					Assignment Middle East was more fantastic than you would have guessed. An enormous experience and an enormous effort. Our Lord was very gracious, and what could have been a disaster in more than one sense now seems—from within—a miracle. And the miracle continues! You feel strangely “taken care of” when you certainly try to give everything but miss so much—and see even omissions turn in your favor…. The literary associations were numerous. Sometimes it was as if you were a spectator [at a performance of] Oedipus. You saw them caught in the causal chain, making the wrong choice and again making the wrong choice. Maybe you could say that what we succeeded in doing was breaking the causality by rushing up on stage and forcing them to see for themselves—for a moment! And then?5

			

			Forcing them to see for themselves…. For Hammarskjöld, awareness was the heart of the matter. If there is a most crucial lesson to learn from him, it is that politics and all complex relations need the light of empathetic and yet reserved, keen awareness. Yes, mindfulness, but of his kind: self-aware yet turned toward others to see what they need, what the situation needs, what justice requires. The “who” of politics is more important than the “what”: events are shaped by the identities of participants. “The international civil servant must keep himself under the strictest observation,” he said in his last formal public speech, in May 1961.6 This was Hammarskjöld’s conviction. I don’t doubt that the injunction applies more widely.

			He was invited in May 1956 to speak at a celebration in Williamsburg, Virginia, of the 180th anniversary of the Virginia Declaration of Rights, a manifesto that preceded the Declaration of Independence by less than a month and influenced its thought and language. Hammarskjöld was an appreciative student of American political history and institutions; it wasn’t a coincidence that he was asked to deliver the keynote address. Drawing on recent experience in the Middle East, he offered in one eloquent passage a remarkable insight and lament that turns on the metaphor—and reality—of causal chains leading to destruction.

			
				
					We all know how, when moved by fear, people may act against what others see as their own best interest. We know how, when people are afraid, they may act even against their own fundamental will. We have seen how, when influenced by such actions, the course of events may take on aspects of inexorable fatality up to the point where, out of sheer weariness, no resistance to the gravitation into open conflict any longer seems possible. This is a constantly repeated tragedy.7

			

			Hammarskjöld once laid his cards on the table with the French foreign minister by explaining one of his more elaborate methods for breaking into and undoing causal chains.

			
				
					I start by seizing on the problem in the name of the United Nations. Then I guard against proposing a solution too quickly. Coming from me, it would immediately be suspect and rejected. But I complicate matters as much as possible; I multiply exploratory conversations. I act like a spider tying up an insect to immobilize it before eating it. I weave my threads around the problem to the point of making it invisible or, if you prefer, incomprehensible. In the end people no longer have a clear notion of what made them adversaries and renounce fighting…. Alas, it’s not always a success!8

			

			This is fun; clearly, he had a good time narrating his arcane method. But it was rarely easy, in the Middle East or elsewhere. “Shuttle reactions,” as he once put it, posed an immense problem, then as now. “One thing is explained by the other thing. One reaction is explained by another reaction. And in an atmosphere of general distrust…, even a move which in its intention is fairly innocent may be misinterpreted by the other side and release, in words or acts, a reaction which in turn seems to justify stronger steps from the side where the ball started, perhaps in all innocence…. It is again a situation where we have to, if possible, break a chain reaction, as I do not believe that we can change overnight the basic atmosphere…. How you break such a chain reaction is extremely difficult to say, because in fact you must come to grips on both sides with the situation.”9
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			Dialogue

			HAMMARSKJÖLD CARED about nothing so much as dialogue and its formal version, negotiation. It was the heart of his activity as secretary-general, and the hum of purposeful dialogue is needed throughout the world if we are to find our way. From his perspective, dialogue isn’t day-to-day conversation; it calls for modest but definite discipline. “I do believe,” he said in 1960, “that…dialogue is badly needed, but dialogue requires quite a few things: objectivity, a willingness to listen, and considerable restraint. Those are all human qualities. No one of them is very remarkable, but they are all called for.”1 Quite touchingly, some part of Hammarskjöld’s emphasis on dialogue came itself from dialogue: on the printed page with certain essays by Albert Camus, the French Nobel laureate, and in direct conversation with Martin Buber, the elderly Israeli religious philosopher and social thinker with whom he developed a remarkable rapport.

			Though I can’t be sure of what he especially valued in Camus, I suspect it was an essay called “Toward Dialogue” from the late 1940s and a published talk, “The Unbeliever and Christians,” which would have interested him.2 I want to quote a few lines from the latter because we shouldn’t speak for long of Hammarskjöld without acknowledging the place of honor, even love, occupied by literature in his inner life. Serious reading from an early age had not been a diversion; it had refined him, helped to teach him how to think, how to see, how to question and record things seen. His mind and voice were deeply akin to Camus’s. There is an undeclared company of European authors who valued moral clarity, an inquiring attitude, the music of language, and a certain austerity: not one word too many. Hammarskjöld was deeply versed in French language and literature and belonged to that company of authors and thinkers. (This notwithstanding Charles de Gaulle’s almost comically rude treatment of both Hammarskjöld personally and the UN as an institution, which left him amused and unmoved.) “What I want to say to you today,” said Camus in 1948, as an unbeliever speaking with an audience of Dominican religious, “is that the world needs true dialogue, that the opposite of dialogue is just as much lying as it is silence, and that dialogue is therefore possible only between people who remain what they are and who speak truly.”3

			From Buber, author of the classic I and Thou and many other explorations of dialogue, Hammarskjöld gained both fresh ideas and a sense of fellowship: Buber was there, he was a friend, he understood the primacy of honest and searching communication. “Have you read Martin Buber?” Hammarskjöld asked one of his friends in the Swedish Academy. “The old Hasidic mystic has in his old age given some of the purest and most touching expressions for the ‘conversion’ in which he as one of the old prophets sees the only salvation. ‘The only reply to distrust is candor.’ ‘We must create the simple trust which alone makes human speech possible in a world where we have forgotten how to talk to each other.’…As a practitioner in the hazardous field of international politics, I can only confirm how right he is.”4

			Hammarskjöld was dedicated to dialogue; he practiced the human qualities that aren’t “very remarkable but are all called for.” For which his colleagues gave him high marks: “Hammarskjöld’s talks with the press combined in an unusual way the language and method of the articulate and careful diplomat with a deep philosophical commitment to genuine dialogue and mutual understanding.”5 However, the Cold War was still dominant, as it would remain for several decades more, and that was not the only motive for the leaders of nations and their diplomats to talk past each other and posture for home audiences. Hammarskjöld’s assessment in March 1960 wasn’t sanguine: “We are sadly lacking in the art of dialogue generally, within the political field and outside it. We make all sorts of attempts, and whether they will prove successful or not depends very much on the spirit. So far, I have not on that point revised my opinions in a more optimistic direction.”6

			So be it. He hadn’t signed up to a carefree job. And dialogue in its most intense and formal version, negotiation, would of necessity continue.
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			Negotiation
Awareness, Empathy, Strategy

			HAMMARSKJÖLD THOUGHT of negotiation, he once said, “not as something immoral but as a responsible and sensible activity—as a process of working out a mutually satisfactory arrangement with someone I had to live with. To negotiate with someone never meant to me I had to like him or approve of him, much less that I was willing to sell out my principles.”1 The topic of negotiation in Hammarskjöld’s practice can be approached from the perspective of process and strategy or from an internal perspective focused on values. We’ll look in both directions; to my mind both are of captivating interest.

			In the late fall of 1955, writing in his private journal, Hammarskjöld assembled a negotiator’s primer. He did so for his own purposes, not for the public, likely at a watershed moment when he felt the need to summarize.

			
					
					It is more important to be aware of the grounds for your own behavior than to understand the motives of another.

				

					
					The other’s “face” is more important than your own.

				

					
					If, while pleading another’s cause, you are at the same time seeking something for yourself, you cannot hope to succeed.

				

					
					You can only hope to find a lasting solution to a conflict if you have learned to see the other objectively, but, at the same time, to experience his difficulties subjectively.

				

					
					One who “appreciates” people has the upper hand over one who despises them.

				

					
					All first-hand experience is valuable, and he who has stopped searching will one day find—that he lacks what he needs: rigidity is a weakness, and he who approaches persons or painting or poetry without the youthful ambition to learn a new language and so gain access to someone else’s perspective on life, let him beware.

				

					
					Only an uncompromising “honorableness” can reach the bedrock of decency which you should always expect to find, even under deep layers of evil.

				

					
					Flexibility must not mean fear of going on the offensive.

				

					
					The semblance of influence is sought at the cost of its reality.2

				

			

			Much here speaks for itself, but we should pause over an entry that leads a few years later to one of his most characteristic insights. “You can only hope to find a lasting solution to a conflict if you have learned to see the other objectively, but, at the same time, to experience his difficulties subjectively.” Here is a memorable clue to the balanced attitude he brought to negotiations. Empathy and reserve in equal measures, supported by his concern throughout his mature years to “keep himself under the strictest observation,” as we have heard him say. This was his way.

			In early winter 1958, a reporter for the internal Secretariat newspaper put a question to Hammarskjöld that he had never been asked. He was surprised by his own spontaneous response, which echoes and adds to what we have just thought through.

			
				REPORTER: One last question, Mr. Hammarskjöld. What, in your opinion, are the main qualities that an international official should possess?

				DH: Well, that is a difficult question to answer straight away. You should give me a little while to think about it. First off, however, I would say that a heightened awareness combined with an inner quiet are among these qualities. Also, a certain humility, which helps you to see things through the other person’s eye, to reconstruct his case, without losing yourself, without being a chameleon, if you see what I mean.3

			

			A few days after this exchange, Hammarskjöld wrote about it to one of his distant friends in the Swedish Academy. In the interval all hesitation had vanished.

			
				
					The other day I was forced by a journalist to try to formulate my views on the main requirements of somebody who wishes to contribute to the development of peace and reason. I found no better formulation than this: “He must push his awareness to the utmost limit without losing his inner quiet, he must be able to see with the eyes of the others from within their personality without losing his own.”4

			

			The reliance on awareness and inner quiet confirms, were confirmation needed, that Dag Hammarskjöld was likely the first in Western political life to practice mindfulness and, without fanfare or pride, to give that practice a crucial place. He spoke of it on the rarest of occasions, here because he had been asked a fundamental question and could not but respond from the best of himself. He had learned—and earned—this approach with scarcely any help from others. He was somehow born to it, though he had his sources: the medieval mystical and ethical writings of Meister Eckhart, Thomas à Kempis, and Jan van Ruysbroeck, whom he read throughout the UN years. This reading found its place alongside his experience of silence, stillness, and something like the eternal present in the Scandinavian far north, where he loved to trek and climb as a young man. He had been so moved by his wilderness experiences that ever after he carried their trace, and more than their trace, inside him.

			I don’t imagine for a moment that we can or should derive from Hammarskjöld’s deep approach to political relations a new orthodoxy: one must be this way, not some other way. Be Hammarskjöld or be gone. The world and opportunity are larger than that. But there are nonetheless points to learn from him: here perhaps a new respect for the other, for the adversary of the moment. A respect that makes one a good listener and watchful for words, gestures, that can shift the balance from conflict to equitable compromise. He spoke from time to time about that quality of respect—notably at Cambridge University in 1958, after accepting an honorary degree.

			
				The conflict between different approaches to the liberty of man and mind or between different views of human dignity and the right of the individual is continuous. The dividing line goes within ourselves, within our own peoples, and also within other nations. It does not coincide with any political or geographical boundaries. The ultimate fight is one between the human and the subhuman. We are on dangerous ground if we believe that any individual, any nation, or any ideology has a monopoly on rightness, liberty, and human dignity.

				When we fully recognize this and translate our insight into words and action, we may also be able to reestablish full human contact and communications across geographical and political boundaries, and to get out of a public debate which often seems to be inspired more by a wish to impress than by a will to understand and to be understood.5

			

			To begin looking now at process and strategy in Hammarskjöld’s approach to negotiation, best to start with a light but telling remark made to an old friend, which suggests that we needn’t think of negotiation exclusively as a “black box” stuffed with intricacies. “My last trip [to the Middle East],” he wrote early in 1959, “repeated the experience of the importance of friendly but critical common sense in keeping some of our friends away from mischief; the pathetic thing is that it should be so easy to nip some conflicts in the bud provided you manage to say the simplest things in a way that registers.”6

			The idea of the search for common ground, the goal of most negotiations, was never far from Hammarskjöld’s mind. At a press conference in 1954 concerning a water rights dispute in the Middle East, there was a vivid example, one of many. He was speaking of the need “to map the ground so that we can see if there is any common ground on which Secretariat action would be indicated and wise.” A journalist asked, “Common as between whom?” Hammarskjöld’s reply: “Common where there is a harmony between the interests concerned…. For example, it may be quite possible that there are points…where an Israeli interest and an Arab interest, because of some development, happen to coincide because it happens to fit in with the plans on both sides. If that is so,…it obviously would be nonsensical not to try to get it down and, at least, to get somewhere.”7 A somewhat testy tone, but that is not surprising: negotiations in the Middle East to this day wrestle with intractable problems he was already facing in the mid-1950s.

			At the beginning of his second term as secretary-general, April 1958, Hammarskjöld shared with a reporter some of his thinking. “He follows three rules for the negotiation of intractable issues,” wrote the reporter: “(1) Don’t let a situation get frozen. (2) Keep trying in the areas in which there is a possibility that agreement can be reached. (3) Don’t let yourself be sidetracked by fears that the other fellow has cards up his sleeve.”8

			This issue of deceptiveness in negotiations exercised Hammarskjöld, not least in his relations with David Ben-Gurion, the long-serving prime minister of Israel, with whom he felt a strong kinship stressed on occasion by Ben-Gurion’s policies. Ben-Gurion feared that Hammarskjöld was lenient in his negotiations with the Egyptian president Gamal Abdel Nasser. “Please do not believe,” he wrote to Ben-Gurion in late July 1956, “that I permit myself to be taken in by anybody, but realize, on the other hand, that I cannot work on the general assumption of people trying to double-cross me even when this runs counter to their own interest. Being afraid of being fooled to that extent, I would fool myself. I could then just as well stop all efforts, thus sacrificing the chance of getting the right thing—however small—because I was always fearing to get what is of no value.”9

			It is a sad irony that there was indeed a deception under way at that time, as discussed in earlier pages: the conspiracy among Britain, France, and Israel to regain control of the Suez Canal and unseat Nasser. Hammarskjöld had good relations with both Ben-Gurion, a thoroughgoing intellectual drawn to philosophy and religious ideas, and with Nasser, military by training and a man of the people. Hammarskjöld could move between them successfully; negotiation of tremendously difficult issues required no less. Leaders at that level sensed that he would never abuse their trust, though he would bring to all discussions “friendly but critical common sense.” Some were willing on occasion to abuse his trust. He worked in dangerous neighborhoods; he knew the risks.

			Insofar as possible, Hammarskjöld preserved a light touch. This was more important than it might seem. In a press conference of winter 1954, he offered on the topic an apt metaphor. “A good driver makes only slight movements of the wheel in order to give direction at the critical moment…. It is a question of remaining wide awake and…saying our word in the way which seems to us to be appropriate to give that touch to the wheel which helps to keep the car on the road.”10 His metaphor reflects the outer side of a sound political instinct. There was, as well, an inner side. “In many matters,” he wrote in a note to himself in 1955, “profound seriousness can only be expressed in words which are lighthearted, amusing, and detached; such a conversation as you may expect to hear from someone who, while deeply concerned for all things human, has nothing he is trying to gain or defend.”11 Some pages ago, we wondered what Hammarskjöld meant when he spoke of being free in one’s own mind. There is a clue here.

			We can’t help but seem, in effect, to be turning a wheel: issues rotate past us, we stop motion long enough to examine the most cogent and useful. One such is a traditional virtue, patience. Much as decisive and rapid action was needed in urgent situations during Hammarskjöld’s tenure as secretary-general, he often spoke to the slow, patient work of negotiation and the meeting of minds. “Impatience is a useful goad, but a very poor guide. There are times when it is political wisdom, in the best sense, to mark time.”12 On another occasion: “The fact that there may be a long road to travel in order to arrive at settlement does not in any way, and should not in any way, be permitted to discourage us in our immediate effort: nor should it be used by any party as an excuse not to cooperate with us.”13 And still another occasion: “To throw the cards on the table for such a reason as that we haven’t reached anything like perfection seems to me…a very unwise, impatient policy.”14

			When he was traveling on mission, he often found analogies nearby. While in India, he suggested to the press corps that “if the elephant walks and walks in the right direction, we should not be impatient. It does not move too quickly, but we shall certainly arrive at a goal.”15 In the Middle East, with its wealth of ancient stone architecture, he found a similarly apt way of describing progress: “This particular job is a little bit like building an arch. I feel that I have now added a second stone to the first one, and that it is just as good as the first one. However, you know that in building an arch the construction is not stable until all the stones have been fitted in.”16 He also had an ingenious way of justifying pauses in negotiation. “When one prepares a soup, it is sometimes part of that preparation to take the soup off the fire. That may also be the case in this special kind of field. There are times when one furthers the purpose of negotiation by not sitting at the table all the time…. If there is an interval of silence, even such an interval may result in a wider perspective, greater calm, and lesser heat, and in that way may serve the purposes of negotiation.”17 As a mentor once told me, it’s important to keep things interesting. Hammarskjöld’s analogies were interesting.

			Taking the soup off the fire from time to time points toward another feature of Hammarskjöld’s approach to negotiation: quiet diplomacy. “There has always been this practice of private—or quiet—diplomacy in the United Nations…. But the need for it is not sufficiently understood. The best results of negotiation between two parties cannot be achieved in international life, any more than in our private worlds, in the full glare of publicity with current public debate of all moves, unavoidable misunderstandings, inescapable freezing of position due to considerations of prestige, and the temptation to utilize public opinion as an element integrated in the negotiation itself.”18 And so even in the greatest forum the world has ever seen for open, multilateral negotiation, Hammarskjöld insisted on discretion where useful. During his delicate and protracted negotiation with the People’s Republic of China in 1955, to secure the release of American airmen held as spies, he fended off press inquiries in as interesting a way as possible. “It’s a rather tender plant when you open talks of this type, and under a blast of strong emotional reactions which, so to say, wreck the basis laid in one respect or another—that is to say, to introduce an element of propaganda on either side—the other [party to the negotiation] would of course find it rather difficult to continue.”19

			Hammarskjöld was acutely aware of the differences between public and private negotiation, public and private opinion. From time to time there is detectable in his public communications more than a hint of “the tragic sense of life.” These are words from the Spanish philosopher, novelist, and educator Miguel de Unamuno (1864–1936), who figures in the company of thinkers to which Hammarskjöld belonged. Consider what Hammarskjöld said in 1958 in his keynote address at the annual meeting of US governors. It reflects his vision of life in the balance, all too ready to drop toward tragedy. (I should add that many American political leaders embraced Hammarskjöld; so, too, a generation of outstanding American journalists—Walter Lippmann, James Reston, A. M. Rosenthal, among others. Hammarskjöld made sense to them; they admired him.)

			
				
					It is one of the surprising experiences of one in the position of the Secretary-General of the United Nations to find in talks with leaders of many nations, both political leaders and leaders in spiritual life, that the view expressed, the hopes nourished and the trust reflected, in the direction of reconciliation, go far beyond what is usually heard in public. What is it that makes it so difficult to bring this basic attitude more effectively to bear upon the determination of policies? The reasons are well known to us all. It might not be understood by the constituency, or it might be abused by competing groups, or it might be misinterpreted as a sign of weakness by the other party. And so the game goes on—toward an unforeseeable conclusion.20

			

			In response to this enduring dilemma, Hammarskjöld counseled political courage and listening to other voices inside: visionary, creative, not fearful. One of his most famous reflections, widely quoted to this day, captures that thought: “It is when we all play safe that we create a world of the utmost insecurity. It is when we all play safe that fatality will lead us to our doom. It is ‘in the dark shade of courage’ alone, that the spell can be broken.”21

			The words are from 1956, in his talk in Williamsburg, Virginia. A year later, writing to Israeli prime minister Ben-Gurion at a moment of stalemate, he made the same point in language that strikes me as a permanent contribution to whatever conversation there is to be about politics and conscience. “I fear,” he wrote, “that in our never-abandoned efforts to get nearer to the target we have in common—in your case peace for Israel, in my case perhaps just simply peace—we may have reached a dead point…. Such a situation requires some boldness. Indeed, it seems to me to be a situation where we must individually try to transcend our immediate duty in order to fulfill the higher duty of creative action. You know that my personal confidence in your ability in this respect has never flagged.”22 Either the game of partisan and nationalist interests goes on to an unforeseeable conclusion, or the higher duty of creative action finds purchase with leaders in whom “the peoples” have placed trust and hope.
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			Negotiation
Ambiguity, Risk, Good Practices

			ALMOST DESPITE HIMSELF, Hammarskjöld recognized the usefulness on occasion of deliberate ambiguity. It wasn’t a preferred negotiating tool, but it had its place. Observers around him had a good deal of fun with this. Sir Brian Urquhart, a member of Hammarskjöld’s inner circle from the Suez Crisis forward and author of the first major Hammarskjöld biography, took note of this feature: “He was extremely articulate and also capable of the most amazing obscurity when necessary—which lent a slight air of mystery to what he was doing, especially later on, in political matters—which, actually, is a very good trick because then you can spring new ideas on people at exactly the right moment when they might be wishing to grasp for them. That was his great strength in negotiation.”1

			An early Hammarskjöld biographer, who worked through those years in the department that filmed and photographed UN meetings, was similarly bemused: “Many of the ambiguous resolutions passed by the Security Council were written by Dag Hammarskjöld in his own convoluted and Delphic style. In the case of a delicate issue, it is this sort of document alone that has a chance to pass or at least have the benefit of abstentions, for anything short of ambiloquence is promptly beheaded by the veto…. Once he had gotten such a resolution passed, its vague language left him a wide margin for interpretation, and he was able to perform diplomatic magic. Someone has suggested Hammarskjöld’s motto ought to have been Per ambigua ad astra (Through ambiguity to the stars).”2

			All this is fun, at least in retrospect, and Hammarskjöld was in on the fun. During the Suez Crisis of late 1956–57, he commented on his procedure. “Much as I will try to slip around all corners and avoid saying whether the cat is white or black, because it is so dark all around, I am very much afraid that someone may have a torch and discover the sad secret the very moment the cat tries to catch a rat—that is to say, to do something.”3 Meeting with his immediate circle during that crisis, he confessed that “[the arrangements] are becoming almost metaphysical in their subtlety. I have no complaint about that because if, from the beginning of this operation, we had attempted to be specific, we would not have had an operation at all.”4 In conversation with his closest working partner, the 1950 Nobel laureate Ralph Bunche, he acknowledged with dry understatement that “in order to gain the necessary time, I accepted a certain lack of clarity.”5

			Ambiguity entails risk; negotiation itself entails risk, and in urgent situations not everything can be resolved at a slow pace. Writing to a trusted journalist at the end of the first month of the Suez Crisis, Hammarskjöld made clear that he had felt constrained to act quickly without his usual quotient of deliberation: “In the vacuum which suddenly developed in the Suez Crisis, I had, for what it was worth, to throw in everything I had to try to tide over; it was one of those irrational and extremely dangerous situations in which only something as irrational on a different level could break the spell.”6 I have never known quite what he meant here—but have never forgotten this commentary on resolving a crisis that could have led to world war.

			It is imperative in negotiations to keep the principal points in mind, not to lose one’s attention. A vivid “note to self” in Hammarskjöld’s private journal raises this truism to the level of myth or epic: “On the field where Ormuzd has challenged Ahriman to battle, he who chases away the dogs is wasting his time.”7 I don’t know why he cast this insight in Zoroastrian terms as a combat between Ormuzd, the Supreme Spirit of traditional Iranian religion (more commonly known as Ahura Mazda), and Ahriman, the Destructive Spirit. He had friends of all nationalities. When time and circumstances permitted, he liked nothing so much as to explore their spiritual worldviews; it was a rest, a return however brief to first principles. From somewhere came this classic aphorism.

			We must move on to other features of Hammarskjöld’s thought and practice, but I want to conclude here with a somewhat extended passage from a talk he gave at UN headquarters in New York to a group of American high school students. Of course, he is speaking of diplomacy, but scarcely any transposition is needed to see wider applications.

			
				
					The other day I read some observations on the perennial laws of peace-making made by an outstanding observer of foreign affairs. He enumerated what he called the fundamentals of good negotiation—careful preparation, truthfulness, precision, patience, impassivity, and modesty. These are good qualities on all roads of life. They are essential in dealings between nations or inside nations where we have to carry responsibility for the fate of others. There is a widespread view that diplomacy is a game where it pays to be shrewd, where moral laws are somehow suspended, and where it is laudable to fool your adversary. Need I tell you that such a view is wrong? Diplomacy of this kind may yield temporary and limited successes, but it will never lay the foundation for lasting agreements or understanding. Frankly, how can anyone believe that the road to a world of justice and peace is one of deceit and the destructive use of force? In international politics the right road is to defend to the best of your ability the interests which you are called upon to represent, but always in ways that uphold the principles which you want to see realized in the world of tomorrow. The laws applicable to constructive politics are not different from the laws applying to a game based on fair play: fight for your team but remember that your adversaries of today were your friends of yesterday and will have to be your friends of tomorrow.8

			

			There is an echo here—back to the Enlightenment, forward from the Enlightenment, specifically Immanuel Kant’s majestic idea of the categorical imperative. Kant wrote in 1785: “The universal imperative of duty may be expressed thus: act as if the maxim of your action were to become through your will a universal law of nature.”9 Readers of Hammarskjöld’s Markings will find signs that he knew Kant’s thought and held himself insofar as possible to Kant’s standards.
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			The Healing Power of Time

			THE HEALING POWER of time is by far a softer topic, an understanding that patiently embraces circumstances while looking to the future with a measure of confidence. It is surely another aspect of what Hammarskjöld meant by the need to be free in one’s mind: free to wait, free to stay close to situations without acting prematurely. “Time itself is a great healer,” he said in 1954 to a gathering in Toronto, “and situations that seem to defy solution can be lived with until that day when the evolution of human affairs brings a more favorable opportunity.”1 A year earlier, within months of taking office, he had introduced the theme with considerable poignancy and scope of reference.

			
				
					Time is…a great healer and “playing for time” is an important element in the tactics we must follow in these days of crisis, anxiety, and frustration. We all have a tendency to regard the situation as it exists at any single moment as a lasting one, forgetting that we ourselves and the societies which we form are all subject to the law of change…. Conflicts, not only in human life, but also in the life of nations, are often never resolved, but simply outgrown. Often in history situations have arisen where people were saying, as it is sometimes being said now, that they could neither live together nor fight each other down, and in spite of that, the world has moved on and the situation of despair has become past history.2

			

			Hammarskjöld was unquestionably an activist, and so it is all the more interesting when he speaks to the value of watchful waiting. He is obviously at ease when he speaks of the need to allow for the healing power of time, and puts us similarly at ease. “Every individual lives out his life to the accompaniment of many unsolved problems,” he said in a 1955 return to the theme, “and few ages have succeeded in achieving a final solution of the problems which have faced them. A partial settlement may be arranged at one time; a more general settlement may be reached at a later date; frequently all that is possible is to maintain the existing state of affairs until the evolution of time brings a more favorable opportunity.”3

			Hammarskjöld understood that some unsolved problems, some traumatic memories of great violence and harm, cannot be forgotten. Patrice Lumumba (1925–61), prime minister of the newly independent Congo and martyr for his country’s freedom, made that defiantly clear in his speech at the Independence Day ceremony, June 30, 1960, in the presence of the king of Belgium and high officials of the retiring colonial power. “Morning, noon and night we were subjected to jeers, insults and blows because we were ‘Negroes.’ Who will ever forget that the black was addressed as tu, not because he was a friend, but because the polite vous was reserved for the white man? We have seen our lands seized in the name of ostensibly just laws, which gave recognition only to the right of might…. We have experienced atrocious sufferings.”4

			Thirteen months later, after no end of hard events including the torture and assassination of Lumumba, Hammarskjöld spoke at a gathering of Congolese leaders. The healing power of time, as if it were a cleansing wash through memory, would not suffice. Something more was needed.

			
				
					I have found at the United Nations that history is important to explain attitudes, but history can enchain us, and what is important is to work for the future…. People are happiest when they have the strength and the courage to rid themselves, not of their great national memories, but of their resentments and of their unhappy memories. That gives them new strength…. It is for this reason that, as secretary-general, I have a certain tendency to be antihistoric, to be as far as possible—I and my associates—creators. Creation, that is, to succeed in building something new, something built on human values which exist everywhere and which can always be saved if we have the courage to do so and to rid ourselves of our bonds.5

			

			Here is another clue to what Hammarskjöld meant by the need to be free in one’s own mind. Something of the depth and intractability of the issues facing Hammarskjöld at that time is evident in his message to the Congolese leadership. Is it possible both to remember and yet work toward a new creation? More than once in recent history, we have done so—we know how, though the bitterness of past atrocities is slow to leach out, and certain memories are ineffaceable.

			Like the Suez Crisis, the Congo Crisis had multiple, entangled causes; unlike Suez, the Congo remains in crisis to this day. In brief, both world opinion and political forces within the Congo in the late 1950s prompted the long-standing colonial power, Belgium, to release its grip on this vast territory—nearly as large as Europe—in the heart of Africa. However, the Congolese were unprepared for independence. Schooling, medical care, infrastructure such as paved roads, and political experience were all mediocre or lacking because the colonial power hadn’t cared to provide the needed resources and opportunities. There was everything—tremendous mineral resources, endless agricultural potential, the cultural riches of innumerable ancient tribes—and nothing, apart from mines closely held by European interests.

			An independent government was democratically elected—so far so good. Patrice Lumumba, prime minister and a person of strong national vision, did his best after that fateful June 30 encounter to set the new nation on a sensible course. Violently shaken off course within days. The Congolese army revolted against its Belgian officers, mutinied in the streets, and terrified the civilian Belgian population, who fled. Within ten days the richest part of the country, Katanga Province, seceded and placed itself under the protection of Belgian forces and mercenaries, taking with it most of the new nation’s revenue. The stage was set for the greatest trial that the UN had yet faced, and Hammarskjöld’s last and greatest trial.

			He personally would not have enough time left to see the crisis through. Still, his thought about the healing power of time offers a wistful benediction on a war-torn, tragic land. “Time, when it is used wisely by men endowed with a sense of history and imbued by a humane and tolerant faith, can be a great healer of hate, a solvent of conflict and a bridge from fear to understanding in a measure that seems today to be beyond our reach.”6
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			Perseverance

			IN THE LAST DAYS of winter 1957, the General Assembly session just completed, Hammarskjöld was leaving, with no break, to resume difficult negotiations in the Middle East. He reached out, as so often, by letter to a friend in Sweden. “In a curious instinctive way,” he wrote,

			
				
					I feel that we are on the right road and that finally we will get through. I have absolutely nothing which I can invoke in favor of such optimism, but, all the same, I think it is closer to reality than all the Cassandra cries…. On Monday I leave for Cairo…. I do not believe in the possibility of any satisfactory result, but follow simply the rule that nothing must be left undone or untried. It is a little bit wearisome to be the eternal scapegoat for impossibilities created by others, but that matters, of course, less than nothing as long as it is part of the slow building up of what we are striving for.1

			

			“The rule that nothing must be left undone or untried” defines a traditional virtue central to the code: perseverance. In his private journal that year, Hammarskjöld recorded a note to himself on the topic that is more biting, more personal. “You have not done enough,” he wrote there, “you have never done enough, so long as it is still possible that you have something of value to contribute. This is the answer when you are groaning under what you consider a burden and risk prolonged ad infinitum.”2

			Throughout Hammarskjöld’s UN years, the threat of nuclear war was a recurrent concern—and necessarily subject to persevering diplomatic efforts. At the University of California, Berkeley, in spring 1954, he was speaking of scientific and technological developments, including the first explosion of a hydrogen bomb two years earlier. “It is an understatement to say that this development represents a major challenge to our civilization,” he said, and with that in mind he turned to the question of practical means of coping.

			
				I do not believe that any ready-made solutions can be found or that we can avoid a painful period of trial and error in the elaboration of the necessary tools. It will undoubtedly be a slow process requiring much patience, registering many shortcomings and mistakes, suffering serious setbacks. But I am sure that such a process will ultimately yield results if approached and conducted in the right spirit.

				The right spirit. From what I have said it is obvious that the first thing required is patience, the patience inspired by a firm faith in our ability to reach the goal. But we need more than patience in the passive sense. We need perseverance, of the kind that equips us not to take defeats to heart, in the knowledge that defeats are unavoidable, and that if our efforts do not seem to get results, it may be because we have not yet applied the necessary degree of perseverance.3

			

			We have heard Hammarskjöld pair perseverance and patience. Here he sorts them out, and both are needed. A month after the Berkeley address, he was again in front of a graduating class, at Amherst College, and there continued his theme in a tone now reflecting the tragic sense of life, the chronic uncertainty and existential risks he could hardly disregard. “We must seek a fuller knowledge of man himself,” he said,

			
				
					a knowledge that will more nearly match our mastery of science and of techniques. Only in proportion as we close this gap shall we be able to diminish the dangers of fear and suspicion and of the irrational behavior that follows from them. This will be no affair of a few months or a few years, of course—a kind of war against fear and hate ending with conclusive victory as the reward of successful effort. Only if we should fail in our faith in human brotherhood might there be something resembling a conclusive end of the struggle—and that would be the destruction of our civilization. No, the signal of success will never be a final victory. It will be found rather in the stamina to continue the struggle, and in the preservation and the strengthening of faith in the future of man.4

			

			Hammarskjöld looked in many directions to retain freshness of perspective and to go on learning. The need to continue searching was not just a healthy maxim, it was a personal practice. In his private journal, where he often thought in the language of religion about his experience and aspirations, he wrote in these very years:

			
				To remain a recipient—out of humility. And preserve your flexibility.

				To remain a recipient—and be grateful. Grateful for being allowed to listen, to observe, to understand.5

			

			Increasingly, during his later years in office, he was exploring Asian religious classics, which are often enriched by prescriptions for good government, and so it was that he came across a passage that immeasurably delighted and moved him. It was in Arthur Waley’s wonderful book of 1934, The Way and Its Power, a translation and commentary of the central Taoist text, the Tao Te Ching. Waley describes a persevering group of peacemakers active in the period of the Warring States, the fifth through third centuries B.C.E., in terms that vividly recalled to Hammarskjöld another circle of peacemakers: his own. “Constantly rebuffed but never discouraged,” Waley translated from an ancient chronicle,

			
				
					they went round from state to state helping people to settle their differences, arguing against wanton attack and pleading for the suppression of arms, that the age in which they lived might be saved from its state of continual war. To this end they interviewed princes and lectured the common people, nowhere meeting with any great success, but obstinately persisting in their task, till kings and commoners alike grew weary of listening to them. Yet undeterred they continued to force themselves on people’s attention.6

			

			For a gathering in 1957 at which he cited this memorable description, Hammarskjöld naturally added his own commentary. And what he said is as much a rendering of his own attitudes as it is a proper historical interpretation. He must have felt vivid kinship with those persevering peacemakers of long ago. Such perceptions, when they come, make things right; they immerse one in vast companionship. “Is this a description of a quixotic group,” he asked,

			
				
					whose efforts are doomed to failure? The wording, with its tone of frustration, may lead us to think so. However, I believe that this interpretation would be wrong. The historian tells us about a group engaged in a struggle he considers very much worthwhile and one which will have to go on until success is achieved. The half-ironical, half-sad note which he strikes indicates only his knowledge of the difficulties which human nature puts in the way of such work for peace. His pessimism is tempered by the mild sense of humor and the strong sense of proportion of a man seeing his own time in the long perspective of history. We can learn from his attitude, both in our efforts to move toward peace and in our work for universal recognition of human rights.7

			

			We have seen enough to appreciate Hammarskjöld’s valuation of the timeless virtue of perseverance and its place alongside patience in the sensed and felt code. I want to cite just one further thought from him on the topic. He was speaking in 1955 with the UN press corps about nuclear disarmament—an agenda that hasn’t flourished since then: important progress has been matched by threatening developments. What he said on that occasion resonates well past its immediate setting:

			
				
					There have been no precedents or experiences which entitle us not to try again.8
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			Global Interdependence

			AFTER WORLD WAR II, and in response to it the birth of the United Nations, the fact of global interdependence was obvious, but its implications had only begun to be understood. There might be a hermit kingdom or two persisting here and there, but for the most part it was evident that we would all have to deal with each other. Hammarskjöld was among the first and clearest to articulate this new reality. Within months of taking office, he had begun speaking to the issue and offering his diagnosis of what ails the uneasy global community.

			
				
					The United Nations has to activate in its support people’s urge to live together and work together in peace and decency. For that reason the United Nations has to try and create a new awareness of human and national interdependence. In order to be able to do so it will have to understand what makes so difficult the development of such an awareness. It will have to understand—and challenge—the fear that motivates so much of human action, the fear that is our worst enemy but which, somehow, seems to taint at least some corner of the heart of every man.1

			

			Perhaps nearly unnoticed, in earlier pages Hammarskjöld has repeatedly mentioned fear as the blockage between nations no less than between people. In another statement early in his UN tenure, he deliberately used the word scare—a word from childhood, not stately adulthood—to dramatize the disintegration of poise and reason where fear dominates.

			
				
					When trying to change our world, we have to face it as it is. Those are lost who dare not face the basic facts of international interdependence. Those are lost who permit defeats to scare them back to a starting point of narrow nationalism. Those are lost who are so scared by a defeat as to despair about the future. For all those, the dark prophecies may be justified. But not for those who do not permit themselves to be scared, nor for the organization which is the instrument at their disposal in the fight—an instrument which may be wrecked, but, if that happens, would have to be, and certainly would be, recreated again and again.2

			

			I think of this passage in Hammarskjöld’s writings, and others like it, when a handful of political leaders of our day call, in effect, for the dismantling of the United Nations or its subordination to something or other they prefer. It would have to be re-created. Let us keep and continuously improve what we have.

			We have looked so far at the interdependence of nations. In one of his most memorable statements—as it happens, in Washington, DC, in 1954—Hammarskjöld spoke to the interdependence of human beings as such, apart from national identities. “It is not always so easily accepted,” he said, “that…interdependence does not recognize any ideological or racial barriers. It embraces Capitalists, Communists, and Socialists; Catholics, Protestants, and Jews; Hindus, Moslems, and Buddhists; black, brown, yellow, and white skins; and many more variations in beliefs, appearance, and ways of life besides.”3 In what an intriguing way these words trail off, from Important Capitalized Identifiers to the endless rich mix of our variations.

			“The nerve signals from a wound are felt at once all through the body of mankind”4 (Hammarskjöld, 1953).

		

	
		
			11

			
				
					[image: ]
				

			

			A World Full of Meaning

			“LAST SUNDAY I ESCAPED the city,” Hammarskjöld wrote to a friend in the last days of winter 1958. He would spend the day at his country retreat north of New York City. “The thrushes have just arrived,” he continued, “but have not yet been broken up by the stream of migratory birds, so I saw them in the hundreds. Going back in the twilight, a flight of starlings swept north over the Hudson: wave after wave like whirling ash in the strong wind. What is timeless, forever repeated—will we sometime put an end to this also, in our immense inability to solve the problems of human coexistence?”1 It is difficult to overstate what lies behind these spare words: a lifelong engagement with the natural scene, limited but not eliminated even by his urban post at the UN. Scarcely anyone in his era was aware of the threat of climate change, but everyone was aware of the other threat: nuclear war.

			As a boy and adolescent, young Dag had his family convinced that he would devote himself to one or another life science. He collected living things in aquariums and studied their growth and behavior; he learned the scientific names of all things encountered; and he discovered a lifelong role model in the Swedish botanist Carl Linnaeus (1707–78), creator of the genus/species system of classification. Like Linnaeus, Dag went early to the Swedish far north, to the mountains and waterways of Lapland and its reindeer-herding Sami people, and absorbed their lessons and a feel for things never forgotten. He learned how to be silent inside, how to be still so as to better see and understand all things around him. He learned what Linnaeus had known long before him: “Wonderment at nature’s proof of the Lord’s omnipotence,” Hammarskjöld said in a most unusual address dating to 1957, “had made young Linnaeus write this comment on his first experience of the midnight sun: ‘Oh Lord, thy verdicts are incomprehensible.’ ”2 As much as church and text, nature taught Hammarskjöld religion. And far from least, he learned through hard technical climbing the disciplines of perseverance, patience, foresight, unsparing effort. The skills and challenges of mountaineering became a permanent analogy to the needed skills and challenges of politics. “When the morning’s freshness has been replaced,” he wrote in his journal in early 1956, “by the weariness of midday, when the leg muscles quiver under the strain, the climb seems endless, and, suddenly, nothing will go quite as you wish—it is then that you must not hesitate.”3 He wasn’t thinking only of mountains—during the UN years he was never free to return to the mountains, far from communications networks. He was thinking of the demands of global diplomacy.

			Although stationed in New York City and visiting Sweden only for rare vacations and brief spells of behind-the-scenes diplomacy, Hammarskjöld kept his hand in as a champion of the Swedish natural scene. He served as vice president of the Swedish Touring Association and from time to time published articles of regional interest in its journal. In 1954 he contributed an introduction to a posthumous book of photographs by one of his frequent hiking companions, Gösta Lundquist (1905–52), who in his short lifetime had created classic images of the natural scene and rural life in Lapland. Lundquist hadn’t been interested in postcard-like images, Hammarskjöld wrote. “He wanted to present the more inaccessible world of beauty that only discloses itself to those who can take their time, those who want to understand.”4 Like Lundquist, Hammarskjöld was never without a camera when he traveled the world and at his country home. There is a surprisingly large collection of his photographs of the natural scene and of special moments, for example at a temple in Burma where he was moved to see an elderly woman in prayer. His outstanding achievement as an amateur photographer, and a far-from-amateur author, was an article in National Geographic, illustrated with his color photographs of the Himalayas viewed from the air.5 It was a late return to the mountains, stolen with his hosts’ wholehearted approval from the time needed by a diplomatic mission to Nepal.

			Hammarskjöld’s turn to serve as president of the Swedish Academy in 1957 coincided with the 250th anniversary of the birth of Linnaeus. Fulfilling the long-standing obligation to offer a presidential address, Hammarskjöld chose to explore the values, ventures, and quite special language of his lifelong model. His friend Bo Beskow claimed that he wrote his long, marvelously reflective address during one interminable speech in the General Assembly. Unlikely, but Beskow’s point is clear: despite the world’s business, Hammarskjöld had somehow found time to write. “Freshness and precision, enthusiasm without lyricism, an instinctive eye for meaning and causality”—these are values Hammarskjöld picked out for admiration in Linnaeus’s writings. Hammarskjöld was quite like this also. The same is true of their shared reverence for nature and for the presence within it of something more: “Deep down, it was a world full of meaning…. [Linnaeus’s] lines reverberate with…happy humility before the mystery…. Life, to Linnaeus, became a mysterium tremendum. It remained, till the end, a mysterium numinosum.”6 A tremendous mystery, a numinous mystery…Hammarskjöld’s vision of nature, shared with Linnaeus and rooted in the old master’s work, was science and reverence bound together.

			Two further points remain: how Hammarskjöld “placed” humanity in relation to nature, and how he viewed the threats facing humanity and the environment. Both themes are in his Linnaeus talk. “Linnaeus gives us a key to the secret of his view of nature,” Hammarskjöld said.

			
				Here, man is no longer the center of the world, only a witness, but a witness who is also a partner in the silent life of nature, bound by secret affinities…. In this way, to Linnaeus, the forest ceases to be just a scenic decoration around the adventure of man, a romantic sounding board for dreams and fears, or a material asset to use or abuse….

				We can feel the pressure of…a threat to the life we find worth living. If we were to falter in our resistance…, we should have cause for despair. Then the shadow would fall heavily over the future…. Then our sacrifices for the development of a community of nations, formed by faith in the value of every human being, would lose all their meaning.7

			

			Hammarskjöld would have worked for and approved the UN-sponsored Paris Agreement on climate change of autumn 2016. He would have pressed for more.
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			Courage

			“EVEN WITH THE BEST of men, half-hearted and timid measures will lead nowhere. The dynamic forces of history will overtake us unless we are willing to think in categories on a level with the problem.”1 Hammarskjöld was speaking with a group of lawyers and law students in Montreal in 1956. His point is striking about well-intentioned leaders who may nonetheless fail to be daring and imaginative enough to resolve the challenges they face. His endorsement of shrewdness and integrity as the ideal formula for the diplomat comes to mind, and also what he once described as the higher duty of creative action. Hammarskjöld’s thought is a weave of connections.

			His focus in the forum of nations was invariably moral courage. But he knew that physical courage was an unwritten part of the secretary-general’s job description. A trusted journalist with whom he spoke during the Suez Crisis reported that “he said very clearly that he was quite aware of the fact that when you step out in front in a situation, you can become a target. And he was quite aware of the fact that he would someday become a target.”2 He took personal risks on rare occasions when he judged risk taking to be necessary; as already noted, he went toward facts, facts not always benign. When he intervened directly in conflict zones, his prestige and authority were in many instances, though not all, enough respected to encourage return to negotiations.

			He didn’t speak publicly about physical courage, though his journal doesn’t miss the topic. “Courage?” he asked himself there in 1956. “On the level where the only thing that counts is a man’s loyalty to himself, the word has no meaning. ‘Was he brave?’ ‘No, just logical.’ ”3 This may strike you as too logical, too high a standard. Correct it, then, with lines from a poem he entered in his journal in the last spring season of his life, when the Congo Crisis was in full swing:

			Body,

			My playmate,

			You must not flinch

			Nor fail me when

			The moment comes

			To do the impossible.4

			I have no idea what specifically he anticipated, but he knew that the Congo had become a killing field.

			Where moral courage was concerned, he had a commanding inheritance. “From generations of soldiers and government officials on my father’s side,” he said early in his UN tenure, “I inherited a belief that no life was more satisfactory than one of selfless service to your country—or humanity. This service required a sacrifice of all personal interests, but likewise the courage to stand up unflinchingly for your convictions concerning what was right and good for the community, whatever were the views in fashion.”5 But inheritance is one thing; finding the right words and persuasive clarity at the right moment is another. Depending on circumstances, he could be serene and reflective or steely and unyielding. With his Secretariat colleagues early in his tenure, he brought to bear a gentle intelligence grounded in ideals. “Sometimes, when I look ahead,” he said at a Staff Day gathering,

			
				
					the problems raised by our need to develop a truly international and independent Secretariat seem to me to be beyond human capacity. But I know that this is not so. There is no reason for despair. On the contrary, the very immensity of the task should serve as an inspiration; we are in the fortunate position of pioneers. Even if it will not be for us…ever to reach a stage where we can say, as it was said on the Seventh Day, that the world is good, even if we would have to leave our world with wide areas still unexplored and uncharted, we have a chance to map out some new land and to leave what we are working at a little bit less imperfect than it was when we started.6

			

			This is indisputably beautiful, a vision suited to many other brave beginnings. But he had another voice, suited to “telling truth to power.” As secretary-general, he was of course a power—but ultimately the servant of the member nations, most specifically of the Security Council. During the early days of the Suez Crisis, fall 1956, when two permanent members of the council (the United Kingdom and France) betrayed their obligations under the UN Charter, Hammarskjöld, meeting the press corps, dropped many of the restraints typical of him in his role. He mentioned no names; that wasn’t necessary. Not for the last time, he adopted a language of repetition to hammer home his meaning. (I should add that speaking directly to the press was often Hammarskjöld’s way of speaking to world opinion.)

			
				
					I do not believe that propaganda is the way to friendship. I do not believe that it is by invoking the letter while forgetting the spirit of the law that you build a future of peace. I do not believe that acts of violence, whatever the reason, lead to cooperation. I do not believe that victories, bought at the price of violations of treaty obligations, create confidence among neighbors. But I do believe that respect for decisions of the United Nations earns those concerned the support from the world community which every nation needs.7

			

			Almost inaudibly, the repetitions of the Nicene Creed, the central affirmation of many Christian churches, find their echo here: there it is, “I believe”; here it is, “I do not believe.” A few days earlier he had written to a Swedish friend, far from the drama at UN headquarters, that his “only possibility to avoid death by moral strangulation and really help the idea of the Organization” had been to give a forthright speech to the Security Council in which he clarified his role and also distinguished between the United Nations as such and what we have been calling the code. “The principles of the Charter are, by far, greater than the Organization in which they are embodied, and the aims which they are to safeguard are holier than the policies of any single nation or people…. [The secretary-general] must…be a servant of the principles of the Charter, and its aims must ultimately determine what for him is right and wrong. For that he must stand.”8

			There was a later occasion for moral courage that many consider to have been Hammarskjöld’s finest hour. I don’t collect finest hours; there were many, this was one. At the General Assembly of October 1960, with the Congo Crisis months old, chaotic, and now subject to Cold War interference, he came under violent verbal attack by Nikita Khrushchev, the Soviet leader, who called on him to have the courage to resign. Hammarskjöld was aching to respond at once that morning, but the president of the General Assembly, a trusted colleague, advised him to collect his thoughts and respond in the afternoon. Here is the core of his remarks that afternoon:

			
				
					It is not the Soviet Union or indeed any other Big Powers which need the United Nations for their protection. It is all the others. In this sense, the Organization is first of all their Organization and I deeply believe in the wisdom with which they will be able to use it and guide it. I shall remain in my post during the term of office as a servant of the Organization in the interest of all those other nations as long as they wish me to do so. [Here the speech was interrupted for several minutes by a standing ovation, while Khrushchev and his entourage drummed extravagantly on their desks—Khrushchev reportedly with his shoe.]…The representative of the Soviet Union spoke of courage. It is very easy to resign. It is not so easy to stay on. It is very easy to bow to the wish of a Big Power. It is another matter to resist. As is well known to all members of this Assembly I have done so before on many occasions and in many directions. If it is the wish of those nations who see in the Organization their best protection in the present world, I shall do so again.9

			

			It was indeed the wish of those nations; he remained in office without any further question of resignation, although confrontation with the Soviet Bloc became a permanent feature of politics at headquarters. Hammarskjöld didn’t lose his sense of humor. Writing to his brother Sten a half year after this confrontation, he allowed as how “the big shoe-thumping fellow continues as a dark thunderhead to threaten all unrepentant ‘non-communists’ with hail and thunder and probably also locusts and other plagues traditionally favored by tribal gods.”10

			I have surprised myself by framing this discussion of courage and risk largely in terms of critical situations and Hammarskjöld’s responses to them. Courage is not an abstraction, not fundamentally an idea; it is a fact of the inner life entwined with confrontations. It has to do with bodies that do or don’t tremble, minds that do or don’t remain firm in the face of injustice, danger, scheming, or disconcerting nonsense. There are, of course, some memorable aphoristic expressions of our theme. “We must accept the risks,” Hammarskjöld said at UN headquarters on Independence Day in the Congo. “We can accept them as an act of faith or an act of conviction, but we should do so.”11 And there was a far-reaching, thoughtful discussion in front of a university audience in 1955:

			
				
					International service…will expose us to conflicts. It will not permit us to live lazily under the protection of inherited and conventional ideas. Intellectually and morally, international service therefore requires courage to admit that you, and those you represent, are wrong, when you find them to be wrong, even in the face of a weaker adversary, and courage to defend what is your conviction even when you are facing the threats of powerful opponents. But while such an outlook exposes us to conflicts, it also provides us with a source of inner security; for it will give us “self-respect for our shelter.” This is, as you may remember, the privileged position which Epictetus grants to the Cynic when he, true to his ideals, sacrifices all outward protection.12

			

			These two expressions, an urgent injunction and a leisurely discussion that even takes time to recognize a Stoic teacher of antiquity, close the circle.
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			Maturity of Mind

			EARLIER WE HEARD Hammarskjöld refer to “that rare quality: maturity of mind.” I know of no one in modern politics who placed such emphasis on this trait of character. He introduced the theme early in his tenure as secretary-general through a year-end 1953 message to his Secretariat colleagues in Geneva. “The weight we carry is not determined by physical force or the number of people who form the constituency. It is based solely on trust in our impartiality, our experience and knowledge, our maturity of judgment. Those qualities are our weapons, in no way secret weapons, but as difficult to forge as guns and bombs.”1

			For Hammarskjöld, maturity of mind isn’t exclusively a quiet attribute, although it does imply capacities for perspective and reflection. It is also a passion for developing and exercising a mind equal to difficulties as they arise, a passion for understanding situations correctly and fruitfully. It implies a sense of belonging, of acting as those one truly admires might have acted. Some of these values are evident in comments he made in 1955 at the UN Day concert, October 24—an annual event celebrating ratification of the charter, invariably an occasion for Hammarskjöld to speak from the heart. “What are ten years,” he asked,

			
				
					on the long road of mankind from the life under the law of the jungle to the full translation into action of the ideals of its greatest minds through the ages? In general terms, it may be true that man in the development of his spiritual and ethical maturity lags far behind his own technical achievements. In general terms, this may be true—but it is not true of those few who in their personal lives and as leaders have shown how man truly can live at peace with man. Although we are only at the beginning of our efforts to master the world which is now ours, we have seen in the life and teachings of those men what should be the road to mastery.2

			

			There is a certain tautness in Hammarskjöld’s vision of a world that works. In one of his most passionate protests—written as a note to himself in his journal after what must have been a long day of vain speech making in the General Assembly—he bore witness to the power of words to build or break.

			
				Respect for the word is the first commandment in the discipline by which a man can be educated to maturity—intellectual, emotional, and moral.

				Respect for the word—to employ it with scrupulous care and an incorruptible heartfelt love of truth—is essential if there is to be any growth in a society or in the human race.

				To misuse the word is to show contempt for man. It undermines the bridges and poisons the wells. It causes man to regress down the long path of his evolution.

				“But I say unto you, that every idle word that men speak…”3

			

			Biblical passages were near at hand for him; I doubt that he had to open to a page to remember. In this instance he is recalling Matthew 12:36: “But I say unto you, that every idle word that men shall speak, they shall give account thereof in the day of judgment.” He must have been completely fed up.

			Tautness was a steady feature of Hammarskjöld’s years at the UN. Not that he didn’t laugh and enjoy people and events; those who knew him found him to be remarkably good company. But tautness was there when needed to “hold the space,” as people say—to focus, learn, and act. When the Congo Crisis, the bitterest and most deadly he faced, was under way in the fall of 1960, he thought again about rigor in thought and action. “In the development of an experiment of international cooperation like this one, every day counts, every action, yes, even every word counts in establishing the record on which the final outcome will be judged.”4

			The theme of maturity was not only a matter of external leadership for Hammarskjöld. His journal Markings, published at his request only after his death, opens a view into his intimate struggle as a young man to overcome more than his share of demons. A brilliant civil servant, trusted with increasingly complex duties in the Swedish government and in Sweden’s postwar international relations, he was nonetheless uncomfortable with himself. Outer accomplishment didn’t register as inner well-being. Peaceful acknowledgment of what he was, who he was, eluded him—except in the far northern wilderness, and surely at times in prayer, quiet reading, the company of friends. Eluded him until the summons from the UN broke unexpectedly into what might well have continued as a life of brilliant outer accomplishment and inner weariness. Then he understood, it seems in waves of insight. He was far readier for global responsibility than he had known. A call had been needed, though he had no expectation whatever that a call would come. There is a line somewhere in Ananda K. Coomaraswamy’s translations from the Vedas and Upanishads: “This is the greatness of the great, that it was so long a time within.” Something of this kind proved to be true for Hammarskjöld in his transition to high office.

			In those weeks before taking office in early April 1953, and in the few weeks that followed, he often thought about maturity: it had revealed itself internally but needed to be more closely understood. These lines are from Markings:

			
				Maturity: among other things—not to hide one’s strength out of fear and, consequently, live below one’s best.

				

				—

				Maturity: among other things, a new lack of self-consciousness—the kind you can only attain when you have become entirely indifferent to yourself through an absolute assent to your fate.

				He who has placed himself in God’s hand stands free vis-à-vis men: he is entirely at his ease with them, because he has granted them the right to judge.5

			

			Remarkable here is his recognition of the need to let others judge as they will, and to be free of those judgments except when they are well-intended, honest contributions. Hammarskjöld’s path toward this crucial freedom was in part and quite deeply religious. Is that a path available to many men and women of good will today in politics? I don’t think so. It needs a certain “formula” inside, and not all have it. Here is a notable fork in the road, at which Hammarskjöld’s profound religious sensibility leads him in one direction toward inner freedom and authentic service, while many others of no lesser good will and humane concern cannot but go by a different route. The divergent paths meet and unite up ahead; they have that potential. To be explored in later pages.

			In his outstanding talk of 1958 at Cambridge University, Hammarskjöld described maturity of mind as essential to moving with poise through major transitions. His immediate topic was the rise of new nations through decolonization and the consequent loss of influence among former colonial powers, but his thinking applies more widely. “We may well rejoice,” he said,

			
				in having taken the first steps toward the establishment of an international democracy of peoples, bringing all nations—irrespective of history, size, or wealth—together on an equal basis as partners in the vast venture of creating a true world community. But we have taken only the first steps, and they have often proved painful. There is a maturity of mind required of those who give up rights. There is a maturity of mind required of those who acquire new rights. Let us hope that, to an increasing extent, the necessary spiritual qualities will be shown on all sides.6
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			Evil

			“CONSCIOUS OF THE REALITY of evil and the tragedy of individual lives, and conscious, too, of the demand that life be conducted with dignity.”1 These words from the private journal serve as the epigraph to this handbook of Hammarskjöld’s thought. I wanted to put these words, and their mood, before you at the earliest moment. They inhabit a midpoint, as he did. “I live in a very obvious way right in the middle of the stream,” he wrote to a friend in early 1958, “and I am forced to adjust my nerves so that they react as exactly and quickly as possible to the many evil and few good things that every day push us forward down the threatened road of mankind.”2

			In the 1955 political primer quoted in our discussion of negotiation in chapter 6, Hammarskjöld expressed his faith that “an uncompromising ‘honorableness’ can reach the bedrock of decency which you should always expect to find, even under deep layers of evil.” Did that faith endure through the ordeals that lay ahead, particularly the Congo Crisis, which he once called the “Congo-inferno”?3 His close friend, the artist Bo Beskow, didn’t think so. In early summer 1961 he spent some time with Hammarskjöld in New York. “I asked as I used to do on meeting him again, ‘Do you still have faith in man?’ Meaning the individual on his own, not in mobs or masses or political parties. Dag had always up to then answered positively, but this time he looked sad and pensive and he said, ‘No, I never thought it possible, but lately I have come to understand that there are really evil persons—evil right through—only evil.’ ”4

			At no point in the UN years did Hammarskjöld exclude himself from the common lot of humanity, from the lifelong struggle to live by conscience. His journal reflects innumerable confrontations with himself. “What!” he once wrote. “ ‘He is now going to try to teach me?’—Why not? There is nobody from whom you cannot learn. Before God, who speaks through all men, you are always in the bottom class of nursery school.”5 It was a reminder to himself. And then, when the Suez Crisis broke out in fall 1956, he found in Psalms, most read among all scripture in his later years, the assurance and imperative needed to steady him as he faced its urgencies. From Psalms 4 and 37: “I will lay me down in peace, and take my rest: for it is thou, Lord, only, that makest me dwell in safety. Hold thee still in the Lord…fret not thyself, else shalt thou be moved to evil.”6

			This was not a man riding easy above the nasty world; he was enmeshed in it. He closely followed his inner and outer experiences—his impulses in one direction or another—so that he could better serve the good without being moved to evil. When Suez looked to be reaching a sound resolution, he cautioned himself: “It was when Lucifer first congratulated himself upon his angelic behavior that he became the tool of evil.”7 The tautness of his conduct of the life of the UN in his years was tied to tautness within.

			In 1954, speaking at commencement exercises of the University of Pennsylvania, he drew in words the large picture he knew to be true:

			
				
					It is…said that our time is the age of the decisive fight between freedom and tyranny. It is true that such a fight is going on. But it has always been fought and I don’t believe that I could justifiably be called a pessimist for expressing my belief that this fight will never be over. It will go on, generation after generation, as long as human beings are human beings. Furthermore, this is basically not a struggle between political systems and ideologies, but a struggle within and for the hearts of men, including our own. There is a Swedish proverb which says that it is always easy to agree on fighting the devil when you have him painted on the wall. But we can never forget that the real devil may also be within ourselves and all the more dangerous for not being recognized.8

			

			Some six months after this talk with university students, he was speaking with a religious association in a way that suggests some part of how the struggle within and for the hearts of men must be waged. With his words on that occasion we can move toward concluding this topic with no conclusion “as long as human beings are human beings.”

			
				
					The United Nations stands outside—necessarily outside—all confessions, but it is, nevertheless, an instrument of faith. As such it is inspired by what unites and not by what divides the great religions of the world…. It may be said of the United Nations that what is required from the Organization—and from the governments and peoples therein represented—is a renewed faith, a faith renewed every day, expressed in a never abandoned, everyday newly initiated, responsible action for peace…. There is…in the international field, a need for practical action…. But…there is also a need for inspiration.9

			

			The transposition from then to now is easily made.

			The Congo Crisis, the last of his lifetime, was incomparably difficult. Through long months of brutal shocks and disappointments and occasionally promising gains, Hammarskjöld could sometimes be as cheerful and philosophical as ever. “I don’t think it will surprise you,” he wrote to a diplomatic friend in March 1961, “to hear that we all manage to remain in good health and in good heart, catching as they pass those bricks which can be built into the structure and dodging, if we can, those that we fail to catch.”10 But even Hammarskjöld’s faith in faith was shaken. In a letter to John Steinbeck in spring 1961, he said that if they were to meet soon, as he wished, “I might feel like telling you about a few of the things I see happening and which really make continuing faith as necessary as it makes it difficult.”11

			Yet, as he wrote in the privacy of his journal, “He who is challenged by fate does not take offense at the terms.”12
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			Jugglers and Builders

			“POLITICS AND DIPLOMACY are no play of will and skill where results are independent of the character of those engaging in the game.” Hammarskjöld was speaking at the Johns Hopkins University commencement in 1955. He continued:

			
				
					Results are determined not by superficial ability but by the consistency of the actors in their efforts and by the validity of their ideals. Contrary to what seems to be popular belief, there is no intellectual activity which more ruthlessly tests the solidity of a man than politics. Apparently easy successes with the public are possible for a juggler, but lasting results are achieved only by the patient builder…. In politics the results of the work of the most brilliant mind will ultimately find their value determined by character. Those who are called to be teachers or leaders may profit from intelligence but can only justify their position by integrity.1

			

			You won’t miss the aphoristic power of the last sentence here. Earlier in the speech, he had acknowledged to his audience that they “may be surprised by an approach to international service and to the problems raised by present-day developments in international life which, like mine today, is concerned mainly with problems of personal ethics.” But at this point in our exploration of Hammarskjöld on politics and conscience, we won’t be surprised. In his experience, the quality of political life relies on the identities—the character—of those who are guiding it. No large forces—social, economic, partisan—are larger than that. Reading him and allowing his perspectives to sink in can yield doubt: where will men and women of the quality he knows to be needed come from? But such men and women are actually not far off, each of us can name at least a few and, listening to Hammarskjöld, we know a little better what they are made of.

			There can be something like a contagion of excellence, counterpart to a contagion of corruption. One of Hammarskjöld’s preferred books in the UN years speaks to these two contagions: it is the poet Ezra Pound’s translation of a Chinese classic of the Confucian era, The Unwobbling Pivot—what a brilliant title, offering in effect a fresh name for the code. Hammarskjöld read in its pages: “One humane family can humanize a whole state; one courteous family can lift a whole state into courtesy; one grasping and perverse man can drive a nation to chaos.”2 Jugglers and builders, observed eons ago.

			Hammarskjöld continued whenever circumstances permitted to press home his undeniable perspective. “A study of what is the road to the world we want, the world of liberty and peace,” he said to a gathering of younger students in 1955, “brings us finally to considerations of a moral nature relevant to each single one among us. The highest qualities in politics and diplomacy are the highest qualities also in common life. The best fighter for liberty is the one who has achieved such inner freedom as eradicates in him all tendencies to fool or press or bully others. The best fighter for peace is he who is willing to sacrifice his own peace for that of others.”3 The standard could scarcely be higher; it can’t be otherwise. Meet this mark, strive for it again and again—or settle for a gray world in which that one humane family, symbolic of many such families, may go missing.

			It’s true that Hammarskjöld was willing to cut some slack. “We all have to work within imperfect means and human frailties,” he said to his colleagues at a difficult moment in the Congo, “but the outcome is in the long run determined more by steadfast adherence to principles and endurance than by the current shifts in the situation.”4 Willing to cut slack, but not whole reels of it. “Future generations may come to say of us that we never achieved what we set out to do. May they never be entitled to say that we failed because we lacked faith or permitted narrow self-interest to distort our efforts.”5

			Jugglers teach builders: the spectacle of self-serving politicians is, for genuine builders, a recurrent lesson and call to arms. Do builders teach jugglers? Responding to this question leads to a central theme in Hammarskjöld’s thought: self-knowledge as an attribute of the political leader, of the builder who wishes truly to serve.
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			Self-Knowledge, Humility, Emotional Learning

			IN CHAPTER 13 we encountered Hammarskjöld’s emphasis on maturity of mind, unique in modern political discourse. The same must be said here: no political leader of our time has placed comparable emphasis on the value and need for self-knowledge. He recognized it as the missing x in the equation for true leadership. It is as if he looked at the innumerable features of political life and political leaders and noticed something that had all but escaped attention. He said as much to the graduating students of Amherst College in spring 1954.

			
				
					Too often our learning, our knowledge, and our mastery are too much concentrated on techniques and we forget about man himself…. When I speak of knowledge in this context I do not mean the kind of knowledge which you can gain from textbooks, but the knowledge which you can derive only from a study of yourself and your fellow men, a study inspired by genuine interest and pursued with humility. The door to an understanding of the other party, with whom you may have to deal in business, in politics or in the international sphere, is a fuller understanding of yourself, since the other party, of course, is made fundamentally of the same stuff as you yourself.

				Thus, no education is complete, in a world basically united, which does not include man himself, and is not inspired by a recognition of the fact that you will not understand your enemy without understanding yourself, and that an understanding of your enemy will throw considerable light also on yourself and on your own motives.1

			

			He was speaking some fourteen months after taking office. In one of the last letters he would write, in the first week of September 1961, the theme remained central. It was a letter of recommendation for John Steinbeck, soon to set out on his world tour. “[John Steinbeck] is…one of those observers of life in our generation, who feel that its survival will depend on our ability to know ourselves and to stick to basic human values with the will to pay what it may cost.”2 Hammarskjöld was aware that he returned to certain themes, this one among them. He tried to keep them interesting. Ultimately, he knew that he could rely on more than words: “You will certainly hear me preach very many more sermons before I have converted those I want to convert, if I ever do it. I am quite sure that if I do not convert them, events will.”3

			In the colorful world at UN headquarters it wasn’t always easy—of course, it wasn’t—to be levelheaded, focused, and responsible. Within a month of arriving there in 1953 he described the scene by letter to a friend as “a sort of Arabian Nights. Just as cruel and vulgar on the one hand, but also as humanly rich.”4 Up to a point we can clock his changing views as time went on. Another letter, from late winter 1958, is, to say the least, less buoyant. “I would like to tell you,” he wrote, “[about] day-to-day work, with its impressive harvest of experience of the clash of interest between common, decent good will and stupidity in individuals who are swayed by considerations of personal or ‘national’ prestige in a world where the share price of a politician on the exchange of public opinion rises and falls with the impression he makes every day via headlines.”5 Three years on, in early spring 1961, he hadn’t lost his sense of humor, but the scene was still cruel and vulgar, if also humanly rich. He was writing to a friend with whom he could be perfectly candid. “Six o’clock this morning we buried the 15th session of the General Assembly after various political and moral striptease acts—performed by less than well-shaped personalities. Now I guess I should ‘relax’ for some 24 hours before trying to tidy up everything that has been deranged during this strange session which, anyway from my point of view, was fruitful.”6

			From time to time, Hammarskjöld had to take himself to task to tolerate the posturing of the most off-putting people in his secular parish at UN headquarters. “The ‘men of the hour,’ ” he reflected in his journal, “the self-assured who strut about among us in the jingling harness of their success and importance, how can you let yourself be irritated by them. Let them enjoy their triumph—on the level to which it belongs.”7 He seems to have imagined them as circus horses. One of Hammarskjöld’s calls to himself concerning the men in jingling harness resonates far more deeply than the previous entertaining, irritable remark. Here he touches bottom, so to speak, sinks well past wit, irritation, or any ready attitude, and makes a formidable discovery. “When you are irritated by his ‘pretentiousness,’ ” he wrote in his journal, “you betray the character of your own: it is just as it should be that he increases while you decrease. Choose your opponents. To the wrong ones, you cannot afford to give a thought, but you must help the right ones, help them and yourself in a contest without tension.”8 His entire orientation as a participant in politics is evident in this complex reflection. First, recognition of his own emotional vulnerability; then self-criticism. Followed by acceptance tinged with self-defiance, as if the failure to rise above petty feelings deserves nothing better than to decrease while the adversary increases. And then the sheer magic of deeper understanding and renewed engagement. Choose your opponents, but don’t bother with chasing away the dogs, as we know he put it at another time. What is it to help the right opponents, what is it to help them and yourself in what he calls a contest without tension? What prior discipline prepares one for a contest without tension? Isn’t it too demanding to be a spontaneous, unprepared attitude? I ask all this because it strikes me that everyone who recognizes the situation with which this reflective entry begins will also recognize that the answers can only be individual, born of direct experience.

			Early in this handbook we asked what Hammarskjöld meant by the need to be free in one’s own mind. This passage offers a further clue. Noticeably, there are elements of Christian teaching, both of humility and of Jesus’s counsel about loving the enemy. Elements also of the Bhagavad Gita, a Hindu scripture well known to Hammarskjöld—and likely elements also of the Chinese classics. I do not know where, apart from Asian classics, he might first have encountered the notion of relaxation and ease in the face of conflict. His ancient sources found a living home in him. This was his achievement—a psychological and spiritual achievement—but also an invitation to others to explore the terrain.

			From the beginning of his elevation to global leadership, Hammarskjöld had thought a great deal about humility. If he was to rise, he instinctively wanted to preserve his capacity to fall—back toward inner freedom, which he knew to be linked with humility. The first insight recorded in his journal could hardly be simpler: “The humility which comes from others having faith in you.”9 Well into his service as secretary-general he returned to the topic, again with simplicity and fellow feeling: “Your position never gives you the right to command. It only imposes on you the duty of so living your life that others can receive your orders without being humiliated.”10 Speaking with his Secretariat colleagues at the beginning of his second term in office, in April 1958, he evoked his state of mind five years earlier when he took office: “I knew only one thing and that is that nobody can do more than is in his power, and I had only one intention and that was to do that much…. I knew that there is one thing nobody ever needs to lose, and that is his self-respect. And if I had any promise…which I gave to myself five years ago, it was just this one: whatever happens, stick to your guns, so that you can feel satisfaction with what you have done, whatever the outcome.”11 Such a modest report.

			Hammarskjöld once situated the topic of humility in a context bearing more on his spiritual way—the way of a statesman. That is for the next chapter, but one element of that statement has its place here. It expresses in classic terms the reconciliation between humility and all that needs to be accomplished—all that needs us, so to speak, if it is to be accomplished. In what follows, self-effacement does not mean self-abasement; it means a radical absence of egotism, a radical presence of capable intelligence. “To be nothing in the self-effacement of humility,” he wrote in his journal on his fifty-fourth birthday, “yet, for the sake of the task, to embody its whole weight and importance in your bearing, as the one who has been called to undertake it…. Praise and blame, the winds of success and adversity, blow over such a life without leaving a trace or upsetting its balance.”12

			The ideal may be too high, at times also for him, but that is the nature of ideals and what makes them interesting. The insight that the task calls for everything one has, and confers dignity in return, strikes me as worth retaining. Dignity and weight belong to the task and for that reason, at depth inside, one is free even from the impacts of praise and blame. Not a small matter, this possible freedom—and no irony about one’s limitations, no self-deprecation can quite make it go away. “One with your task, whole in your duty of the moment.”13 Words from 1957 representing yet another call—to himself and to all.

			Political life can or should be a constant education. No doubt that education is in part intellectual: political leaders properly doing their jobs need to acquire previously unfamiliar knowledge as a basis for sound decisions and policy. Urquhart recorded his amazement over Hammarskjöld’s ability to understand enough of arcane fields—insurance practices for Suez Canal shipping, the technology of atomic weapons—to play a role in major decisions. All public leaders face the challenge of new learning. But there is something more: emotional learning.

			I have the impression that Hammarskjöld as secretary-general moved along a path of emotional learning that surprised him; it could not have been predicted. Though the privileged son of a prime minister who had never suffered physical want, as a younger man he periodically had had to pull himself up and away from terrible emotional storms. Yet he had a great and easy capacity for friendships. All that was in place when he reached the UN. It was the beginning of emotional maturity. But his encounters with the desperate hardship of ordinary people as he traveled the world on missions shook him deeply and taught him much. In a talk of winter 1954, before he had begun frequent travel, he had already addressed the issue of others’ sufferings with a certain intimacy of perspective. “It is our duty,” he said to a gathering of university students, “to feel moral responsibility for a war in a remote part of the world as strongly as we would feel for a war in which we ourselves, or those dear to us, were directly threatened in a physical sense.”14

			But an entry in his private journal more than a year later shows that in the interval something had changed in him. His intent concern to be as conscious as possible had led to a new empathy, a new capacity to feel and know beyond the boundary of his own person. Quoting a Swedish poet and a gospel verse from Mark 4:25, he recorded a discovery. “ ‘Those marked by suffering, those who have beheld—’ You can, if you choose, enter into their consciousness and learn—without having gone through their hard school—to see and hear like one who ‘hath not’ and from whom ‘shall be taken away even that which they hath.’ ”15 Perhaps I am mythmaking; it can’t be helped—we can look only so far into the inner life even of a diligent and eloquent journal keeper. But something had indeed changed and would deepen as time went on.

			There was a beautiful confirming moment at a press conference immediately after his return from a round-the-world trip in winter 1956. He initiated the conference with thoughts that he described as having “no news value but that [are] of considerable importance to me and to my own reactions.” He continued,

			
				
					This trip was a very great emotional experience. It was an emotional experience because it brought me in contact with people in very many member countries in a way which added considerably to my understanding of the human elements in the problems which we are handling here. I remember very many personalities and very many situations. I remember the enthusiasm, the pure enthusiasm, of the young people in the collectives in Israel. I remember an old woman quite alone in a refugee camp in Beirut, scared of people, tired. I remember the young workers in an Indian village at the end of a long day breaking out in a dance with a zest of life going far beyond anything I have ever seen. I remember the old women in the peace pagoda at Rangoon, praying for peace with flowers in their hands—poor, poor people who did not know much about the ways of this world, but knew that short of peace there was no future for them.16

			

			At times it feels right to drop the notion of a code. The experience of aware and humane political leaders goes beyond any formality, any predetermined structure. But when one looks again, after acknowledging what a political leader of conscience can achieve, and how such men and women understand, one sees that they have actually enlarged the code, given it new dimension and color.
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			The Way of a Statesman

			
				Lord, Thine the day,
And I the day’s.1

			

			THIS PRAYER, from the journal for 1958, is the prayer of a very busy man who nonetheless remembers. Remembers what he perceives as a vast structure linking Heaven and Earth, which despite its vastness is experienced intimately, in part through the kind of dialogue called prayer. Dag Hammarskjöld was a profoundly and searchingly religious person. Religion was not, for him, a moment in the week, however rewarding, after which the rest of the week is the rest of the week, and it was not a political credential. Religion was a meditation he carried with him, a practical discipline governed by the words of wisdom and challenge he read in the world’s scriptures and in the writings of medieval Christian mystics he had long since recognized as his teachers. We would have to look far for a Western political leader of comparable worldly power and spiritual understanding—as far as Marcus Aurelius, Roman emperor in the later second century of our era. Marcus was fated to lead military campaigns for years on end at the disputed northern borders of the empire, but at quiet times he would write a private journal that proved to be one of the most influential books in our literature, traditionally called The Meditations.

			I do not know who preserved Marcus’s journal and saw to it that it was copied and circulated. Where Hammarskjöld is concerned, he had mentioned his journal to just one person, who found it on Hammarskjöld’s night table in New York some days after the air crash in Africa that took Hammarskjöld’s life and the lives of the fifteen others in his party on the night of September 17–18, 1961. Published in Sweden in 1963 under the title Hammarskjöld had designated for it, Vägmärken—signs on the way—it appeared a year later in English as Markings. Had it not been published (a decision left to his literary executor), we would know little of its author’s spirituality and the daily bond between his spiritual concerns and his approach to politics and diplomacy.

			We should not imagine Hammarskjöld’s spirituality as softness and comfort or as a restraint on decisive action. He did find in the pages of scripture—biblical, and as time went on also Indian and Chinese scripture and classics—the renewal and refreshment he needed. He found in the writings of Meister Eckhart and other medieval Christian teachers insights that carried him deep inside and also an ethic that demanded work in the world among people. “Why do you seek rest? You were only created to labor.”2 This from Thomas à Kempis, the fifteenth-century teacher to whose classic Imitatio Christi he often turned. In addition, he was an early reader of Rumi, the thirteenth-century Persian poet who has become in recent decades virtually an American poet in translation, widely loved.

			For Hammarskjöld, the example of Jesus and the best of Christian and world thought was the basis for a quest, for work on his own nature—its impurities, its unexplored depth—and for lucidity about human affairs. I suppose that he had his own way of responding to Jesus’s challenge in Matthew 10:34: “Do not think that I have come to bring peace to the earth. I have not come to bring peace, but a sword.” The sword was for himself; and through his willingness to encounter and question himself, peace was for others. We have heard him say something quite like this: “The best fighter for peace is he who is willing to sacrifice his own peace for that of others.” There was a continuity, to be earned again and again, never steadily assured, between inner life and the world of action. “Blood, grime, sweat, earth,” he once asked, “—where are these in your world of will? Everywhere—the ground from which the flame ascends straight upward.”3 This speaks to a powerful continuity, but it must be true that the flame ascends because someone cares for it to ascend and patiently awaits that ascent in an attitude of faith and concern.

			Generally speaking, Hammarskjöld confined his meditations to his journal. With a very few trusted colleagues at the UN he shared thoughts in this domain, among them George Ivan Smith, his Australian director of communications; Rajeshwar Dayal, an Indian diplomat seconded in key crises to work with him; and Ahmed Bokhári, a Pakistani diplomat and scholar for whom he felt unreserved respect and warmth. To this short list should be added Ambassador Dayal’s wife, Susheela. Hammarskjöld was by nature inclined to discretion, but he had also learned early in the UN years that no one expected him to speak about things spiritual and few could hear him. The decisive demonstration that this was so was a radio talk he gave in November 1953 at the invitation of America’s most celebrated journalist, Edward R. Murrow, host of the program This I Believe, which invited leading personalities to share something of their credo, their guiding values and beliefs. Hammarskjöld’s talk was perfectly grand. He spoke of the influence of his Swedish forbears—soldiers, political leaders, authors, clergy—and went on to evoke with utmost sincerity the sources in Christian tradition that had deeply shaped him.

			
				The…ideals which dominated my childhood world met me fully harmonized and adjusted to the demands of our world of today in the ethics of Albert Schweitzer, where the ideal of service is supported by and supports the basic attitude to man set forth in the Gospels. In his work I also found a key for modern man to the world of the Gospels.

				But the explanation of how man should live a life of active social service in full harmony with himself as a member of the community of the spirit, I found in the writings of those great medieval mystics for whom “self-surrender” had been the way to self-realization, and who in “singleness of mind” and “inwardness” had found strength to say yes to every demand, which the needs of their neighbors made them face, and to say yes also to every fate life had in store for them when they followed the call of duty, as they understood it. “Love”—that much misused and misinterpreted word—for them meant simply an overflowing of the strength with which they felt themselves filled when living in true self-oblivion. And this love found natural expressions in an unhesitant fulfillment of duty and in an unreserved acceptance of life, whatever it brought them personally of toil, suffering—or happiness.

				I know that their discoveries about the laws of inner life and of action have not lost their significance.4

			

			Distributed as a press release, therefore available to one and all, the talk drew little attention. I believe Hammarskjöld learned from that. From time to time with religious groups that had invited him to speak, and rarely at the UN, he again expressed thoughts along these lines.

			A year and a half later, at the commencement exercises of Johns Hopkins University in spring 1955, he returned briefly to a range of topics touching on inner life. He was commenting on a book that had moved him through its assertion, recast in Hammarskjöld’s words, that

			
				
					the dignity of man, as a justification for our faith in freedom, can be part of our living creed only if we revert to a view of life where maturity of mind counts for more than outward success and where happiness is no longer to be measured in quantitative terms…. The final reply [to the need for maturity] is not one that can be given in writing, but only in terms of life. There is no formula to teach us how to arrive at maturity and there is no grammar for the language of inner life. [The author’s] study, like the effort of every single individual, finally led him to the doorstep where the rest is silence because the rest is something that has to be resolved between a man and himself. The rest is silence—but the results of the inner dialogue are evident to all, evident as independence, courage, and fairness in dealing with others, evident in true international service.5

			

			This is perfect Hammarskjöld—and remember that he was speaking primarily to undergraduates on their diploma day. He did not speak down. The rest is silence; it depends entirely on an unheard inner dialogue, but the result is what the Buddhist lexicon calls “right action”—independence, courage, fairness, and more. Hammarskjöld was again offering insights about “the laws of inner life and of action,” by and large ignored in his Edward R. Murrow credo, audible and impressive here. That there is no grammar of the inner life, and that the rest is to be worked out in silence by each for himself, herself, is to my mind immensely encouraging. The door is open, not necessarily the door Hammarskjöld passed through, but another door and one’s own.

			At UN headquarters in New York Hammarskjöld had been insistently approached by a religious group that had been concerned for some years to establish a “room of quiet,” a space for meditation and prayer, somewhere in the complex of buildings. Owing to their efforts, there was already a small dedicated space, but it needed renovation. I doubt that Hammarskjöld would have initiated the renovation, but under the circumstances he gave it his all, and the result survives to this day on the ground floor not far from the visitors center, as both a space for silence and a memorial to Hammarskjöld and too many others who have lost their lives on UN duty. To accompany the inauguration of the space, Hammarskjöld wrote a short text now engraved on a bronze plaque at the entrance. A few passages from it will orient us further to Hammarskjöld’s spirituality, which by the year of inauguration, 1957, had come to reflect the world’s spirituality, as much Eastern as Western. What he wrote is immersed in tradition—there are echoes of Meister Eckhart, of Bhagavad Gita, of Tao Te Ching—yet it is deliberately free of specific traditions.

			A Room of Quiet

			The United Nations Meditation Room

			This is a room devoted to peace

			and those who are giving their

			lives for peace. It is a room of quiet

			where only thoughts should speak.

			
				
					We all have within us a center of stillness surrounded by silence. This house, dedicated to work and debate in the service of peace, should have one room dedicated to silence in the outward sense and stillness in the inner sense.

				It has been the aim to create in this small room a place where the doors may be open to the infinite lands of thought and prayer. People of many faiths will meet here, and for that reason none of the symbols to which we are accustomed in our meditation could be used. However, there are simple things which speak to us all with the same language…, dedicated to the God whom man worships under many names and in many forms….

				There is an ancient saying that the sense of a vessel is not in its shell but in the void. So it is with this room. It is for those who come here to fill the void with what they find in their center of stillness.6

			

			Consider the good fortune of the United Nations to have had a leader of such breadth and depth in what were still its formative years. But the conviction of this handbook remains that Hammarskjöld, the martyred secretary-general, has long since belonged to us all.

			The rest is silence—so he quoted Shakespeare—but still we can know something of Hammarskjöld’s engagement with “the laws of inner life and of action.” We have already encountered certain fixed points—points of departure and return because in a spiritual discipline of the kind he practiced, much is in movement, subject to challenge, new reflection, and enrichment. The first principle, familiar to us from his thoughts about self-knowledge and self-awareness, he calls “conscious self-scrutiny” in the pages of Markings.7 In an entry dating to 1956, he gives some sense for how this lived in him: “Let me read with open eyes the book my days are writing—and learn.”8 The insistence on open eyes isn’t trivial, it was fundamental to his way. He was relentless, or very nearly: the sword for himself, as much peace as possible for others. “Uneasy, uneasy, uneasy—,” he wrote in the fall of that year, 1956. “Why? Because—when opportunity gives you the obligation to create, you are content to meet the demands of the moment, from one day to the next…. Bless your uneasiness as a sign that there is still life in you.”9

			There was another fixed point—or nearly fixed: affirmation. Even people who know little of Hammarskjöld tend to know the powerful “yes” with which he faced his new assignment as secretary-general. He rethought and renewed it from time to time through those years. “For all that has been—thanks,” he wrote in his journal, 1953. “To all that shall be—yes!”10 Some years later, in 1956, he reconsidered his “yes” and, if anything, bound himself to it more closely.

			You dare your yes—and experience a meaning.

			You repeat your yes—and all things acquire a meaning.

			When everything has a meaning, how can you live anything but a yes.11

			You won’t miss here the option of doubt: how can you? Of course you can, and to the limit of his possibility he lived his yes. It was contagious. The UN was all but shaped around him in those years.

			There was another fixed point of departure and return: this moment, now. As noted earlier several times, I believe that he learned the taste of “this moment, now” by immersing himself in the landscape of the Swedish far north. It may also be that something of the ancient Sami people’s directness and rootedness entered into him. Where that is concerned, he paid whatever debt of personal growth he may have owed by insistently encouraging a traditional Sami storyteller, a friend who visited him in New York, to commit his oral histories to writing; the result was an amazing book.12 That early taste of “here and now” helped to endow him with the capacity for keen attention which his colleagues valued in him and, further, it entered into an ethic of service. “Everything in the present moment,” he recorded in his journal in 1957, “nothing for the present moment. And nothing for your future comfort or the future of your good name.”13 Not long after, he returned to the theme: “Do not look back. And do not dream about the future, either. It will neither give you back the past, nor satisfy your other daydreams. Your duty, your reward—your destiny—are here and now.”14

			There were other fixed points of departure and return: emptiness, inner silence, stillness—classic attributes of contemplative ways, East and West. He found the initial clues he needed, ready to be lived, predominantly in the writings of Meister Eckhart and Thomas à Kempis, the medieval Christian teachers who were vividly present to him despite the gap of many centuries. Reading is quite a magical thing: it isn’t about time, it is about contact. Eckhart was an eloquent and altogether rigorous teacher, well suited to Hammarskjöld’s temperament. In the journal for 1956 he quoted Eckhart, adding emphasis where he felt it belonged: “You must have an exalted mind and a burning heart in which, nevertheless, reigns silent stillness.”15 You can easily draw the line back from this white-hot injunction to what we have heard Hammarskjöld say about the main requirements of those who wish to contribute to the development of peace and reason. How unexpected, how beautiful that the greatest of medieval mystics nourished the inner life and conduct of this unique and vastly effective statesman.

			The traditional contemplative value of emptiness had a very real place in his life. The needed clues for setting this value to work reached him both from Eckhart and from ancient Chinese sources, which to his surprise spoke nearly with one voice. The emptiness in question here is not an escape from circumstances and people. It is, let’s say, preparation for engagement of the most thorough kind, a way of being that leaves room for others and allows them to be themselves. It is a transparency. “To be governed by that which comes alive,” he wrote in 1954, “when ‘we’ have ceased to live—as interested parties or know-it-alls. To be able to see, hear, and attend to that within us which is there in the darkness. And the silence.”16 Hammarskjöld discovered that the quiet awareness he cared for revealed more of human being—his own being, that of others—than would otherwise make itself known. “Seers—and explorers—these we must be if we are to prevail.”17 These words, again from 1954, characterize his attitude as well as any I know. Unquestionably a spiritual man, unquestionably dedicated to a most active life of service, he had earned understanding of the fit between these two seemingly unlike realms. The very first entry in the journal for 1957 makes a little clearer how emptiness relates to the life of action. “Each day the first day,” he wrote. “Each day a life. Each morning we must hold out the chalice of our being to receive, to carry, and give back. It must be held out empty—for the past must only be reflected in its polish, its shape, its capacity.”18 Emptiness of this kind is the source of radical renewal, of readiness.

			To this point we have explored what could be called meditative reflections, but the imperatives layered in them guided his work on missions of negotiation, fact-finding, and peace building. A stunning example dates to April 1956, written in Beirut during a month of shuttle diplomacy—the first exercise of its kind in the history of diplomacy—when Hammarskjöld was ceaselessly traveling from one Middle Eastern capital to the next, and around again, to confer with leaders on their home ground. This entry in Markings is, like so many, both a call to himself and a crystalline statement of skilled method.

			Understand—through the stillness,

			act—out of the stillness,

			prevail—in the stillness.19

			Were I now to add, as I must, that Hammarskjöld had a rich prayer life evident in many pages of his journal, and were I to add that he thought a great deal about the need for selfless service, you might well say, “Stop!” Stop because much of the spiritual discipline he followed is inaccessible or unappealing to twenty-first-century lives. I don’t know that that is uniformly true; it’s a matter of personal history and temperament. For some of us, his approach to inner life is endlessly relevant; we can see how it relates to practices well rooted in our time—yoga, mindfulness, centering prayer, and more. For others of us, his approach to inner life is essentially alien: while admiring Hammarskjöld’s world leadership, they have no time, patience, curiosity, or longing for the rest.

			The question, then: how to be Hammarskjöldian, but in one’s own way? How to abide by the values he cared for and adopt all that one can of his attitudes and methods? There is surely more than one way to live by conscience and by the ancient, ever-new code that speaks through conscience. You will remember how he said with conviction that there is no grammar of the language of inner life and that the path to maturity must be “resolved between a man and himself” through extended inner dialogue—I suspect over years and years, very internal, very secret. But as he put it, “the results of the inner dialogue are evident to all.” This is splendid, it is an invitation to seek personal and political wisdom as he sought, but not necessarily where he sought.

			Hammarskjöld was a breakthrough. His thought and conduct in office represented a profound and needed renewal. He was an example for all who care for enlightened, courageous politics in the public interest. There is so much to understand from him. But he need not be taken as a model. There is a difference between appreciation and imitation. Appreciation leads one to find one’s own, to honor the example without undertaking the impossible and needless task of being and doing as he or she was and did. The classic question still asked by some at the UN—What would Dag do?—is an invitation to reflect, not to imitate.

			The example Hammarskjöld offers is complex and challenging. Many parts of it, I think, cannot be denied. That he understood and lived political relations as an exercise in awareness and reserved but ready empathy sets a great challenge. Great but not impossible: there are ways and means in today’s culture to approach this challenge. That he was exquisitely well educated and viewed human affairs in wide and deep ways is exemplary. Some today will have the privilege of comparable educations and continue learning for a lifetime, as Hammarskjöld thought necessary; others without access to such grand educational opportunities will find their way just as well, owing to who they are and what they care for.

			I suggested in chapter 13 that Hammarskjöld’s way—fundamentally and richly religious—would reunite up ahead with the paths taken by others who care as much as he cared but go by another way. How so? Look into the eyes of your child or grandchild, nephew or niece. Watch them live, feel their concerns, their promise, their need for a sound future which cannot be theirs alone. If they are to flourish, then the town, the nation, the network of nations, must also flourish. When the human family and our responsibility for planetary welfare are deeply recognized, all the rest can follow. It seems weak, doesn’t it: to look into a child’s eyes. I know of nothing more powerful. Then one knows what to do next. It may be that protection “to the seventh generation” is appropriate—so the Iroquois elders teach—but that surely starts with the first generation.

			I believe that the creed of the twenty-first century, the guiding light if there is to be one, will have everything to do with self-awareness, kinship, and acknowledged responsibility for the planet in our care. For some of us, there will, of course, be a link with religious traditions and practice. That is marvelous. For others of us there will simply be a willingness to work with this human substance we are, with all its promise and frailties. That is marvelous.

			Hammarskjöld, that man of great mind, knew that not everything can be defined and specified. That isn’t needed or possible. But something else is needed: a certain faith, not necessarily faith in heaven but in ourselves. That is needed, alongside a certain warmth of feeling and careful hope. He spoke to all this at a celebratory meal with journalists at the beginning of his second term in office, April 1958. With his words on that occasion we can end what is, after all, his book.

			
				
					The slow, slow growth which goes beyond not only our time but really beyond the span of generations is something which seems to us too slow, because it cannot be put down in figures and letters and dots and points. There is just no way of saying how far we have got. You have to have it in your fingertips; you have to have the feeling, and even what you have in that way is insufficient for you to say, “We have made progress.” Finally, you fall back on that most elusive of things, your confidence in the fact that progress has been made, that we are moving in the right direction, although you cannot prove it, perhaps not even to yourself….

				Very often I ask myself…“But really, have you got a solid basis for what you say when you voice this so-called optimism?” And somehow the whole system replies, “Yes, you have,” and yet I cannot spell it out…. I cannot belong to or join those who believe in our movement toward catastrophe. I believe in growth, a growth to which we have a responsibility to add our few fractions of an inch….

				[This is] not the fragile faith of generations before us, who thought that everything was arranged for the best in the best of worlds…. It is…a much harder belief—the belief and the faith that the future will be all right because there will always be enough people to fight for a decent future.20
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			The Fatal Air Crash

			WHEN HAMMARSKJÖLD landed on September 13, 1961 in the capital city of the newly independent Congo four days before the flight that took his life and those of all fifteen members of his party, he had an unwanted, chaotic, scarcely manageable war on his hands in the distant capital of the breakaway province of Katanga. His recent written instructions to senior members of his team in the Congo had been just ambiguous enough that several of them felt authorized before his arrival to deploy UN peacekeeping forces to round up and deport remaining foreign mercenaries in Katanga whose military expertise and ruthlessness supported the breakaway regime. The roundup was to have been a gift to Hammarskjöld, a longstanding problem solved. It did not work out that way. Instead, what should have been a limited, nonviolent police action became a small-scale war. It needed to stop. Hammarskjöld came under immense pressure from the UN member nations most concerned—particularly the United Kingdom and the United States and the former colonial power, Belgium—to end the violence and set things on a sensible course. He decided to fly to a copper-mining town, Ndola, in the country we now know as Zambia, to work out a cease-fire—and perhaps a good deal more of a positive nature—with the president of Katanga and his ministers and European advisers.

			He took off at dusk, on September 17, in a UN-chartered aircraft piloted by a highly experienced Swedish crew. The flight was to have been secret, its routing intended to minimize the possibility of air attack by a jet fighter operated by the small Katangese air force and its mercenary European pilots. The flight reached Ndola airspace a little before midnight. On the ground a welcoming crowd of Africans awaited him—Dr. Hammarskjöld, as some appreciatively called him, a man whom they knew to have their best interests at heart. There had been no well-kept secret. The flight circled the airport several times—and disappeared. Inexplicably, it was not until midafternoon of the next day, September 18, that the burned-out crash was discovered by reconnaissance aircraft. All parties had lost their lives with the exception of a security officer, badly burned, who survived for a few days. Mr. Hammarskjöld’s body had apparently been thrown clear of the wreckage; it lay against a high termite mound. For decades the air crash was considered to be due to pilot error. The UN inquiry of 1962, following on two prior inquiries in Africa, left open the possibility of foul play but had no firm evidence.

			In 2011 Susan Williams published her groundbreaking reexamination of all the facts and circumstances, many of which had been callously disregarded or unknown. Who killed Hammarskjöld? she asked (see appendix 2 for details about her book). While in 2011 the question could not be definitively answered—will it be answered soon?—her book made clear through masses of eyewitness testimony and other evidence that the air crash was extremely unlikely to have been due to pilot error. Much more likely: an attack by a smaller aircraft in pursuit within a few miles from the airfield at Ndola. Men and women, Africans, had seen that small aircraft and the flash of some kind of explosion—but they were deemed unreliable witnesses by the white supremacist board of inquiry that heard their testimony. Their testimony was set aside and forgotten until its rediscovery by Williams.

			Who would have dared to take Hammarskjöld’s life? Who would have so feared what he represented: the aspiration for an independent, united, peaceful, prosperous, vast nation at the center of the African continent?

			The security officer who survived for a few days despite grievous burns and other injuries was able to provide only fragmentary information. There had been sparks in the air. Mr. Hammarskjöld had shouted toward the flight deck, “Go back! Go back!” as if a return to safety were possible.

			While in flight, we know, Hammarskjöld had been translating into Swedish Martin Buber’s classic text I and Thou. His briefcase containing, among other things, his handwritten draft was thrown clear from the crash. He had translated: “In the beginning is relation.”
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			Books and Sources

			THIS BRIEF HANDBOOK needn’t duplicate the extensive bibliographies available in my Hammarskjöld: A Life (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2013) and in the biography by my honored predecessor Brian Urquhart, Hammarskjold (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1972). The foundations for study of Hammarskjöld are the four volumes of Public Papers of the Secretaries-General of the United Nations and Hammarskjöld’s Markings, most effectively read with the biographies, which set forth the life and work, interpret, and draw on large archives in the Swedish National Library and elsewhere.

			The pioneering study of the fatal air crash and its complex background is Susan Williams: Who Killed Hammarskjöld? The UN, the Cold War and White Supremacy in Africa (London: Hurst, 2011). The renewed UN investigation inspired by her book, the documents so far produced by the UN inquiry, and much related material such as investigative reporting and film documentaries can be tracked through the splendid work of my friend and colleague David Wardrop, director of the United Nations Association, Westminster Branch, at the association’s website: hammarskjoldinquiry.info. Readers of French should turn without delay to an important book published in spring 2019 by the investigative journalist Maurin Picard: Ils ont tué Monsieur H: Congo 1961. Le complot des mercenaires français contre l’ONU. I hope that it finds its way into English. Picard has extended Susan Williams’s findings, deepened our knowledge of context, and credibly mapped out who, how, and why.

			Susan Williams’s brilliant work released what I can only describe as a vehement inquiry not only at the UN but among journalists and filmmakers who refuse to accept anything short of the truth.

			Hammarskjöld’s spirituality was explored at an early date by Henry P. Van Dusen, Dag Hammarskjöld: The Statesman and His Faith (New York: Harper & Row, 1967), and in recent years by Paul R. Nelson in his Courage of Faith: Dag Hammarskjöld’s Way in Quest of Negotiated Peace, Reconciliation and Meaning (Frankfurt: Peter Lang GmbH, 2007) and by K. G. Hammar in The Way Chose You: Archbishop Emeritus KG Hammar’s Meditations upon Dag Hammarskjöld’s “Markings” 2018 (Gothenburg: Kultursamverkan Svenska kyrkan, 2018). Easily overlooked but remarkable is Brian Urquhart’s review of Markings when it first appeared: “The Still Point,” New Yorker, October 31, 1964, 232–44.

			Among general interpretive studies, I want to call attention to Manuel Fröhlich, Political Ethics and the United Nations: Dag Hammarskjöld as Secretary-General (London: Routledge, 2008). Professor Fröhlich’s most recent contribution is The UN Secretary-General and the Security Council: A Dynamic Relationship (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2018), coedited with Abiodun Williams, which includes Fröhlich’s chapter on Hammarskjöld.

			My friend and colleague Henning Melber, director emeritus of the Dag Hammarskjöld Foundation (Uppsala, Sweden), continues to publish books and articles that enrich our understanding of Hammarskjöld and his moment in history, most recently Dag Hammarskjöld, the United Nations and the Decolonisation of Africa (London: Hurst, 2019).

			The Dag Hammarskjöld Foundation in Uppsala (daghammarskjold.se), with a branch in New York, conducts programs of research and publication and sponsors lectures and other events of importance.

			For Hammarskjöld’s political wisdom in the UN years, visits to my website, dag-hammarskjold.net, are almost certainly worthwhile.

			Any step on from this compact handbook to further sources, information, and perspectives is a good step.
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