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the state of which they are nationals.’ The three decisions of the World Court on
Asylum are represented by two footnotes and a single paragraph on the nature of
‘American’ international law; while it is of little help to an understanding of man-
dates today, or of questions relating to the ‘succession’ of the League of Nations by
the United Nations, to find only the advisory opinion on ‘Status’ mentioned, and then
merely by reproducing verbatim the actual finding of the Court.

Whatever the criticisms of this work, and however parochial its approach, some
of Professor Bishop’s comments on the significance of international law and its
study may be brought to the attention of students everywhere. Thus, it is obviously
important to stress the interplay between international law and international
relations. Too frequently, however, students and practitioners alike overlook the fact
that ‘at times an international law solution to a problem may appear obvious, when
in fact it would prove entirely impracticable when viewed against the entire back-
ground, particularly when that political, economic, or social background is un-
familiar.’

What Professor Bishop says of the American lawyer’s professional responsibility
where international law is concerned is equally important to the lawyer in an emer-
gent country: ‘Characteristic of our American civilization, at least, is the extent to
which lawyers are among the chief leaders of our communities and the important part
which they play in shaping public opinion and national policy. With the increasing
importance of the United States in world affairs, and the importance of international
relations to everyone in the United States, it becomes highly necessary that we have
many persons sufficiently conversant with international law to understand the legal
side of the problems arising with other countries. International law, as the legal
aspect of international relations, calls for the lawyer’s skills, the lawyer’s attitudes,
the lawyer’s approach. By reason of the lawyer’s training and familiarity with law
in his daily work, it is the lawyer who is in the best position effectively to guide the
public opinion of a democracy when legal questions arise in international relations.
Although international law forms only a part, at times a small part, of international
relations, yet it is that part of the field which falls particularly in the lawyer’s sphere
and in which he is the most competent to guide opinion and to understand the wisdom
or unwisdom of governmental action and policy.’

L. C. GREEN.

THE INTERNATIONAL RULE OF LAW. By Arthur Larson. [New York:
Institute for International Order. 1961. 111 pp. U.S.$1.]

Mr. Larson’s International Rule of Law is a report to the Committee on Research
for Peace established by the Institute for International Order, prepared by the
Director of the World Rule of Law Center at Duke University.

Its purpose is to serve as a ‘design’ on subjects of research concerning war
prevention and the quest for the rule of law among nations. The author considers
that a world rule of law requires a great deal of ‘homework’ in order to induce the
proper state of mind conducive to such a phenomenon. He therefore has indicated
a number of fields of research within the broad classifications of the ‘Law Structure
of Peace’, ‘Body of World Law’, ‘Machinery of International Justice’, ‘Compliance
with International Decisions’, ‘Acceptance of World Legal System’, ‘World Law and
Communism’, ‘Role of Law in International Economic Development’, and ‘Mutual
Understanding Necessary to World Law’.
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Although the categorizations used indicate the broad scope of international law
as generally understood, the Report indicates that “there are several features of
‘world law’ . . . distinguishing it from conventional international law. One is its
universality. World law must be based on all legal systems, since it attempts to elicit
the adherence of all countries. Moreover, it must be heavily concerned with muni-
cipal decisions, constitutional law, and legislation to the extent that they support or
retard the creation of a genuine international legal system. Also, it is almost ex-
clusively concerned with international legal developments in their relation to creation
of orderly international relations based on law as a step to world peace. . . .”

It is clear, therefore, that the Report envisages the need for a great amount
of comparative work, and its value lies in the topics it indicates as suitable for
research within the limits of its purpose. Apart from indicating the subjects on
which research should be done, it also suggests methods for doing that research and
provides a useful though incomplete guide as to material already done on the various
projects outlined.

L. C. GREEN.

THE SECRETARIAT OF THE UNITED NATIONS. By Sydney D. Bailey.
[London: Stevens. 1962. 113 pp. 25s.]

According to the Charter of the United Nations the Secretariat constitutes one
of the principal organs of the Organization, although the nature of its work makes
it, at first sight at least, somewhat different from the other organs. From the
earliest days of the League of Nations, however, it became clear that the true nature
of the Secretariat and the significance it could assume would depend largely on the
personality of its senior officer. In the case of the United Nations this possibility is
made more real by virtue of the power of initiative given to the Secretary-General
by the Charter itself.

So far, the United Nations, despite the criticisms of certain of its members,
particularly those in the Soviet bloc, has been well served by the three persons who
have filled its supreme administrative office. Although U Thant may be more self-
effacing than his predecessors, he still seems to accept the view of his function as
defined by Hammarskjold: “ . . . The discretion and impartiality imposed on the
Secretary-General by the character of his immediate task must not degenerate into a
policy of expediency. . . . I believe it to be the duty of the Secretary-General to use
his office and, indeed, the machinery of the Organization to its utmost capacity and
to the full extent permitted at each stage by practical circumstances. . . . It is in
keeping with the philosophy of the Charter that the Secretary-General also should
be expected to act without any guidance from the Assembly or the Security Council
should this appear to him necessary towards helping to fill any vacuum that may
appear in the systems which the Charter and traditional diplomacy provide for the
safeguarding of peace and security. . . . I am sure I will be acting in accordance
with the wishes of the members of the [Security] Council if I, therefore, use all
opportunities, offered to the Secretary-General, within the limits set by the Charter
and towards developing the United Nations effort, so as to help to prevent a further
deterioration of the situation. . . .”

The Soviet Union has not approved of the attempts by the Secretary-General to,
in its view, ‘usurp’ the functions of the Security Council, and has suggested a
‘troika’ arrangement to clip his wings. But its discontent has spread to the entire
Secretariat and it has suggested a change in balance in its membership in order to


