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o Mr PHILBIN. Yes; the House bill
“dalled for 15 ,él}OlﬁtQ;}S to be disposed
ot from. tim pile. In the conference,
.wé canisidered the Senate bill which pro-
‘Mded for 225,000 tons and we com-

‘Proinised at 200,000 tons.

" 'The Senate had previously considered
800,000 tons, the original GSA measure.

That figure was redyced during the hear-

dngs in the House affer we had GSA con-

guct industry conferences, as is the cus-
tom of our committee. .-

_Bo, Mr. Speaker, we feel that the com-
“promise reached with the other body was
.ban excellent ope. .

" Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, if the
~ gentleman will yield further, did this
+ represent a cut or an increase in the

tlisposal?

Mr. PHILBIN. It represented an in-
crease in the disposal amount.
. Mr. GROSS. In the total amount to
‘be disposed of? ; o
" Mr, PHILBIN, Yes, but not in the
--total  amaqunt as originally provided.
“There was_a considerable reduction, a
“reduction of 100,000 tons, from the orig-
"fnal proposal requested by the General
Services Administration, But there was
en increase of 50,000 tons in the amount
86 contained in the House bill.
~"Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.
“Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield? ’
‘Mr. PHILBIN. T am glad to yield to

the able, distinguished gentleman from

Minofs,
= Mr. ARENDS, Mr. Speaker, I merely

_mvant to say to the chairman of the sub-

“~dommittec, the gentleman from Massa-

. *'ehusetts’ [Mr. PuitpIN], that I believe
“fhat in the instance of these two bills

the genfleman from Massachusetts has

. done an exceptionally fine job. I have

" had the pz;easm'e_qf working with the
gentleman and consulting with him
gbout these matters, These bills should
be immediately expedited. They are
‘merltorious, they are desirable and
Beeded. - . :

V' Agafn, Mr. Speaker, I compliment the
gentleman for his effective efforts in con-
nection with these maitters,

- Mr. PHILBIN., Mr, Speaker, I want to

. thank the gentleman, from Illinois for his

kind remarks and also for his very valu- .
* gble assistance to the committee in these

»gand in all matters.. ; N
-, And I thank the ahle committee, my
- guteemed, distinguished chairman, Mr.

IVERS, and the Members of the House
. for their helpful counsel, support, and

assistance, .

Mr, WHITE of Idaho. Mr. Speaker,
. will the gentleman yield?
_Mr. PHILBIN, I am glad to yield to

the gentleman from Jdaho. .

o Mr. WHITE of Idaho, Mr. Speaker,
_ 1 too want tp compliment the gentleman

from Massachusetts for the excellent job

:-‘which he has done in handling the stock- .

“pile 'disposals, not only in this instance,
,but.in prior instances. . ..
ewever, Mr, Speaker, I would like to
il to the aftebtion, of the Members of
e Hoyse that the gentleman and his
_-eomultiee stands between the consumers
-and the producers, and having the world-
Wide shortage of zine.that we have today
and because of the lack of production in

i

certain areas of the United States, it is
necessary to firm up supply with these
disposals. I want the Congress at all
times to be cognizant of the fact that
the stock of ‘zinc and otheér metals hangs
over the zinc market and the market of
other metals such as nickel and lead.

Mr. Speaker, as we have said here at -

other times, we should supply this stock
of material to its most judicious use, and
I want to compliment the gentleman
from Massachusetts on his integrity in
this area. Because of programed dis-
posals, we have not had a break in the
market and have had a continuing
stable price for both zinc and lead.

Mr. Speaker, I believe this is the im-
portant consideration that both the zine
producers and zinc consumers need, a
base on which they can project their
prices and operations in the future.

Further, Mr. Speaker, I want to say
the gentleman from Massachusetts has
done an excellent job in this area and I
shall be watching for further develop-
ments as stockpile disposals are carried
out in the future.

(Mr. WHITE of Idaho asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

The SPEAKER bpro tempore.
question is on the conference report.

The conference report was agreed to.

-A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table. '

The

“AUTHORIZING THE DISPOSAL OF
NICKEL FROM THE NATIONAL
STOCKPILE

-Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (H.R.
10305) to authorize the disposal, without
regard to the prescribed 6-month waiting
period, of approximately 124,200,000
pounds of nickel from the national stock-
pile, and ask unanimous consent that the
statement of the managers on the part
of the House be read in leu of the
report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
-objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Massachusetts?

‘There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,

- see proceedings of the House of Octo-

ber 21, 1965.) o

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield? .

Mr., PHILBIN. I yield to the distin-

- guished gentleman from Iowa and do so
very gladly.

Mr. GROSS. I thank my friend from
Massachusetts. Apparently there has
been a rather substantial cut in the
stockpile disposal of nickel of about 50
million pounds; is that correct?

Mr: PHILBIN, Yes; that is correct.

Mr. GROSS. Does the gentleman
think with that cut there will be suf-
ficient nickel to take care of all of the
“funny money” coins that this admin-
istration is going to have in circulation
around Christmas time this year?

... Mr. PHILBIN. I hope that this win

-make some little contribution to the well~
. belng of the financial picture of our .

~country and the budgetary_situation,

oy
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Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman will
vield further, I just want to be sure that
the public is not shortchanged on “funny
money” when it comes time to do some
Christmas shopping.

Mr. PHILBIN. I hope the gentleman
is right in his apprehension.

Mr, WHITE of Idaho. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PHILBIN. I am delighted to yield
to the gentleman from Idaho.

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. Mr. Speaker,
I do not like to belabor a point that we
discussed at some length some time ago
with respect to coinage, but at that time
we were talking about the coinage, we
were told- that we would need imported
silver with which to make silver coins,
even of a reduced content.

“Mr. Speaker, it seems rather interest-
ing to me that we are going to have to
Import nickel to make—I shall not say
“funny money”’—but the cupronickel
“hamburger” coins that we are going to
have with us from now on.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

[Mr. EDMONDSON addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Appendix.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 'The
question is on the conference report.

The .conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

. . GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND
REMARKS

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 days in which to extend their
remarks on the conference report just
passed. :

The SPEAKER pro tempore, . Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

ANNOUNCEMENT

(Mr. BALDWIN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Speaker, I was
unavoidably absent during rolleall No.
318 on September 22, and during rollcall’
Nos. 324 and 325 on September 24. Had
I been present, I would have voted “nay”
on rolleall No. 318, “nay” on rollcall No.
324, and *“yea” on rollcall No. 325.

AMENDING WATERSHED PROTEC-
TION AND FLOOD PREVENTION
ACT, AS AMENDED

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
Imous consent to take from the Speaker’s
desk the bill (8.2679) to amend the Wa-
tershed Protection and Flood Prevention
Act, as amended, and ask for its immedi-
ate consideration.

.The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Ep-
MONDSON) . Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Texas? }

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving

. the right to object, were there any

v
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+: Mr, POAGE. This is not a conference
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“The House had reported a similar bill.

i

A5

The BPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
" object.on to the request of the gentle-
man fiom Texas [Mr. Poael?
Thete was no objection.
The Clerk read the bill as follows:

8. 2679

Be ii-enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of

amendments adopted in conference on
this bill?

report.

Mr. GROSS. T beg the gentleman’s
rdon.
“Mr. POAGE. 'This 'is a Senate bill.

" The Senate passed this bill. This iS & 4gmerica in Congress assembled, That section

‘build dams so that they can build dams

. about which there has been considerable
" dispgreement over the years. But now
‘there has been an agreemient between
the Army Engineers and the Department

bill that originated in the Senate. This 2 of the Watershed Protection and Flood
bill increases the watershed authority to Prevention Act (68 Stat. 666), as amended,

y is amefded by striking out “more than flve
thousand acre-feet of floodwater detention

‘capaciy” and inserting in Heu thereof “more
than twelve thousand five hundred acre-feet
of flooiwater detention capacity”.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on

ranging up to 12,500 acre-feet instead
of 5,000 acre-feet. ‘This is an old matter

of Agriculture and we know of nobody

. PO - the table.
'Wrﬁ;.scggggé?g %ﬁ i(féher words, this bill , A similar House bill was laid on the

©7Um, 2679 is identical to my bill, H.R.
5149, and to Mr. CooLEY’s bill, HR. 9141,
_reported out by-the House Agriculture

~would allow North Dakots and many

'
L

_the gentleman has just explained?
| Mr. POAGE. This bill does absolutely

‘permission to extend his remarks at this

their excellent work in bringing this leg-

.tion and particularly in an area like my

“Conservation Districts.

is confined strictly to the subject that table-

_ ] : LCR IN THE DOMINICAN RE-
nothing except to (():hange'fthe figure 5,099’ PUBLIC
acre-Teet to 12,500 acre-feet. (M. MARSH asked and was gi

] . d . e given
© (Mr. REDLIN asked and was gively/ . ,iccion to address the House for 1
‘minuig; to revise and extend his remarks

§ and tp include extraneous matter.)
Mr. REDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 0 “'nrp” MARSH, Mr. Speaker, before

éxpress my appreciation to my commit- i cacion of the Congress adjourns, I
tee chairman, Mr. COOLEY, and t0 MY yoy)¢ Jike to call to the attention of the
committee vice chairman, Mr. POAGE, f0I' 111 an incident involving the son of

oo o Soorof ho Howse n ime Simelend TUREE 0% 28 1 OO,
for action this session. son, ud Lt. Phillip E. Tucker, a member
“The untiring and dedicated work of ¢ th, 17 S. Marine Corps, was first cap-
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. POAGEL  tain of the Corps of Cadets of Virginia
in the field of watershed development is  wrijitry Institute in 1963 and 1964
recognized and saluted all ‘over the Na~ mpic" well-known military institution is
located . at Lexington, Va., in my Con-
gress.onal District. Lieutenant Tucker
had :n outstanding record at VMI, both
militirily and scademically, and was
cited as a distinguished academic stu-
Committee dent. . VMI ;
The Watershed Protection and Flood . mggxcﬁéidssggéfgogmw’Olfflﬁ%lg,e?n

Prevention Act now limits the size of 1o N arine Corps. Recently in the name

point.)

State of North Dakota where the small
watershed program is used extensively.

“dams to a floodwater detention capacity ¢ tha President, the Bronze Star Medal

of 5,000 acre-feet, forming an impedi- uc swarded to 2d Lt. Phillip E. Tucker
ment to multipurpose development in USME‘, for his heroic servicgs as acgle;:

many smdll watersheds—a good number 405 leader duxi
nany Sal : ‘ : ) ng operations of the
of them in North Dakota. Corrective {75 Marines'in defense of the Embassy

‘legislation has been strongly endorsed by  of the United States in Santo Domingo

the North Dakota Association of Soil puy nican Republic.

I f2lt that the Members of the House
wouli like to be aware that the son of
one of the reporters of debates com-
manded one of the first units ashore in
the Ilominican Republic and played such
a key role in defending the U.S. Embassy
there. I am sure all of us are proud-and
grateful for this young man’s courageous
and aeroic service to his country.

‘This'amendment, by increasing flood-
detention capacity to 12,500 acre-feet,

other areas in the Nation to do a better
‘Job of providing a water supply for towns,
irrigation, recreation and fish and wild-
life development.

.1 urge my colleagues to support S.

2619.

; " I usk unanimous consent that Lieu-
geﬁliéxrcxa?no;;gg; Mr. Speaker, will the tena1t Tucker’s Bronze Star citation,
=3 “GROSS ’ 1 vield to the gentl subniitted to the commanding general,
m:,rllr' 58. I yleld o the gentle- 94 narine Division, Fleet Marine Force,

nal . . L0 0 by the commanding general, Fleet Ma-
(Mr. COOLEY asked and was given rine Force, Atlantic, be inserted in the
perniission to revise and extend his re- Contressionat REcorp at this point,
Taarks.) Ry .. .y  BrongE Spar CmaTow
- fMr. COOLEY addressed the House.  For heroic achievement in connection with
His remarks ‘will appear hereafter in the operétions in Santo Domingo, Dominican
'Appendix_] T ! - Republic, while serving with friendly forelgn

’ o i forcey engaged in an armed confiict against
“Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I with- an opposing armed force in which the United
draw my reservation of objection. States was ot a belligerent party. During

. Ex 2
T '

RISEE

-turn fire.
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the period April 28 to April 30, 1965, Second
Lieutenant Tucker, platbon leader, 2d Pla~
toon, Company “L", 3d Battalion, 6th Ma-
rines, organized and defended the U.s.
Embassy from hostile forces. On the eve-

.ning of April 28, 1965, he made a complete

and detailed reconnaissance, and established
a defensive perimeter despite intensive hos-
tile fire. For the next 2 days he continuously

“inspected each man and his position to in-

sure his well-being and alertness. When-
ever sniper flre was directed at his po-
sitions, he personally went io the area re-
ceiving fire to organize and control the re-
This was accomplished with con-
siderable risk to his own life. When the hos-
tile fire continued from houses located out-
side the established international .safety
zone, he organized and led each housé clear-
ing detail. He continued this action until
the sniper fire was eliminated. Second Lieu-
tenant Tucker's initiative and courageous
actlons were in keeping with the highest
traditions of the U.S. Naval iService.

ZAMBIA’S INDEPENDENCE DAY

(Mr. O’HARA of Illinois asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise ahd extend his
remarks.) ) 5

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
this coming Sunday will be the first anni-
versary of the independence of the Re-
public of Zambia and I am reminded of
the very pleasant and profitable hours
the members of the African Subcommit-
tee of the Committee on Foreign Affairs
passed with the Honorable Kenneth
Kaunda, then the president of the United

. National Independence Party of North-

ern Rhodesia, now the President of the
Republic of Zambia, on April 18, 1961,
when he was on a visit to the United
States. The long acquaintance and
warm friendship of members of our sub-
committee, extending over the years of
historie events, with many of the great
statesmen of the developing nations, has
built a bridge of personal understanding
and enduring interest uniting the United
States of America with the new nations
of Africa. The visit of President Kaunda
over 4 years ago stands out in our mem-
ory.

Zambia, the former British protecto-
rate of Northern Rhodesis, is a high pla-
teau country with an elevation of 3,600 to
4,000 feet above sea level. It is located
inland in south-central Africa, bordered
on the north by the Republic of the
Congo, on the east by Tanzania and Ma-
lawl, on the south by Mozambique,
Southern - Rhodesia, and southwest
Africa, and on the west by Angola. With
a total area of 290,000 square miles,
Zambia is about twice the size of the
State of Colorado.

Zambia has many rivers; most of them
flow south into the Zambezi. The Zam-
bezi rises in the northwest corner and
flows into Southern Rhodesia, through
Mozambique and into the Indian Ocean.
The Chambezi flows south into the great
swamps of Bangweulu. These two rivers
are broken by many waterfalls. Victoria
Falls on the Zambezi is one of the most
important waterfalls in Africa and one
of the great wonders of the world.

‘The estimated population of Zambia is

3,587,000, comprised of about 3.5 million

¥
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contain allegations that the applicant is not
otherwise registered to vote, .

-(b) Any person whom the examiner finds,
in accordance with instryctjons received un-
der. sectlon, 9(b), to have the qualifications
prescribed by State law not inconsistent with
the Constifution and laws of the United
Btates shall promptly be placed.-on a list of
eligible voters. A challenge to such list-
Ing may be made in accordance with section
8(a) -and shall not be the basis for a proseci-
tion under sectlon 12 ¢of this Act. The ex-
aminer shall certify ang transmit such list,
and any supplements as appropriate, at least

- onée a month, o the offices of the appropri-

ate election officials, with coples to the At-
torney General and the attorney general of

-the  State, and any such lists and supple-

ments thereto transmitted during the month
shall be available for public inspection on
the last business day of the month and In
any event not later than the forty-fifth day
prior to any election. The appropriate State
or local election official shall place such
nanies on the official voting list.  Any person
whose name gppears on the examiner's list
shall be entitled and allowed to vote in the
election district of his residence unless and
‘until the appropriate election officials shall
have been notifled that sych person has been
removed from such list in accordance with
subsection (d): Provided, That no person
shall be entitled to vote in. gny election by
virtue of this Act unless his name shall have
been certified and transmitted on such a
list o the offices of the appropriate election
officlals at least forty-five days prior to such
election.

.(e) The examiner shall issye to each per-

son, whose name appears on such a list a
certificate evidencing his_eligibility to vote.
(d) A person whose name appears on such
& list shall be removed therefrom by an ex-
aminer if (1) such person has been success-
fully challenged in accordance with the pro-
cedure prescribed in section 9, or (2) he has
heen determined by an examiner to have
lost his eligibility to vote under State law
not incopsistent with the Constitution and
the laws of the United States, . o
BEc. 8. Whenever an examiner is serving
undgr this Act in any political subdivision,
the Civil Service Commission may assign, at
the Tequest of the Attorney General, one or
more persons, who may be officers of the
United States, (1) to enter and attend at
any place for holding an election in such
Bubdivision for the purpose of observing
whether persons who are entifled to vote are
being permitted to vote, and (2) to enter and
attend at any place for tabulating the votes
cast at any election held in such subdivision
for the purpose of observing whether votes
east by persons entitled to vote are being
properly tabulated. Such persons so as=
signed shall report to an examiner appointed
for such political subdivision, to the Attorney
General, and 1f the appointment of examiners
has been guthorized pursuant to section 3
(a), to the court. ) ) .,
8EC. 9. (a) Any challenge to a listing on
an eligibility Iist prepared by an examiner
#hall be heard and determined by a hearing
officer ‘appointed by and responsible to the
Clvil, Service Commission. and under such
rules as the Commission shall by regulation
presciibe. Such challenge shall be enter-
talned only if filled at such office within the
Btate as the Civil Service Commission shall
by repulation designate, and within ten days
BIter, the listing of the challenged person i3
made available for public inspection, and if
supported By (1) the affidavits of at. least
two persons having personal knowledge of
the facts constitubing grounds for the chal-
lenge, and (2) a certification that a copy of
the challenge and affidavits have been served
by mail or in person upon the person chal-
lenged at his place of residence set out in the
application. "Such challenge shall be deter-
mined within fifteen days after it has been
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filed. A petition for review of the declsion of
the hearing officer may be filed in the United
States court of appeals for the circult in
which the person challenged resides within
fifteen days after service of such decision
by mall on the person petitioning for review
but no decision of a hearing officer shall be
reversed unless clearly erroneous. Any per-
son listed shall be entitled and allowed to
vote pending final determination by the
hearing officer and by the court.

(b) The times, places, procedures, and
form for application and listing pursuant to
this Act and removals from the eligibility
lists shall be prescribed by regulations pro-
mulgated by the Civil Service Commission
and the Commission shall, after consultation
with the Attorney General, instruct exam-
Iners concerning applicable State law not
Inconsistent with the Constitution and laws
of the United States with respect to (1) the
qualifications required for ‘listing, and (2)
loss of eligibility to vote.

- (c) Upon the request of the applicant or
the challenger or on its own motion the
Civil Service Commission shall have the
power to require by subpena the attendance
and testimony of witnesses and the produc-
tlon of documentary evidence relating to any
matter pending before it under the authority
of this section. In case of contumacy or
refusal 10 obey a subpena, any district court
of the United States or the United States
court of any territory or possession, or the
Distriet Court of the United States for the
District of Columbia, within the jurlsdictlon
of which said person guilty of contumacy

or refusal to obey is found or resides or is

domiclled or transacts business, or has ap-
pointed an agent for receipt of service of
brocess, upon application by the Attorney
General of the United States shall have
Jurisdiction to issue to such person an order
requiring such person to appear before the
Commission or & hearing officer, there to pro-
duce pertinent, relevant, and nonprivileged
documentary evidence if so ordered, or there
to give testimony touching the matter under
investigation; and any fallure to obey such
order of the court may be punished by said
court as a contempt thereof,

Sec. 10. (a) The Congress finds that the
requirement of the payment of a poll tax as
a precondition to voting (1) precludes per-
sons of Hmited means from voting or im-
boses unreasonable financial hardship upon
such persons as a precondition to their exer-
cise of the franchise, (i1) does not bear a
reasonable relationship to .any legitimate
State Interest in the conduct of elections,
and (lil) in some areas has the purpose or
effect of denying persons the right to vote
because of race or color. Upon the basis of
these findings, Congress declares that the
constitutional right of citizens to vote is
denled or abridged in some areas by the
requirement of the payment of a poll tax
as a precondition to voting.

(b} In the exercise of the powers. of Con-
gresa under section 5 of the fourteenth
amendment and section 2 of the ffteenth
amendment, the Attorney General is author-
ized and directed to institute forthwith in
the name of the United States such actions,
including actions against States or political
subdivisions, for declaratory Jjudgment or in-
junctive rellef against the enforcement of
any requirement of the payment of a poll
tax as a precondition to voting, or substi-
tute therefor enacted after November 1, 1964,
as will be necessary to implement the decla~
ratlon of subsection (a) and the purposes
of this section.

{t) The district courts of the United
States shall have jurisdiction of such actions
which shall be heard and determined by a
court of three judges in accordance with the
provisions of section 2284 of title 28 of the
United States Code and any appeal shall lie
to the Supreme Court. It shall be the duty
of the judges desighated to hear the case to
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assign the case for hearing at the earliest
practicable date, to participate in the hear-
ing and determination thereof, and to cause
the case to be in every way expedited.

(d) During the pendency of such actions,
and thereafter if the courts, notwithstanding
this action by the Congress, should declare
the requirement of the payment of g poll tax
to be constitutional, no citizén of the United
States who is a resident of a State or political
subdivision with respect to which determi-
nations have been made under subsection
4(b) and a declaratory judgment has not
been entered under subsection 4(a), during
the first year he becomes otherwise entitled
to vote by reason of registration by State or
local officials or listing by an examiner, shall
be denied the right to vote for failure to pay
a poll tax if he tenders payment of such tax
for the current year to an examiner or to the
appropriate State or local official at least
forty-five days prior to elsction, whether or
not such tender would be timely or adequate
under State law. An examiner shall have
authority to accept such payment from any
person authorized by this Act to make an
application for listing, and shall issue a re-
ceilpt for such payment.. The examiner shall
transmit promptly any such poll tax pay-
ment to the office of the State or local official
authorized to receive such payment under
State law, together with the name and ad-
dress of the applicant.

Sec.11. (a) No person acting under color
of law shall fail or refuse to permit any per-
son to vote who 1s entitled to vote under any
provision of this Act or is otherwise qualified
to vate, or willfully fail or refuse to tabulate,
count, and report such person’s vote.

(b) No person, whether acting under color
of law or otherwise, shall intimidate, threat-
en, or coerce, or attempt to intimidate,
threaten, or coerce any person for voting, or
attempting to vote, or intimidate, threaten,
or coerce, or attempt to intimidate, threaten,
Or coerce any person for urging or alding any
person to vote or attempt to vote, or intimi-
date, threaten, or coerce any person for exer-
cising any powers or duties under section
3(a), 6, 8, 9, 10, or 12(e).

(c) Whoever knowingly or willfully gives
false information as to his name, address,
or perlod of residence in the voting district
for the purpose of establishing his eligibility
to register or vote, or conspires with another
individual for the purpose of encouraging his
false registration to vote or illegal voting, or
bays or ‘offers to pay or accepts payment
either for registration to vote or for voting
shall be fined not more than $10,000 or im-
prisoned not more than five years, or both:
Provided, however, That this provision shall
be applicable only to general, specia¥; or pri-
mary elections held solely or in part for the
purpose of selecting or electing any candidate
for the office of President, Vice President,
presidential elector, Member of the United
States Senate, Member of the United States
House of Representatives,. or Delegates or
Commissloners from the territories or posses-
sions, or Resident Commissioner of the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico.

(d) Whoever, in any matter within the
Jurisdiction of an examiner or hearing officer
knowingly and willfully falsifies or conceals
a material fact, or makes any false, fietitious,
or fraudulent statements or representations,
or meakes or uses any false writing or docu-~
ment knowing the same to contain any false,
fictitious, or fraudulent statement or entry,
shall be fined not more than $10,000 or im-
prisoned not more than five years, or both.

Brc. 12. (r) Whoever shall deprive or at-
tempt to deprive any person of any right
secured by section 2, 8, 4, 5, 7, or 10 or shall
violate section 11 (a) or (b), shall be fined
not more than $5,000, or imprisoned not more
than five years, or both.

{(b) Whoever, within a year following an
election in a political subdivision in which
an examiner has been appointed (1) destroys,
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ballot 'which has been
‘or (2) alters any official
ch election tabulated
of otherwise, shall be

3 s‘f:o violate the pro-
bséction (a) or (b) of this sec-
eres with any ‘right secured by

than’ $5,000, or imprisoned
years, or both.

)y Wh ny person Has engaged or
re aré reasofigble groiinds to believe that

d not more
ore thin fiv

ny
»—,pf'a,cttce profibitéd by section 2, 3, 4, 5, 7.
+10, 11, or subsection (b) of this section, the
Attorney ‘Getieral may " ifistitute for the

! ;United States, of In the name of the United
.‘SBtates, an action for prevenﬁve relief, includ-
“an application for a
anent injunetion, - restraining order, or
1 order, and Including an order directed
“the State and State o7 ‘local ~election
als to reguire them (1) to permit per-
listed under this Act to vote and (2)

{ant to this ‘Act any perschs alleged to such
n examiner within forty-eight hours after
he closing of the polls that notwithstanding
1) their listmg ‘under this ‘Act or registra-
tioB by an appropriate election official and
2) their eligibility to Vote, they have not

simitted to vote in such election, the
Her shall Torthwith notify the Attorney
[ h allegations in his opinion
fo be well forindéd.’ "Upon receipt of
fication, the Atforney General may
“file with the disirict court an ap-
P t aft order providing Tdr thé mark-
ing, casting ahd counting of the ballots of
nd requiring the inclusion of
total "voteé before the re-
x‘u‘[
‘Bl any ‘forée or éffect ‘given thereto. " 'The
idigtrict court hall heaf ‘atid determine such
atters Immediately’ diter the filing of such
npplication The remédy provided in this
)section shall not preclude any remedy
lable under State or Féderal law.

diction 6f proceedings insti-
“to ‘this section and shall
e without’ régard to whethér

Sn askerting ‘rights’ Undér the provl-
ns of this At shall hdve eéxhausted any
or other remedies that may

with respect to examiners ap-
‘ant 1;9 c{ause (b) of section

n for declaratory judg-
po‘n{:ical ‘subdivision

. m of the nonwhite pérsons of vot-
ing ag® reslding theréln are fegistered to vote,
(1) that all pérsons [istéd by an examiner for
such subdivision have been placed on the

here 15 ho longer reaSondble cause 10
be >"that, persons will 'bé deprived of or
denied the’ rlght to voté on account of rave
r_color in such subdiyision, and (b}, with

, upon order of the authorizing
{tical subdivision may petition

) petition the Attorney
: est the irector of the Censils
- tp take such survey or cebsis as may be ap-
propriate he maklng of the determina-
tion provided for in thls spction The DLs-

ACes, mutilates, or otherwise alters the :

1 2’"‘”3,4’5 4,10, or 11 (a) or (b) shall

g pefSon i5“about to ehgage in any act of

tempotary or per:’

«f) The district courts of the United States”

‘0131
fig procédutes shall be termi-'
fitical subdivision of any

vt for ﬁhe Distrlct 'of Columbia’

a.p})‘opria.te‘v ing registration roll; and (2)

viners appolnted pursuaht to

{
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“trict dourt tor f,he bls‘orlct of Columbia shall

havi Jurisdiction to require such survey or
census to be made by the Director of the
Census and it shall require him to do so if
it ddems the Attorney General's refusal to
requiest such survey or census to be arbltrary
or ufireascriable.

‘S, 14. (a) All cases of criminal contempt
aris hg under the provisions of this Act shall
be gdveriied by section 151 of the Civil Rights
Act Bf 1957 (42 U.S.C. 1995).

(1) No-court other than the District Cotirt
for the District ‘6f Columbia or a court of

‘appials In’ ahy procéeding under section 9

sha!l have jurisdiction to issue any declara-
tory “judgment piirsuant to sectlon 4 or sec-
tior 5 or any restraining order or temporary
or permanent injunction against the execu-
tior.  or enforcement of any provision of this
Act or any actlon of any Federal officer or
employee pursua¥t hereto.

T (1) fne terins “vote” or “voting” shall
include all action necessary to make a vote
effe:tive in any primary, special, or general
electlon, including, but not limited to, reg-
istrition, listing pursuant to this Act, or
othzr action required by law prerequisite to
vot:hg, castihg 4 ballot, and having such

“pal bt countéd properly afid included in the

aprropriate totals of votes cast with respect
to dandidates for public or party office and
projositlons for which votes are received
in ¢ii'election.

(¥ The term “political subdivision” shall
menn any county or parish, except that where
reg stration for voting is not conducted under
the supervlslon of a county or parish, the
terin shall include any other subdivision of
a 3tate which conducts registration  for
voting.

(d) In any action for a declaratory judg-
meat brought pursuant to section 4 or sec-
tio:l 5 of this Act, subpenas for witnesses
wh ) are required to attend the District Court
for .the District of Columbia may be served
in.any judicial district of the United States:
Prepided, That no writ of subpena shall
issiie for witneses without the District of
Co umbia at a greater distance than one
huadred miles from the place of holding
colxrt without the permission of the Dis-
triat Court for the District of Columbia being
fir:} had upon proper application and cause
shown.

$iEC. 15. Sectlon 2004 of the Revised Stat-
utes (42 U.S.C. 1971), as amended by sec-
tign 131 of the Civil Rights Act of 1957 (71
Stud. 637), and amended by section 601 of
thu Civil Rights Act of 1960 (74 Stat. 90),
gs further amended by section 101 of the
Rights Act of 1864 (78 Stat. 241), is
tu:¥her amended as follows:

a) Delete the word ‘“Pederal” wherever
it sppears in subsections (a) and (e);
‘b) Repeal subsection (f) and designate

.th: present subsections (g) ‘and (h) as (I)

and (g), respectively.

;3gc. 16. The Attorney General and the
Sesretary of Defense, jointly, shall make a
ful and complete study to determine
whether, under the laws or practices of any

‘Staite or States, there are preconditions to

voting, which might tend to result in dis-
crimination against citizens serving in the
Armed Forces of the United States seeking

"co vote. Such officials shall, jointly, make

a report to the Congress not later than June
80. 1966, containing the results of such
st'idy, together with a list of any States
in which such preconditions exist, and shaill
iniude in such report such recommenda-
titms for legislation as they deem advisable
to prevent discrimination in voting against
cl'izens serving in the Armed Forces of the

- U:ilted States.

spc. 17. Nothing in this Act shall be con-
st*ued to deny, impalr, or otherwise ad-
versely affect the right to vote of any person
regfistered to vote under the law of any State

ot polmcal subdivlsion

Octobér 22, 1965

SEC iB There are hereby authorized to
be appropristed such sums.as are necessary
to carry out the provisions of this Act.

Sec. 19. If any provision of this Act or the
application thereof to any person or circum-
stances is held invalid, the remainder of the
Act and the application of the provision to
other persons not similarly situated or to
other circumstances shall not be affected
therghy. ’

proved August 3, 1965.)

COMMENTS ON THE
REPUBLIC

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
have followed with interest the comments
made by my colleagues, by the press, and
by private individuals after my speech
of September 15 regarding the Domin-
ican Republic. I have also followed with
interest events in the other body that
may have been related to my speech.

"Much of the discussion, I have noted
to my surprise, has been about me rath-
er than about the Dominican Republic
and Latin America. Some of these per-
sonal comments have been complimen-
tary, and to those who made them I ex-
press my thanks. Others have been un-
complimentary, and to those who made
them I can only say that our country is
still strong enough to survive an occa-
sional dissenting view even though the
consensus-is virtually unanimous.

There has been a good deal of dis-
cussion a@s to whether it is proper for
the chairman of the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee to make a speech crit-
ical of an administration of his own party
which he generally supports. There is
something to be said on both sides of
this question and it is certainly one
which I considered with care before de-
ciding to make my speech on the Do-
minican Republic. I concluded, after
hearing the testimony of administration
witnesses in the Committee on Foreign
Relations, that I could do more to en-
courage carefully considered policies in
the future by initiating a public discus-
slon than by acquiescing silently in a
policy I believed to be mistaken. It
seemed fto me, therefore, that, despite

DOMINICAN

any conl;mverSy and ahnoyanece to in-
‘dividuals, I was peiforming a service to
the administration by stating my views

publicly.

I do not like taking a public position
criticizing a Democratic administration
which in most respects I strongly sup-
port; I do not like it at all. Neither do
I like being told, as I have been told,.
that my statement was “irresponsible” or
that it has given aid and comfort to the
enemies of the United States. I am quite
prepared to examine evidence suggesting
that my statement contained errors of
fact or judgment; I am not prepared
to accept the charge that a statement
following upon many hours of listening
to testimony in the Poreign Relations
Committee and many more hours of ex-
amining and evaluating relevant docu-
ments was irresponsible. Nor do I take
kindly to the charge that I gave aid
and comfort to the enemies of the United
States. If that. accusation is to be

pressed-—and I should hope it would not
be—an interesting discussion could be
developed as to whether it is my criti-
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eisms of US Vpolicy in the Dominican

Republic or the policy_itself which has.
" glven ald and comfort,

Il ¢ 14 ¢ Jour enemies.
A Senator has a duly to support his
President and his party, but he also has
8 duty to express his views on major is-
sues. In. the case of the Dominican cri-
sis I felt that, however reluctant I might
be to criticize the administration—and
I was very reluctant—if was nonetheless
my responsibility to do so, for two prin-
cipal reasons, | e ,
First. I believe that the chairman of

. the Committee on Foreign Relations has

[

- special obligation to ¢ffer the best ad-

vice he can on matters of foreign policy;
it is an obligation, I believe, which is in-
herént in the chairmanghip, which takes
prededence over party loyalty, and which
has nothing to do with whether the
chairman’s views are sqlicited or desired

by people in the execytive branch.

Second. I thought it my responsibility
0 comment, on U.8, policy in the Dominj-

can Republic because the political oppo-

sltion, whose function jt is to cricitize,
was simply not doing so. If did not be-
cause it obviously approved of U.S. inter-
vention in the Dominican Republic and
presumably, had it been in office, would
have done the same thing. The result of
this peculiar situation was, that a highly
controversial policy was being carried out
without = controversy—without debate,
without review, without that necessary

calling fo account which is a vital part’

of the democratic process. Again and
again, in the weeks following the com-

.mitfee hearing I noted the absence of

ahy challenge to statements appearing
in the press and elsewhere which clearly

_contradicted eyidence avaflable to the

Comymittee on Foreign Relations.
Under these circumstances I am not
impressed with suggestions that I had no

) right to speak as I did on Santo Domingo.

The_real question, it seems to me, is
whether I had the right not to speak,

Insofar as it represents a genuine rec-
onciliation of differences, a consensus is
a fine thing; insofar as it represents the
concealment of differences, it is a mis-
carrijage of democratic procedure. I
think we Amerigans tend to put too high
8 value on unanimity—on bipartisan-
ship in forelgn policy, on politics stop-
ping at the water’s edge, on turning a
single face to the world—as if there were
sométhing ‘dangerous and illegitimate
about honest differences of opinion hon-
estly expressed by honest men.. Prob-
8bly because we have been united about
s0 many things for so long, including the
baslc values of our free soclety, we tend
to be mistrustfyul of intellectual dissent,
confusing it with personal hostility and
bolitical disloyalty.

- Ag"'the distinguished commentator,

Marquis Childs, recently noted, we tend
in America toward a tyranny of the ma-
Jority. More than a century ago, Alexis
de Tocqueville took note of that tend-
ency In these words: . .

I know of no country in which there is so

little independence of mind and real frée-

dom of discussion as.in America. Profound
changes haye oceurred. siuce democracy In
Agnﬂélﬁﬁ‘mﬁtwame@ted and yet it may be
dsked whether recognition of the right of
dissept has gained substantially in practice

as well as in theory.
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Tocqueville was a friend and admirer
of the United States but he regarded the
tyranny of the majority as the greatest
of dangers in a democracy.

The smallest reproach—

He wrote—

irritates 1ts sensibility and the slightest joke
that has any foundation In truth renders it
indignant; from the forms of its language up
to the solid virtues of its character, every-
thing must be made the subject of en-
comium. No writer, whatever be his emi-
nence, can escape paying this tribute of
adulation to his fellow citizens.

A recent Harris survey, showing strong
public disaproval of nonconformist opin-
lons, tends to sustain Tocqueville’s view
of tyranny by the majority. In an ar-
ticle in the Washington Post dated Sep-
tember 27, 1965, Mr. Harris writes:

America has long prided itself as a nation
of rugged individualists where the pioneer
tradition allows a man to hold his own views
and go his own way. However, the latest
Harrig survey reveals widespread misgivings
among many Americans over present-day
examples of social political or intellectual
nonconformity.

The man who stands apart from the
crowd—because he does not believe in God,
because he pickets against the war in Viet-
nam, because he demonstrates for civil
rights—is regarded as harmful to the Amer-
ican way of life by two out of three of his
fellow citizens, a survey of & carefully drawn
cross-sectlon of the adult public shows.

‘Far from being the danger many of us
make it out to be, responsible dissent is

.one of the great strengths of democracy.

France, for example, Is unquestionably in
a stronger position today in her relations
with the emerging nations of Asia and
Africa because during the years of her

. colonial wars in Indochina and Algeria a

large and articulate minority refused
to acquiesce in what was being done and,
by speaking out, pointed the way to the
enlightened policies of the Fifth Repub-
lie. The British Labor Party, to take an-
other example, not only protested the
Suez invasion in 1956 but did so while
the invasion was being carried out: by so
doing, the opposition performed the pa-
triotic service of helping Britain to re-
cover its good name in the wake of a dis-
astrous adventure, starting to repair the
damage while the damage was still being
done.

It seems to me a manifestation of the
tyrrany of the majority that there has
been so much talk about when it is
proper for a Senator to make a speech
and so little about the subject matter
involved, which was the Dominican Re-
public and Latin America. It was my
intention on September 15 to start a
discussion about these and not about my-
self. There is a very great deal to be
sald about U.S. policy in Latin Amer-
ica—about political and economic reform
and the Alliance for Progress, about col-
lective security and the Organization of
American States, about social revolu-
tions and the interests of the United
States. I should like very much to hear
the views of my colleagues on these and
other matters, including the suggestion
tentatively put forth in my statement of
September 15 that an inter-American
partnership of equals in the long run
might be advanced by a loosening of
ties in the short run.

~
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I would especially like to hear the
views of my colleagues on the proposition
put forth by President Johnson in his
address of August 17 to the Latin Amer-
ican Ambassadors to the effect that the
United States hopes to see Latin Amer-
icans achieve the same kinds of reform
through the Alliance for Progress that
we seek for ourselves through the Great
Society. Starting with this premise,
there is much to be said about how the
United States can aid and support the
true friends of social reform in Latin
America—men like President Belaunde
Terry of Peru and President Frei of
Chile, whose programs for social justice
are also, and for that reason, antidotes to
communism,

A general discussion of the Latin
American policies of the United States
would be interesting and rewarding, far
more so than personal recriminations
about tolerance of communism and in-
fatuation with revolutions. I myself am
too old to change, but there is still hope
for the United States and Latin America.

Mr., President, in the weeks since I
made my speech on the Dominican Re-
public I have received over 1,500 letters
commenting on it. Approximately 90
percent of these letters expressed con-
cern about the way in which the United
States intervened in Santo Domingo.
This public reaction suggests that a large
sector of the American public shares my
concern about the Latin American pol-
icy of the United States. Many of the
letters I received expressed concern
about the role of the Department of De-
fense and the role of the Central Intel-
ligence Agency in the conduct of Amer-
ican foreign policy. Many, T am pleased
to note, expressed the conviction that the
United States should abide by its obliga-
tions of ‘multilateralism and noninter-
vention under the Charter of the Orga-
nization of American States, and a great
many expressed the view, in one way or
another, that the foreign policy they de-
sired for the United States was one
which was true to its own democratic

-values.

There has been a great deal of press
and periodical commentary on my speech
of September 15, much of it favorable,
much of it unfavorable. I have selected
comments, pro and con, which I judge
to be representative and which. I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp at this point. For the bene-
fit of those who may not have seen the
entire text of my speech, and to provide
& point of reference, I ask unanimous
consent that the text of my speech be
ingerted just prior to these insertions in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the speech
and material was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

[From the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Senate,
Sept. 15, 1965]
THE SITUATION IN THE DOMINICAN REPUBLIC

‘Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the forma-
tion of a provisional government in Santo
Domingo under the leadership of Dr. Hector
Garcla-Godoy 1s good news. It provides
reason for cautious optimism as to the future
and testifies as well to the arduous and
patient efforts of the OAS mediating team.
I wish to pay tribute especlially to Ambassador
Bunker for his wisdom and patience in han-



thls diﬂicuﬂ; affair.
ovistonal government is not the end of
Dominican crisls, but it doés bring to an
raglc and “dangerous phase of the crisls.
any problems reinain, partictlarly the prob-
of establlshing the ailthority of a demo-

‘goveriment over the Dominican milli-

ng Tnto a less dangerous and more
ul p?xase A% this tfme 6f relative calm
ppropriate, desirable and, I think, nec-
Y 10 w_ ‘eyents” in’ the Dominican Re-

Th
pu pose—is tode elop gufdelines for wise and
¢ policies in the futute.”

“doubt aBout 'the ‘advisability

7 my co'[leagues ‘made pub-
he floor.” "Their views on
he cor mittee proceedings

a

y OWT that I now conslder it my
efs My Ppeérsorial ‘conclusions
the hearings held by the Com-

Sktions that have been made that
€0 ‘gtg prejudiced in its approach
‘rggainst the ad 'fnistrations ‘policies are, in
inion, without merit. The committee
mpartial ‘afid fair In giving a'full and de-
hearlng to the admihistration’s point
50 much so, in_ fact, that it héard

%E“

tially by overtimidity and
by bverreaction _‘Throughout

he Judgments ‘are made, of
“benefit of hindsight a
ust, be coticeded there we

Dominlgan ‘Republic. Nonetheless, {t is

be made and U.S. diplo-

id hay

ot ne
5 b ac{‘:éin' dm'*ere Yy, What can

di ot take advantage of seVeral

the course Of events. The. JT€as0n appears to

a.lIowed

2
;Mof a government controlled

porfance and T shall
ehtial point,
the _‘U’:mf‘ed States, on the
stimed alfost

We mlsread prevaxling

g the fact that any reform ove-
‘to C_g 'munist support.

~quo—and the s‘faius qgo 0 many countries

The formatlon of ‘;

stheless, the situation now seenis

Iy one"_wifness trom outsicie ‘the Govern-’

. /Unlted States._

d, in
choices available to the Uniteq States in”
sk of plomacy to make wise decisions’

in the Dommman crisis.’

portumtfes in‘which it mlg'ilt have changed -

olicymaKers decided that
icceed, This

power ’

: the PRb*ﬁominican Revo- . ~ican Republic is part of a broader shift in its

degree of Communist’

Tatin America by overlaoking’

ﬂthat it we ale.

preserve thé status’

American policy in Santo Domingo was faulty
adviZe given to the President by his repre-
‘sefhititives In the Dominican Republic at the
time-of acute crisis. Much of this advice was
based on misjudgment of the facts of the
sitwition; some of it appears to have been
based on Inadequate evidence or, in some
cased, giniply inaccurate information. On
the basis of the information and counsel he
recelved, the President could hardly have
actefl other than he did.

1 & hopeful, and reasonably confldent,
thai’the mistakes made by the United States
in the Dominican Republic can be retrieved
and that it will be possible to avoid repeating
therd in the future. These purposes can
be ¢8tved, however, only if the shortcomings
of 1.S. policy are thoroughly reviewed and

‘ana yzed. I make my remarks today in the
"hép? of contribiiting to that process.

T'ie development of the Dominican crisis,
beg hning on April 24, 1965, provides a classic
stucly of policymaking in a fast-changing
situation in which each decision reduces the
ranjfs of options avallable for future deci-

"slord so that errors are compounded and

finally, indeed, there are few if any options
exciipt to follow through on an ili-conceived
couse of action. Beyond a certain point
the Dominican story acquired some of the in-
evitability of a Greek tragedy.

Another theme that emerges from the Do-
mirlean crisis is the occurrence of a striking
thafige in U.S. policy toward the Dominican

* Repliblic and the possibility—not a certainty,
the Domfnfcan ‘crisfs wags'

becituse the signs are amblguous, but only
the "possibility—of a major change as well
in the general Latin American policies of the
Obviously, an important

affairs occurred between September 1063,
whin the United States was vigorously op-

'.poseu to the overthrow of Juan Bosch, and

Ap11l 1965, when the United States was

eitlier unenthuslastic or actually opposed to ’

his return.

" ¥7hat happened in that perlod to change
the"assessment of Bosch from Tavorable to
uriivorable? It is quite true that Bosch as
President did not distinguish himself as an
adrainistrator, but that was well known in
19€3. It is also true, however, and much

MG e to the point as far as the legitimate in-

ter zsts of the United States are concerned,

--thet Bosch had received 58 percent of the
~votés In a free.and honest election and that

he was presiding over a reform-minded gov-
errment in tune with the Alliance for Prog-
ress. This 1s a great deal more than can be
-said for any other President of the Domini-
cal Republic.

«13he question therefore remains as to how

anl why the attitude of the U.S. Govern-

ment changed so strikingly between Septem-
ber” 1963 and April 1965. And the question
inevitably arises whether this shift in the
ad ninistration's attitude toward the Domin-

atiitude toward other Latin Amerlican coun-
trizs, whether, to be specific, the U.S8. Gov~
erjyment now . views. .the vigorous reform

~meyvements of Latin America—such ag Chris- |

tiap Democracy in Chile, Peru, and Vene-
zuila, APRA in Peru and Acclon Democratica
An Venezuela—ag threatening to the inter-

_es.pf. the United States. And if thig is the,

caie, what kind of Lafin American political
myivements would now be regarded as friend-
Iy to the United States and beneficial to its
in grests?.

‘Lshould like to make it very clear that I :
Lsa ke ak q Y “good fortune since the Civil War in never

anralsing a questlon not offermg an answer,

I 1yn frankly puzzled as to the current atti-

tugde of the U,S. Government toward re-

fomist movements in Latin America,
d

w@ convlncingl expre:
hij speech to tﬁ{a Latin

dcis on the fourth anni rsary of the Ani-'
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T][e prmcipal reason for the failure of

" Asia, and Africa.
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o3 ' gtatement in whxch the
President compared the Alliance for Prog-
ress with his own enlightened program for
a-Great Society at home. On the other hand,
one notes a general tendency on the part of
our policymakers not to look beyond a Latin
American politician’s anticommunism, One
also notes In certain Government agencies,
particularly the Department of Defense, a
preoccupation with counterinsurgency,
which is to say, with the prospect of revolu-
tions and means of suppressing them. This
preoccupation is manifested in dubious and
costly research projects, such as the recently
discredited Camelot; these studies claim to
be scientific but beneath their almost un-
believably opaque language lies an unmis-
takable military and reactionary bias.

It is of great importance that the uncer-
tainty as to U.S. aims in Latin America be
resolved. = We cannot successfully advance
the cause ‘of popular democracy and at the
same time aline ourselves with corrupt and
reactionary oligarchies; yet that is what we
seem to be trying to do. The direction of
the Alliance for Progress is toward social
revolution in Latin America; the direction
of our Dominican intervention is toward the
suppression of revolutionary movements
which are supported -by Communists or sus-
pected of being influenced by Communists.
The prospect of an election in 9 months
which may conceivably produce a strong
democratic government is certainly reassur-
ing on this score, but the fact remains that
the reaction of the United States at the time
of acute crisis was to intervene foreibly and
illegally apgainst a revolution which, had we
sought to Influence it instead of suppress-
ing it, might have produced a strong popular
government without foreign military intet-
vention. Since just about every revolution-
ary movement is likely to attract Communist
support, at least in the beginning, the ap-
proach followed in the Dominican Republic,
if consistently pursued, must inevitably make
us the enemy of all revolutions and there-
fore the ally of all the unpopular and corrupt
oligarchies of the hemisphere.

We simply cannot have it both ways; we
must chonse between the Alliance for Prog-
ress and a foredoomed effort to sustain the
status quo in Latin America. The choice
which we:are to make is the principal unan-
swered question arising out of the unhappy
events to. the Dominican Republic and, in-
deed, the principal unanswered question for
the future of our relations with Latin
America.

It is not surprising that we American are
not drawn toward the uncouth revolution-
aries of the non-Communist left. We are
not, as we like to claim in Fourth of July
speeches, the most truly revolutionary nation
on earth; we are, on the contrary, much
closer to being the most unreveolutionary na-
tion on earth. We are sober and satisfied and
comfortahle and rich; our institutions are
stable and old and even venerable, and our
Revolution of 1776, for that matter, was not

‘tniich of an upheaval compared to the French

and Russian revolutions and to current and
impending revolutions in Latin America,

Our heritage of stability and conservatism

“1s a gredl blessing, but it also has the effect

of limiting our understanding of the charac-
ter of social revolution and sometimes as well
of the injustices which spawn them. Owur
uinderstanding of revolutions and their
causes is' imperfect not because of any fail-
1irés of milnd or character but because of our

having experienced sustalned social injus-
tice witliout hope of legal or more or less
‘Pedceful remedy. We are called upon, there-

“fore, to:give our understanding and our
‘ynipdthy and support to movements which
“aré alien-to our experience and jarring to.our
‘préferérices and prejudices.
We must try to understand social revolu-
tion and the injustices that give it rise be-
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cause they are the heart and core of the
experience of the great majority of people
now living in the world.  In Latin America
we may prefer to assoclate with the well-
bred, well-dressed . businessmen who often
hold positions of -power, but Latin American
reformers regard such men ag aliens in their
own countries who neither identify with
their .own people nor even sympathize with
their aspirations. Such leaders are regarded
by educated young Latin Americans as &
“consular bourgeolsie,” by which they mean
business-oriented conservatives who more
nearly represent the interests of foreign busi-
nessmen than the interests of their own
people. Men like Donald Reid—who is one
of the better of this category of leaders—may
have their merits, but they are not the force
of the future in Latin America.

It is the revolutlonaries of the non-Com-
munist left who have most of the popular
gupport in Latin America. The Radlical Party
in Chile, for example, is full of 19th century
libertarians whom many North - Americans
would find highly congenial, but it was re-
cently crushed in national elections by a
group of rambunctious, leftist Christian
Democrats. It meay be argued that the Chris-
tain Democrats are anti-United States, and
to a considerable extent some of them are—
more 50 now, it may be noted, than prior to
the intervention of the United States in the
‘Dominican Republic—but they are not Com-
munists and they have popular support.
They have also come to terms with the

‘American copper companies in Chile; that 1s
something which the predecessor conserva-
tive government was unable to do and some-
+thing which a Communist government would
have been unwilling to do.

The movement of the future in Latin
Amerlca 1s social revolution. The question
is whether it Is to be Communist or demo-
" ofatié revolutlen and the choice which the
Latin Americans make will depend in part
on how the United States uses its great in-
fluence. It should be very clear that the
‘eholce 1s not hetween soclal revolution and
conservative oligarchy but whether, by sup-
porting reform, we bolster the popular non-
-Communist left or whether, by supporting
unhpopuler ollgarchies, we drive the rising
generation of educated and patriotic young
Latin Americans to an embltiered and hos-
tile form of communism lke that of Fidel
Castro in Chile.

In my Senate speech of March 25, 1964, 1
commented as follows on the prospect of
revolutlon:

-“I am not predicting violent resolutions in
Latln America or elsewhere, Still less am I
advocating them. I wish only to suggest
that violent social revolutions are a possi-
bility in countries where feudal oligarchies
resist all meaningful change by peaceful
means. We must not, in our preference for
the democratic procedures envisioned by the
Charter of Punta del Este, close our minds to
the possibility that democratic procedures
may fail in certain countries and that where
democracy does fail violent social convulsions
may occur.

I think that in the case of the Domlni—
can Republic we did close our minds to
the causes and to the essential legitimacy
of revolution In a countty in which dem-
ocratic procedures had falled. That, I
think, is the central fact concerning the
participation of the United States in the
Dominican revolution and, possibly as well,
its major lesson for the future. I turn now
“to - comment on some of the events which
bega.n last April 24 in Santo Domingo.

When the Dominican revolution began on
Saturday, April 24, the United States had
three options available. First, it could have
supported the Reld Cabral government; sec-
ohd; it could have supported the revolution-
ary fo'rces; and third, it could do nothing.
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The administration chosge the last course.
When Donald Reld Cabral asked. for US.
intervention on Sunday morning, April 25,
he was given no encouragement. He then

.resigned, and considerable disagreement en-

sued over the nature of the government to
succeed him. The party of Juan Bosch, the
PRD, or Dominican Revolutionary Party,
asked for a “U.S. presence” at the transfer
of government power but was given no en-
couragement. Thus, there began at that
time a chaotic situation which amounted to
civil war in a oountry without an effective
government.

What happened in essence was that the
Dominican military refused to support Reid
and were equally opposed to Bosch or other
PRD leaders as his successor. The PRD,
which had the support of some military offi-

cers, announced that Rafael Molina Urena, .

who had been president of the senate during
the Bosch regime, would govern as provi-
sional president pending Bosch’s return. At
this point, the military leaders delivered
an ultimatum, which the rebels ignored, and
at about 4:30 on the afterncon of April 25
the air force and navy began firing at the
National Palace. Later in the day, PRD
leaders asked the U.S. Embassy to use its
infiluence to persuade the air force to stop
the attacks, The Embassy made it clear. it
would not intervene on behalf of the rebels,
although on the following day, Monday,

_April . 26, the Embassy did persuade the

military to stop alr attacks for a limited time.

This was the first crucial point in the
crisis. - If the United States thought that
Reild was giving the Dominican Republic the
best government it had had or was likely to
get, why did the United States not react more
vigorously to support him? On the other
hand, if the Reid government was thought
to be beyond salvation, why did not the
United States offer positive encouragément
to the moderate forces involved in the coup,
if not by providing the “U.S. presence” re-
quested by the PRD, then at least by letting
it be known that the United States was not
opposed: to the prospective change of regimes
or by encouraging the return of Juan Bosch
to the Dominican -Republic? In fact, accord-
ing to avallable evidence, the U.S. Govern-
ment made no effort to contact Bosch in the
initial days of the crisis. -

The United States was thus at the outset
unwilling to support Reid and unwilling to
support if not positively opposed to Bosch.

Events of the days following April 24
demenstrated that Reid had so little popu-
lar support that it can reasohably be argued
that there was nothing the United States
could have done, short of armed interven-
tion, to save his regime. The more Inter-
esting question is why the United States
was 50 reluctant to see Bosch returned to
power. This is part of the larger guestion
of why U.8, attitudes had changed so much
sinece 1963 when Bosch, then in power, was
warmly and repeatedly embraced and sup-
ported as few if any Latin American presi-
dents have ever been supported by the
United States.

The next crucial point in the Dominican
story came on Tuesday, April 27, when rebel
leaders, including Molina Urena and Caam-
ano Deno, called at the U.S. Embassy seeking
mediation and negotiations, At that time
the military situation looked very bad for
the rebel, or constitutionalist, forces., Am-
bassador Bennett, who had been instructed
four times to work for a cease-fire and for
the formation of a military junta, felt he
did not have authority to mediate; media-
tion, in his view, would have been “inter-
vention.” Mediatlon at . that point might
have been accomplished quietly and without
massive military intervention. Twenty-four
hours later the Ambassador was pleading
for the Marines, and as we know some 20,000

soldiers were landed—American soldiers.
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On the afternoon of April 27 Gen. Wessin
Yy Wessin’s tanks seemed about to cross the
Duarte bridge into the city of Santo Dom-
ingo and the rebel cause appeared hopeless.
‘When the rebels felt themselves rebuffed
at the American Embassy, some of their
leaders, including Molina Urena, sought asy-
lum in Latin American embassies in Santo
Domingo. The sadministration has inter-
preted this as evidence that the non-Com-
munist rebels recognized growing Commu-
nist influence in their movement and were
consequently abandoning the revolution,
Molina Urena has said simply that he sought
asylum because he thought the revolution-
ary cause hopeless,

An opportunity was lost on April 27. Am-
bassador Bennett was in a position to bring
possibly decisive mediating power to bear
for a democratic solution, but he chose not
to do so on the ground that the exercise
of his good offices at that point would have
constituted intervention. In the words of
‘Washington Post writer Murrey Marder—
one of the press people who, to the best of
my knowledge, has not been assailed as pre-
judiced:

“It can be argued with considerable weight
that late Tuesday, April 27, the United
States threw away a fateful opportunity to
try to prevent the sequence that produced
the American intervention. It allowed the
relatively leaderless revolt to pass into hands
which it was to allege were Communist.”?
- The overriding reason for this mistake
was the conviction of U.S. officlals, on the
basis of evidence which was fragmentary at

“best, that the rebels were dominated by

Communists. A related and perhaps equally
important reason for the U.S. Embassy’s re-
fusal to mediate on April 27 was the desire
for and, at that point, expectation of an
antirebel victory. They therefore passed up
an important opportunity to reduce or even
eliminate Communist influence by encour-
aging the moderate elements among the
rebels and mediating for a democratic
solution.

Owing to a degree of disorganization and
timidity on the part of the antirebel forces
which no one, including the U.S. Embassy
and the rebels themselves, anticipated, the
rebels were still fighting on the morning of
Wednesday, April 28. Ambassador Bennett
thereupon urgently recommended that the
antirebels under Air Force General de los
Saentos be furnished 50 walkie-talkies from
U.S. Defense Department stocks in Puerto
Rico. Repeating this recommendation later
in the day, Bennett said that the issue was
one between Castroism and its opponents,

_The antirebels themselves asked for armed

U.S. intervention on their side; this request
was refused at that time.

During the day, however, the situation
deteriorated rapidly, from the point of view
of public order in general and of the anti-
rebels in particular. In midafternoon of
April 28 Col. Pedro Bartolome Benoit, head of
a junta which had been hastily assembled,
asked again, this time in writing, for U.S.
troops on the ground that this was the only
way to prevent a Communist takeover; no
mention was made of the junta’s inability to
protect. American lives. This request was
denied in Washington, and Benoit was there-
upon told that the United States would not
Intervene unless he said he could not protect
American citizens present in the Dominican
Republic. Benolt was thus told in effect that
if he said American lives were in danger the
United States would intervene. And that is
precisely what happened.

It was at this point, on April 28, that events
acquired something of the predestiny of a
Greek tragedy. Subsequent events—the fail-
ure of the missions of John Bartlow Martin
and MeGeorge Bundy, the conversion of the

1 Washington Post, June 27, 1965, p. E3,
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enforced stalemate between the rebels un-
der Caamario Deno and the Imbert junta, the
OAS mediation and the tortuous negotiations
for a provisional government—have all been
widely reported and were not fully explored
in the committee hearings. In any case, the
general directlon of events was largely deter-
mined by the fateful decision of April 28.
Once the marines landed on that day, and
especially after they were heavily reinforced
in the days Immediately following, the dle
was cast and the United States found itself
deeply involved in the Dominican clvil con-
fiict, with no visible way to extricate itself,
and with its hemisphere relations compli-
cated in a way that few could have foreseen
and no one could have deslred.

The danger to American lives was more a
pretext than a reason for the massive U.S.
intervention that began on the evening of
April 28. In fact, no American lives were
lost in Santo Domingo until the marines
began exchanging fire with the rebels after
April 28; reports of widespread shooting that
enda,ngered Amerlcan lives turned out to be
oxaggerated.

Nevertheless, there can be no dquestion
‘that. Santo Domingo was not a particularly
safe place to be in the last days of April 1965.
There was fighting in the streets, alrcraft
were strafing parts of the city, and there was
indiseriminate shooting. I think that the
United States would have been justified in
landing a small force for the express pur-
pose of removing U.8. citizens and other for-
eigners from the island. Had.such a force
been landed and then promptly withdrawn
when it had completed its mission, I do not
think that any fairminded observer at home
or abroad would have considered the United
States to have exceeded its nghts and re-
sponsibilities.

The United States intervened in the Do-
minican Republic for the purpose-of pre-
venting the victory of a revolutionary force
which was Judged to be Communist domi-
nated. On. the basls of Amhassador Ben-
nett’s messages to Washington, there is no
doubt that the threat of communism rather
than danger to American lives was his pri-
mary reasonn for recommending military in-

tervention.

’ The question of the degree of Communist
influence is therefore crucial, but it cannot
bhe answéred with certainty. The welght of
the evidence Is that Communists did not par-
ticipate in planning the revolution—indeed.

 there is some indication that it took them

by surprise—but that they very rapidly be-

gan to try to take advantage of it and to seize
control of it. The evidence does not estab-
lish that the Communists at any time actu-
ally had ¢ontrol of the revolution. There is
little doubt that they had influence within
the revolutionary movement,; but the degree
of that 1nﬂuence remams a matter of specu-
lation.

The administration, howevyer, assumed al-
most from the beginning that the revolution
was ‘Communist dominated, or would cer-
talnly becomé so, dnd that nothing short of
‘forcible opposition could prevent a Commu-~
nist takeover. In their apprehension lest
the Dominican Republic become another
Cuba, sonie of our officials seem to have for-
gotten that virtually all reform movements
attract some Communist support, that there
is an important difference between Commu-
nist support and Communist control of a
- political movement; that it 1s quite possible
to compete twith the Communists for In-
fluence in a reform movement rather than
abandon it to them and, most Important of
all, that economic development and social
Justice are themselves the primary and most
rellable’ security against communist sub-
vetslon.

1t is, perhaps, understandable that ad.mln--
1stratlon officials should have felt some sense
of panic; after all, the Foreign Service officer

|
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U.8. force into an inter-American force, the

who had the misfortune to be assighed to
the Cuban desk dat the time of Castro’s rise
to power has had his career ruined by con-
gressional committees. Furthermore, even
without this consideration, the declsions re-
garding the Dominican Republic had to be
made un ler great pressure and on the basis
of inconclusive information. In charity, this
can be accepted as a reason why the decisions
were mistaken; hut 1t does not change the
conclusion that they were mistaken,

The puint I am making is not—emphati-
cally ncft—+that there was no Communlist
participstion in the Dominican ecrisis, but
simply taat the administration acted on the
premise that the revdlution was controlled
by Comtraunists—a premise which it failed to
establisli at the time and has not established
since. The issue is not whether there was
Commuiist influence in the Dominican revo-
lution tut its degree, which is something on
which rezasonable men can differ. The bur-
den of proof, however, is on those who take
action, and the administration has not
proven -ts assertion of Communist control.

Interrention on the basis of Communist
particifation as distinguished from control
of the Jominican revolution was a mistake
in my «pinion which also reflects a grievous
mlsreacing of the temper of contemporary
Latin American politics. Communists are
present in all Latin American countries, and
they ai1e golng to inject themselves Into al-
most a1y Latin American revolution and try
to seizy control of it. If any group or any
moverr ent with which the Communists as~
sociate themselves is going to be automati-
cally condemned in the eyes of the United
States, then we have indeed given up all
hope of guiding or influencing even to a mar-
ginal degree the revolutionary movements
a;@ tlte demands for social change which
are sweepmg Latin America. Worse, if that
is ouwy view, then we have made ourselves
the pr soners of the Latin American oligarchs
who are engaged in a vain attempt to pre-
serve she status quo—reactionaries who ha-
bitually use the term “Communist” very
loosels, In part out of emotional prediiection
and i1 part in a calculated effort to scare
the United States into supporting their sel-
fish aiad discredited aims.

If the United States had really been Inter~
venin to save American’ lives, as it had a
moral if not a strictly legal right to do, it
could have done so promptly and then with-
draw:r and the incldent would soon have
been forgotien: Eut the United States did
not :ntervene primarily to save Amerlcan
lives; it intervened to prevent what 1t con-
ceivel to be, a Communist takeover. That
meart, in the terms In which the United
States defined the situation, that 1t was
intervening against the rebels, who, however
heav ly they might or might not have been
infilitated by Communists, were also the
advozates of the restoration of a freely
elected constitutional government which had
been® forclbly overthrown., It also meant
thet the United States was intervening for
the :nilitary and the oligarchy-—to the detri~
ment of the Dominican people and to the
bittur disappointment of those throughout
Latia America who had placed their hopes
in the United States and the Alliance for
Progress.

021 the basls of the record, there is ample
justification for concluding that, at least
fror1 the time Reld resigned, U.S. policy was
dirested toward construction of a military
junia which hopefully would restore peace
and conduct free elections. That 1s to say
tha i U.8. policy was directed against the re-~
turt of Bosch and agalinst the success of the
reb:]l movement.

I1 this connection it Is interesting to re~ -

call U.S. policy toward Bosch when he was
in power in the Dominican Republic between
Ferruary and September of 1863. He had
been elected, as I have already mentioned, in
the enly free and honest election ever held

s
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in the Dominican Repuklic, In December
1962, with 58 percent of the votes cast.

The United States placed such importance
on his success that President Kennedy sent
the then Vice President Johnson’ and Sen-
ator Humphrey, among others, to attend
his inauguration in February 1963. In Sep-
tember 1963, when he was overthrown in s
military coup, the TUnited States made
strenuous efforts—which stopped just short
of sending the marines—io keep him in
power, and thereafter the TUnited States
waited almost 3 months before recognizing
the  suceessor government. Recognition
came, by the way, only after the successor
government had conducted military opera-
tions against a band of alleged Communist
guerrillas in the mountains, and there is a
suspicion that the extent of the guerrilla
activities was exaggerated by the successor
government in order to secure U.S. recog-
nition.

It may be granted that Bosch was no
great success #@s FPresideni of the Dominican
Republic but, when all his faults have been
listed, the fa¢t remains that Bosch was the
only freely elected President in Dominican
history, the only President who had ever
tried, however ineptly, to give the country &
decent government, and the only President
who was unquestionably in tune with the
Alliance for Progress. "

Despite these conslderations, the United
States was at the very least unenthuslastic
or, more probably, opposed to Bosch’s return
to power in April 1965. Bosch himself was
apparently not eager to returr—he vacillated
in the very early stages and some well-in-
formed persons contencd that he positively
refused to return to the Dominican Republic.
In any case, hie missed & critical opportunity.
But the United States was equally adamant
against a refturn to power of Bosch's party,
the PRD, which 1s the nearest thing to a
mass~based, well-organized party that has
ever existed in the Dominican Republic.
The stated reason was that a PRD govern-
ment would be Communist dominated,

This might concelvably have happened, but
the evidence: by no mesans supports the con-
clusion that it would have happened, We
based our pclicy on a possibility rather than
on anything spproaching a likelthood. Ob-
viously, if we based all our policies on the
mere possibility of communlsm, then we
would have to set ourselves against just
about every progressive political movement
In the world, because almost all such move-
ments are subject to at least the theoretical
danger of Communist takeover. This ap-
proach is not In the national interest; foreign
policy must be based on prospects that seem
probable, hopeful and susceptible to con-
structive influence rather than on merely
possible dangers.

One 1is led, therefore, to the conclusion
+that U.S. policymakers were unduly timid
and alarmist in refusing fo gamble on the
forces of reform and social change. The
bitter lrony of such timidity is that by cast-
ing its lot with the forces of the status quo,
in the probahbly vain hope that these forces
could be induced to permit at least some
reform and soclal change, the United States
almost certalnly helpasd the Communists to
acquire converts whorn they otherwise could
not have won.

How valn the hopes of U.S. policymakers
were is amply demonstrated by events since
April 28, 'The junta led by Gen. Antonio Im-
bert, which succeeded the junta led by Col-
onel Benoit, proved quite intractable and in-
deed filled. the alrwaves daily with denuncia-
tions of the Unlted States and the Organiza-
tion of American States for preventing it
from wiping out the Communist rebels.
These. are the same military forces which on
April 28 were refusing to fight the rebels and
begging for U.S. intervention. Our aim ap-
parently was to use Imbert as a counterpoise
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to Caamano Deno in the iil-founded hope
that non-Communist liberals would be
drawn away from the rebel side.

In practice, instead of Imbert becoming
our tractable instrument, we, to a certain ex-
tent, became his: he clung tenaciously to the
power we gave him and was at least as In-
transigent as the rebels in the protracted ne-
gotiations for a provisional government,.

The resignation of Imbert and his junta
brovides grounds for hope that a strong pop-
ular ‘government may come to power in the
Dominican Republic, but that hope must be
tempered by the fact that the military con-
tinues to wield great power in Dominican
polftics—power which it probably would not

now have if the United States had not in-

tervened to save 1t from defeat last April 28.
Even with a provisional government installed
In Santo Domingo, and with the prospect of
an election in 9 months, there remains the
basic problem of a deep and widespread de-
mand for social change. The prospect for
such social change is clrcumscribed by the
fact that the military has not surrendered
and cannot be expected voluntarily to sur-
render its entrenched position of privilege
and outrageous corruption.

The United States has grossly underesti-
mated the symbolism of the Bosch constitiu-
tion of 1963. It can be argued that this con-
talns unrealistic promises, but it has stirred
the hopes and idealism of the Dominicen
people. The real objections to it, the part
of conservative Dominicans, seem to be that
it provides for separation of church and state
and that it provides that Dominican citizens
have the right to live in the Dominican Re-
public {f they so desire—that is, that Domini-
can citizens who happen also to be Commu-
nists cannot be deported. In passing, one
may note a similarity to the U.S. Constitution
on both of these points.

The United States has also mistead the
dedication of the Dominican military to the
status quo and t6 its own powers and
privileges. It may be saild that the United
States has overestimated its ability to in-
fluence the military while failing to use to
the fullest the influence it does hive,

The act of United States massive military
intervention in the Dominican Republic was
a grievous mistake, but if ome is going to
cross the bridge of intervention, with all of
the historical ghosts which it calls forth
throughout Latin America, then one might
as well cross all the way and not stop in the
middle. It is too late for the United States
to refrain from Intervention; it is not too
late to try to redeem some permanent benefit
from that intervention. Specifically, T think
that the influence of the United States and
the Organization of American States should
be used to help the Dominican beople free
themselves from the oppressive welght of a
corrupt and privileged military establish-
ment. It is entirely possible, if not likely,
that if the military is allowed to retain its
power 1t will overthrow any future govern-
ment that displeases it Just as it has done in
the past. The OAS mediating team made a
contribution by bringing about the installa-
tfon of a provisional government; the OAS
can still make a solid contribution to Domin-
ican democracy by urging or insisting that as
part of a permanent solution the Dominican
military establishment be substantially re-
duced in size and some of the mote irrespon-
sible generals be pensioned off or sent on
lengthy diplomatic holidays abroad. If the
United States and the OAS are golhg to im=-
Pose a solution in the Dominican ‘Republie,
they might as well impose a good solution as
a bad one, - .

Since preparing these remarks, I note in
this morning’s press that General Wessin has
been induced to leave the Dominican Repub-
He. This, I believe, is a step in the right
direéction, -

The Foreign Relations Committee’s study
of the Dominican crisis: leads me to draw
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certain specific conclusions regarding Amer-~
ican policy in the Dominican Republic and
also suggests some broader considerations re-
garding relations between the United States
and Latin American. My specific conclusions
regarding the crists in Santo Domingo are as
follows:

First. The United States intervened forci-
bly in the Dominican Republic in the last
week of April 1965 not primarily to save
American lives, as was then contended, but
to prevent the victory of a revolutionary
movement which was judged to be Commu-
nist-dominated. The decision to land thou-
sands of marines on April 28 was based pri-
marily on the fear of “another Cuba” i
Santo Domingo. .

Second. This fear was based on fragmen-
tary and inadequate evidence. There is no
doubt that Communists participated in the
Dominiean revolution on the rebel side, prob-
ably to a greater extent after than before

the landing of U.S. marines on April 28, but-

Just as it cannot be proved that the Com-
munists would not have taken over the revol-
ution neither can it be proved that they
would have. There 1s little basis in the
evidence offered the committee for the as~
sertion that the rebels were Communist-
dominated or certain to become so; on the
contrary, the evidence suggests a chaotic sit-
uation in which no single faction was dom-
inant at the outset and in which everybody,
including the United States, had opportu-
nities to influence the shape and course of
the rebellion.

Third. The United States Iet Pass its best
opportunities to Influence the course of
events. ‘The best opportunities were on
April 25, when Juan Bosch’s party, the PRD,
requested a “United States presence,” and
on April 27, when the rebels, believing them-
selves defeated, requested United States
mediation for a negotiated settlement. Both
requests were rejected, in the first instance
for reasons that are not entirely clear but
probability because of United States hostility
to the PRD, in the second instance because
the U.S. Government anticipated and desired
& victory of the antirebel forces.

Fourth. U.S. policy toward the Dominican
Republic shifted markedly to the right be-
tween September 1963 and April 1965. In
1963, the United States strongly supported
Bosch and the PRD as enlightened reform-
ers; in 1965 the United States opposed their
return to power on the unsubstantiated
ground that a Bosch or PRD government
would certainly, or almost certainly, become
Communist dominated. Thus the United
States turned its back on social revolution
in Santo Domingo and associated itself with
& corrupt and reactionary military oligarchy.

Fifth. U.8. policy was marred by a lack of
candor and by misinformation. The former
is illustrated by official assertions that U.S.
military intervention was primarily for the
burpose of saving American lives; the latter
is illustrated by exaggerated reports of mas-
sacres and atrocities by the rebels—reports
which no one has been able to verify. It
was officlally asserted, for example—by the
President in a press conference on June 17
according to an official State Department
bulletin—that “some 1,500 innocent people
were murdered and shot, and their heads
cut off.” There is no eviddence to support
this statement. A sober examination of such
evidence as is avallable indicates that the
Imbert junta was guilty of at least as many
atrocities as the rebels.

Sixth. Responsibility for the fatlure of
Amerlcan policy in Santo Domingo lies pri-
marily with those who advised the President.
In the critical days between April 25 and
April 28, these officials sent the President
exaggerated reports of the danger of & Com-
munist takeover in Santo Domingo and, on
the basis of these, recommended U.S. mas-
slve military interventifon. It is not at all

.dimcult to understand why, on the basis of
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such advice, the President made the deci-
sions that he made.

Seventh. Underlying the bad advice and
unwise actions of the United States was the
fear of another Cuba. The specter of a
second Communist state in the Western
Hemisphere—and its probable repercus-
sions within the United States and possible
effects on the careers of those who might be
held responsible—seems to have been the
most important single factor in destorting
the judgment of otherwise sensible and com-
petent men.

I turn now to some broader and long-term
implications of the Dominican tragedy, first
to some considerations relating to the Or-
ganization of American States and its char-
ter, then to the problem of reactton and
revolution in Latin America, finally to a sug-
gestion for a freer and, I believe, healthier
relationship between the United Stats and
Latin America.

Article 15 of the Charter of the Orgamniza-
tion of American States says that:

“No state or group of states has the right to
intervene, directly or indirectly, for any rea-
son whatever, in the internal or external af-
fairs of any other state.”

Article 17 states that:

“The territory of a State is inviolable; it
may not be the object, even temporarily, of
military occupation or of other measures of
force taken by another State, directly or in-
directly, on any grounds whatever.”

These clauses are not ‘ambiguous. They
mean that, with one exception to be noted,
all forms of forecible Intervention are ab-
solutely prohibited among the American
States. It may be that we should never have
accepted this commitment at Bogota in 1948;
it is obvious from all the talk one hears these
days about the obsoleteness of the principle
of nonintervention that some U.S. officials
regret our commitment to it. The fact re~
mains that we are committed to it, not par-
tially or temporarily or insofar as we find it
compatible with our vital interests but al-
most absolutely. It represents our word and
our bond and our willingness to honor the
solemn commitments embodied in a treaty
which was ratified by the Senate on August
28, 1950.

There are those who might concede the
point of law who would also argue that such
considerations have to do with our ideals
rather than our interests and are therefore of
secondary importance. I do not believe that
1s true. We are currently fighting a war in
Vietnam, largely, we are told, because it
would be 2 disaster if the United States failed
to honor its word and its commitment; the
matter, we are told, is one of vital national
interest. I do not see why it is any less a
matter of vital interest to honor a clear and
explicit treaty obligation in the Americas
than it is to honor the much more ambiguous
and less formal promises we have made to the
South Vietnamese.

The sole exception to the prohibitions
iof articles 15 and 17 1is spelled ! out in
article 19 of the OAS Charter, which states
that *“measures adopted for the mainte-
nance of peace and security in accordance
with existing treaties do not constitute a
violation of the principles set forth in articles
15 and 17.” Article 6 of the Rio Treaty
states: . :

“If the inviolability or the integrity of the
territory or the soverelgnty or political in-
dependence of any American State should be
affected by an aggression which is not an
armed attack or by an extracontinental or
intracontinental conflict, or by any other
fact or situation that might endanger the
peace of America, the Organ of Consultation
shall meet immediately in order to agree on
the measures which must be taken in case of
aggression to assist the victim of the aggres-
sion or, in any case, the meagsures which
should be taken for the common defense
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;and for the maintenance of the peace and
security of the continent.”

The United States thus had legal recourse
when the Dominiean erisis broke on April 24,
1965. We couid have called an urgent ses-
slon of the Council of the.OAS for the pur-
pose of invoking article 8 of the Rio Treaty.
But we did not do so. The administration
has argued that there was no time to con-
sult the OAS, although there was time to
consult—or inform-—the congressional lead-
ership. 'The United States thus intervened
in the Dominican Republic umlaterally——
and illegally.

Advising the Latin American countnes
of our actlon after the fact did not con-
stitute compliance with the OAS Charter
or the Rio Treaty; nor, indeed, would advis-
ing them before the fact have constituted
compliance. One does not comply with the
law by notifying interested parties In ad-
vance of one's intent to violate it. Inter-
American law requires consultation for the
purpose of shaping a collective decision,
Only on the basis of advance consultation
and agreement could we have undertaken
& legal Intervention in  the Dominican
Republic. i

It is possible, had we undertaken such
consultations, that our Latin American part-
ners would have delayed a decision; it is
possible that they would have refused to
authorize collective intervention. My own

“feeling is that the situation in any case did
not justify military intervention except for
the limited purpese of evacuating U.S. citi-
zens and other foreigners, but even If 1t
seemed to us that it did, we should not have
undertaken it without the advance consent
of our Latin Amerlcan allies. We should
not have done so because the word and
the honor of the United States were at stake
Just a8 much—at least as much—in the
Dominiean crisis as they are in Vietnam and
Korea and Berlin and all the places around
the globe which we have committed our-
selves to defend.

There 18 another important: reason for
compliance with the law. The United States
is a conservative power in the world in the
gense that most of its vital interests are
served by stability and order. Law is the
essential foundation of stability and order
both within societles and in international
relations. A great conference is:taking place
here in Washington this .week on the sub-
ject, World Peace Through Law. As a con-
servative power the United States has a
vital interest in upholding and expanding
the relgn of law 1n infernationsal relations.
Insofar as international law is observed, it
provides us with stability and order and with
& means of predioting the behavior of those
with whom we have reciprocal: legal obliga~
tions. When we violate the law ourselves,
whatever short-termn advantage may be
gained, we are cbviously encouraging others
to violate the law: we thus encourage dis-
order and instability ‘and thereby do in-
calculable damage to our own long-term in-
terests.

There are those who defend U.S. unilateral
intervention in the Dominlcan Republic on
the ground that the principle of noninter-
vention as spelled out in the OAS Charter is
absolete. The argument is unfortunate on
two grounds. First, the contention of obso-
leteness justifies an effort to bring about
changes in the OAS Charter by due process
of law, but it does not justify violation of
the charter. Second. the view that the prin-
ciple of nonintervention is obsolete is one
held by certaln U.8. officirls; most Latin
Americans would argue that, far from being
‘obsolete, the principle of nonintervention
was and remains the heart and core of the
Ainter-America.n system. Insofar as It Is hon-
ored, it provided them with something that
many in the United States find it hard to be-
lieve they could suppose they need: protec-
tion from the United States,
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Many Narth Americans seem to- belleve
that, while, the United States does indeed
participate in Latin American affairs from
time to tinie, sometimes by force, it is done,
with the test of intentions, usually indeed
to protect the Latln Americans from inter-
vention by somebody else, and therefore can-
not really be considered intervention. 'The
trouble with this point of view is that it
is not shared by our neighbors to the south.
Most of them do think they need protection
from the Jpited States and the history of
the Monroe Doctrine and the “Roosevelt
“corollary” suggest that their fears are not
entirely w:thout foundation. “Good inten-
tions” are not a very sound basis for judging
the fulfillment of contractual obligations.
Just about everybody, including the Com-
munists, lielleves in his own “good Inten-
tions.” It is a highly subjective criterion of
natlonal behavior and has no more than a
chance reistionship to good results. With
whatever fustice or lack of it, many Latin
Americans are afrald of the United States;
however niuch it may hurt our feelings, they
prefer to have their security based on some
more objuctive standard than the good in-
tentions of the United States.

The stindard on which they rely most
heavily is the principle of noninterven-
tion; hovever obsolete 1t may seem to cer-
tain U.S. officials, it remaing vital and perti-
nent in Iatin America. When we violate if,
we are nrt overriding the mere letter of the
law; we nre violating what to Latin Ameri-
cans is 1t3 vital heart and core.

The iner-American system is rooted in an
implicit zontract between the Latin Ameri-
can countries and the United States. In re-
turn for our promise not to interfere in
their internal affairs they have accepted a
role as n.embers of our “sphere” and to sup-
port, or at least not to obstruct, our global
policles. - In the Dominican Republic we
violated our part of the bargain; it remains
to be seen whether Latin Americans will now
feel free to vioiate thelrs.

In tha eyes of educated, energetic, and
patriotic young Latin Americans—which is
to say, the generation that will make or
break tl.e Alliance for Progress—the United
States committed a worse offense In the
Dominican Republic than just intervention;
it intervened against social revolution and in
support, at least temporarily, of a corrupt,
reactionary military oligarchy.

It is 110t possible at present to assess the
depth thd extent of disillusion with the
United 3tates on the part of democrats and
reformess in Latin America. I myself think
that it is deep and widespread. Notr am I
reassure il by assertions on the part of admin-
Istrationt officials that a number of Latin
Amerlcen. governments have secretly ex-
pressed sympathy for our actions in the Do~
minicaly Republic while explaining that of
course hey could not be expected to support
us opealy. Why cannot they support us
openly, unless it is because thelr sympathy
does nuot represent the views of thelr own
people arid they do not dare to express it
openlyi 'In fact, real enthusiasm for our
Domin:can venture has been confined large-
ly to military dictators and ruling oligarchies.

The fragedy of Santo Domingo is that a
policy that purported to defeat communism
in the shortrun is more likely to have the
cffect of promoting it in the longrun. In-
tervenijon in the Dominican Republic has
alienated—temporarily or permanently, de-
pending on our future policies—our real
friend: in Latin America. These, broadly,
are the people of the democratic left-—the
Christian and social democrats in a number
of countries, the APRA Party in Peru, the
Accior Democratica Party in Venezuela, and
their tindred spirits throughout the hemi-
sphere. By our intervention on the side of
& corrapt military oligarchy in the Domini~
can Republic, we have embarrassed before

their >wn people the democratic reformers

hdi
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who have counseled frust and partnership
with the United States. We have lent cre-
dence to the idea that the United States is
the enemy of soclal revolution in Yatin Amer-
ica and that the-only choice Latin Ameri-
cans have is between communism and reac-
ton.

If those are the available alternatives,
if there is no democratic left as a third
option, then there is no doubt of the choice
that honest and. patriotic Latin Americans
will make: they will choose communism, not
because they want 1t but because U.S. policy
will have forecloted all other avenues of so-
clal revolution and, indeed, all other possi-
bilities except the perpetuation of rule by
military juntas and economic oligarchies.

. The dominant force in T.atin America is
the aspiration of increasing numbers of peo~
ple to personal and national dignity. In the
minds of the rising generation there are
two principle threats to that aspiration-—ve-
action at home and domination from abroad.
As a4 result of . its Dominican actions the
United States has allowed itself to become
associated with both. We have thereby of-
fended the dignity and self-respect of young
and idealistic Latin Americans who must
now wonder whether the United States will
one day intervene against soclal revolutions
in their own countries, whether one day
they will find themselves facing U.S. Marines
across barricades in their own home towns.

I, myself, am sure, as I know President
Johnson and, indeed, most U.S. citizens are
sure, that our country is not now and will
not become the enemy of social revolution in
Latin America. . We have rnade a mistske in
the Dominican Republic, as we did at the
Bay of Pigs in 1961, but a single misjudg~
ment does not constitute a doctrine for the
conduct of future policy and we remain
dedicated to the goals of the Alliance for
Progress.

We know this ourselves but it remains
to convince our true friends in Latin America
that thelr social revolutions will have our
sympathy and support. Xt will not be easy
o do so, hecause our intervention in Santo
Domingo shook if it did not shatter a con~
fidence in the United States that had been
built up over 30 years since the liguidation
of the Caribbean protectorates and the ini-
tiation of the “good neighbor policy.”

It will be dificult but it can be done.
President Johnson took a positive step on
the long road back in his statement of re~
dedication to the Alliance for Progress to
the Latin American Ambassadors on August
17. It remains for us to eliminate the am-
biguity between the antirevclutionary ap-
proach symbolized by Project Camelot and
the preoccupation with problems of counter~
insurgency on the one hand and the creative
approach of the Alliance for Progress on the
other. If we do this—and I am both sure
that we can and reasonably hopeful that we
will—then I think that the Dominican af-
fair will be relegated in history to the status
of a single unhappy episade on the long road
toward the forging of a new and creative and
dignified relationship between the United
States and Latin America.

In conclusion, I suggest that a new and
healthler relationship between the United
States and Latin Ameriea must be a freer
relationship than that of the past.

The United States is a world power with
world responsibilities and to 1t the infer-
American system represents a sensible way
of maintaining law and order in the region
closest to the United States. To the extent
that it functions as we want it to function,
one of the inter-Amerlcan system’s important
advantages is that it stabillzes relations
within the Western Heomisphere and thus
frees the United States to act on its world-~
wide responsibilities. -

To Latin Americans, on the other hand,

‘the inter-Anierican system Is politically and

psychologically confining. Iu has the effect,
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80 to speak, of cooping them up in the
Western Hemisphere, giving them the feel-
ing that there is no way to break out of
the wusually well-intentioned but often
stifling embrace of the United States. In
their hearts, I have no dobut, most Latin
Americans would like to be free of us, Just
as a son or daughter coming of age wishes
to be free of an overprotective parent. A
great many of those Latin Americans for
whom Castro still has some appeal—and
there are now more, I would guess, than
before last April 28—are atiracted not, I
feel, because they are infatuated with coms
munism, but bhecause Cuba, albeit at the
price of almost complete dependency on the
Soviet Union, has broken out of the orbit
'of the United States. .

It is the nature of things that small na-
‘tions do not live comfortably in the shadow
of large and powerful nations, regardless
of whether the latter are benevolent or
overbearing. Belgium has always been un-
comfortable about Germany and France;
Ireland has never been able to work up much
affection for Great Britain, And in recent
‘years some of the Eastern European govern-
ments have demonstrated that, despite the
Communist ideology which they share with
the Soviet Union, they still wish to free
themselves as much as they can and as
. much as they dare from the overbearing

power of Russia. It is natural and inevita-
ble that Latin American countries should
have some of the same feelings toward the
United States. .

Perhaps, then, the foremost immediate re-
quirement for a new and more friendly rela-
tlonship between Latin America and the
United States in the long run is not closer
ties and new institutional bonds but a loos-
ening of existing ties and institutional bonds.
It is an established psychological princi-
ple—or, for that matter, just commonsense—
that the strongest and most viable personal
bonds are those which are voluntary, a vol-
untary bond being, by definition, an arrange-
ment which one is free to enter or not to
enter. I do not see why the same principle
should not operate in relations between na-
tions. 1If it does, it would follow that the first
step toward stronger ties between Latin
America and the United States would be
the creation of a situation in which Latin
American countries would be free, and would
feel free, to maintain or sever existing ties
as they see fit and, perhaps more important,
t0 establish new arrangements, both among
themselves and with nations outside the
hemisphere, in which the. United States
would not participate.

President Frel of Chile has taken an initia-
tive to this end. He has visited European
leaders and apparently indicated that his
Christlan Democratic Government 1s inter-
ested In establishing new political, economic,
and cultural links with European countries.
For the reasons suggested, I think this is an
intelligent and constructive step.

I think further that it would be a fine
thing if Latin Amertcan countries were to
undertake a program of their own for “build-
ing bridges” to the world beyond the West-
ern Hemisphere—to Kurope and Asla and
Africa, and to the Communist countries if
they wish. Such relationships, to be sure,
would involve a loosening of tles to the

United States in the immediate future, but

in the long run, I feel sure, they would make
for both happier and stronger bonds with
the Umtgd States—happier because they
would be“free, stronger because they would
be dignified and self-respecting as they never
had been hefore. .
QL 'FAYORABLE COMMENTS

[From the f_\rkansas Gazette, Sept. 20, 1965]
THE LASTING FR.IENDSITIIPS‘ ATTAINED BY EQUALS

.Senator. J. W. FULERIGHT'S address to the
Senate last week drew first attention as an
emphatic dissent, which it certainly was, to

Approved For Release 2003/10/15 : CIA-RDP67B00446R000500110015-9

v

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

the administration’s view of the intervention
in the Dominican Republic. But the larger
importance in the address may very well have
lain in FULBRIGHT’S treatment of the broad
context of relations between the United
States and Latin America.

The Senator surveyed with thorough can-
dor the way Latin American countries look
upon the United States, and what he found
was not particularly gratifying. He com-
pared Latin America to a son or daughter
coming of age and wanting to be free of
an overprotective parent; he sald the inter-
Amerlcan system coops the Latin countries
up in the Western Hemisphere and glves them
the feeling that there ‘“‘is mo way to break
out of the usually well-intentioned but often
stifling embrace of the United States.”

What FULBRIGHT was engaged in was the
introspective practice of seeing ourselves as
others see us, and it is not always a com-
fortable exercise. The truth of what he sald,
nevertheless, is really beyond question. Our
power and wealth are respected In Latin
America, but there is not much love for us,
because of the very restiveness, the very sense
of dependence, that FULBRIGHT has cited.

It is hardly colncidence that the best re-
lationship the United States has in Latin
America may very well be with Mezxico, a
country that is solidly independent in de-
termining its national policies. Mexico has
made great progress in mastering the enor-
mous economic, soclal, and political ills
common to Latin America. Mexico, in the
memory of two wars, has more reason than
any country except Panama to feel bitter-
ness toward the Colosus del Norte, yet Mexico
and the United States have a strength of
understanding that would hardly have been
attained if Mexico did not have a feeling of
confidence, independence, and self-respect.

What PULBRIGHT suggested for the Latin
American future was in sharp departure
from the most hallowed of past U.S. doc-
trines. )

Historically our Government has sought a
sort of hemispheric isolation, at least for
Latin countries if not hecessarily for the
United States. President Monroe told Euro-
bean powers to stay out, period. In recent
decades the appeal has been somewhat dif-
ferent, pitched to hemispheric solidarity.
But FULBRIGHT has now argued that Latin
American nations should seek to build
bridges of their own to'Burope and Africa and
Asla—even to Communist countries if they
wished. Immediately, he said, the ties with
the United States would be loosened but in
the longer run the bonds between Latin
Americans and the United States would be-
come stronger than ever.

It is an interesting, provocative suggestion
that FULBRIGHT advances. With certain res-
ervations (and surely FurLBrIGET himself has
reservations) it warrants the close attention
of the President and of the mavers and shak-
ers In the State Department. We consider
the Organization of American States a nearly
indispensable agency in Latin America’s de-
velopment and in inter-American affairs. We
cannot dismiss out of hand the eventualities
of United States intervention in Latin Amer-
ica in emergency circumstances. Yet the
truth remains that big brotherliness has been
as evident as good neighborliness in hemis-
pheric affairs and in the sweep of history the
most enduring friendships are attained by
nations that regard each other as equals.

" LBJ. AND BEAUREGARD

Of all the snap responses made to Senator
FULLBRIGHT's studiedly delayed response to
the precipitate nature of our intervention in
the Dominican Republic, the most unfortu-
nate, in its way, may have been that of Sen-
ator Lone of Louisiana:

“Whatever anybody says about Lyndon
Johnson, he's a.mover. He moves. The South
would be an independent nation today—
I'm not saying it ought to be-—but it would
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if Gen. P. T. Beauregard of my own Louisiana
hadn’t waited for the smoke to settle at the
battle of Shiloh in Tennessee. I'd rather
have a man who moves than one who waits.”
One guess as to who had been in command
of the Confederate shore batteries at
Charleston Harbor the year before.

[From the New York Times, Sept. 18, 1965]
FULBRIGHT ON THE DOMINICAN CRISIS

Senator FULBRIGHT often speaks as the
conscience of the United States in foreign
affairs. This makes him a disturbing per-
son, but he plays a valuable and salutary,
if often a thankless, role. He has now said
a number of things about U.S. intervention
in the Dominjcan Republic that needed say-
ing on the Senate floor.

The New York Times and a few other
bublications had, as the story unfolded edi-
torially, made every argument that Senator
FULBRIGHT now makes; but the dominant
voices were those of President Johnson, Mc-
George Bundy, Under Secretary Mann, and
Ambassador Tapley Bennett, of Santo Do-
mingo. The latter's unfortunate role is
properly and devastatingly described by the
Arkansas Democrat.

The chairman of the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee waited until a 2-month
series of hearings on the Dominlcan crisis
was over and until a hopeful settlement of
the conflict was beginning to shape up. For
Senator FULBRIGHT, the evidence of Commu-
nist participation was “fragmentary” and
“not persuasive”; the advice given to Pres-
ident Johnson was “faulty”; and the real
reason for the intervention was not to save
American lives but the dread of “another
Cuba.” . As he points out, the fear of com-
munism leads the United States into oppo-
sition to all revolutions and hence makes us
“the ally of all the unpopular and corrupt
oligarchies of the hemisphere.”

These ldeas led Senator Dobp to accuse
Mr. FurLBrreHT of a “tolerance of commu-
nism.” In reality, Senator FULBRIGHT Is an
Infinjtely more effective anti-Communist
than the heavy-handed Senator Dopp. There
is no doubt that the latter, and not Mr.
FuLericHT, speaks for the Johnson admin-
istration. This means that the same errors
can be repeated if there are other crises in:
Latin America.

-“The movement of the future in ILatin
America is social revolution,” Mr. FULBRIGHT
said. He does not mean the Communist type.
The United States can crush any revolu-
tion by miiltary force, but only at the price
of supporting reaction, militarism, oligarchy
and the status quo.
[From the Christian Science Monitor,

Sept. 18, 1965]

‘THE FULBRIGHT SPEECH

It will be a great pity if Senator Fur-
BRIGHT'S Senate speech on the handling of
the Dominican crisis leads simply to a fierce
public argument about the past. As he him-
self says, analysls of the past is useful only if
it helps to avoid mistakes in the future.

There 1is validity in Mr. FULBRIGHT'S
charges of initial ‘“overtimidity” and sub-
sequent ‘“overreaction.” But he is careful
to say that his assessments are made with
the advantage of hindsight. Yet even if one
concedes that there were mistakes during
those early weeks of the upheaval, we be-
lieve that the U.S. Government has since
done a good job 'in trying to pick up the
pleces which it perhaps helped to shatter—
albeit involuntarily.

Only the first wobbly steps have been
made toward normaley in Santo Domingo.
But Ambassador Ellsworth Bunker, tireless
and resourceful, would never have been able
to encourage those steps if he had not had
Washington’s backing. It has been a little
bit like Maemillan furiously repairing the
damage done by Eden at Suez, protesting all
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the time that no damage had been done.
But over the Dominican Republic, the Mac-
millan and Eden roles are combined in one
man—and he wears a Texas hat.

Ad we have already said, however, we think
that what is important now is to eschew the
same kind of mistake in the future. Senator
FULBRIGHT uttered 2 few home truths, among
them:’

“Phe movement of the future in Latin

" America is sdcial revolution and the cholce’

which the Latin Americans make will depend
in part on how the United States uses its
great influence. '

“Since just about every revolutionary
movement is likely to ‘attract Communist
support, at least in the beginning, the ap-
proach followed in the Dominican’ Republic,
it consistently pursued, must inevitably
make Us the enemy of all revolutions and
therefore the ally of all the unpopular and
corrupt oligarchies of the hemispheére.

It should be very clear that the choice is
not between soclal revolution and conserva-
tive oligarchy; but whether, by supporting
reform, wé bolster the popular non-Com-
munist left or whether, by supporting un-
popuiar oligarchies, we drive the rising gen-
eration of educated and patriotic young
Latin Americans to an embittered and hos-
tile form of communism like that of Fidel
Castro.”

Admittedly all this is easier to preach than
to practice. To begin with, effective commu-
nication has to be established with that ris-
ing generation—and their confidence won.
Their language will differ from ours in many
ways. But most of them want for them-
selves what we have won and want—and the
overwhelming majority of them would: still
prefer not to turn outside the American
hemisphere or to alien tyranhies to try to
get 1t

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 16, 1965]
STEMWINDER '

Those who admire the analytical powers
of Senator FULBRIGHT have come to expect
penetrating truths from the chairman of the
Senate Forelgn Relations Committee that cut
through the veneers of cant and iNlusion. He
has done it agaln with his Incisive speech
about the American military intervention in
the Dominican Republic. What he says
about initial overtimidity, later overreac-
tion and lack of candor throughout is sure
to lacerate a lot of feelings. But essentially
his point is that with the information avail-
able to him President Johnson could have
taken no other course. :

The pertinent question, of course, is why
the advice to the President was so bad. Be-
yond this the Senator asks several ancillary
quesiions: Why, for example, did: the United
States veer so far from its general support
for Juan Bosch, the elected President ousted
by a military coup in 1963, as to oppose his
return? , Was this part of a more ominous
shift against reform movements in Latin
America out of fear that the Communists
would dominate them? Do we lack confi-

dence In ouf own ability to influence the

course of revolution?

For soclal revolution, Mr. FULBRIGHT con-
tends, is the course of the future in Latin
America, and by seeming to oppose it blindly
we only drive those who are dissatisfied with
the oligarchical status quo into the arms
of the Communists, His characterization of
this country’s role is acid:

“We are not, as we like to claim in Fourth
of July speeches, the most truly revolution-
ary Nation on earth; we are, on the contrary,
much closer to being the most unrevolu-
tionary Nation on earth. We are sober and
satisfled and comfortable and rich.”

In ancthér reproach, Mr, FULBRIGHT COn-
tends that the administration broke inter-
national law and damaged ifs own reputa-
tion in not seeking a collective decision by
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the Organiiation of American States before
its own un lateral agflon. His point is well
taken, but lte might well have addressed him-
self further to the fundamental need for
improved machinery in view of the utter in-
ability of thie OAS to reach a decision guickly
in emergen:y-

Happily, the situation in the Dominican
Republic now seems to be turning out better
than might have been expected from the
sorry beginaing, and for this recovery the ad-
ministration dgserves a share of credit. In
any effort so derlve lessons from the experi-
ence, howe rer, Mr. FULBRIGHT'S questions de-
serve some frank answers, not merely an-
guished screams from wounded policymakers.

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 17, 19651
Panic BUTTON

Senator Dobp’s reply to Senator FuL~
BrRIGHT's citique of the American military
interventicn in the Domintcan Republic is

‘essentially “to try to depict Mr. FULBRIGHT

as soft on communism. This tawdry if fa-
miliar tactic does Mr. Dobp no credit. There
1s legitimate ground for disagreement with
Mr, FuLstlGHT'S analysis, which had the
benefit of 4 months of hindsight, without
attempting; to smear his motives.

That th:ie were, and are, Communists in
the Domilican Republic no one disputes;
here Mr. Ilopp is tilting at the wrong wind-
mill. Whait is disputed is whether they were
in a posit.on to capture the revolution that
the Unitec! States in effect halted when rep-
resentativies of the American Embassy in-
duced the administration to push the panlc
button. Home influential anti-Communist
Dominicans think they were not.

Nowher«: does Mr. Dopp deal with several
basic questions raised by Mr. FULBRIGHT:
Did the Uaited States fully use the resources
available to it withdut sending in the Ma-
rines—an[ was the administration candid
with the public? Obviously the United
States must be alert to Castroite maneuvers,
including efforts to take over-and direct local
grievance:. But if we allow American policy
to be donmdnated and even paralyzed by fear
of anothe: Cuba, we shall soon find ourselves
sending Marines around the hemisphere
losing fricnds and alienating people.

Mr. Do contends, and some in the ad-
ministrat on agree with him, that Mr. FuUL-
BRIGHT’S speech damaged the country because
the critic.sm will be picked up abroad. On
the contriry the intervention, whether or not
1t was ne:essary, is what started the process.
One of tte strengths of America in the eyes
of other pecples—and a point that can belle
Mr. FULB uGHT'S complaint that the United
States appears unsympathetic to demands
for social Justice abroad (by contrast with
the socia. revolution taking place at home)
is that e can debate issues publicly and
seek to learn from experience. But to argue
that all’s well that ends well in the Domini-
can Republic 1s like Insisting that because &
broken 13g ultimately heals 1t somehow s
good for ;rou.

[From tae St. Louls (Mo.) Post-Dispatch,
Oct. 13, 19865]

ManNN IEBUTS FULBRIGHT'S ATTACK ON
DOMINCAN ACTIONS BY THE UNITED
STATES

(By Richard Dudman} .

WASHLIGTON, October 13.—Under Secretary
of State Thomas C. Mann struck back last
night at Senator J. WiLriam FULBRIGHT In
defense 3f the U:S. military intervention in
the Dorminican Republic.

Witho'tt mentioning FULERIGHT'S name,
Mann dellvered a point-by-point rebuttal of
FULBRIGE(T'S Septémber 156 attack on the in-
tervention and on current Latin American
policy gimerally.

He isstued a warning to underdeveloped
nations igalnst the “grave dangers of toler-

.

- October 22, 1965

ating ommunist popular front activity.”

Mann chose a friendly audience, the an-
nual meeting of the Inter-American Press
Association at San Diego, Calif. The asso-
ciation has been dominated by writers and
publishers who favcr a Latin American policy
based mainly on opposition to communism.

ADVOCATE OF INTERVENTION

Mann galned a reputation for similar
views as Ambassador to Mexico and Assistant
Secretary of State for Inter-American Affairs.
He was known to be a chief advocate of uni-
lateral American intervention in the Dao-

‘minican Republic in the revolution that

broke out April 24. FULBRIGHT'S speech last
month was thus in part an attack on Mann.

Promising to “clarify a number of mis-
conceptions,” Mann went on to quote and
contradict the principal points made by FuL-
BRIGHT, chairman. of the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Commjittee.

FoLBrIGHT had charged that the United .
States had intervened illegally, “not to save
American lives as was then contended but to
prevent the victory of a revolutionary move-
ment that was judged to be Communist dom-
inated.” .

Mann sald, “One misconception is that
danger to American lives was more a pretext
than a reason for U.S. action. This is
demonstrably incorrect.”

IMMINENT PERIL

Mann asserted that the criginal intent in
sending United States troops to Santo Do-
mingo was to pull them out as soon as
American civilians were evacuated. He said
that 1t was not until the day after the April
28 landing by 500 marines that the United
States decided that “the Communist ele-
ments in the rebel camp presented a clear
and imminent peril to the freedom of the
Dominican naticn.”

FurpricerT had charged that those who
advised President Lyndon B. Johnson be-
tween April 25 and April 28 had “exaggerated
reports of the danger of a Communist take-
over in Santo Domingo, and on the: basis of
these recommended U.S. military interven-
tion.”

Mann sald, “It is gharged that from the
beginning that the revolution was Commail-
nist dominated and that it should therefore
be opposed by rmilitary force.”

He asserted that although the Unifed
States had been concerned about Communist
influences in the Dominican Republic for a
long time, it did not decide untll the evening
of April 29 that there was “clear. and immi~-
nent peril” and that addislonal troops
should be landed.

MISJUDGMENT CHARGED

FursricHT had charged that much of the
advice given Mr. Johnson aboub the danger

- of & Communist takeover was based on mis-

judgment of the facts, inadequate evidence
or, in some cases, false. information.

Mann said, “The degree of Communist in-
fluence in the rebel movement has been
especially questioned.” He said that facts
already obtained would fill a volume and
that each passing day was bringing more
facts to light.

“The danger will scon become apparent
even to the most skeptical,” he sajd. “In a
very real sense the danger still exists.

“All those in our Government who had
full access to official information were con-
vinced that the landing of additional troops
was necessary in view of the clear and pres-
ent danger of the forcible seizur® of power
by the Communists.

“The evidence we have indicates that at
that stage the paramilitary forces under the
control. of known Communists exceeded In
military strength the forces controlled by
the non-Communist elements within the
rebel movement. Equally important is the
fact that these non-Communist elements
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were working hand in glove With the Com-

ALLY OF OLIGARCHIES

FULBRIGHT had contended that “just about
every revolutionary movement is likely to at-
tract Comnmunist support, at least in the be-
ginning.” He had warned that “the approach
followed in the Dominican Republie, if con-
sistently pursued, must inevitably make us
the enemy of all revolutiogy and therefore
the ally of all the unpopular and corrupt
oligarchies of the hemisphere.”

Mann said, “Next, it is said that the
United States overlooked the fact that re-
form movements are likely to attract Com-
munist support; that the United States
failed to percelve that if it is automatically
to oppose any reforin movement that Com-

‘munists adhere to, it is likely 1o end up op-

posing every reform movement and, in the
process,” make itself a prisoner of reaction-
aries,”

He contended that this theory assumes
that Communists and the non-Communist
left are mnatural allies, essentially the same
as the Marxlan theory that Communists are
in the vanguard of all truly revolutlonary
movements. _

NEED FOR A DISTINCTION

“The need to distinguish between a re-
form movement allied with the Communists
and a movement dedicated to reform In
freedom should be emphasized over and over
again,” he sald. “Indeed, it is precisely the
failure to make this distinction, the tend-
ency of some to lump all ‘reformers’ together
and to evaluate them solely on the basis of
their rhetoric, that causes a great deal of
the confusion.” -

He went on to warn what he termed the
world's immature underdeveloped nations
against the “grave dangers of tolerating Com-
munist popular front activity.”

“Popular front movements,” he said, “are
almost always dangerous for those countries
that tolerate them. Their principal objec-
tive is political power. They are often
formed by those who want the Communist
vote in order to get elected.”

He sald that at times popular fronts are
formed “because the help of disciplined Com-
munists 1s needed to overthrow a govern-
ment. They are sometimes formed by poli-
ticians already in power to ‘buy their peace.’

FRONTS SERVE RED ENDS

“Moreover,” he said, “popular fronts serve
Communist ends. Communists gain from
them a respectability they do not deserve.
They use this respectability to infiltrate thelr
partisans into the educational system, or-
ganlze worker and farm groups, the mass
media and, of course, the governthent itself,

“In participating in popular fronts, politi-
clans usually have in mind a short term,
bersonal, political, selfish gain. On the other

“hand, Communists are content to work to-

day in order to prepare for tomorrow,”
“The United States,” Mann said, “ddes not
have to choose between reaction and leftist
extremism.” He sald “that there was a large
and growing number of bersons in Latin
America who were dedicated to rapid and

far-reaching reform.”

He said the Latin American military, for
example, contain in their ranks many able

-and dedicated men who do not deserve to

be smeared with the brush that ought to
he reserved for the few.”

. Mann disputed also what he called sugges-
tlons that nonintervention was now an obso-
lete doctrine.

“On the contrary,” he said, “the United
States believes that unilateral intervention
by one American state in the political af-
fairs of another is lllegal under the charter
of the Organization of American States and
that nonintervention is keystone of the
structure of the inter-American system.”

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

SUPPORTED NEITHER SIDE

Thus, Mann seid, the United States re-
frained from supporting either contending
faction in the first days of violence and since
has avoided “proposing political solutions
with a made in U.S.A, label on them.”

He said that there was confusion over the
response that could be made by an American
state or the OAS as a whole to a case of
intervention.

“When, in other words, a Communist state
has Intervened in the internal affairs of an
American state by tralning, directing, fi-
nancing, and organizing indigenous Commu-
nist elements to take control of the govern-
ment of an Amerlcan state by foree and
violence, should other American states be
powerless to lend assistance?” he asked.

“Are Communists free to Intervene while
democratic states are powerless to frustrate
that intervention?

“This is not s0 much a question of inter-
vention as one of whether weak and fragile
states should be helped to malntain their
independence when they are under attack by
subversive elements responding to direction
from abroad.” )

[From the St. Louis Post Dispatch, Oct. 14,
. 1965]

LAME REBUTTAL

The Johnson administration would do well
to stop trying to defend its intervention in
the Dominican Republic, and start develop-
Ing a hemisphere policy based on something
more substantlal than confused and frantic
anticommunism. That is the conclusion we
draw from Under Secretary of State Mann’s
lame reply to the Fulbright critique of the
Dominican adventure.

Mr. Mann did not rebut, he confirmed the
main points of Senator FuLBRIGHT'S analysis,
one of which was that President Johnson in
this case was the victim of bad advice, poor
judgment, and immature understanding,
The Under Secretary exhibits symptoms of
all three,

Senator FULBRIGHT concluded, from a care-
ful study of the facts, that President John-
son’s advisers exaggerated the danger of a
Communist takeover of the revolt in Santo
Domingo last April. He offered evidence to
support his view. 'Tain't so, replies Mr.
Mann; but the evidence he offers is simply
that all the President’s advisers were con-
vinced that a danger was clear and present,

There is no argument that the advisers
were convinced. The question is whether
they were correct, and we suspect that Juan
Bosch will have the last word on that. He
has déclared that American intervention cre-
ated more Communists than ever were in-
volved in the attempt to restore his consti-
tutional government, and we expect that his-
tory will bear him out.

The basic Issue, however, is not the extent
of Communist involvement, but Mr. Mann’s
implicit assumption that Communist in-
volvement somehow gives the United States
an automatic license to put down & Latin
American revolt by the unilateral use of
American armed force. How can any such
doctrine possibly be squared with the prin-
ciple, which Mr. Mann himself claims to
support, that unilateral intervention is iI-
legal under the OAS Chapter and that non-
intervention is the keystone of the inter-
American structure?

The administration appears to contend
that any Communist activity in Latin Amer-
ica must by definition represent intervention
by a Communist state. But no evidence has
been presented of any substantial involve-
ment in Santo Domingo of Cuba, China, Rus-
sla, or any other Communist government,
If such evidence had existed, the proper re-
sponse would have been collective action
under the OAS Charter and not unilateral
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action by the United States. Our Govern-
ment simply does not have the right to sét
itself up as the sole judge of what kind of
revolution or reform our Latin American
neighbors shall be permitted. Attempts to
play this role can only alienate us steadily
from the peoples of the hemisphere.

Senator FULBRIGHT was profoundly right in
saying that the policy followed in Santo Do-
mingo, consistently pursued, would make the
United States “the enemy of all revolutions
and therefore the ally of all the unpopular
and corrupt oligarchies of the hemisphere.”
When will our leaders learn that, quite apart
from international law and the treaty obli-
gations that argue against such a policy, pur-
suing it in an age of soctal revolution means
deliberately choosing the losing side? There
are going to be soclal revolutions in Latin
America and eleswhere, whether we like it
or not, and the surest way to encourage
Communist capture of them 1s to aline Amer-
ican armed power everywhere on the side
of the status quo.

[From the Toledo (Ohio) Blade]
Sept. 24, 1965] -

SENATOR FULBRIGHT'S CRIME

Senator WILLIAM FULBRIGHT criticized the
administration on the grounds that it did
not take advantage of several opportunities
in which it might have changed the course
of events in the Dominican crisis. He al-
leged that there was overreaction on the
basis of exaggerated estimates of Communist
influence in the rebel movement, and that
our choices for action were too swiftly nar-
rowed. For speaking his plece, the Senator
has drawn upon himself a veritable torrent
of abuse from administration echoers, apolo-
gists for the State Department establish-
ment, and cold war hardliners generally.

It particularly pains them that this criti-
cism comes from the chairman of the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee, a position
that carries great prestige and suggests
knowledge on the part of the person who oc-
cupies it. Those with a vested interest in
the infallibility of our early Dominican de-
cisions are now implying, by way of rebut-
tal, that the foreign relations chairman is
soft in the head if not soft on communism.
They picture him as a woolly minded charac-
ter who would timidly sit back and let the
Reds set up another Cuba.

The clamor of the attack upon him, gen-
erally irrelevant to what he had to say or his
manner and spirit in the saying, has all but
drowned out what the Senator was really
getting at.

The very nub of the FULBRIGHT commen-
tary is the attitude the United States is go-
ing to take toward future troubles in Latin
America, a region that seems destined to be
in the throes of social revolution for many
years to come. And the choice for America,
to Senator FULBRIGHT, is whether this coun-
try is going to support reform that bolsters
the non-Communist left and leads in democ-
racy's direction or, by supporting unpopular
oligarchies, force Latin Americans striving to
change their way of life into the arms of the
Communists. :

There were Communists involved in the
Dominican rising. There are Communists
throughout Latin America. The Commu-
nists will inject themselves into revolutions
and try to seize control of them. But it is
Senator FULBRIGHT's assertion that “if any
group or any movement with which the
Communists associate themselves is going
to be automatically condemned in the eyes
of the United States, then we have indeed
given up all hope of gulding or influencing
even to a marginal degree the revolutionary
movements and the demands for social
change which are sweeping Latin America.”
We_ will have made ourselves the prisoners

.
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preserve the status quo and,; who habitually

-cry Communist, partly to scare the United

States into supporting them. :

There is no assurance, we think, that sup~
porting the “non-Communlst left” will keep
from power in Latin America regimes that

are far too radical for our taste or even hos-

tile to us. There is no assurance either that
dedication to the alms of the Alliance for
Progress—for which Senator FULBRIGHT, In-
cidentally, praised President Johnson—wiil
in fact produce the kind of political and eco-
nomic change we hope it wiil. ’

But Senator FULBRIGHT at least is right to
the extent that we should not, by seeming to
aline ourselves with reactionarles against all
revolutions, forfeit any chance of influencing
Latin Armerican development along lines fa-
vorable to our interests.

“We are a conservative, rich, and stable na-
tion, We are far removed in time from our
own uncomplicated revolutionary struggle
and far removed in spirit from the kind of
ferment that is in progress in Latin America.
We need to ask ourselves if Senator FUL=
BRIGHT may not have been right in suggesting
that, as such a great conservative power, it is
in our interest to uphold the law in interna-
tional relations rather than break it by
armed Interventiom contrary to Amerlcan
treaty obligations.

Agree with WiLLaM FULBRIGHT or hot, it 18
plain that his resl crime has been to think,
and to ask the American people and thelr
Governmentto think, about the fundamental
direction of our policy in Latin America. He
himself thinks in terms far more sophis-
ticated that the cliches favored by our cold—
and hot—warriors. And that in itself is an
offense to those who would prefer not to
think at all.

At some future time in our history, Mr.
FULBRIGHT may qualify for a posthumous
profile in courage for so thinking and speak-
ing. Just now he 1s getting a verbal bum’s
rush. But is the U.S. Senate always golng
to consent rather than advise?

*[From the Bennington (Vt.) Banner,
Sept. 20, 1965]

SENATOR FULBRIGHT'S UNPLEASANT TRUTHS

It will be surprising if Senator FULBRIGHT’S
blockbusting statement of last week on U.S.
policy in the Dominican Republic doesn’t
produce a profound chill in his relations
with the White House.

genator FULBRIGHT, tO be sure, was careful
to blame what he considers gross mishan-
dling of the*Dominican crisis on the Presi~
dent's advisers, Yet it 1s hardly flattering
to President Johnson to say that he was
pushed by his subordinates into an unjusti-
fied military adventure, and into misrepre-
senting the facts to the American people.

The burden of the Senate foreign policy
chairman’s argument is that.the marines
were sent into Santo Domingo last April not,
a8 the President claimed, to save American
lives but to prevent “a return to power of
Juan Bosch or of & government controlled
by Bosch’s party, the Dominican Revolu-
tionary Party.”

He contends further that estimates of
Communist influence in the ‘revolutionary
and
that evidence doesn’t verify the administra-
tion’s assertion that the revolution was in

- danger of being taken over by Communist

elements when we intervened.

Senator FuLBrIGHT also ralsed other im-
portant questions that our Latin American
policymakers would do well to ponder before
they advise the President to intervene In
another revolution. Most important, Sen-
stor FursrteuT asks whether the adminls-
tration’s reaction to the Dominjcan crisis
“ig part of a broader shift in its attitudes
toward Latin American countries.”

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

. of the reactionaries who are trying valnly to

He makeé it clear that soclal revolution is
inevitable in Latin America, and that the
United Stetes can use its power to Infiuence
the choice the Latin Americans make. This
choice, mare often than not, will be between
corrupt nidlitary dictatorships and social
revolutioniry parties.

«gince -just about every revolutionary
movement is likely to attract Communist
support, ab least In the beginning,” the Sen-
ator declazed, “the approach followed in the
Dominicar: Bepublic, if consistently pursued,
must inevitably make us the enemy of all
revolutions and therefore the ally of all the
unpopulal- and corrupt oligarchies of the
hemisphe:e.”

The United States must declde, he sug-
gested, ‘“vhether, by supporting reform, we
bolster the popular non-Communist left, or
whether, by supporting unpopular oligar-
chies we irive the rising generation of edu-~
cated anct patriotic young Latin Amerlcans
to an embittered and hostile form of com-
munism 1ike that of Fidel Castro.”

Predictibly, the words had hardly left Sen-~
ator FULIRIGHT'S mouth before he was ac-
cused of being soft on communism, but
these chatges in no way detract from the im-
portance of the issues he has raised. Inter-
vention in the affairs of another nation, as
the United States often loudly proclaims, 18
an extreine and not easily justified course
of actior, .The lessons learned in the Do-
minican Republic should make us think
twice befire trying it again.

Under normal circumstances, one might
perhaps question the propriety of such a
frontal ettack by the Democratic chalrman
of the Farelgn Relations Committee on the
policies of a Democratic President. But the
circumstances in this case are not normal,
first, because the Republican leadership in
Congress 18 too illiberal to make the point
that Fu.pricHT has made, and second, be-
cause ths issue raised by our Dominican ad-
venture is far too important to be stified
by a sensigless consensus.

It can be argued, perhaps, that the Sen-
ator does not make-sufficlent allowances for
the political dilemma which the Johnson
adminis ration faced in the Dominican crisis.
Obvious.y the President and his advisers were
strongly motivated by a morbid fear of what
would liappen to the Democrats’ political
fortune:. if they permitted the establishment
of “another Cuba.” No doubt they reasoned
that even in a 1-in-20 chance of & Commu-
nist takeover was a risk to be avolded at any
eost.

But this is a pretty poor excuse for a de-
ciston ihat alined us with the enemies of
reform, violated our solemn treaty obliga-
tions, aad rendered our Latin American alms
deeply suspect among liberals everywhere,
FuLBRICHT 1s right when he says the John-
son acministration should have had the
sense and the courage to take the minimat
risk ertailed In casting our lot with the
forces ¢f soclal justice.

[From the Louisville (Ky.) Courier-Journal,
Sept. 17, 1965] :
Wise COUNSEL AND PLAIN TALK AGAIN
FroM SENATOR FULBRIGHT

It is possible that if there were no Senator
FuLBrliHT in the-Senate he might have to
be invimted. Time and again he expresses
the op:hions of moderation—of what he likes
+0 call flexibility—against all the zigs and
zags o a forelgn policy that seems to him
to respend too much to mood and not enough
to reason. :

Senstor FULBRIGHT'S observations on our
intervention in the Dominican Republic
could hardly be expected to bring the open

-approval of President Johnson. But if the

Presid mt is willing to listen to counsels of
moderitton, and recent events indicate this
willingmess In increasing proportion, he must

‘ opportunities
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acknowledge the wisdom and justice of the
Senator’s criticism.

Mr. FuLsrIGHT attributes what he calls the
failure of our Dominican intervention to
faulty advice given the President. And in
particular he warned against the tendency
in this country to over-react against any
suspicion of communism in Latin American
efforts for social change. This attitude, he
feels, makes thossible any effective coop-
eration from tM country in the social rev-
olutions so necessary in nattons to the south
of us.

Mr. FULBRIGHT, as he freely acknowledged,
spoke from hindsight. But it was informed
hindsight, gathered after 13 hearings of the
Senate Commlttee on Foreign Relations held
in the past two.months. I it can help re-
chart our policles, not only In Latin Amer-
ica but toward the Western world, the Sen-
ator's warning will have great value. What
he is trylng to tell us, after all, is that the
word Communist no longer sums up one
monolithic evil to which we must react by
instinct. The currents and divergences of
Communism are as great in thelr way as the
differences between democracies. All of
them are not potentially deadly to ‘us and
many of the people who have heen labelled
Communist in struggling Latin American re-
publics are home-grown revolutionaries
struggling to right their own hoine-grown in-
justices. :

If we are to intervere In every such sit-
uation because people the CIA calls Com-~
munists are in the forefront of rebel move-
ments, we have already lost touch with the
needs and the desperation which are push-
ing all Latin Amerlca toward change.
[From the Providence (R.I) Journal, Sept.

17, 1965}
BLuNT TRUTHS ABOUT OUR DOMINICAN
BLUNDER

Senator FuLprIGHT, the Jiminy Cricket of
American foreign policy, has spoken some
blunt truths about the Amerlcan interven-
tion in the Dominican Republic and about
U.S. relations with Latin America in gen-
eral; truths that badly needed saying by
some responsible public figure.

The Senator contends the United States
committed an illegal, monumental blunder in
its Dominican intervention and that we are
following contradictory policies in Latin
America, one phase of which—that repre-
sented by the U.S. role in the Dominican af-
fair—allenates the United States from the
social revolution that is the “movement of
the future” in the southern hemisphere.

These are not light charges and they are
not giveny lightly. Senator PULBRIGHT Te-
sponsibly waited until he had weighed exten-
sive evidence presented in lengthy hearings
of his Foreign Relations Committee on the
Dominican intervention and until the pri-
mary crisis in the Dominlcan Republic was
resolved before he stated his thoughtful case
for a reappralsal of US. Latin ‘American
policy.

It is painful to acknowledge that one’s
country was wrong, but it would be danger-
ous for Americans to lgnore the disturbing
conclusions thls intelligent and consclen-
tious Senator has reached after a painstak-
ing sifting of available evidence; namely:

1. That the United States intervened in
the Dominican Republic not to save Ameri-
can lives, as was officially contended, but to
prevent the victory of a revolutionary move-
ment that was judged to be Communist
dominated. .

2. That the fear of & Communist take-over
was based on fragmentary and inadequate
evidence,

3. That the United States let pass its best
to influence -events because
US. officials. were “hostile to the party of
Juan Bosch, which sought a return- to con-
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Btitutlonal goverhment, and preferred in-
Btead the victory of antirebel forces.

2’4, 'That even beéfore the revolution, trg

nited, States Bad ‘‘fugned its hack on socl

: q%vol’%ﬁﬁioﬁ’_mfsll;rgto Dgmingo and assoclated
géeif‘ wg$‘,‘£x'~a corrupt _and reactionary
Ollgarchy ™ ™ ~ © 7 . :

- = b That U8, officials, including the Presi-
dent, issued “wildly exaggerated reports” of
Eebel atrocities—reports that cannot be sup-
ported by evidence. |

6. That the President acted in good faith
on the basis of exaggerated reports of the
danger of a Commuynist take-over from
Amerlean officidls on the scene.. ! -
“ 7. That, the fear of another Cuba and
1is effect on their careers distorted the Judg-
gent ol otherwise sensible and competent

2 P . .

" Benator FULBRIGHT observed, that when the
American government chooses the “safe”
edblirse of supporting corrupt and reactionary
sirong-man regimes, clinglng to the status
'q‘u’on?n Latin American countries, it con-~

tra,dlofs the spirit “of our Alliance for Pro-.

gress and the peaceful social revolution it
whs Tashioned to support.
~“"We cannot successfully advance the cause
- of popular democracy and at the same time
‘8llne ourselves with corrupt and reaction-
. &ry oligarchies, * * * We simply cannot
hpve 1t both ways; we must choose * * *,»
" the Senator concludes. . . .
.._~In the Dominican Republic, If the ouster
last week of General Wessin y Wessin is any
- indlcation, we are beginning to make the
right choice—for popular democracy. Will
we now have the wisdom to apply the les-
s0hs of the Dominican Republic, as they
were 80 clearly detailed by the chairman of
the Senate Forelgn Relations Committee, to
the rest of hemisphere where American policy
zemalns spotty, at best? )

. ks 1965]
-~ A DEVASTATING POLICY. BLAST
After having conducted a 2-month inquest

. into the Dominican Republic affalr, Senator
J. W. FULERIGHT has delivered in the Senate
‘& devastating arraignment of the Johnsonm
administration’s course of action.

- % 15 a highly effective example of the duty
of a Senator to criticize and lay bare the
toliles of Gavernment policy when he pro-
.foyndly disagrees with it. A

* We sent. troops into Santo Domingo last
Aprll, he said, from “overtimidity and over-
regetion.” Throughout the episode, which
18 _not yet ended, the administration acted
with a “lack of candor.”

-« The intervention arose from a decision
that the revolution launched by the Domini-
can rebel movement,“should not be allowed
t0_succeed,” . . S e e -

" Tt rested on exaggerated estimates of Com-
muynist influence on the rebels and it failed
1o perceive that if we aytomatically oppose
any reform movement.the Communists ad-
here to, we shall end up opposing every
reform movement, “making ourselves the
prisoners of reactionaries,”

8enator FULBRIGHT let the President down
eas{ by saying he had been glven faulty
adylc

[From the San Francisco Chronicle, Sept. 17,

e which exaggerated the Communist
danger. That is true, for the President does
.have to base decisions, on advice, yet it re-
~mans s fact—though FursriGHT politely
» réizpined from saying so—that basing for-
. €lgn policy too much on the advice of CIA
204, FBI agents, as the President did, can
P Jatel. {9, the proper ends of that policy.

. Ag. the chalrman. of the Senate Forelgn
Belatlons Committee, FULBRIGHT has not only
"8truck a very hard blow_at the President’s
éxclises Tar “forgibly and illegally” invading

" Sanjo Domingo, but he has also raised the

ultlmate question about American policy
 foward Latin Aperiea, . His. yords were:

-No. 198—pt. 2—19
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“The direction of the Alllance for Progress
Is toward soclal revolution in Latin Amer-
ica; the direction of our Dominiean inter-
ventlon is toward the suppression of revolu-
tlonary movements which are supported by
Communists or suspected of being influenced
by Communists * * »,

“We simply cannot have 1t both ways:
we must choose between the Alliance for
Progress and a foredoomed effort to sustaln
the status quo in Latin America.” .

This needed to be said. As Senator FoL-
BRIGHT remarked after dropping his bomb:
“I think maybe they'll stop and think a bit
before rushing into more military inter-
ventions.”

[From the New York Post, Sept. 186, 1965]
" FULBRIGHT'S HISTORY LESSON

. Senator FULBRIGHT'S review of U.S. policy
in the Dominican crisis deserves study by
responsible Americans. It is as certain as
anything in the area of foreign affairs ¢an be
certain that last April’s revolution in Santo
Domingo is not the last of such upheavals
in Latin America. Unless there is careful,
courageous analysis of where our policy
failed, such as Mr. FULBRIGHT presented to
the Senate yesterday, the mistakes will be
repeated. .

FULBRIGHT, perhaps too generously, ab-
golved President Johnson. WU.S. fallures in
Santo Domingo were prineipally the result
of the faulty advice given the President by
U.S. representatives on the spot, FULBRIGHT
sald. But Ambassador Tapley Bennett, Jr.,
it should be noted, is still at his post in
Santo Domingo.

The danger to American lives was “more
a pretext,” FULBRIGHT concluded on the basis
of his committee’s Inquiry, than a reason for
our intervention, It was the threat of com-
munism rather than the danger to American
lives that produced the massive landings, he
asserted. . e

“In their panic lest the Dominican Re-
public become another Cuba,” continued
FuLsrGHT in the most significant part of
his commentary, “some of our oficlals seem
to have forgotten that virtually all reform
movements attract some Communist support,
that there is an important difference be-
tween Communist support and Communist
control of a political movement, that it Is
quite possible to compete with the Com-

" munists for influence in a reform movement

rather than abandon it to them, and, most
Important of all, that economic development
and soclal justice are themselves the pri-
mary and most reliable security against
Communist subversion.”

The FuiBriGHT formula lacke the sim-
plicity and he-man quality of landing the
Marines. But it s based on a more sccurate
reading of Latin American realitles. It is
sound counsel for the explosive future.

[From the New York Post, Sept. 21, 1965]
AFTER FULBRIGHT'S SPEECH: BLASTS AND

SILENCES

Chalrman FULBRIGHT of the Senate Forelgn
Relations Committee recently delivered a
carefully documented, thoughtful critique
of our Iintervention last Aprll in Santo
Domingo.

He faced the hard questions. Did we act
wisely? If not, why not, and more impor-
tant, where do we go from here?

In undertaking this asslgnment, Senator
FULBRIGHT knew he was risking the displeas-
ure of the Presldent, even though he por-
trayed Mr. Johnson as the victim of faulty
counsel. In view of the shambles in which
our intervention had left three decades of
good nelghhor policy and the ensuing rise in
anti-Americanism, FuLBrIGHT rightly argued
that self-critical analysis of the experience
was as indispensable as the Bay of Pigs post

.maortem ordered by President Kennedy. -
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In the aftermath of his indictment, FoL-
BRIGHT'S view was promptly and predictably
denounced by Senators Dobp, LoNG, SMATH-
ERS, LAUSCHE, and Munpr. Dopp even inti-
mated that the chairman’s dissents from
administration policy reflected a lamentable
soltness on communism.

If these responses could have been fore-
told, what has been disconcerting has been
the general silence of the Senate liberals.
Except for Senators Josepe CLARK and mav-
erick WAYNE MorsE, liberal Senators have
risen neither to defend nor develop the views
set forth by FULBRIGHT.

FuiBriGHT asked disturbing questions.
They merit public debate and scrutiny. They
should not be swept under the rug because,
for the moment, things are going a little bet-
ter in Latin America.

FULBRIGHT’S central point was that obses-
slve, panicky fear of a Castroite takeover led
U.S. representatives to rebuff the democratic
non-Communist left and to ally themselves
with the military oligarchs in Santo Domin-
go. When the revolution broke out on ‘April
24 under the leadership of the moderate
Bosch party, Ambassador William Tapley
Bennett, Jr., refused its request for an
“American presence,” FULBRIGHT reports.
Agaln, 2 days later, when the constitutional-
ists, fearing themselves defeated by the mili-
tary, appealed to Bennett for U.S. mediation,
he turned them down on the grounds that
such mediation would constitute interven-
tion.

But a few hours later, when the tide of
battle turned against the military junta and
the latter begged for help, Bennett said, “I
can’'t get away with bringing Amerieans in
on that ground’—of preventing an alleged
Communist takeover. He hereupon cynically
advised the Junta to ask American interven-
tion under the slogan of protecting American

lives. This was done and the Marines were -
sent in. Soon thereafter the Red cry was
ralsed.

Since the Bosch forces are characteristic
of the non-Communist reform movements
hitherto backed by the United States in Latin
America, FULBRIGHT asked whether the Do-
minican Republic policy (whose architect,
sald Senator CLark, was Under Secretary of
State Thomas Mann) represented a “broad-
er shift” in attitude toward Latin America.,
Were 'we turning away from the “revolution-
aries of the non-Communist left” to the
“military dictators and ruling oligarchies”?

“I suggest,” Senator CLARK observed, “that
Under Secretary of State Mann and Assist-
ant Secretary of State Jack Vaughn would
be well advised, and I hope they will be, if
they devote their best efforts from here on
in to pateching up our damaged relationships
with those men in Latin America and the
countries they represent who are our real
friends: the democratic, the liberal and, if
you will, the slightly left-of-center leaders,
not the military juntas or the oligarchial
landowners, who are cheering what we did
in the Dominican Republic.”

Why did most Senate liberals shrink from
the public discussion FurLsriGHT and CLARK
were striving to promote? Why did they
stand by mutely when the counterattack was
unleased by Dopp and Company?

[From the Charleston (W. Va.) Gazette,
Oct. 12, 1965] .
House RESOLUTION IGNORES SCHOLARLY
FULBRIGHT TALEK

On September 15 the chairman of the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee, J. WiLLIam
FULBRIGHT, delivered a major speech on U.S.
foreign policy. It was a long speech. It was
also a sensible speech, knowledgeable, com-
prehensive, dispassionate, pertinent to and
questioning of United States handling of the
Dominican Republic affair in particular and
of all South American countries in general.

&L o
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Five days later, the House of Representa~
tives by an overwhelming margin (312 to 52)
adopted a resolution urging precisely the
sort of irresponsible reaction toward provo-
catlons in South America Senatdr FULBRIGHT
had warned against. The United States, sald
the tesolution, should immediately intrude
anywhere in the hemisphere to prevent Com-
munist takeovers. The resolution, thereby,
not only defended the Johnson administra-
tion’s response to last spring’s revolution in
the Dominican Republic but encouraged a
similar response in the future throughout
South America, should the circumstances
warrant. !

Two reasons dictate why such policy, as
eridorsed and recommended by the House, is
idiocy compounded: !

Most important is the solemn pledge the
United States took when ité Government
with Senate approval signed the charter of
the Organization of American States. Arti-
cle 15 of the charter flatly declares: “No

. state or group of states has the right to in-
tervene, directly or indirectly, for any reason
whatever, in the internal or éxternal affairs
of any other state.” Article 17 reinforces
article 15: “The territory of a state is inviol-
able; it may not be the object, even tempo-
rarily, of mhilitary occupation or of other
mensures of force taken by another state, di-
rectly or indirectly, on any grounds what-
ever.” '

The language of these clauses isn’t obscure.
1t is language that should be evident to any-
one who possesses even & rudimentary un-
derstanding of words, The language doesn’t
say it 1s permissible Tor Organization coun-
tries to interfere in the affairs of a neighbor
in the event of a Communist revolution. It
says exactly the opposite. There is to be no
interference regardless of what type of revo-

lution occurs. ‘“The territory of a state is

inviolable.”
At Bogotd, Colombia, in 1048 the United
. Btates agreed to the terms of this language;
later, on August 28, 1850, the U.S. Senate
ratified the Charter of the Organization of
Amerlean States, and the treaty became op-
erable. ) !

(It should bé noted the treaty does pro-
vide for specific steps to be followed to
thwart external or internal 4ggression arls-
ing from Communist or other sources. The
victim of aggression can receive rellef, if the
Organization of American States in concert
subseribes to the measures to be applied In
the former’s behalf. The cohtrolling facior,
however, 1s orderly proceduré and action by
all, not the absence of procedure and action
by ohe member or a minority of members.)

Of lessér importance why the House resolu-
tion was reckless and ridiculous is that the

United States has had an unending history of
overreaction to incidents that have erupted
in South America. And, of late our paternal-

‘ istic interference has been equated with self-

“ish motivations. ! .

Thus, prevailing opinion ‘among the op-
pressed majority in most South American
countries is the United States has used the
threat of communism to excuse its meddling

in situations that have very little to do with

this alien ideology. ! :

In his speech Sehator FULBRIGHT made cléar’

that not all rebellions are 'Communist in-
spired or dominated. Many are merely the
loglcal consequence of déplorable living
. standards, evil public officials, and a much-
too-stratified society. Instedd of siding with
the aflicted, the United States too frequently
has jumped too quickly to' the ald of the
priviléged under the gulse of stamping out
comimunism. * It is these hasty, ill-considered
moves that frighten Senator FursrIGHT and
cause him to wonder aloud about the sense
of American foreign policy.’
. The United States s fortunate to have a
rhan of FureriGHTs qualifications who' is
. ‘willing to speak oub on. senkifive issues and
bring to the attention of those who would
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listen ihe inconsistency of American foreign
policy. . Regrettably, many In complete ac-
cord with FuLsricHT have remained silent
lest trey be dubbed “pinkos” or commie
dupes.. .

As f5r the House of Representatives and
the silly resolution bearing its name, obvi-
ously the 312 Members voting for that resolu-
tion elther didn’t read FULBRIGHT's speech or
failed 10 understand its contents. Otherwise,
how iii 1t possible to justify the extraor-
dinary Injunction of the resolution that the
United States should disregard utterly a
treaty obligation to which 1t affixed its
signatire and to which it gave its golden
vow? . Assuredly those Members aren’t ad-
vocatilig the United States do what the
Unitec. States has charged the Soviet Union
with ¢olng time and again. Or are they?

[From the Greenwich (Conn.) Time,
Sept. 21, 1965]
MAKES POINT

Seniitor FULBRIGHT's criticism of how our
Gover:iment handled the Dominican Repub-
lic erizis cannot be shrugged off as unwar-
rantec sniping at the administration. The
chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations
Comrr ittee is a thoughtful, responsible critic
of thi conduct of foreign affairs. His re-
marks cannot fairly be dismissed with such
shallow judgments as that volced by Senator
LowN¢, of Loulsiana, who referred to what he
called the “Fulbright doctrine: Don't inter-
vene; you might be criticized.” That is not
what FoLsrRIGHT sald, nor what he meant.

Whit he did say was that our intervention
was based on poor intelligence, which led the
Presicent to overreact to an exaggerated
threa'w of Communist control of the rebel
moveinent. And what FULBRIGHT is con-
cerned about is that this mistake, based
partly~on misunderstanding of the vital dif-
ferenud between Communist participation
and Communist control, not be repeated else-
wher¢ in Latin America.

“Ore is led to the conclusion,” FULBRIGHT
sald, "that U.S. policymakers were unduly
timid and alarmist in refusing to gamble on
the torces of reform and social change.” And
he added: “The bitter irony of such timidity
is thit by casting its lot with the forces.of
statui quo * * * the United States almost
certa nly helped the Communists to acquire
converts whom they otherwise could not have
won.'"

It -1s an Iimportant point. A policy of
malntaining the status quo at all costs sim-
ply would not jibe with the more enlightened
philcsophy that undergirds the Alliance for
Progiess. Soclial progress and stalemate are
incotapatible.

Iittle Rock (Ark.) University
Forum, Sept. 23, 1965]

FOLBRIGHT TELLS IT—THE Way IT Is

Those of us who are appalled by many
aspedts of President Johnson's foreign pol-
icy, and especlally by the President’s use
of armed intervention in the Dominican Re-
publ.c and in Vietnam, found last week that
we rave a new ally, if not on Vietnam, at
least on the Caribbean issue; none other
than ohe of the most powerful and respected
liberal Democrats in Washington, Senator J.
WiLi1aM FULBRIGHT, chairman of the Senate
Foregn Relations Committee.

The irony of the situation is that Fur-
BRIGTT's charges against the administra-
tion 8 handling of the affair are virtually the
samo charges the student left and the radi-
cal ‘yress have been making all summer in
print at teach-ins, on the picket lines,

Aceording to FULBRIGHT, the military in-
tervontion aimed not at saving American
Hves, which was the official reason given, but
alinid ‘at preventing the victory of a revolu-
tion which was thought at the time to be
Con.munist-dominated. The Senator
poirted out that Communist influence on

[F;OI n the
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the rebels was-vastly overestimated by the
President’s advisers and by the U.S, intelli-
gence and diplomatic services in the Domin-
ican Republie, and that the use of troops
was an overhysterical reaction to the feqr
of another Cuba, a direct result of the kin
of blindly fanatic anticommunism char-
acteristic until recently of only a minority
on the radical right.

“The tragedy of Santo Domingo,” said FuL-
BRIGHT, “is that a policy that purported to
defeat communism in the short run is more
likely to have the effect of promoting it in
the long run.” Later in his speech, FuL-
BrRIGHT called for a Latin American policy
which would allow the nations of that area
free and autonomous development of indi-
vidual domestlc and foreign policles. The
Senator asserted that U.S. support of ‘“‘cor-
rupt and reactionary military eligarchies”
frustrates “the revolutionary movements
and the demands for soclal change which
are sweeping Latin America,” and that con-
tinuation of such a pollcy might gravely
endanger the U.S. position in the Western
Hemisphere.

Senator FuLBricHT was careful to lay the
blame for the “grievous mistake” on John-
son's diplomatic and Intelligence advisers,
and not on the President himself. Whatever
the individual burden of guilt, the admin-
jstration can no longer dismiss all critics
of its foreign policy as politically najve in-
tellectuals or as irresponsible, attention-
seeking radicals. The prompt White House
dental of FULBRIGHT'S conclusions was osten-
sibly supported by much of the Congress,
but such acld condemnation by such a high-
ranking offirial 1s almost certain to have
wide repercussions.

The Senator’s comments are no cause for
heady optiraism, but they are a hopeful
sign that change may be on the way. There
is now at least a crack in the monolithic
wall,

Thank you, Senator FULBRIGHT, for having
the guts to '‘tell it the way Lt is.”—B.P.

[From the Harvard Crimson}
FULERIGHT AT THE CROSSROADS

The hunt is on for the scalp of WILLIAM
FuULBRIGHT. Senator Dopop has attacked him.
Senator Lowe has attacked him. Senator
LAUSCHE has attacked him. Senator Rus-
sELL has attacked him. The House has voted
a resolution which indirectly censures his
critique of military intervention in the
Dominican - Republic. And, according to
Joseph Kraft's column in Monday's Globe, a
plqued administration is cloing nothing to
shield the chairman of the Forelgn Rela-
tions Comrihittee from rightwing flak: “On
the contrary, the administration is itself
holding the snti-Communist issue In reserve
as a rod to dissident members of its major-
ity.”

Senator FULBRIGHT is being carefully iso-
lated, and he may soon suffer a fate that not
too many years ago befell a man who re-
sembles hirn in many ways, Adlai Stevenson.
No man of prominence in America repre-
sents the Stevenson tradition more faith-
fully than Senator FULBRIGHT. He speaks out
infrequently, and when he does, it appears
to pain him greatly. He chooses his phrases
carefully, balancing and moderating his as-
sertions as would a conscientious logician.
A politician in name cnly, he seems more the
lonely statésman, agonizing over his place in
history.

Like Stevenson, FuLBrIGHT clearly abhors
the role of crusader. He fears the conse-
quences of: discord in a time of crisis. Now
all about him the big guns of the Senate
are firing, determined to demonstrate just
how noisy and distasteful such discord can
be. They realize just how dangerous—to
them-—a man like FULBRIGHT might be.

In the last month, the Senator has made
a major congressional address and written a
searingly critical article In the St. Louis
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., form it ig

_.from. his

Lo e ;
“'anglysls of

- Post-Dispatch. Now he.stands at the cross-
roads, He can contjnue to speak and, by his
+very eloquence and persistence, force the
- administration and_its policymakers to rec-
ognl'ze't;fhe, spirlt and jntelligence he repre-~
sents. Or, like Stevenson before him, this
man—whg foresaw the cataclysm of the Bay
of Pigs, who foresaw the neutralism of Tito,
- Who how fqresees more Santo Domingos—can
fall sllent and allow the consensus to engulf
~and encyst him. S
°On PULERIGHT'S answer hangs far more
-"than the career of one man. As Louls Hartz
- percelves, in his “Liberal Tradition in Amer-
Ica,” the answer will be of sweeping sig-
‘nificance: | . R .
Wil the insight of a Willkie or a Ste-
venson offset the end of insight a McCarthy
‘inspires?
. American liberal world has faced, and the
wpayment for meeting it effectively is more
than mere survival in an age of world tur-
moll. It holds out the hope of an inward
enrichment of culture and perspective, g
“eoming of age’ * * # which in its own right
15 well worth fighting for.”

TProm Christianity and Crisis, Sept. 28,
CoLT o aepsT

. . BENATOR FULBRIGHT'S AHIEVEMENT

i Senator FULBRIGHT'S speech in the Sen-

&te on our policy in the Dominican Republic

ig significant both in form and content. In

X a critical challenge by the Demo-~

¢ratic chalrman .of the Foreign Relations

Committee to the administration’s policy of

-Marine landings. It must be hailed by all

thoughtful observers because 1t questioned

theugctions of.a powerful Chief Executive

.. Who has immense .brestige, drawn .partly

tremendoys achlevements in

domestic policy and partly from the strength

O ‘anti-Communist sentiment in the Ameri-

‘¢hn’ p‘u"blic, Such an act required consider-

éble courage. The President’s power is so

great that it approaches General de Gaulle’s
authority in the Fifth French Republic—not,
of courge, in terms of the Constitution but

) terms of political realities,

- 'The confent of the speech took on special

slgnificance because it reflected the proceed-
gs of the Foreign Relations Committee in

s weeks of testimony from various experts

on the Dominjean crisls, It was, therefore,

miore than s mere personal opinion.

“In brief, FULBRIGHT'S criticlsm was that the

administration mistakenly relied on dubious
edvice in ordering the Marines to the Domin-
ican Republic, ostensibly to protect Ameri-
can lives but actually to frustate g Commu-
nist takeover in Santo Domingo. The Ar-
kansen sald; _ .

" -“Responsibility for the failure of American
policy in Santg Domingo lies primarily with
those who advised the President. In the
critical days between April 25 and April 28
these officials sent the President exaggerated
reports of the danger of a Communist take-
Oveér, * * # Underlying the bad advice and

- unwise actions of the United States was the

. fear of “another Cuba.” The specter of g
‘second Communist state in the Western

" Hemisphere—and its probable political re-

sPercussions within the United States and
bossible effects on the careers of those who
might be held responsible—seems to have
been the most important single factor in

.disterting the Judgment of otherwise sensi-

" ble and competent men.”

The rigor of this criticlsm, particularly the

,z.;;%’ rdous, speculation about the personal

Mdtives, of thoge generally unidentified ad-
Visers of the President, was bound to create
B v‘l%:nt reactiong. .
Sepator , also

gave a comprehensive
the_relation of North American
- 'demecracy to the democratic movements in
‘Latin America,. He distinguished between
“the gradualist democratic movements, which
the Alllance fqr Progress hoped to promote

This is the largest challenge the .

'~ Santo Domingo might

~

and of which the Allianza Popular Revolu-
tionaria Americans in Peru and Betancourt’s
party in Venezuela are examples, and the
‘“uncouth” revolutionary movements.
FULBRIGHT is quite right in suggesting that
the social structure of most Latin nations in~
cludes political movements in which leftist
elements are bound to be present. It is
difficult to determine whether these revolu-
tionary elements contain the seeds of Com-
munist totalitarianism. Hence extreme cau-
tion is necessary in defining our attitude to-

ward them. He is probably right also in sug-.

gesting that we are under the illusion that
our revolutionary past gives us an affinity
with these movements when, as a matter of
fact, “We are the most unrevolutionary na-
tion in the world.”

In short, FULBRIGHT has the distinction of
ralsing all the significant 1ssues about the
relation of an essentially bourgeols democ-
racy to the natlons in which democratic in-
stitutions are at best Imposed in varlous
ways on a feudal tradition.

The official patriots in the Democratic
Party made heavyhandeq accusations against
Chairman FULBRIGHT'S loyalty to our tradi-
tton and insinuated that he was enamored of
revolutionary zeal. Efforts of the United
States and QAS to superimpose democracy in
be striking evidence
of the pertinence of the Senator’s position
because they prove that superimposed de-
mocracy cannot give a democratic solution.
There a provisional government has difficulty
in providing an atmosphere of demogcratic
give-and-take between the revolutionary and
the conservative factions—without which the
DPromised elections will give no peace. On
the other hand, the bresence of three Com-
munist parties is regarded by FULBRIGHTS
critics as a refutation of his position. Bug
these parties might also be seen as the in-
evitable fruit of our 1l-concelveq military
intervention.

[From the Nation, Oct, 4, 1965]
SENATOR FULBRIGHT DISSENTS

Any American who says a critical word
about U.S. military or
tions anywhere on the globe is assured of a
generally bad press in his own land, and Sen-
ator FULBRIGHT is no exception. It avails
him nothing that he is the Senate’s leading
scholar on foreign affairs, that the Fulbright
scholarships are g landmark in creative
statesmanship, that he is chairman of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee. When,
as in his speech on U.S, intervention in the
Dominican Republic, he presumes to criti-
cize our policy in the Caribbean and in Latin
America, generally, he is rebuked by most of
the commentators. In the Senate, Morse
and CLARK spoke up in defense of their col-
league, but Senators Dobp, SMATHERS, LaU-
SCHE, LoNg, and others lald down the predic«
table barrage. As Newsweek observed, Sena-
tor FULBRIGHT had knowingly staked out a
lonely position.

But perhaps his position is not as lonely as
1t appears to be, Any number of Senators
who are known to agree with Senator Fyr-
BRIGHT maintained a discreet silence for fear
of incurring the displeasure of the White
House. At about the same time that Senator
FULBRIGHT was speaking, Dr. Wolfgang Fried-
mann, an International law expert from Co-
lumbia University, volced much the same
criticism of the President’s handling of the
Dominican ecrisis before the world peace
through law conference in Washington. Dr,
Friedmann took the position that the unilat-
eral use of force signals a major weakening
of the United Nations. “We are faced,” he
sald, “with the threat of a collapse of the
painstaking efforts of nearly half a century,
and especially the last 20 years, to build up
a system of organized international control
of the use of force.” U.S. intervention In the
Dominican Republic, without a showing of
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outside direction of the rebellion, “cannot be
Justified by any canons of International law.”

After the Bay of Pigs flasco, which Senator
FULBRIGHT also opposed, President Kennedy
lamented: “How can I have been s0 stupid?”
But his successor will not abide criticlsm
nor acknowledge mistakes., Asked how he
felt about the decision to intervene in the
Dominican Republic, he replied: T would
do 1t all over again, only we’d have done it
earller and tougher.” At the last moment,
the President put in an unexpected appear-
ance at the World Feace Through Law Con-
ference to voice a few platitudes about the
U.N. while carefully avoiding any reference
to the Dominican Republic. The distin-
gulshed array of 3,000 Supreme Court Jus-
tices and international law experts heard
him out, but his remarks drew only “a tepid
response.”

In the wake of the Fulbright speech the
House proceeded to adopt a resolution en-
dorsing the unilateral use of force by .the
United States or by any other Western Hem-
Isphere country to prevent a Communist
take-over anywhere in the hemisphere. The
resolution was approved by & vote of 312
to 52. The administration had not asked
for the resolution but it did not oppose it.
Many Members, though made uneasy, said
that they couldn’t oppose a resolution that
seemed to be intended to serve as an ex
post facto endorsement of the President’s
Dominican policy. Some of these same
Members also criticized the State Depart-
ment for “lack of backbone” In not taking
& stand against the resolution. While the
resolution is without legal effect, it will be
read as a blanket endorsement of the unilat-
eral use of force and will add to the criti-
clsm of American pollcy in South America.
Representative Jomn BrADEMAS sald that he
had gone all the way up to Secretary Dean
Rusk and had been unable to get anyone
to say whether the Department was for or
agalnst the resolution. In brief, there is no
indication in Washington of a willingness
to learn from experience or to listen to
critics.

-—_—

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post,
Sept. 27, 1965]

TYRANNY OF THE MAJORITY IN UNITED STATES
(By Marquis Childs)

The Johnson consensus is S0 powerful that
large areas of policy—normally in past years
& subject for debate-—are now off limits. The
zeal of a majority President, who by tem-
berament and conviction draws the Iine
against dissenters, underscores the fears of
a time of troubles when revolutionary re-
glmes threaten all order and stability,

Add to this an expanding Federal Govern-
ment dispensing money in old ways—the
House just passed a 81.7 billion pork barrel
rivers and harbors bill—and new ways such
as huge defense and research contracts. The
sum total in the view of pessimistic ob-
servers 1s a new America with Iittle resem-
blance to the give and take democracy of
the past.

A case In point is what happened to Chair-
man J. WILLIAM FULBRIGHT of the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee, Walting until
after a provisional government had ‘been
established in the Dominican Republie,
FULBRIGHT in a Senate speech delivered a
carefully reasoned criticism of how the Do-
minican crisis had been handled. This was
based on an Inquiry before the Foreign Re-
latlons Committee with 13 sesslons at which
all the prinecipals testified,

Immediately the full force of administra-
tlon spokesmen big and little was leveled
against him. The voices turned up high
did not so much seek to refute the criticism
as to discredit the critie. At the lowest level,
as represented by Senator RusseLr LonGg of
Louisiana, the majority whip, the suggestion
wag that if you didn’s .belleve Communists
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. - were about to take over in the Dominican
. Bepublic then you must have more sym-
pathy for communism than you knew.

On_ careful rereading of the Fulbright
speech It is hard to discover why the reac-
tion was as though it had been an offense

" against majesty. He was saylng that aspects
of America’s policy in the Dominican Re-
public compounded these faults. - The ex-
ample of a Senator soundly birched for fault-
ing the administration raises a troubling
guestion: Is any dialog at all possible on
the great issues of foreign policy?

.To put it another way: Must the power
of the Executive be so absolute In view of
the threat to America’s security that critics

“should keep silent? An American war
in Viétnam is rapidly expanding with reports
of 200,000 troops to be committed by the
year’s end and yet scarcely a doubt is ex-
pressed publicly over the authority of the
Commander in Chler to direct an undeclared
War.

. Granted the stakes are awesome and the
power of the Executive great in conducting
policy with proper secrecy as in the India-
Pakistan crisis. Granted, too, that nothing
Slicceeds like the Johnson successes.

-, Nevertheless, the domination of the major-
ity is so all-encompassing that a funda-
mental distortion of the American system
seems for the time being at least to have
resulted. More than a century ago Alexis
de Tocqueville, one of the most searching
and at the same time sympathetic foreign
critics, wrote in his “Democracy in America”
of the danger of the “tyranny of the major-
ity.”* Of the tyranny this French aristocrat
considered the main evil of democratic in-
stitutlons he wrote:

“The smallest réproach Irritates its sensi-
bility and the slightest joke that has any
foundation in truth renders it indignant;
from the forms of its language up to the
s0lid virtues of its character, everything must
be made the subject of encomium. No
writer, whatever be his eminence, can escape
‘paying this tribute of adulation to his fellow
cltizens.” )

" - De Tocquéville was writing of the majority
itself but his words today might be applied
to the master of the majority.

- “I know of no country,” De Tocqueville
wrote, “in which there 18 so little independ-
ence of mind and real freedom of discussion
ag8 in Americal Profound changes have oc-
curred since democracy in America first ap-
peared and yet it may be asked whether
recognition of the right of dissent has gained
substantially in practice as well as in theory.”

Senator Furerient discovered in 1957 what
it meant to go against the majority. He
opposéd the Elsenhower-Dulles doctrine em-
bodied in a resolution giving the President

* power to use “the Armed Forces of the United
‘Btates as he deems necessary” in the Middle
East and to spend $200 million as he saw fit
without congréssional restrictions. The Sen-
ate majorlty leader then was Lynhdon B. John-
son. © Me urged FULBRIGHT to back Eisenhower
a8 g himself had.

! Johnson has triple-starreéd consensus in
the political lexicbn. ‘But, defined as “ty-
xanny of the majority," onsensus has an-
other look

[From the Washxngton 813 c) Post,
| Bept. 27, 19651
THE Fulsrtenr SPEECH
| Thi Septembér 20 Yvans 'and Novak at-

wtack on Senator FULBRIGHT'S Dominican ’

' speéch makes thé preposterous assertion that
the speech will be certain to lift the chances
_the most JAnti- Yankee candidate in the

isly tinlikely tha,t one Domini—
ugand knows who Senator FuL-
nd it 18 evéni 1655 ikely that many
‘ know Hé made the speech.
f oubtedlxb dominant theme in the
: elections will bé the pros and cons of the
X - \
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U.S. Interfention. The attitiides of the Do-
minicans will be determined by their and
their friends’ Immediate experiences with

the revoliition, not with Senator FULBRIGHT'S

indictmetdt which should infiluence the pol-
icymaker:iin the executive branch to whom it
was addrossed.

One mlght ask the columnists why the
Dominican crisis was such a dangerous con-
Irontation. Was it a crisis involving a threat
to the security of the United States, or,
rather, a tragic counfrontation between the
Urnited Siates, international law, and the in-
evitable, and hopefully democratic, soclal
revolution in Latin America?

B JONATHAN F'. GALLOWAY.

‘WASHINGTON.

[From t;e Christlan Science Monitor, Sept.
- 18, 1865)
: THE NEED FOR CRITICS
= (By Erwin D. Canham)

You ecidn take it for granted that Senator
J. WoLiAM PULBRIGHT, of Arkansas, though
& Demouorat, a close and old friend of Presi-
dent Jchnson, and longtime chalrman of
the Sen:de Foreign Relations Committee, will
not be he next Secretary of State. He has
burned his bridges.. His recent outspoken
criticisr: of administration policy in Ssygto
Dominge, on top of several pther recent dis-
sents, kas undoubtedly disturbed the Presi-
dent if it has not angered him.

It 18 by no means certain that Senator
FuLsric HT ever wanted to be Secrefary of
State. He is no administrator. He hasn't
adminitered anything since he was presi-
dent of the University of Arkansas in 1939-
41.. H¢- hag been In Congress since 1943.
The Iexgisla.tlve life suits him fine., Ang he
may we:ll believe he can be of more help in
criticizing American foreign policy as a sov-
ereign 3enator and chalrman of his powerful
commistee, than if he were working for a
President as Secretary of State,

WRY COMMENTS

For some time, Senator FULBRIGHT has been
rather frustrated. He does not think the
President or the State Department pay much
attent.on to hié ldegs. He comments on
the situation wryly.” His latest statement
puts him further out of line than ever,

But Senator FuLBRIGHT may be the voice
of hoirest, critieal perception, and of com-
monsense. What he says about the mis-
evaluetion of the situation in Santo Domin-
go 1s confirmed by most responsible cor-
respondents who were on the spot and tried
to uniangle the facts.

‘The Arkansas Senator may be in advance
of American public opinion on many issues.
But American policy is badly in need of criti-
cal esamination. It has been rigid and de-
fensive for many months. Secretary of De-
fense McNamara may have been making for-
eign pollcy more than Secretary of State
Rusk. . Mr. McNamara 1s a powerful person-
ality.  He has a sharper cutiing edge than
Mr.. F.usk, although the Secretary of State’s
quiet intellectual power and character should
not be underestimated.

ORIGINAL VIEW

Senator FurBriGHT always comes with a
fresh and orlginal mind, and an experienced

- politifal touch, to  problems that are jaded

and {rozen. His analysis is just what the
administration needs, whether he is always

) rlght of not. It should not be resented.

Seifator PuLBRIGHT'S speech In Vienna in
May, ‘outlining ways for easing the central
Rurope situation and opening wider doors
throiigh the formerly Iron Curtaln, was at-
tentively studied in Budapest and Prague.

- I know, because officials in the Hungarian

and ZJzech foreign offices told me so. Senator
FurrricHT said: "I only wish they studied
it ag attentively In Washington.”

Senator FULBRIGHT’S name will be remem-
berei for the most massive international
schelarship program the world has ever seen.
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His was almost & lone voice arguing behind
the scenes against the Bay of Pigs misad-
venture. (But he was in favor of invading
Cuba at the time of the missile crisis, writes
President Kennedy’s assistant, Theodore C.
Sorensen.)

DISSENSION EXISTS

The senatorial group of Demaocrats which
1s unhappy about foreign policy, for some-
times conflicting reasons, is Impressive. The
Senate leader, Senator ManNsFIELD 1s discreetly
but definitely in disagreement on aspects of
the Vietnam problem. Semator CHURCH has
long been off the reservation, and Senator
Morse, a8 usual, is a violent dissenter.
There are several others. 'This is a far cry
from the little band of obdurate men who
blocked Woodrow Wilson’s hopes for an or-
ganized peace, But it is a faction which
might some day coalesce, though not neces-
sarily behind Senator FurerIGET.

It would be interesting to know Vice Pres-
ident HumrHREY's 1deas cn the necessity of
a reevaluation of foreign policy methods and
goals. He has long been an imaginative
critic of set policies, but now his lips are
sealed.

Long-established policles have a way of
gaining a life of thelr own, riding jugger-
naut-iike over:- the humans who administer
them. Now and then somebody throws a
brick at the juggernaut and it turns out to
be of paper. It 1s time to challenge the
Jjuggernaut now, to call for candid rethinking.
Senator FULBRIGHT may have made s begin-
ning, frank and provocative.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post,
Sept. 25, 1965]
INSIGHT AND OUTLOOK—FULBRIGHT AND His
CRITICS
{By Joseph Kraft)

The doubts raised by Senator FULBRIGHT
with respect to this country’s policy in Latin
America have been intensified by the cries of
his critics.

Baslcally, the Senator was only posing a
good question. He was asking whether this
country had reverted to the policy of direct
military intervention in South America.

With the Dominican case before him, he
sensed a new disposition to identify all social
protest with Communist subversion, and a
connected tendency to shoot first and think
later. He pcinted out that there were im-
portant distinctions between protests backed

.by the Communists and protests under their

control. He suggested that when trouble
south of the border developed next, it might
be appropriate for this country to think
first and shoot next.

A reasonable, and I belleve honest, re-
sponse to Senator FULERIGHT'S question was
available to the administration. It would
have emphasized that there was no basic
change in American policy; that there were
matters open for debate in the Dominican
record; but that the Dominican case, because
of the special Impact of the Trujillo dictator-
ship, was a speclal one without general ap-
plication to Latin America.

The actual reaction was not unlike the
stoning reserved by the high priests of primi-
tive communities for those who question the
efficacy of blood sacrifice.

For a starter there was Senator THomas
Dopp, of Connecticut, with his usual tactic of
crying soft on communism. Dopp charged
that FPULBRIGHT “suffers from an Indiscrimi-
nating infatuation with revolutions of all
kinds, national, democratic, or Communist.”

Short remarks in similar vein were made
by Senators FRANK LaAUsCHE and RuUSSELL
LoNG—a member of Senator FULBRIGHT's
Foreign Relations Committee who had not
even bothered to attend the committee’s re-
cent hearings on -the Dominican Republic.
Then, in defense of the American Ambassa~-
dor in the Dominican Republie, Tapley Ben~
nett, there boomed the big gun of the Sen-~
ate, RICHARD RUSSELL, of Georgia.
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Rvsszm. had ‘knoWn Ambassador Bennett
-#gg"s small boy?* He had known “his father
snd his mother.” "He had krigwn “both of
hig grandfathers Only"iast year he had had
a Thaeal "with Ambassador Bennett's father
and mother on their Franklin County farm
in the rolling red clay hills of northeast
“Georgla.” With that pedigree, and that solld
rural background, how could anyone even
begin to have doubts?

A day earller, the House had expressed its
reaction to Senator FuLsricHT., It passed by
an” ovefwhelming vote ‘a resolution that, in
effect, endorsed direct military 1ntervention
by the United States in Latin America to pre-
vent “‘subversive action or the threat of 1t.”

By. themselves, neither the House resolu-
" tion nor the Senate statements have any
.prictical force, But preclsely because they
ard free of real content, they provide a good
mepsure of the play of domestic and buredu-
ergtic politics on foreign affairs.

At the base, plainly, there are politicos
with self-interested motives for raising anew
‘the issue of softness on commuhism. The
original author of the House resolution, Arm-
ISTEAD SELDEN, of Alabama, for instance,
comes from a district that is being changed
. by reapportionment, by Federal registration
of voters, and by possible action on the poll
teg. With Negro voters due to figure in the
Alghama primary next May, SFLDEN can no
. -Tonger fall back on the usual theme of pro-
- tegting white supremacy. Instead, he is
wrapping himself in the mantle of anticom-
mynism.

Politiclans with such ‘an obvious interest
in raising ‘the Communist fssue are, to “be
sure, limited in number. But their strength
is a8 the, strength of 10 because the admin-

{:tion is doing nothing to organize re-

nce against them.
©On the confrary, the administration has
ptﬁmoted inside’ the State Department a
gréip of regular “Forelgn Serviceé officers,
" hedding up tn Under Secretary Thomas Mann

and Assistant Secretary for Congressiondl

Relations, Douglas ] MacArthur II, who made
tHelr way 1n the era of ungophisticated, mon-
i~ olfthic anticomthunfsm. Thelr ideas, indeed
their careers and reputations, are tled up
with that era. Not surprisingly, they prac-
tically invited the Selden résolution.

‘Lastly, the White House itself seems to be
holding anticommunisni in reserve as a rod
~to diseipline "its congressional majority.
‘Where there 18 a jingoist issue working, in
other words, the President wants it working

on his side. He has gone soft on Goldwater-

ism. And While he maintains that stance,
4t remalns 8 question Wwhether this country
will be able to move In harmony with the
vast soclal changes that are sweeping Latin
Amerlca, Afrlca and Asia,

[From the Louisvine (Ky) Courter-Journal,
Bept. 26, 1965]
FULBRIGHTS “UNTHINKABLE THOUGHTS
BTING THE SENATE
(By Ben Reeves)

WASHINGTON ——JAMES “WILLIAM FULBmGHT,
Arkansas Democrat, has been in the U.S. Sen-
ate nearly 21 years, and the Senate still
doesn’t know quite what to make of him.

By ordinary standards, he ought to be a
’Member of the Senate establishment, the
tightly knit inner core that runs the show.
LA e is a southerner he s a Protestant, he

a, mpm Lh an 1mportant standlng com-

ftee, and he Is a proven votegetter with
1&‘& folks back home. He is one of the few
emi)ers who have won election to as many
ag ‘four full Senate terms. But there 'is a
" maverick st:;eak 8 B, FULBRIGHT that
deﬂes predlctabll’ity

his place in the Senate

hien, he prgse Iy O
th 1y altérnoon of September 15 with

' ﬁff ‘papers 11 his hand—in the midst
discusslon

of the highway beautification
bill—ths Iew Members_ on the floor had no

inkling that one of the sharpest fusses of the
1065 session was about to begin. There was
no objection when the rule of germaneness
was walved to permit FuLericHT to speak on
a subject other than that officially before the
chamber. B

THE ONLY PURPOSE

In his dry, monotonous, non-spine-tingling
manner, he addressed himself to “the situa-
tion in the Dominican Republic.” The chair-
man of the Committee on Foreign Relations
felt that “at this time of relative calm it is
appropriate, desirable, and I think, necessary
to review events in the Dominican Republic
and the U.S. role in those events. The pur-
pose of such & review, and its only purpose,
1s to develop guidelines for wise and effective
policies in the future.”

Then, in an unemotional and unhurried
way (9,500 words in the CONGRESSIONAL REC-
OrRD), FuULBRIGHT contended that United
States handling of the Dominican crisis last
Aprl was “characterized initially by over-
timidity and subseqgeuntly by overreaction.
L hroughout the whole affair, it has also been
characterized by a lack of candor.”

FurericHT'S villain of the afternoon was
not President Lyndon B. Johnson or Secre-
tary of State Dean Rusk, but the U.S. Ambas-
sador to the Dominican Republic, W. Tapley
Bennett.

Bennett, the Senator sald, had muffed an
opportunity to “bring possibly decisive me-
diating power to bear for a democratic solu-
tion” on April 27, the most critical day in
the rebellion against the Dominican Gov=
ernment, .

REASON FQR MISTAKE

“The overriding reason for this mistake
was the conviction of U.S. officials, on the
basis of evidence which was fragmentary at
best, that the rebels were dominated by
Communists.. A related and perhaps equally
important reason for the U.S. Embassy’s re-
tusal to mediate on April 27 was the desire
for and, ac that point, expectation of an
antirebel victory. They therefore passed up
an important opportunity to reduce or even
eliminate Communist influence by encourag-
ing the moderate elements among the rebels
and mediating for a democratic solution,”
FULBRIGHT said. .

He called unilateral Intervention in the
Dominican Republic a grievous mistake that
has allenated our real friends in Latin
America: broadly speaking, the people of
the democratic left.

FuLBRIGHT Baid he wanted to make it clear
he was not saylng that no Communist par-
ticipated in the crisls, “but simply that the
administration acted on the premise that
the revolution was controlled by Commu-
nists, a premise which 1t failed to establish
end has not established since.”

President Johnson’s decision to intervene
with armed force was based on bad infor-

- matlon and worse advice, the Senator con-

tended,
NO EASY CHOICES

Almost completely overlooked by FuL-
BRIGHT'S attackers was the fifth paragraph
of his speech in ‘which he said his judgments
were made with the benefit of hindsight,
“and in fairness it must be conceded there
were no easy choices available to the United

.States in the Dominican Republic.”

He tried to make it clear that he was
more concerned with long-term lessons de-
riving from out experience in the Domini.
can crisis than with profitless digging into
Ppast mistakes.

But in the Senste, as elsewhere, reason-

ablenéss 1s always upstaged by dramatic
action, in this case the spectacle of the
Forelgn Relations Committee chaifman at-
tacking American policy.

FouericuT had not taken his seat before
two of his fellow Democrats were on thelr
feet to belabor him for attacking the Presi-
deént and the American course of actlon.
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Russert LonNe, of Louisiana, the Demo-
crats’ pudgy whip, came out shaking his
Jaws and declaring: “I thank the merciful
Lord that our President possesses a sense of
urgency and that he possesses initlative.”
GEORGE SMATHERS, of Florida, angrily de-
manded: “What 1s wrong with trying to
save a country from communism? We had
already lost Cuba to Castro. It has been
edmitted that there were only about 12
known Communist leaders in Cuba with
Castro when he started his revolution.”

THE USUAL FUMING

There was the customary fuming in the
cloakrooms and in the corridors that accom-
panies just about every one of FULBRIGHT'S
“significant” speeches. What was he up to?
What was he trylng to accomplish?

The next day, Connecticut’s white-maned
Senator THOMAS Dopp took to the floor to
denounce the Fulbright speech and defend
the action of the administration, and to say
bitterly that “it seems to me that he suffers
from an indiscriminating infatuation with
revolutions of all kinds, national, democratice,
or Communist.”

It was a full week later that another big
Senate gun was brought to bear on FuL-
BRIGHT. Senator RIcHARD B. RuUssgLL, of
Georgla, came onto the floor to say that Am-
bassador Tapley Bennett was a Georgla boy
who comes from stock that does not panic
or frighten easily. FuLBRIGHT had done Ben-
nett a grave disservice, the Georgian said.

In the interval, the White House took time
to issue a statement saying that it could find
no one who thought FULBRIGHT’S views were
justified. And other Members got in their
licks, too.

But the Arkansas Senator was not entirely
alone on the Dominican matter. Senator
JosEPH CLARK, of Pennsylvania, told the Sen-
ate he was In complete accord with Fur-
BRIGHT'S views. He called the speech. over-
due, sound, and wise.

During the past week, Senator STEPHEN M.
Young, of Ohio, backed FULBRIGHT, and also
criticized Bennett’s handling of the crisis in -
his ambassadorial role.

FuLBrIGHT also gathered perhaps unex-
pected support from the editorials of some
of the country’s leading newspapers.

UNTHINKABLE THOUGHTS

There are more than a few in the Senate
who privately agree with FULBRIGHT’s main
point in the argument. In the future, we
must try to be on the side of democratic
social revolution in Latin America and else-
where, and not let our anticommunism panic
us into supporting rightwing dictatorships.
But they doubt his wisdom in bringing the
argument Iinto the forum of the Senate,
where its main points become oversimplified
by necessarily abbreviated news reports and
he is exposed to unnecessary attack.

This is the same WirLiam FULBRIGHT who,
on March 25, 1964, made a Senate speech en-
titled “Old Myths and New Realities,” which
has been widely hailed as an air clearer in
the fleld of forelgn policy. In it he chal-
lenged the country to think “unthinkable
thoughts” about such subjects as the cold
war, the two Chinas, our role in Latin Amer-
ica, and the future of Vietnam.

Neither the President nor the State De-
partment was happy to have such a speech
come from so high-ranking a figure in the
governmental mill that grinds out foreign
policy. But 18 months later, even his se-
verest critics would agree that it has helped
create an atmosphere in which negotiations
can be undertaken between our side and the
Communist world.

STUBBORNNESS ADMIRED

This is the same FULBRIGHT who, after the
Republican congressional victory of 1946,
publicly urged President Harry Truman to
appoint a leading Republican as Secretary
of State and then resign, thus turning the
Presldency over to the party that had scored
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8O handsomely m the congresslonal elections.
Truman never forgave him for that, and a
good man “regular” Democrats have always

regarded im with a certam suspicion be-

‘eauge of 1t. -

.The idea no doubt stemrqed from his ex-

_perlences as o Rhodes scholar at Oxford Uni-

Lversity in 1928.

Both friends and foes have to admire his

Jstubbornness in refusing to vote for the for-
elgn ald bill Thursday night, hoping by his
strategic protest to force a new look at the
whole foreign aid _system next year.

FULBRIGHT was born in Missourl 60 years
ago last April, but his amily took him to
Arkansas when he was only a year old. He
was graduated from the University of Arkan-
sas, at Fayetteville, in 1935, and studied law

. at George Washlngton Unlversity in Wash-
ington after his return from England.

FULBRIGHT t00K his law degree in 1934, and
went to work for the Justice Department's
Antitrust Divislon in the early days of the
New Deal, He taught law at George Wash-
Ington in 1935, then became & law lecturer
at the University of Arkansas in 1936. He
wad elected president of the university 3
years Tater.

FULBRIGHT Was elected to the House of
Representatives in 1942, and 2 years later
successfully campaigned for the Senate seat
that had been held by Hattie W. Carraway.
He was reelected in 1950, 1956, and 1862. His
prestige 1s such in Arkansas, that even vote-
fetching Gov. Orval Faubus decided against
challenging him 3 years ago.
~ In the Senate, he is a reasonably consist-
efit party man, but he is never found in any-
body’s’ pocket. He 1is jJealous of his inde-
Ppendence, and is not afrald to think for him-
self—even unthinkable thoughts. When he
does think such thoughts, he becomes, as he
did last week, a lonely man.

[From the Miami (Fla ) News, Sept. 28, 1965]
©ORITIC .
(By Bill Baggs)

A bitter smile must occupy the face be-
longing to JAMES WILLIAM FULBRIGHT as he
Hstens to the rustic oratory of his colleagues.

For 20 years, as a resident of the Federal
Senate, he has lawyered for new thinking
to attend the related issues of world peace
and the security of the United States.
"Now, after a criticism o: our policy in
Vietnam and the Dominican Republic, Sen-
ator FULBRIGHT has been backcapped by the
indignant prose of other Senators to the
extent you might think he were guilty of
parliamentary treason.

The poet and diplomat, James Russell
Lowell, handed down & slice of good sense
when he wrote: “A wise skepticism is the
first attribute of a good critic,”

'SKEPTICISM :

T T Sena.tor FULBMGHT were sKeptical of our
‘policies in the two countries, where we have
made large military and dlplomatlc invest-
‘ments, and 1if he lived with hig skepticism as
‘s miute companion, he indeed would be a
sorry Senator,

The beginnmg fact here is not whether
‘the Senator is correct in his, vlews Rather,

it is that the continuous absence of debate
on gerious business of Government . can
evolve into a’ kind of- tyranny costumed as
democracy Every right we have is strength-
‘ened by our freedom to disagree and to re-
fine “our national decislons by such dis-
agreement.

. But what must put the rock in the Sen-
ator’s shoe is that not only his good sense,
but also his good intentions, appear chal-
lenged by some as he speaks as a critic of our
Viet and Dominican policies.

:"Binde the middle 1940’s, §enator FursricHT
haa ‘been seeing quicker and clearer than
thost gentlemen in Congress. In 1943, he

) authored a resolution for a orld organiza-
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tion ,j;q keep the peace, once it had been won,

and he was gracious enough to phrase his
reso. ution in 55 words,

Congress agreed, and
2 yeurs later, the United Nations was born,
ca .. REFORMER

Mbore than a decade before Bobby Baker’s
heac. bobbed to the surface, Senator FuL-
BRIG: 11T pleaded with his colleagues to adopt
He had just completed
waslilng some dirty linen when his own party
occupled the White House.

Elxquently has he argued for less waste in
forelgn aid and for more funds in education,
agali long before any serious education bill
was Hoated from a President to Congress and,
in general, Senator FULBRIGHT has been a
public servant willlng to speak as a critic
whelf the mood of the country washed high
agaiiist his views, )

TlLe Prince de Ligne complained: “The
Conyress never runs. It waltzes.” Today,
with a persuasive President, our Congress is
And a critle with courage and
sensi¢ is needed to examine the legislation-
in-g-hurry.  Thank godness Wiriam Furn-
BRIGIT I8 there.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Sept. 28,
e ©1985]

T SOVIET-AMERICAN RELATIONS
. (By Walter Lippmann)

Last week the world had a fleeting but

tantulizing glimpse of what might become
possible if the cold war subsided. The
U.B8.£.R. and the Unlted States of America,
actir g on their parallel interests in averting
a war between Pakistan and India, made it
possible for the United Nations to order a
ceas¢-fire. This show of unanimity discour-
aged the Chinese from intervening in the
quar rel.
.. Pacallelism is a long way short of positive
coopfration, and there is no assurance that a
settliiment of the guarrel is in sight or even
that fhe underlying hostility will not smol-
der un for a very long time. Nevertheless,
the «vents of last week were a spectacular
demaonstration of how all hope and prospect
of a:reasonably peaceable world 1s tied up
with _an improvement in Soviet-American
relat ons.

Is an improvement possible? What is
there between us that now sets us against
each other? It is, quite plainly, the conflict
of idéology and interest, of emotion and of
prejudice, over thé revolutionary condition
of thie so-called third world—the world of
the 1inderdeveloped and emerging nations of
the 3outhern Hemisphere—in Asla, Africa,
and Zatin America. The revolut{onary con-
ditioii is an objective historical faet of this
centiiry, and it will continue to exist no

mattr what the Russians or we say or do -

abouf it.

Ths Soviet-American conflict is about this
revol ationary condition. Thus, the conflict
is no longer, as it was a generation ago, about
what kind of social order is to exist in the
highly developed countrles of Europe and
Northi America. As a matter of fact, in this
wholi area, which Includes European Russia
itself, the old argument between the Marxists

and the laissez faire capitalists has been by- .

passeld by events. For example, the economic
philosophy of General Eisenhower and Sena-
tor Coldwater in America is as dead as the
econcmic philosophy of Marx is among the
Eurojjean Socialists. In the whole devel-
oped, progressive, Industrial world, the pre-
vallir g economic order is & mixture in vary-
ing dagrees of planning and the incentive of
profit, of fiscal management and social regu-
latloti.

It 15 in regard to the turbulence of this
third world—which was not foreseen a gen-
eration_ago—that the Soviet Union angd the
United States find themselves locked into
what has the appearance of an irreconcilable

altogether }-eupectable E
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In its oﬂicial ldeology. the Soviet Union is
committed to the support of the revolution-
aries, to the incitement and supplying of
“wars of national liberation.”

In the American ideology, we are not abso-
lutely oppesed to wars of national liberation,
provided they are not inspired or supported
by Communists. We are very much disposed
to feel, however, that all revolutions will be
captured by the Communists who invariably
participate in them.

Thus, Russia’ and America find themselves
In a viclous circle. The Russians are dis-
posed to intervene wherever there is a re-
bellion, and the United States 1s inclined to
intervene to oppose as aggression the Com-
munist Intervention. In the Soviet Union
there exists a prejudice in favor of rebellion
as such, of rebellion sgainst any established
order. The Soviet Union is the product of a
falrly recent revolution. In the United
States, where the revolution occurred nearly
two centuries ago, there is now a prejudice
against revolution. The result 1s a vicious
circle in which dogmatic communism and
dogmatic anticommunism incite and exas-
perate each other,

The improvement of Soviet-American re-
lations, which 1s prerequisite to an accom-
modation between the West and China,
requires the breakup of this viclous circle.
How? Essentially, I believe, by fostering the
ascendancy of national interests over global
ideology, by the reassertion in both countries
of prudence and calculation agalnst semi-
religious fanaticism and frenzy.

We had a glimpse last week of how this
can happen. The hostilities in Kashmir be-
gan with an infiltration of guerrilla troops
(recruited 'as a matter of fact from the
Pakistan Army though they wore different
uniforms).. The purpose of the guerrillas
was to arouse the population and to liberate
Moslem Kashmir from Hindu rule. Here
was & War of national lberation which the
Soviet Union, according to its theoretical
doctrine, was bound to support. However,
the fact of the matter is that it-did not suit
the Soviet Union that Pakistan, in cahoots
with Red China, should defeat India, which
is a tacit ally of the Soviet Union. So the
Soviet Unicn acted in favor of peace, which
is its real :interest, rather than on behalf
of an ideological prejudice.

At the same time, the United States, hav-
ing learned something In recent months,
resisted the temptation to take a lofty posi-
tlon against aggression, and instead, reti-
cently and prudently, chose to work quietly
and behind the scenes.

This is the way that Soviet-American re-
lations can be improved—by encouraging the
prudent and the practical to predominate
over the ideological and the hot. In this
country, at least, the process will require
the resumption of public debate—the kind
of debate which Senator FULBRIGHT has once
again opened up.

For the issue which he has posed in his
remarkable speech is the essential issue in
our attitudes and policy toward the revolu-
tionary condition of our time. The question
he posed is how to tolerate rebellion, which
is often necessary and desirable, without
surrendering the control of the rebellion to
the Communists who will always be part of
it.

There is no rule or thumb for answering
this question. But there has to, be some
kind of actommodation, such as the Soviet
Union made about the Kashmir freedom
fighters and such as we made about the
Chinese threat of military aggression. The
discussion of this serious and dificult prob-
lem cannot be nmonopolized by the assorted
hangers-on,” often more Johnsonian than
Johnson himself, who are presuming to lay
down the rule that only those who conform
with the cuirent political Improvisations are
loyal
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[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star,
o “{«October 4, 1965)

" CowerEss; Sour SEARCHING IN ORDER
Juv e, o (BY Erie Sevareld)

- Nothing better illusfrates the diminished
stature of individual Members of. Congress—
in terms of its ‘‘public_image,” not its prac-
tical accomplishments, the Congress as an in-
siitutlon—then the afair. of Senator Fur-
BRIGHT and his negative finding on our Do-
minican intervepgion._. . . - -
++On the fage of it one should conclude the
opposite, that his, courageous dissent dem-
obstrates the Indispensable importance of the
modern Congressman’s role and shows us
that the institution designed to check and
balance, among other functions, still checks
a8d balances In the gld style. But, on the
contrary, the Fulbright speech was a drama
siply because it was, unique in this period
of 'consensus and a homogenized Congress.
It was the exception that reveals and illus-
trates the rule. What was shocking was not
his deflance of the President and official
policy but the fact that go many people in
Congress reacted with shock. . Some of them
not only repudiated his conclustons about
the Dominican affair
pens to disagree with them) but they seemed
to repudiate his right to announce his con-
cluslons. . . e
. This is 5 slgn that the soul of Congress is
in, disrepair and ought to be looked into.
The honor and the wisdom of the United
Btates, as well_ag itg might, were deeply in-
Yolved In the Dominican business. The evi-
dence pro and con, has always been consid-
.erably confused. Many very good men have
reached flatly opposing estimates as to what
WQuld have happened in that island had we
oy Intervened, . . . . .

T course, ex post facto Investigation was
- 70k only proper, but necessary if we are to
" have any regard for keeping the historical
record straight and if we are to learn any
lessons for the future. The man from Ar-

Xansas did what his conscience instructed
Aim. to do, and yet other Congressmen re-

acted as if someone had belched in a prayer

Ieeting. - ) p
- “Consensus” hag Its immense practical ad-

"va'n,izages'; 1t does permit g great leap forward,

end, in the end, T lmagine the country will
. be the hetber for this current period and its
Pproduct. But a curious kind of intimidation
also goes with this consensus and with the
predence of an elemental force such as this
- President happens to be. In Franklin Roose-
velt’s firgt term, he too, was something of an
elemental force; he, too, was a master poli-
-Heian and manipulator of men’s ambitions
and fears, T - :
. But blg mén In the Congress still be-
baved like big men and when one spoke his
passlonate mind there was neither shock
nor the silence of the awed. Big men ran
Cabinet departments and agencies then, too,
but they frequently fought one another and
‘even, théir President, and publiely. There
‘Was not anly bassion and courage present
‘put a kind of gaiety; and an awful lot of
business got done,
That unique climate may not return to
Waﬁhlngton,_,becaus,e America is now g great
ower, with the heaviness that goes with
[ateful and grinding responsiiblities and be-
catse there is nothing gay about the impli-
tatlons of this age, both revolutionary and
nuclear, But Washington will change, never-
theless, and the Congress will change with
1, It will not broceed, next session, at the
frantic pace of this session, It will be too
tired, and many second thougths about its
accomplishments, thoughts now dormant,
#re bound to ries to the top of its mind.
© It must fnd the time and the courage
Tor ¢lose examingtion, not only of adminis-
trative legislation, but of its own mecha-
Bisms. Unless more of the exterior world
blows up next winter, the Congress might

(this writer also hap-

'
i

take a long, hard look at g number of tra-
ditional institutions to see if they really
serve us any longer and how they might he
changed. Suggestions from students of gov-
ernment, are piling high; the field is wide
open,

pCongress might seriously consider, for ex-
ample, the proposals of Senator WARREN
MacNusoN. He suggests that there be two
distinct sessions of Congress each year, one
from, say, the start of November to the end
of December dealing entirely with Govern-
ment finances. He suggests that the earlier
or legislative session end, perforce, around
late summer, the administration’s budget
having been submitted by mid-July.

As part of the whole package, he would
change the Government’s fiscal year to coin-
cide with the calendar year, which 1s, after
all, the basis for reporting the Government’s
Income—our taxes—and he would revive the
plan to devide the Federal budget in two,
the second half of it amounting to a “capital
budget,” showing the Government’s total
assets and their current value.

The Federal Government, that is, the
beople, own tens of billions in land, buildings,
minerals, supplies, but the public hasn't the
falntest idea what it owns because no ac-
counting of these possessions has ever been
made to it

An immense Job lies ahead in ad Justing our
institutions and our pPractices to this new,
overwhelming, rapidly changing America.
The elected term of Members of the House
simply must be lengthened. The whole Ju-
diclal system of the country is staggering and
floundering under its burdens and something
like an additional system of courts to deal
with “administrative laws” in this age of gov-
ernmental regulations and bafled ocitizens
ought to be seriously considered,

If 1t is in the bresent nature of things
that the initiative for these great institu-
tional changes must come from the executive
branch, so be it—history will probably not
object. ’

[From Newsweek, Oct. 4, 1965]
THE CONTAGION OF Hopg
(By Emmet John Hughes)

As the chorus of voices extolling or ex-
coriating U.S, foreign policy has lately
swelled, we seek for the sense in the din.
The boldest cry has been Senator J, W, Fur-
BRIGHT’S lament over U.S. conduct toward
the whole social revolution in Latin America:
“If we are automatically to Ooppose any re-
form movement that Communists adhere to,
we are likely to end by opposing every re-
form movement.” 1In Washington, Senator
Taomas J, Doop did more than snap back
that such logic betrayed “an indiseriminate
Infatuation with revolution of all kinds'’: he
slashed at all signs .of “coneciliationism’ in
U.S. policy, Teverishly comparing sale of
wheat to the Soviets in the 1960's to sale of
scrap to Japan in the 1930’s. In New York,
however, U.N, Ambassador Arthur Goldberg
has sounded stubbornly “conciliationist” in
hailing Soviet-American action on the Kash-
mir crisls as “a very dramatic example of
cooperation * * * without any evidence of
cold war confrontation.” But back from
Washington has come the bellicose cry of
more than 300 Congressmen in support of the
breposterous Selden resolutlon——invlting any
Western Hemisphere nation to take any mil-
ltary action against any Communist threat.

There is something to be learned from
this babble, For quite Independently, both
Mr. FULBRIGHT and Mr, Goldberg believe they
discern three critical facts of world Iife to
which many others seem blind.

1. The central hope and thrust of U.S.
policy must be to encourage more confident
relations with Moscow angd more responsible
behavior by Moscow. “Every important U.S.
posture in the world today,” a U.S. diplomat
at the U.N, recently confessed, “has come to
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depend on Soviet restraint and reason.” To
see the force of this truth, one need take
only a bleak moment to envision the world
of the last year inflamed by a Soviet policy
of militant retalia.tion——pouring massive aid
Into North Vietnam, answering U.S_ action in
the Caribbean with Soviet action In Berlin,
and rivaling Peiping with slogans and arms
to goad Pakistan toward war. .

2. Within the highest U.S. councils, how-
ever, this political view of relations with
world communism suffers almost constant
challenge from an essentially military view.
In the lament of one high official often tak-
ing part in sessions of the National Security
Council: “Every time a major policy deci-
slon arises, the soldiers outtalk the diplomats.
Their targets are precise, their maps beauti-
ful, their confidence complete. And any
State Department rebuttal usually flounders
in mere reticences or mild reservations.”
And it is a keen knowledge of this fact that
impels men like FULBRIGHT t0 warn against
total faith In military solutions—irom the
Caribbean to southeast Asia,

3. Just as U.S. diplomacy toward sovereign
Communist governments has had to heed
differences among them, so U.S. policy—as
1% contends with upheaval in Asia, Africa,
and Latin America—must learn now to dis-
tinguish among revolutionary forces even
when they may be tinged with Communist
influence. In the immediate postwar years,
the tough-minded Secretary of State Dean
Acheson knew that the United States must
recognize and defend many a regime unpalat-
ably rightist and militarist; and he warned
U.S. liberals to stop demanding - litmus-
baper tests on all allies to assure their true-
blue devotion to democracy. It took many
lberals a while to accept such pragmatism,
And it is now the turn of the conservatives
to be tutored in the matching truth: if all
the world’s revolutionary forces are to be
condemned unless their political purity is
perfect and proven, all these forces finally
will be pitted against America,

DEADLY PLAY

Precisely because these new truths jar old
bremises, a large band of leaders in both
barties stoutly ignores them. This band
still traffics in the stalest cliches of anti-
communism. It regards Soviet-American
relations with more horror than hope., Andg
it thus stays a decade behind history in
apprehending the still perilous balance of
bowers on which rests all chance of peace.

The Fulbrights and the Goldbergs none-
theless persist, They are wholly uninter-
ested in the empty wordplay about “soft”
and “hard” policies shouted around the Na-
tion; they are flercely concerned about the
life-and-death play between revolutionary
and counterrevolutiona.ry forces surging
around the world, They are unafraid of any
fitting use of American firepower; they are
afraid only of its feckless substitution for
American brainpower,

And they doubt—above all—that the
course of world polities can be turned by
the antiseptic devices of quarantine or em-
bargo or repression. For their sense of real-
ity is wholly different. Their faith is in
what Jefferson called “the disease of liberty.”
It can be spread and caught in improbable
Places and under intractable tyrannies. And
it will require the most patient physictans—
quite unafraid to deal, at times, with queer
seeds and alien germs—to extend this subtle
and splendid contagion.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Sept. 26,
19651

WHY A FOREIGN RELATIONS CHAIRMAN SPEAKS
Ovur

(NoreE—Senator J. WirrLiAam FULBRIGHT,

Democrat, of Arkansas, chairman of the

Senate Foreign Relations Committee, has

been outspoken recently, as always, on Amer-

lcan foreign policy, often at varlance with

Approved For Releasé 2003/10/15 : CIA-RDP67B00446R000500110015-9



1

i 127482

'the éxpressed or implied views of the Demo-
‘efatic adininistration. The following is a
tape-recorded interview with he Senator by
‘Washirngton Post Staff erter Chalmers M.
Roberts.)
-+ ROBERTS. Senator, you recently made a
‘' spéech about American intervention in the
‘Dominician Republic which produced a 1ot
~of criucism Some sdld your timing was bad.
“On¢é ‘critic sdld thé speech was “a personal
‘proclamation of a personal foreign policy.”
An editorial called it a “grossly irrespon-
sible attack on the administration.” Axd
i1t wag reported that President Johnson's
‘reaetion was that the speech would “em-
harrass the future course of U.S. diplomacy
in ‘thé Domiinican Republic.”

Those are strohg words to throw at the
chairman_ of the Senate Foreign Relations
Conmmittee. ‘What do you thlnk of such
¢ritisim?

PurericHT. I think it's quite unusual that
anyone should question the right and the
duty of & Mémber of the Senate to express
his views about an incident of great im-
portance. I have always asstimed that a

" Member of the Senate has the responsibility
1o tell the truth as he sees 15. I don’t pre-
tend our judgmerits are infallible, but it is

. one of the functions of a4 Member of the .

Benate to raise these questions for public
discussion, and out of this a sound foreign
poliey may be developed.  If I am wrong,
this still would clarify the 1ssues mvolved
in thls case.

. The purpose of this was not in any way
to affect what'’s happened in the Dominican
Republlc Obvlously, it's much after the
event. Tts real purpose was to influence the
‘dourge of events in future revolutions that
sre inevitablé, I think, in Latin America,
‘because it is in a proséss of change.

“When I usé the word revolution, I don’t
necegearily mean & violent one, but changes
in thelr social structure, and I think the

very “basls’ of thé Alllance for Progress is
an astumiption ‘that changes in their
goclal and eécoriomic strueture are hec-
essa,ry—«their lahd tenire, thxes, and so on.
T've' been a little surprised that they've
questioned the propriety of & Senator speak-
ing ‘ouit ‘on ‘these matters.

SOME EXTRA "SrATUS

. f'gls,m runs not to a Senator speaking out but
: 3 speaking out becausé you are the
an of the Senate Foreign Relations
. Qommittee. Perhaps it wolld be useful to
" discuss that role for a mititite. Some hames
conie t¢ mind: Botah, Vanderiberg, Connally,

: &eﬁorge Henry Cabot Ladge, Sr., all had great

cha

Ay ‘or ahdther.
: .of these cases, the Senator who
the chalrman of 'the committée had
I somie“égtra statiis. Wow, as America’s role
‘24n the wotld has Incressed, this status has
ased. Do you draw any distinction be-
ybur "#ight to spedk as you just indi-
[ as5°a Beénator, and your role as chair-
1°6f this particular committee?
e Ans mer. ‘Well, it’s iy Impression that the
You"'tnentivn a8’ my “predecessors as
ch( {rman-—take ~ Lodge, for example, or
; Bora,, —,-often ‘spoke ot very vigorously in
" dissent to thé currerit policy of the time;
8. Vandenberg exercised a great deal of
4 nice, cerfainly much' miore than I or
t,her persdn ‘recently. :
,1nk there are séveral reasons for that.
individua.lly was & powerful per-
y. " If afidition to that, the party
sion ‘at ‘that time was very close, and
berg, - by ‘virtue” of that fact, could

“Without his coopera-
the adnﬁn"fstra,tion would have been in
at “difficulty, because during the period
.+ off hls chafrmafiship his party had numerical

: frol he Senat ‘and. he had g special

CONGRE! gS

_to hajpen in the Dominican Republic.

. Question. Senator, T think that the eritl-

cé ‘oh American foreign poncy one
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positiou bf power, He complained that he
wanted to “be in on the takeoffs as well as
the crish landings,” and he was consulted
10 a mch greater extent than I've ever been
consulied in advance of actions taken,

Duri ag part of his tenure, at least, he could
decisiv:ly influence the course of the action
of the Senate versus the administration. I
cannot do that, because the-President at this
time it clearly the dominant personality in
our Government, and as this session has
proved, he can get what he wants out of
Congress with or without my support.

But that isn't important in this context.
All T vas trying to do in this case, as I have
in otrers, was to give the Senate and the
countiy the benefit of my best judgment on a.
matte: of policy. And I also want to say
that ia this case, as In some of the other
cases ;hat have been mentioned, it was after
the fazt. I had no notice of what was going
The
only way I could comment on it was after
the fact:

A RARE RAPPROCHEMENT

Question. That's in some contrast to your
relationship with President Kennedy before
the Bay of Pigs affair, where you were called
in and did have a chance to make known
your opinion in advance.

Angwer. That was a very unusual specific
insta:ice in which purely by chance I hap-
penect to be Invited to go with him on a
weekond at Easter. He dildn't invite me for
that purpose; he happened to be golng the
same place I was, and he sald come along.

Question. You seized on the opportunity.

Answer. I selzed upon the opportunity to
present him with a memorandum and my ad-
vice. He dldn’t solicit 1t and didn’t expect it,
but lie got it, and that's the way it developed.

He did call me in. That is almost unique;
I think it was the only instance in which,
priot to the event, I was thoroughly aware of
what:was up and had an opportunity to ex-
press my opinion.

In contrast, there was the Dominican case.
We snd other Members of Congress were ad-
viseci; at about the time the marines were
being landed, that they were being landed
for the purpose of saving American lives.
Now. no one would object to landing some
‘mar nés to save Amerlcan lives, assuming, of
course, that the conditions were as described.

I"ra been asked: Why didn’t you object
thent? Why, 1 didn’t know anything about
the events that were actually taking place
other than what we were told at that meet-
Ing. Now we have had this review (of the
Doniinican case in the Foreign Relations
Conunittee). I don’t quite see why it is con-
sidered unusual to discuss an event of this

. sigrdficance with a view to. influencing the

attifude of our policymakers in future events
of (r similar nature which are very likely to
tak: place.

’ EXTRA QUARTERBACK?

Cluestion. Let’s go back to the original
question as to whether there is a special re-
spcnsibility on the chairman of the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee as distin-
guighed from other Senators. You yourself
sal1 on becoming chairman of the committee
thit “no football team can expect to win
with every man his own quarterback. The
Foreign Relations Committee is available to
adise the President, but his is the primary
retponsibility.” In effect, you've been
chirged here with being a quarterback, or
at least a Monday morning quarterback. Is
thit a fair criticlsm? )

Answer. Well, I think 1t's a fair observa-
tion. I am not quite prepared to say it is
necessarily criticism, because under the cir-
cumstances here, I wasn’t in on the take-
ofl, 80 to speak. I wasn't consulted as to
wiiether or not—certainly with the back-
ground material and an opportunity to con-
sider it—whether or not the intervention
should take place,

Lo
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Question. Are you taking the position that
as chairman of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, you, or whoever else may hold that
job, is entitled to speak his mind without
reservation after the fact in the sense that
yowve described it here as jong as he has
not been in ¢n the takeoff? On the Bay of
Pigs affair, where you were in oh the take-
off, you were careful or considerably less
critical afterwa.rd I think, because of that
fact.

Answer. W~=11 another difference is that
in the Bay of Pigs, the matters continued
after that to be very critical, and as you
know, a further event took place.

Question. The missile crisis?

Answer. Yes. This was still an active mat-
ter that was going on. " After 1t was done, I
don’t know what further I could have said.
We were consulted about the missile crisis,
that 1s, the: Senate leadership. But there
again, when we were consulted, we were
brought in about 5 o’clock on the day of the
warning given to Khrushchev, and we were
told what had been clecided. Nothing we
or any other Members-—the senior Members
such as Senator RusseLL and the leadership
on both sides—I don’t think anything they
could have sald at that moment would have
changed the course at all.

There is the well-kriown custom that we
are advised of what the administration is
going to dd¢. I often get a telephone call
after 58 o'clock saylng that there will be an
announcement at 5:30 that such and such
is going to take place. I don’t complain
about that. It isn’t necessary for them to
ask my advice unless they think my advice
1s worth something.

I have volunteered without being invited
on two or three cases in the last 8 months .
on Vietnam. I have done it privately. I've
submitted memorandums which I have never
made public. But every now and then occa-
sion arises when 1t seems to me that it de~
velops public discussion and is good for the
country to:try to understand the points of
view. I cannot quite see that under our
system 1t 1s necessary that we all join in en-
dorsing administration policy in every case.

I may say I don’t think I'm the only one
that has indulged In the expression of views
contrary to whatever administration is in
power. Ncrmally, the opposition party in a
government will take a lead in this. Under
present condltions, the minority party is so
much in accord with certain policies of the
administration that 1t cloes not criticize
them.

THE GROWING BRANCH

Question, Is part of this problem the fact
that the wey foreign policy is developed in
the nuclear age, the Senate and the House
have less’ and less power and authority?
Could these remarks by yourself and others
be almost & declaration of independence, to
say that you still have some rights and pre-
rogatives and, by gosh, you want to be heard?

Answer. I think it’s inevitable, with the
growing cornplexity of our international rela-
tlons as influenced by nuclear power, the
rapidity of communications and so on, that
the Chilef Executive will inevitably play an
ever-increasing power. I don't think that
this is & bad thing as such; I don’t think that
forelgn relations are as well suited for con-
gressional action as domestic matters.

Most of us do not in our everyday ex-
periences have contact with foreign countries
and none of us can claim to be real experts
in this fiekl. But under the Constitution, we
are supposed to advise and consent, and we
may irom time to time offer suggestions out
of our experience for the consideration of the
Executive., They don't necessarily—in fact
they rarely—seem to take it. But what harm
does 1t do as an educational matter for the
Arericar people to discuss?

Question. When you have a strong Presi-
dent, he prefers consent to advice,
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_Answer, This relationship is nearly alto-
gether dependent upon the strength of the
Prestdent. When he is a very strong and a
very competent man, as I think we bhave in
the President today, this naturally is going
to overshadow the Congress.

Now, there has been complaint onh the other
hand that Congress hasn't developed any
debate, not only on this matier but on other
matters, Vietnam and domestic matters; that
we are & rubberstamp Congress. Then when
I make a speech, my God, it is a terrible
thing; you spoke out in a way that was not
entirely in accord with the accepted policy,
and so you are criticlzed for starting a debate.
1 don't think you can have it both ways.

UNREVOLUTIONARY NATION

Question. Senator, I'd like to go back to a
statement you made in the Dominican
speech, one that kicked up considerable dust.
You sald, “We are not, as we like to claim In
Fourth of July speeches, the most truly rev-
olutionary nation on earth, We are, on the
contrary, much closer to being the most un-
revolutionary nation on earth.”

The complaint I got on these sentences was
that you were handing the opposition,
whether they are Communists or national-
‘ists, or just anti-Americans abroad, a handy
weapon to beat us over the head by denying

- what we have already sald that we were—not
Just a Senator denying it, but the chairman
of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.

Answer, Well, it so happens I've uttered
the sentence before in a little different con-
text, because the nature of our Revolution
in 1776, it seems to me, was entirely different
from, the kinds of revolutions that have been
teking place recently. It was a relatively

‘Mminor change in the social and economic
. ‘status of the people of the United States.

- "“The reason for the Boston Tea Party wasn't

the grinding misery of people in utter
poverty.

. I think because we have been so success-
ful, we are very attached to our rather an-
clent system, I don’t think our inclina-
-flon is to overchange. You know what hap-
pens If someoOne suggests a change in our
Constitution. It is in this sense that I have
snld that before and I do now.

I think the great merit of our system is
that iv’s adaptable. This is the great merit
of our system as opposed to a totalitarian
systerm, that we can make these internal
changes within the context of our Constitu-
tion, changes that completely alter our do-
mestia scene.

We’re more comparasble to the Scandi-
navian countries. We're doing Iinternally
very many things they did.

SHAKING Us UP

Question. Are you saying that we are a
status guo country in relation to the world
and we're not adapting ourselves or our
minds sufiiciently to the kind of revolu-
tionary action that is abroad in the world?

. Answer. I think that’s right. And a coun-
try that's as well off as we are tends to want
to rely on established law and to follow con-
servative principles in that connection, and
we are that way, I think.

Question. What you're really trying to
do, then, in gll these speeches, is to shake
up the American mind, is that it?

Answer. Well, I guess, being an old pro-
fessor, if I perform any funection at.all, it
-is trying to make my colleagues in the coun-
try think about these matters in the hope
that wiser people than myself can improve
our policies, :

I must gay I think that In this foreign field,
because of the great sucecess of our own

© economy, it's very difficult for us to concelve
of the conditions in another country, to
concelve of the difficulties of changing the
existing social-and political order there. It

"Is very difficult for Americans, I think, to
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put themselves into. the position of the
ordinary citizens in those countries where
the per capita income is 8200 or $300 a year.
It's difficult for us to realize the pressure
upon these people to try to improve their
lot.

I am very pleased that this country has
been able to do what it has done. All X
would like to see Is that we show a little
more appreciation of their problems and
try to work with them in a more coopera-
tive spirit rather than assuming an attitude
that we know all the answers and that if
they’ll do as we say, things will be fine.

One example is foreign aid. I've done
all I could in the last 2 or 3 years to shift
this operation from a bilateral program in
which we undertake to direct thelr activities
for improvement. I know our motives are
good, we'd like to help them. I think 1t
would be much more effective if we'd do it
through a cooperative venture such as the
Inter-American Bank in which they play a
part.

NOT ALWAYS ANTI

Question. To sum it up then, is what you
are really saying that vou believe in free
speech for Senators, including the chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Committee,
and that you don’t intend to be inhibited
beyond some reasonable degree by the fact
that you may be speaking out against ad-
ministration policy In this or any other ad-
ministration?

Answer, I don't always speak out agalnst
it. I approve of practically everything this
administration has done. 1In this particular
instance, all I said is that I think the judg-
ment, not the motives, may not have been
correct, and that when similar occaslons arise
in the future, I would hope we would be a
little bit more careful in the way we in-
tervene our power into the affairs of other
countries,

Question. Would you like to be in a little
more on the takeoffs as well ag the crash
landings?

Answer. I don’t like to be in the position
of begging to be In. If they don't think my
views are of any value, I'm certainly not
anxious to intervene. I don’t think I'm in-
fallible, but that doesn’t mean I don't think
I have a right to say what I think about the
effect of some occurrence. I think it is my
duty to do it. -

[From the Arkansas Gazette, Sept. 20, 1965}
FyULBRIGHT'S SPEECH Draws SUPPORT
Tao the EDITOR OF THE GAZETTE:

I agree with Senator FULBRIGHT on the
Dominican Republic statement and shall
make a few comments,

In Latin America we have a number of

.military oligarchies that appear to run the

Government. They can be called hatchet-
men, as they are paid to do the dirty work
s0 &s to maintain the status quo. For their
work, they are paid a highs price, and are
blessed. Pald to permit the exploitation of
the people and their natural resources by
dynasties of the world. Blessed because they
control free worship on the part of the peo-
ple, in the name of God to stop communism.

The power structures are the dynasties
that move into any country, and take over
that something of value, by any method to
attain that end. They install the military
and use the church, When the-people rise
up, the military and church go down, bui
the real power structure slips away to await
another day.

We must help other countries to have con-
stitutional governments, that will protect
the people from exploitation by any robber
barons from any dynasties. To get rid of
slums, we must name the slum landlords.
To get rid of causes of trouble in Latin Amer-
ica, let us give family names to the dynas-
tles, and not call them corporations. Our
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boys must not die for an elite, or a Mr.
Morgan, so that they may get more on top
of more.
UNCLE ARNOLD.
Hor SPRINGS.

LATIN AMERICA

To the EDITOR OF THE GAZETTE:

A great deal is being sald about Senator
FULBRIGHT’S recent speech in the U.S. Senate
labeling U.S. intervention in the Dominican
Republic as a major blunder. Mr. FULBRIGHT
says that our recent action there has pro-
voked the resentment of the Latin American
Republics and has in the long run helped the
Communists, There is no doubt that the
Communists will take advantage of any re-
sentment to further their own objectives.
They like to fish in troubled waters. Our
intervention may have chilled thé cordial
relationships between the United States and
the Latin American countries. Surely it has
not helped the Alliance for Progress program
s0 eloquently proclaimed by the late Presi-
dent Kennedy and later endorsed by Presi-
dent Johnson. Money is not enough.
There must also be international goodwill
and understanding.

It would have been better if the United
States had worked on this thing in conjunc-
tion with the Organization of American
States. It seems that the OAS was ignored.
And this is not good for us, As the Senator
says we should encourage them to build their
own bridges to other nations. We will make
a mistake if we try to do It for them. They
are now grown nations with some social and
political maturity and naturally will resent
& paternalistic overlordship from the United
States. We resented it in 1776. The Ameri-
can Revolution is still one of the great revo-
lutions in world history.

Again we cannot ignore the Monroe Doc-
trine. I{s enforcement should be multi-
lateral and not unilateral. All the nations of
the Western Hemisphere have a vital part in
the enforcement of it. In fact the time is
past when we can do or attempt to do it
alone. The Senator may have sensed some-
thing that the masses of the people have not
as yet sensed.

We still have good people who see a Com-
munist under every bed and a Négro in every
parlor or living room. Often we get scared
when we should do some reflective thinking,
We will recall that Hitler also fought com-
munjsm with all the power at his command.
Yet he killed some 6 million people in gas
chambers and concentration camps.

H. W. JINSKE,

HoT SPRINGS.

[From the Arkansas Gazette, Sept. 20, 1965}
A PHYSICIST ON DOMINICAN REPUBLIC AND
FULBRIGHT

To the EDITOR OF THE GGAZETTE:

Senator FULBRIGHT 1s to be complimented
on his Senate speech concerning our policy
in the Dominican Republic. Arkansas is
fortunate to have in Senator FuLBRIGHT &
man who is able to think independently, to
arrive at well-considered conclusions in a
cogent manner.

As a physicist, I feel a special responsibil-
ity toward the strengthening of world under-
standing and the consequent preservation of
world peace. As the creators of the instru-
ments of war, scientists have a special re-
sponsibllity to see that war does not. occur.
Senator FULBRIGHT'S policy of “bullding
bridges” between the socleties of the world is
the only one which can lead to a stable peace.
Our present unstable peace, if one could call
it peace, is analogous to the unstable equi-
Iibrium of a ball balanced.on the top of a
mountain. The ball is balanced now, but
Just be careful not to give it a push. A sta-
ble peace would be based on understanding
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and world law, rather than on the present
balance of terror. -

When we build factories in Eastern Europe,
when we trade with Russla, when we rely on
the TU.N. (as In the Kashmir fighting), we
are building bridges. I feel that recognition
of Red China and admission of Red China
to the UN. are bridges long overdue. The
Government of Red China has been viable
for nearly 20 years, shows no indication of
losing its grip, and 1&8 at least as legitimate
as most of the governments of the world.
To refuse to be on speaking terms with Red
‘China because we do not like her seems un-
realistic, to say the least.

The world has lived on the brink of de-
struction for the past two decades. With
each passing year, as the weapons become
more mionstrous and the stockpiles grow and
-more hatlons acquire the capability of de-
stroying” ¢ivilization, we move closer to the
edge of the precipice. No one can say-how
lohg we will survive In our present predica-
ment. We can only say that if a solution is
not found, the end will eventually come.
The balance of terror cannot be maintained
forever, The solution lies in the building
of bridges: bridges from man to man, and
Pbridges from nation to nation. When our
country viclates the OAS treaty and imposes
her own will (rather than that of the U.N.
or of the QAS) on the Dominican Republic,
we are tearing down the bridges which man-
kind so badly needs in this nuclgar age.

ARTHUR HosBson.

FAYETTEVILLE.

[From the Baltimore Sun, Sept. 20, 1965]
FULBRIGHT AND OTHERS

Sir: The quick castigation of Senator
FULBRIGHT by some of his colleagues is sad,
although certainly not unexpected in  the
light of his sharply critical speech on our
Dominlcan actions. Senator Dobn’s at-
tempted rebuttal deserves comment, for it so
perfectly reveals the implied, but rarely re-
vealed bias at the roof of too many of our
foreign policy declsions.

There 1s fundamentally a fanatic demand
for orderly, agreeable and, above all, noise-
less governments, whatever the cost. The
cost becomes, in practical terms, easy accept-
ance of very conservative regimes with often

- dominant military elements, repression of

civil libefties and disregard or, at best, token
concessions toward land reforms and other
hasic socioeconomic improvements.
Democracy, especially the forms it is likely
to take In emergent nations, lacking a long
tradition of self-government, is probably in-
+efficlent and even chaotic in comparison to
the traditional rigid oligarchy. - But in this
regard, 1t is edifying to think of Senator
Dobp’s chargin when, as a forelgn observer
of some years ago, he saw that upstart
frontiersman Andrew Jackson and his crude
followers replacing the tried-and-true old
guard. Still further, we can rejoice today
that no paternalistic guardian of world peace
stepped in with a few thousand troops to
replace that weak agrarian soclal reformer

A. Lincoln, obviously unable to mailntain -

order in his own country, tom by internal
revolution.

One characteristic of any mature nation is
the ability freely to air differences of opin-
ion and to admit and learn from mistakes,
no matter how embarrassing. We, as a Na-
tlon, must soon emerge from an over-long
adolescénce In matters of foreign policy. We
need to hear from Senator FULBRIGHT, and
many more like him.

. ’ ;M. J. BRODIE,
BALTIMORE. ' o
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[From the Akron (Ohlo) Beacon Journal,
Sept..26, 1965]

Tue FPoLBycET Furor—HE CHARS GROUP
Deepry Divipep AND LOSING PRESTIGE

- - (By Lee Winfrey)

WasHINiTON.—On the wall of the office of
J. W, FULERIGHT, the chalrman of the Senate
Forelgn R3lations Committee, hang six plc-
tures of F7uericaT with the President of the
United Stntes.

One shiows the Arkansas Senator sitting
on a couch in the oval office of the White
House, legs ¢rossed, glasses perched down low
on his ngse, forehead furrowed skeptically.
Before hitn §lts Lyndon B. Johnson, who has
autograpt ed the plcture and added this note:

“Bii—I[ can see I haven't been very per-
suasive.”

On the issue of U.S. intervention in the
Dominican Republic, JamMeEs WitLiaM FuUL-
BRIGHT is indeed unpersuaded. In & 9,500~
word Senate speech on September "15, he
called tho intervention.“a grievous mistake.”

Several of his colleagues quickly agreed
that a mistake had been made, but that the
mistake was FULBRIGHT'S. Senator THOMAS
J. Dopp Ied the criticlsny, charging that FuL~
BRIGHT
fatuatiorn: with revolutions of all kinds.”

FULBRIGHT has been under sharp attack
before, nwotably for a speech on March 25,
1964, entlitled '‘Old Myths and New Realities.”
Now he himself faces a new reality: He Is
not onlt beiny criticized personally, as In
the past, but for his direction of the Foreign
Relations Committee as well.

In his private office, where an Amerlcan flag
and an unabridged dictionary share the
place of honor directly behind his chalr, the
scholarly FureriGHT defends firmly his right
to critiize administration policy In Santo
Doming).

“I think he (Johnson) is a political genlus
but that doesn’t mean he's infallible—or that
he hasi’t made a mlistake in this Instance
that won't be detrimental to his own long-
term fcrelgn policy interests. I think it will
be (detdmental).

“I think there are people in the adminis-
tration who think it was a mistake,” he adds,
“but tliey can’t speak out. A Senator can.
I thinl: it’s not only a Senator’s right, but
his duly, to speak out in a case where 3 seri~
ous mistake has been made.” i

FULERIGHT traces the current furor, which
he adniits is “a little more stridently critical™
than he antieipated, back to an old enemy
of his, the late Senator Joe McCarthy of Wis~
consin,

“Since the days of McCarthy,” he says in
his soit Ozark drawl, “discussion of anything
arounii here that involves communlsm has
been [retty hea

FUL3RIGHT’S credentials as an intellectual
(Rhoc.es Scholar at Oxford, president of the
Univetsity of Arkansas at the age of 34) are
widelr honored. They do not shield him,
howetver, from current charges that the For-
elgn 1ielations Committee is suffering under
his leidership.

Among the 16 standing committees of the
Senate, Forelgn Relations has long ranked
first 1n prestige. Huserr HUMPHREY and the
late (ohn F. Kennedy are among lts alumni.
Its current roster includes K both Majority
Leador Mixke Mawnsriern and Majority Whip
RussgLL LowNg, the two most powerful Demo-~
crats in the Senate.

But in a viewpoint recently put into print
by Syndicated Columnist William S. White:
“The old congressional citadel of power and
presiige in foreign policy, the Senate Forelgn
Relaidons Committee, has fallen upon the
poorsst days it has known In many decades.”

‘“;uffers from an indiscriminating in~
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White advanced one major reason: FuL-
BRIGHT’S alleged inability to keep the com-
mittee “on the track.” There are, however,
at least five things troubling the committee
at present.

Unwieldy size--from 13 members in 1947,
the committee has grown to 19 as more Sen-
ators sought the prestige that attached to a
seat there. 'This leaves less time for each
member to quesiion wltnes,ses and advance
his views.

Chronic absenteeism. Dobp, for example,
attended only 1 of the 13 hearings concern-
ing the Dominicanh Republic. Often Fuvr-
prIGHT and the ranking Republican, BOURKE
B. HICKENLOOPER, are the only members at
8 hearing.

Six members, including PulsriGHT and
Lowng, are alse on the powerful Finance
Committee. FuipRieHT practically never
goes to Finance. The other five regularly
attend Finance and seldom come to Foreign
Relations.

Ideological differences. On most lssues in-
volving communism (and most foreign pol-
icy questions do), the committee is severely
split into at lemst three camps.

There are the “doves,” led by FULBRIGHT,
generally followed by Democrats JoserH
CLARK, WAYNE MoORSE, FRANK CHURCH, CLAI-
BORNE PrLL, and surprisingly to some, Re-
publican Karn Muwpr, of South Dakota.
LonG jolned them in opposition to FuL-
BRIGHT on Santo Domingo.

There are the “hawks”—Dopp, Democrat
FrRANK ‘LauscHE, of Ohio, and Republican
KARL MUNDT, of South Dakota. LownG joined
them in- opposimon to FULBRIGHT on Santo,
Domingo.

In between are the smoderates, notably
MaNSFIELD, JOHN SPARKMAN, and STUART
SYMINGTON.

FULBRIGHT'S methods s cha,irman, which
differ substantially - from those of his
Ppredecessors.

The great chairmen of the last 20 years—
Democrats Walter George of Georgia and
Tom Connally of Texas, Republican Arthur
Vandenberg of Michigan—sought a broad
consensus, rounding off the corners of in-
dividual views 1n order to arrive at general
agreement.

FULBRIGHT, Since becoming chairman in
1959, has been much more inclined fo ad-
vance his own views early and often. A
watered-dowr. comnsensus, diluting or omlt-
ting major points at issue, is not his cup of
tea.

The maverick manner of two Democrats
at opposite political poles, LAaUsCHE and
MORSE.

Both Morse and LavscHE are contentlous
men. They will badger witnesses they do not
like and do not hesitafe to consume a full
hour or twc advancing their views. They
bore or irritate several of their colleagues
who walk out or prefer not to attend their
diatribes.

Summing up the. cwrrent situation, Col-
umnist Marguis Childs wrote recently:

“What was once a committee assighment
pursued by Senators seeking prestige and
influence has fallen to such a low state that
recently Senator GeEORGE SMATHERS, Who has
a sensitive nose for where power resides,
gave up a seat on Foreign FRelations,”

SMATHERS' departure for & seat on the Ju-
diciary Committee was unprecedented. Dip-
lomatically, SmaTHERS gives as his reason:

“The problems- (in forelgn relations) are
50 big and all-encompassing that in the final
analysis-you can do nothing about them. I
preferred tp go to Judiclary because there
the problems are specific and you can ham-
mer at them and work out some solution.”
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Ideological differences probably played &
part, however. SMATHERS was the second
Senator on his feet (Lone was the first) to
defend the administration following Fur-
BrRIGHT'S lengthy Dominican speech.

Regarding the split in his committee, FuL-
BRIGHT admitted in his characteristically mild
tone of voice that “The committee is deeply
divided on any matter involving our dealings
with the Communist world.”

He added that he is “hopeful that the dif-
ferences will be ameliorated.” But his tone
carried little conviction and other observers
see little prospect for any great improvement,

For between FursriGHT and the Dobp-
LavuscHE-MUNDT wing of his commlttee
yawns an awesome gulf. Involved are two
entirely different ways of looking at the con-

temporary world.

In the view of Dobpp and LAuscHE and
Munpr, the United States at war with com-
munism, with all kinds of communism. As
a practical matter, they see little difference
between the Russian, Chinese, Cuban, or
Yugoslavian brands.

This is a viewpoint shared by millions of
Americans, but it is not the viewpoint of
FureriGHT. He would like to build “bridges
of accommodation” to the Communist world,
to “take the heat out of the cold war.’

In his “myths and realities” speech, he
proposed the possibility of Russia jolning
with the United States in building a new
Panama Canal. He is encouraged by the
fact that Senate opposition to selling wheat
to Russia is much less than it was 2 yesrs

0.
a‘gBehim:l this attitude lies another control-
ling idea of FuLBriGHT'S. The belief that the
United States is spending too much on muni-
tions and the space race, and not enough on
domestic improvements, notably on educa-=
tion.
.. Now 60, a Senator for precisely one-third
of his life, FuLBRIGHT has the appearance of
a man several years younger. He exercises
regularly, shuns the cocktail circult, and
seems to bear up well under the controversy
aroused by his lengthy, closely reasoned
gpeeches.

In an'era of consensus politics, he remains
the unpersuaded one.

UNFAVORABLE COMMENTS
[From the Chicago Tribune, Sept, 17, 1965]
SENATOR FULBRIGHT'S WAVE OF THE FUTURE-

Senator J. WiLriam FULBRIGHT was In his
accustomed character when he moaned in a
Senate speech that American intervention in
the Dominican Republic rebellion was all
wrong. The chairman of the Foreign Rela-
.tions Committee contended that in Latin
Ameries “the movement of the future * * *
is soclal revolution,” and that if we “oppose
any reform movement that Communists ad-
here to, we are likely to end up opposing
every reform movement.”

Mr. FULBRIGHT went so far as to say that,
we had intervened “forcibly and illegally
against a revolution,” which is equivalent to
saying that revolutions, even those which
are Communist-dominated, are legitimate,

" while to oppose them is illegal and illegi-

timate. .

Senator Txomas Dobp appropriately re-
marked that FuLBrRIGHT ‘“suffers from an in-
discriminating infatuation with revolutions
of all kinds, national, democratic, or Com-~
munist,”” Dobp observed that FULBRIGHT
never expressed any concern about the es-
tablishment of Castro’s Communist regime
in Cuba, or about the Communist campaign
of terror and subversion throughout Latin
America. He fatled to mention that Fur-
BRIGHT alsO opposes American intervention
against the Communists in Vietnam,

FULBRIGHT complained that the United
States decided that the Dominican rebellion
“should not be allowed to succeed.” He
added that “any reform movement is likely to
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attract Communist support,” and, while con-

ceding that “it cannot be proven that the
Communists would not have taken over the
revolution,” -said it was equally impossible
to prove that they would,

In such circumstances—revolutions
which Communists figure—FULBRIGHT 15 per-
fectly willing to split the difference. For
the sake of “reform” and “social revolution,”
he will chance a Communist takeover any old
day. This is open-mindedness on the scale
of a wind tunnel.

FurBRIGHT, In fact, fears the Communists
much less than he fears an American associa-
tion with “reactionary oligarchies.” His ex-
pressed sympathies are with what he calls
“the popular noncommunist left.” = The vil~
lains in his set piece presumably are the
Latin Americah military, who are conserva-
tive and anti-communist, just as the villains
on the domestic scene are American military
officers, who were the subjects of the cele-
brated “Fulbright memorandum,” charging

that they were too anti-communist and thus

enemies of all soclal welfare and ‘“reform.”
Ever since this screed in 1961, American
officers have been effectively gagged.

It is hardly necessary to say Senator Fur-
BRIGHT is wrong. He is always wrong; there
is no news in that. The administration was
not wrong in sending troops into the Domin-
ican Republic. It was not wrong in percelv-
ing the threat of a Communlist takeover and
of another Cuba. But where it was wrong-—
and this FULBRIGHT never even touched
upon—was that it falled to carry thru. It
kept its troops under wraps and refused to
dislodge and disarin the Communists, and
to end the Communist threat., It left the
rebels armed and Intact. It appeased them.
It kidnaped and hustled out of the country
the strongest anti-communist Dominican
military officer, Gen. Wessin y Wessin. Now
it is expelling all the military men who are
close to him.,

In his preoccupation with the nobility of
left-wing revolutions, FuiBriGHT is blind to
the real failures of administration policy,
which are founded on irresolution, an exag-
gerated respect for “world opinion,” and a
distrust of the “military mind.” The re-
sults are a tendency to shrink from unam-
biguous action resolutely «carrled out and
to indulge, instead, in fatal pullbacks, from
the Bay of Pigs to Santo Domingo.

[For an eloquent statement of the magni-

. tude of Amierica’s default, read the tragic

letter of Gen. Wessin in the Voice of the
Peaple today. This is the first time that this
document has been printed anywhere in
full.}

[From the Evening Star, Sept. 17, 1965]
THE Two FULBRIGHTS

Senator FULBRIGHT’s speech denouncing
our intervention in the Dominicen Republic
last April is a remarkable exercise in second-~
guessing. And even some of the second
guesses are wrong.

One might almost think that this speech
was delivered by two men.

The first Senator FULBRIGHT engaged In a
grossly Irresponsible attack on the adminis-
tration. True, most of this is done through
the process of insinuation and suggestion,
It “appears” that this was-the case. If some-
thing else had been done a different result
“might possibly” have emerged. That sort
of thing.

FurBrIGHT seeks to excuse the President
from any responsibility for what he regards
as an unwarranted and illegal intervention.
Mr. Johnson is made to look like a well-in-

_tentioned but bumbling dupe who was de-

ceived by his subordinates. The Integrity
of W. Tapley Bennett, our ambassador in
Santo Dominigo, 18 brought directly into
question. The chalrman of the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee said ‘‘there is no
doubt that the threat of communism rather
than danger of American lives was his (Ben-

Vin
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nett’s) primary or sole reason for recommend-
ing military intervention.”

This, of course, does not jibe with what
Bennett, crouching under his desk while
bullets whistled through his office, said when
he called the White House on April 28. The
burden of his message was that troops were
urgently needed to protect American lives,
not to mention the lives of thousands of other
innocent by-standers. Perhaps Senator FuL-
BRIGHT might take a different view now had
he been under the desk with the ambassador.

Finally, FULBRIGHT said “we cannot success-
fully advance the cause of popular democracy
(in Latin America) and at the same time
aline ourselves with corrupt and reactionary
oligarchies; yet that is what we seem to be
trying to do.”

The first half of the sentence just quoted
is, of course, correct; the last half is not.
All over Latin America, where progressive
forces can be found, we have supported
them: Frei in Chile, Betancourt in Venezuela,
Figueres in Costa Rica, Belaunde in Peru—
to name a few. - The tragedy in the Domini-
can Republic is that no such democratic
figures have emerged.

The second Senator FULBRIGHT concedes
this on page 15 of the lengthy speech. There,
he said he is “sure, as I know Président
Johnson and, indeed, most U.S. citizens are
sure, that our country is not now and will
not become the enemy of social revolution
in Latin America.”

But the damage had been done in the
preceding 14 pages. Every two-bit Commu-
nist propaganda artist will pounce upon those
sections of the speech in which the Senator
cast doubt on our motives and intentions.
The brief and belated disclaimer will re-
celve little if any attention.

There is nothing to be gained by debat-
ing the question of whether, at the time of
our intervention, the revolution had been
taken over by the Communists or was in
serious danger of being taken over. For it
is obvious that the Senator, while expressing
skepticism, doesn’t know and doesn’t pretend
o know. A few things, however, are worth
mentioning. He ignored the report of the
five-member OAS Committee which con-
ducted an investigation on the scene. The
burden of its report was that the Commu-
nist threat was real. He mentioned the
failure of the mission of John Bartlow Mar-
tin, who was sent to Santo Domingo by the
President. It was left to Senator Dopp to
report that Martin, an admirer of Juan
Bosch and our Ambassador to the Dominican
Republic while Bosch was in office, left Wash-
ington believing that we had done the wrong
thing. It was also left to Senator Dopp to
reveal that he had been told on reliable
authority that Martin changed his mind 48
hours after arrlving in Santo Domingo be-
cause he realized that the Communists at
least exercised an exceedingly dangerous
degree of control.

Senator FurericHT wrung his hand be-
cause we were not enthuslastic about the
possible return of Bosch to his country. But
he conceded that Bosch apparently was not
eager to return—*“that he vacillated in the
very early stages and some well-informed
persons contend that he positively refused
to return.” )

The most that Senator Fursricur will
grant is that we might have been morally
though perhaps not legally justified in land-
ing a few marines to take out American
civilians. Beyond this, he would have let
the fighting—and communism—run Iits
course. Nothing that he said indicates the
slightest concern over the danger that we
might have found ourselves with a second
Cuba on our hands in the Caribbean.

For our part, we think that the President
was not bamboozled by his subordinates and
that he was fully justified in doing what he
did. American lives were in danger and the
Communist threat was real, It was neces-
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-sary to intervene and it was esgential to use
enough force to achieve our objectives. . One
of the most important of those. objectives
was to prepare the way for a return to demo-
cratic government in the Dominican Repub-
lic. It looks as though we are now In the
process of attaining this objective, and even
Senator FULBRIGHT concedes that this is so.

[St. Louis Globe-Democrat, Sept. 20, 1065]
FuLBRIGHT's BLIND Bias

Senator J. Witriam FurericHT, Democrat,
of Arkansas, has once more atiempted to
divide Ameéricans on foreign pblicy as he
lashed out at United States intervention in
Santo Domingo, calling it a “grievous”
mistake. ; -

He 1s, as usual, dead wrong. But he also
does great harm to the Natlon’s cause because
of his imposing title as chairman of the
Senate Forelgn Relations Committee.
. PuipriGHT contends that the President's

decision to send troops into Santo Domingo
was based upon exaggerated estimates aof
Communist Influence in the rebel movement
and from a panicky fear that the Dominican
Republic was about to become another Cuba.

The  fuzzy-liberal 'Senator conspicuously
omitted reference to the May 7 Organization
of American States report which said that
the Communists were in control of the revo-
lution and that the Unjted States had taken
the only ¢ourse it could have taken.

He also presumes to know more than our
on-the-spot representatives—who were heing
shot at and who gave an hourly account of
their estimates that the Reds were gaining
control. :

His atfack on U.S. Ambassador to the
Dominican Republic, W. Tapley Bennett, ap-
pears g thinly disguised attempt to “get”
Bennett who was instrumental in bringing
about strong U.S. response to the threatened
Red takeover. .

FuLeriGHT does further disservice by at-
tempting to disprove the contention that
United States troops weren’t sent in to pro-
tect American lives: ;

American lives quite obviously were in
danger. Bullets whistled through the Em-
bassy windows in Santo Domingo as rebels
and loyallsts fought - pitched battles in the
populous city. i

The Arkansas Senator seems contemptuous
that our Government would ke fearful of
another Cuba, claiming Washington “over-
reacted.” |

It is precisely the sort of gullible FULBRIGHT
frame of mind that made the Castro takeover
of Cuba possible. Our State Department saw
no Communists at all until it was far, far too
late. -

The Wellands In State, accordfng to tes-
timony in the Senate, had reports of Castro’s
aflillations with the Reds and of his tles with
communism, but this information mysteri~
ously never reached top levels of Government.

Senator Tuomas J. Doop, of Connecticut,
quite rightly has called this slanted Fur-
BRIGHT report “tendentlous;” it ignored mas-
slve evidence of Communist Involvement in
the revolt,

And once agaln the GOP leadership prop-
erly backed the President against FULBRIGHT,
agreeing the Chief Execuiive had no other
course but to act as he did. :

If there has been a “grievous” mistake, it
was committed by Senator FULBRIGHT, not the
President.

[From the Washington Daily News,
: Bept, 16, 1965]
FULBRIGHT'S EXPOSTULATION

Senator FULBRIGHT, for reasons probably
only he would understand, has gone out of
his way at a crifical moment to undermine
his Government's effort-—and the efforts of
the Organization of American States—to
produce peace and stability in the Dominican
Republic,
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In a gratultous speech on the Senate floor,
he practically has condemned everything the
United States (and by implication the OAS)
did anj did not do in.trying to stop the
fightin; and set up some type of stable ad-
ministzation In the island nation.

Whgg President Johnson sent troops, the
Senator, alleged, rescuing Americans in the
country, was more a pretext than a reason.
The reil reason, he claimed, was an exag-
gerated estimate of Communist influence on
the rebil side of the civil waxr. )

It is obvious the Senator was not one of

- the huadreds of Americans in the country,
meny of whom believe iIf it had not been
#or our forces their lives would have been
lost. And the fact Is that Communist in-
fluence on the so-called “rebel” side, and
Commvunist activity in the midst of the
bloodshed, turned-out to be more significant
than wi.s apparent at first.

Mr. FULBRIGHT manages to confuse Com-
munist terrorism and sagitation in Latin
Americtn countries with “reform move-
‘ments” as though they all were of a pack-
age. .

He accuses the Johnson administration of
“timidi‘y” at the outset of the fighting and of
‘“‘over reaction” after that. By the Senator’s
outline, the “timidity"” covered a 3-day period
Irom April 25 to April 28, the day President
Johnso1l sent the troops.

The 3enator has had the advantage of
hearly ¢ months of hindsight to prepare this
latest rsmonstrance. And he unloads this
masterglece of fuzziness right at the moment
the patiently created provisional government
of the Ilominican Republic is painfully try-
ing to gt off the ground.

[Fro:n the Sun-Sentinel, Sept. 17, 1965]

FULBRIGHT DiSCLOSES MORE ADDLED THOUGHT

Charges by Senator WiLr1am FULBRIGHT, of
Arkansas, that the United States has an
exaggeritted fear of Communists in foreign
uprisings—and that Marines were sent into
the Doriinican Republic predicated on this
fear ratizer than for saving American lves—
reveals (mce more the addled thinking which
exists a; high level. )

To beiin with, are not the two analogous?
If the aivance of communism in any sphere
1s not « definite threat to Americans and
the lives of other freedom-seeking people,
then we have allowed our thinking to travel
8 fantastic circultous path in recent years.

Perhajs Senator FULBRIGHT will see fit
to enligiten his colleagues, and the Ameri-
can people, as to which recent foreign up-
risings tdd not have thelr roots, and/or sup-
port, in International communism.

And'le may be able to further enlighten
us as to the reason so.many. Americans have
died in 1he midst of many of these uprisings.

In thue.Congo, for example, slaughter was
rampant-and there could certainly have been
no doutt as to the source of ald and com-
fort to those perpetrating the atrocities.
And does the honorable gentleman really
believe :hat Communist encouragement in
Vietnam, Pakistan, Cuba, and Korea has
been passive angd without danger?

It is cur opinion that Senator FULBRIGHT
missed &’ very signficant -effect of the Marine
landings in the Dominican Republic, This
1s afirmad by his assertion, as reported, that
“United States policy was marred by lack

. of candcr and by misinformation.” He went
on to ca'l reports of massacres and atrocities
by the rebels as “wildly exaggerated.”

Apparently missed by the Senator, was
the whaolehearted endorsement given the
Presideny’s intervention actlon by the Amer-
lcan puklic. There was certainly little doubt
in anyone's mind that American lives were
in danger. Had only one life been in Jeop-~
ardy, th2 people of this land would have
rejolced to see, at long last, a firm and
pesltive move by this great Nation which
has achijved an unenviable record of ignor-
ing its ei:lzens abroad.

October 22, 1965

Along with the saving of lives, and this was
omitted by the Senator in his remarks, was
a commitment to protect; American property.

The staggering economic loss to Fidel Cas-
tro of U.S. investments and developments in
Cuba is not easily forgotten. Without these
facilities, it is highly probsable we_would
not have endured the embarrassment of a
full-fledged Communist - operation at our
doorstep.

The chairman of the powerful and influen-
tlal Senate Foreign Relations Committee in-
fers that we used protection of lives as an
excuse for intervention., By this inference,
he does.not say we should have gone in to
settle matters, but under colors of our stand
agalnst communism. He rather takes a po-
sition in opposition to being there at all.

We hold that Senator FuLpriGHT would
be shaken to his grassroots, if he would
bother to get out and check them, by the
sheer disbelief among the cifizens at such
weakness as his public skepticism reveals in
high-office.

Once American lives were relatively secure,
the public inclination was to urge a clean
sweep of potential subversion in the Domini-
can.

It was accepted fact, based on experience,
that “Big Daddy” would foot the bills for
whoever came out on top. The hope was ob-
vious that every effort would be made to
assure & non-Communist, non-anti-Ameri-
can and sufficlently stable government.

A lot of this hope went gliramering when
McGeorge Bundy got intc the act. The OAS
came into the picture and we relinquished
our chance to. obtaln the guarantees we
sought. Where was the volce of righteous
indignation at this time? .

To appreciate U.S. interest properly in
the Dominican Republie, it might be well to
review history. In 1869, President Grant and
President Baez signed a treaty for the an-
nexation of the Republic of Santo Domingo
to the United States. Dominicans approved
this treaty, but it was not ratified by the
U.S. Senate.

In 1905, the United States sssumed man-
agement of the Dominican debt and collec-
tion of customs. In 1916, unrest and insta-
bility brought on U.S. military intervention
which lasted until 1924, Since that time,
most of the Dominican economy. has been
closely tied to American support.

We have not yet had adequate time to
agsess the situation surrounding Gen. Elias
Wessin y Wessin, Whether he is as pro-
American as he is anti-Communist may be
significant,.

It has appeared recently that among other
peculiar vacillations, the State.Department
accepts the premise that support of a.g
openly pro-American personality may offen
other natlons to the point they will say
nasty things or even object.

Our bright-eyed and bungling appeasers
are engaged In some sort of underhanded
finagling to control the General’s status and
activities in this country. We detect the
inkling of fear that Castro may be Irritated
if he is permitted to roam free among the
avid and homesick Cuban refugees in south
Florida. We suggest  that fear is well
founded, and should be.fully exploited, not
assuaged.

We see at hand a golden opportunity, FuL-
BRIGHT'S, Bundy’s, and indistinguishable-
shadow policymakers not withstanding, to
strike a blow for freedom rather than gird
against antifreedom.

Peace may be bought. Freedom must be
earned. We have spent enough. Let’s go
to work.

Bupp W. BOYER.

—

[From the Elkhart (Ind.) Truth, Sept. 17,
1965]

UNTIMELY CRITICISM 8Y FULBRIGHT
Poor judgment and poor iHming were
shown Wednesday by Senator WiLriam J.
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FuLBRIGHT in his criticism of the Johnson
administration for intervening in the Do-
minican Republic last April.

FuLsricHT put it like this:

- “The issue is not whether there was Com-
munist influence in the Dominican revolu-
tion but its degree, which 15 something on
which reasonable men can differ.

“The burden of the proof, however, is on
those who take action, and the administra-
tion has not proven its assertion of Commu-
nist control.”

One Washington correspondent says that
no top official in our Government’s executive
branch, including those responsible for intel-
ligence, has faltered in the judgment that a
Communist tekeover would have resulted if
the United States had not intervened in the
Caribbean island.

Benator FULBRIGHT obviously is entitled to
disagree with that if he chooses. But he
himself admits he now 1s talking from the
benefit of hindsight.

When President Johnson decided to use
troops, FULBRIGHT was among congressional
leaders whom L.B.J. called in to explain his
actions.

Benator RusserL LoNG, Democrat, of Loui-
siana, says that nobody, including Senator
PFULBRIGHT, then ralsed a dissenting voice.

Sensator FULBRIGHT now tries to affix the
blame to the President’s advisers, not to Mr.
Johnson himsgelf, But the distinction is
academic, for the reasons L.B.J. gave were
precisely those which FursriGHT attacked
most vigorously.

The bitter fact is that the White House was
getting some mighty bum advice about Cuba
when Castro was struggling to take over
there, and after the Castro takeover, too.

If the White House years ago had been en-
abled to see Castro in his true Marxist light,
the Cuban. tragedy could have been pre-

© vented.

President Johnson obviously wasn’t about
to repeat the Cuban mistake in the Domini-

_can Republic, He dared not take the chance
of another Communist bastion so close to
our shores, . ’

After all, it doesn’t take very many Reds
t0 seize a country that is in utter chaos.

‘We doubt that FULBrIGHT’S criticism will
alter many American views. Unfortunately,
he has spoken just after the recent trip to
seven Latin countries by Jack Hood Vaughn,
Assistant Secretary of State, who has been
trying to convince his hosts that President
Johnson is deeply concerned with their well-
being. }

The Fulbright speech illustrates U.S. free
speech. But it 1s hardly calculated to allay
age-old suspiclons by Latin people that the
United States interferes unduly in thelr
affairs. )

[From the Syracuse (N.Y.) Post-Standard,

Sept. 17, 1965]
FULBRIGHT OFF BASE

In a Senate speech, Senator J. W. Fur-
BRIGHT, chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee, blasts American policy in the
Dominican crisis, suggesting that President
Johnson acted on “faulty advice” in sending
U.S. troops to prevent Communist seizure of
the Government.

A small force would have been enough,
and should have been promptly withdrawn
later after Americans had been evacuated,
says FuLBRIGHT. Massive intervention pro-
motes communism in Latin America In the
long run, he adds, and the United States is
-gullty of overaction.

The Senator from Arkansas makes strange
comments at times on U.S. policy and these
views are no exception.

The Dominican action was fully justified.
Communists were about to take over and
latest developments Indicated they may still
do so, But instead of blagting recent United
States and Organization of American States
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maneuvers, FULBRIGHT hashes up events long
past and ignores present realities.

U.S. troops went into Santo Domingo to
prevent Communist-infiltrated rebels under
Col. Francisco Camaano Deno from seizing
power. But now,
Godoy, Dominican provisional President set
up by the United States and Organization
of American States, anti-Communist Gen.
Wessin y Wessin has been deported to ap-
pease the rebels.

The deportation is supposed to induce the
rebels to give up their arms. But indica-
tions are that Garcia-Godoy will give the
rebels a free rein. He served, incidentally,
under Juan Bosch, who now seeks & return to

the presidency with support of a Commu-

nist-dominated front. Bosch  permitied
Communists' to hold high positions in his
government,

Garcia-Godoy is suggesting that the role
of the OAS peace force be “redefined,” which
is a polite way of saying U.S. troops should
get out.

American forces not only should have been
sent in in the beginning; they should stay
there until we are sure—if ever—that the
Dominican Republic won't become another
Cuba. The Job 1s far from done.

[From the Garden City (N.Y.) Newsday,
Sept. 17, 1965] C
How SOUND ARE SENATOR FULBRIGHT'S
CONCLUSIONS?
~. 8enator J. WiLLiam FursrieHT, Democrat,
of Arkansas, is chairman of the Senate For-

eign Relations Committee and a charming,.

erudite, former college president with a deep
feeling for people as individuals that is not
always matched by his understanding of
international realities, This was evidenced
in March 1964, when he described Fidel
Castro as a nuisance instead of a danger.
He has compounded this misconception in
a statement attacking the policy of the
United States in the continuing Dominican
crisls. .

More in sorrow than in anger, Senator

FuLerIGHT has described our actions in the
Dominican Republic as both wrong and
harmful. He argues we intervened on exag-
gerated estimates of Communist influence in
the rebel movement; that we attempted to
influence the course the revolution took; and
that we overlooked or ignored “the fact that
any reform movement is likely to attract
Communist support.”
” For whom does Senator FULBRIGHT speak?
Not for his committee. That body of Sen-
ators, after protracted hearings behind
closed doors, was unable even to agree upon
a report about the merits or demerits of
U.8. intervention in the Dominicah Repub-
lic. He speaks, therefore, for himself alone,
and in contradiction to President Johnson.
The President based his decision to inter-
vene upon evidence gathered by experts who
justly feared a Communist takeover.
Among them was a Stevenson liberal, John
Bartlow Martin, former Ambassador to the
Dominican Republic.

Senator FULBRIGHT has had only the most
limited personal experience with Latin
America and its problems, but he speaks as
if his experience were limitless, His philos-
ophy is that revolutions, in Latin America,
are social matters based upon a deep desire
for more Hberty. In fact they are almost
invariably revolutions of the empty belly,
based upon the desire of the starving to
enjoy a better share of worldly goods. These
people become easy victims of the Com-
munists.

Judging from his statement, Senator FuL-
BRGIHT is willing to take the risk of Com-
munist leadership of revolutions over that
of the more moderate parties such as the
one led by President Frei in Chile. That is
putting one’s head in the tiger’s mouth,

under Hector Garcia-
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Soft counsel by wishful thinkers led this
country to accept Fidel Castro as & great
liberal reformer who turned out, in the end,
to be a police-state butcher. Make no mis-
take. In Latin America, communism is be-
ing actively encouraged from outside—by
Cuba, by Russia, and by China.

It is unfortunate than a man of standing
and reputation should lend himself to state-
ments that simply encourage the trouble-
makers. He has done his country a dis-
service.

[From the Pine Bluff (Ark.) Commercial,
Sept. 26, 1965]

THE SENATOR AND STRATEGY

By this time, both the House of Repre-

sentatives and Arkansas’ J. WiLLiam FuL-
BRIGHT have voiced thelr opinions on Amer-
ican foreign policy in Latin America. It can
be assumed that the House volced 1its collec-
tive opinion—in a brief resolution—precisely
because Senator FuLBRIGHT had voiced his
earlier—in a protracted speech. The differ-
ence between the two turns out to be 0
50 much whether the United States should
intervene in Latin Amrelcan affairs but on
whose side. -
" The Representatives (or at least the 312
out of 364 who voted) went on record in
favor of the United States using force to
prevent Communists from seizing any na-
tion in the Western Iemisphere. Senator
FULBRIGHT argued that the United States
should support social revolution in Latin
America and risk the growth of Communist
power rather than side with doomed dicta-
tors and assure it.

It would be a costly mistake if American
foreign policy failed to differentiate between
one anti-Communist and another, between
a hated dictator ke Rafael Trujillo late of
the Dominican Republic and a popular dem-
ocrat like Eduardo Frel in Chile. RUSSELL
Lowg illustrated the prevalence of this com-
mon failure to make distinctions when, only
minutes after Senator FureaicuT had con-
cluded his lengthy analysis, Senator LoNG
rose to explain why the United States did not
prevent a military junta from overthrowing
the elected government of the Dominican
Republic 2 years ago: “It was a fight be-
tween one crowd of anti-Communists and
another crowd. I do not believe that we
would have had any right to go in there.”

At the time, the Kennedy administration
did not equate the two crowds the way Sen-
ator LoNg does now. There was the tradi-
tional display of naval power off the Domini-
can coast, and the United States did not rec-
ognize the military government for 3 months,
though it did not intervene in force. Under
the military government, the Communists
grew so powerful that an American adminis-
tration felt it had to intervene in strength
within 2 years. The administration’s own
reasons for intervention—to prevent a Com-
munist takeover—supports Senator FuL-
BRIGHT'S thesis about the folly of entrusting
anticommunism to Latin American dictators.

“The movement of the fufture in Latin
America is soclal revolution,” Senator FuL-
BRIGHT told his colleagues last week. And he
said the United States must side with it, de-
spite its Communist hangers-on, in order to
win. Or as the Senator expressed it in his
speech:

“Since Just about every revolutionary
movement is likely to attract Communist
support, at least in the beginning, the ap-
proach followed in the Dominican Republic,
if consistently pursued, must inevitably
make us the enemy of all revolutions and
therefore the ally of all the unpopular and
corrupt oligarchies.of the hemisphere.”

Our quarrel with this strategy is not that
Senator FULBRIGHT makes distinctions be-
tween political forces in Latin America but
that he does not make enough of them. The
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Y+ United States would not be making prudent

.. distinctions If it supported Just about every
soclal revolution in Latin ‘America. The

. leaders of the United States are obliged to

- re¢ognize not only the Tru]illos and Freis of

<'this hemisphere, but the Castros as well.
That such differenges are ngt easy to spot
does not make them any the less real—or less
dangerous

What differentiafes a democratic social
revolution from  a totalitarian one? Pri-
marily it is a respect for democratic pro-
cedures, Democracy is as much method as
ideology. The spirit of liberty, said Learned
Hand, is the spirit that is not sure it is right.

Bo-1t allows freg speech and ‘free press and
Iree elections. Those are some of the indi-
cations of a democratic social revolution. .

‘When_ Fidel  Casiro appeared before the
Sehaté Foreign Relations Committee as the
leader of a victorious soclal revolution,
someone asked him when he Intended to
have free elections, “There s no use in

. hayihg elections,” he replied, "because I will
be elected oOver. and over again.’ That
should have alerted Amerlcans to the dif-
ference befween Senores Frel and Castro.
In shorf, Fidel Castrg does not have the
requisite respect for democratic procedures

Yet Senator FuLsricHT doubts if that cri-
terfon always applies to a soclal revolution.
Last March, he told the Senate:

“I * * *’suggest that violent social revo-
lutions are a possibility in countries where
feudal oligarchies Tresist all meaningful
change by peaceful means. We must not,
in our preference for the democratic pro-
cellures * * * gloge our minds to the possi-
bility that democratic procedures may fail
in certaln countries and that, where democ-
racy does fail violent social convulsions may
oceur,”

Mr. FuLBRIGHT Was more specific in his
speech of September 15:

“I thipk that in the case of the Dominican
Republic we did close our minds to the
causes and to the essential legitimacy of rev-
olution in a counfry in wh1ch democratic
procedures had failed. That, I think, is the
central fact concerning the partxcipation of
the United States in the Domlnican revolu-
tioh and, possibly as well, its major lesson
for the futire.”

Procedure is a definitive e;ement of de-
mocracy, To ignore it in any appraisal of a
revolution’s legitimacy would be an error for
any country interested in promottng democ~
tacy. The administration, in judging the
Dominican situation, had to take into ac-
count thesé consideratxons

By the time American forces landed, the
man Senator FULBRIGHT congidered the “le-
gitimate successor” had left the rebel forces
and taken asylum in the Colombian Em-
bassy.

Senator FULBRIGHT says the United States
should have worked with the last freely
elected Presldent of the Dominican Repub-
lic, Juan Bosch. He criticized the adminis-
tration because “the U.8, Government made
no effort to contact Bosch in the Initial days
of the crisis.” But the rebel forces, for all
thelr talk about bnnglng Juan Bosch back
to the Dominican Republic, in “fact named
their commanding general President. (The
provisional government installed by the
United States and the Organization of Amer-
ican States has been instructed to hold free
elections within 9 months.)

In his speech last week, Senator FULBRIGHT
treated such procedural considerations as a
sort of snobbishness that affects the gringos
when they confront uncouth revolutionaries;

“It ig not surprising that we Americans
are not drawn toward the uncouth revolu-
tionaries of the non- Communist left. We

are not, as we like to claim in Fourth of July

speeches, the most’ truly revolut!onary na-
tioh'on earth; we are, on the contrary, much
closer. to being the most unrevolutionary
natlon on egrth.,”

CONGR]%SSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Thet 8 a curious statement coming from
a Meiber of the U.S. Senate during one of
the upqt revolutionary periods in American
history.. One whole section of the country
1s undergoing a soclal revolution as its pub-
lic scjopls system—one of the foundations
of ity society—1s desegregated. And the
Senat? has just concluded debate on one of
the niost revolutionary declsions in Amer-
ican lgsfory: The Supreme Court ruling that
irom gow on all representation in State leg-
islatu s must be based on population and
nothing, else. That these are more or less
peaceiul revolutions, being carried out with
a gencral respect for law and order, does not
make them any the less revolutionary or
social. Those Fourth of July speeches may
not bl' very far off base after all.

{From the Reporter, Sept. 27, 1065]
CHARITY BEGINS ABROAD
ot (By Max Ascoll)

The ‘cauise may well be the too-broad, bi-
partisin consensus that the President has
asslduously cultivated for the enactment of
his besiec domestic reforms. As if to make
him pay for it, & rash of aggravating crit-
icisms ‘of his major undertakings in foreign
affairgs has broken out from some Senators
of his 6wn party.

The latest instance has ben provided once
more %y Senator FULBRIGHT, a high-minded
man ‘#idleted to Introspection and .con-
scienci-listening. He is In politics, but not
quite at ease in it. To politics he mostly
contriautes his unhappiness—a disposition
that cin sometimes be beneficlal if it is spar-
ingly .:apresented in the hierarchy of a rul-
ing purty. The latest foreign-policy pro-
nounc fments by Senator FULBRIGHT do not
exempt him from the respect due him;
neither do they exonerate him from criti-
cism. Sometimes it is better when cranky
opinions are formulated by a crank rather
than ty a thoughtful man.

In lils recent attack on the administra-
tion’s 'intervention in the Dominican crisis,
he identified the cause of the mistakes and
the cr.terla to be followed if thelr repetition
is to he avolided. It's all exceedingly simple:
we' miist not antagonize; indeed, we must
give all our support in the hemisphere to
soclal revolution, which seems to be the
new wave of the future, “The direction of
the A liance for Progress is toward social
revolution in Latin American.”

If the Senator is correct, he has dis-
coverel the criterion that can allow our
Goverimment to choose among the various
claimants to our support in the countries of
Latin America, where, he says, “just about
every reform movement is likely to attract
Commaunist support * * *.* Later on, he
adds that “by supporting reform” and the
Commaunists along with it, “we bolster the
populér non-Comamunist left * * *.* This
is a traly bewildering notion which can only
mean i ¢onviction that, in the game of poli-
tles ainroad, the ‘Communists who are pro-
fesslor al can frequently be defeated by the
dilettantes of the non-Communist left. All
this 1s strictly for alien consumption: ac-
cording to Mr. FuLBrIGHT, there 1s no taste
for revolution in this country; and the Sen-
ator from Arkansas has glven evidence of
this with his unresponsiveness to the social
reforms of the Johnson administration,
sometimeés called revolutions. His charity
begins abroad.

The advocacy of social revolution is in no
way tuinpered by the knowledge that ever
since their premature emergence from co-
lontalism, the countries south of the Rio
Grand)y have suffered a surfeit of revolu-
tions— most of them soclal. In our times

if thé Senator is right, our country should

have rashed to defend Goulart in Brazil, of
Juan .Perén, who, after having deba.uched
the wcrking classes in Argentina, is still the
beneflc Iary of a large popular following and
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Communist sympathy. And even Fulgencio
Batiste tried his hand at social revolution
and was not disllked by the Cuban Com-
munists.

What is wrong with Senator FULBRIGHT,
and with quite a number ¢f American lib-
erals, is an ingrained habit of abstract theo-
rizing in terms of black and white, with
little or no: care for rounded historical rea-
soning. One of the most typical evidences
of this trend was Senator FULBRIGHT’S speech
“Old Myths and New Realities.” Since the
old myths are centered on the incompati-
bility between the worldwide ambitions of
communism and the supreme value of free-
dom, nothmg remains but to go through an
endless series of accommodations with Mos-
cow, Peiping, or Havana at all Ppossible lev-
els—a singularly lunar and iruly unreal pic-
ture of what is ahead of us. )

Senator FULBRIGHT 13 not the only eminent
man who voices such peculiar views on the
Democratic side of the Senate. Another,
equally earnest and somber, is Senate Ma-
Jority Leader MiKE MANSFIELD, He seems to
have found his specialty in prescribing how
bloodily divided countrles can be patched
together. ' The method is simplicity itself:
hold a general election in which all the in-
habitants will have their say, even those
who-have been long segregated and robotized
by unchanging totalitarian regimes. There
are no conditions other than a reciprocal
amnesty and some kind-of U.N. supervision;
then the inhabitants will turn into citizens
by casting their ballots, thus redeeming their
right to freedom. A few years ago, still
under the Eisenhower administration, the
good Senatcr from Montana advanced a
similar program for the unification of Ger-
many, East aind West.

Perhaps President Johnson could use an
opposition that opposes, according to the
good old Taft saying, in exchange for the
soulful sermonizing by sorne of his dis-
tinguished former colieagues in the U.S.
Senate. The problems he has to face abroad ~
are awesome, and one plece of advice can
be freely given him in the firm confidence
that it is unneeded: our country may have
different kinds of relations with the various
Communist powers, but it should never spon-
sor or promote popular front governments—
in Vietnam, Germany, or anywhere else, As
to the fostering of soclal revolutions in Iatin
America, let’s establish a divislon of labor
between ourselves on the one side and the
followers of Marxism on the other.
country is for good works with and for the
peoples of Latin America, but is unavailable
for revolutionary promiscuity.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Sept. 17,
1965]

FULBRIGHT'S FOLLY—AN [RRESPONSIBLE SPEECH
(By William™S. White)

Senator J. WiLntaMm FULBRIGHT'S attack
upon the baslc honesty of this Government's
intervention in the Dominican Republic
against the possibility of a Communist take~
over has created a polgnant crisis for the
orderly conduct of American foreign policy.

Not in 30 years, at leasf, has a chairman
of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
80 bitterly ranged himself against an emer-
gency action of his Nation abroad and against
so vast a majority of his own colleagues in
the Senate. Wherever Senator FULBRIGHT
retains influence abroad—and this influence
is subst.antial both among the hopefully neu-
tralist-minded and the automatic critics of
any use of military force for almost any rea-
son—the position of the Unlted States has
been dreadfully injured.

For thay y.orld still believe,s, not unnat-
urally, that Senator FULBRIGHT, 85 chairman
of the Foreign Relations Committee, speaks .
from within the high councils ‘of this Na-

“tlon, To much of that world his embittered

testimony agalnst this Government’s course
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in Latin America is turning state's evidence
and asslsting the prosecution of his own
side.

What is even more painfully awkward,
however, is the harm that has been done,
for the first time irreparably, by Senator
FULBRIGHT to himself as officially the chief
Democritic foreign affairs spokesman in
Congress. * <

Already, by personal proclamations of a
personal foreign policy which repeatedly
harassed the late President Kennedy in world
crises no less than they harass President
Johnson now, Senator PULBRIGHT had gravely
weakened the effective consensus of collective
judgment which his committee had tradi-
tionally Embodied.

Now, in the deep institutional sense he
has destroyed his own voice as well. He will
retain his post; but in reallity he can hardly
speak hereafter for more than Senator FuL-
BRIGHT, of Arkansas. He can hardly speak
for the Foreign Relations Committee, for the
_administration, for the Democratic Party, or
for anything save a tiny minority of the
Senate in which he sits.

For it is not simply with President John-
son and Secretary of State Dean Rusk that
FULBRIGHT has broken. Xe has also broken
the unwritten rule of the game, a cotle which
demands of those holding high committee
chairmanships—and uniquely the chairman-
ship of foreign relations—a degree of - self-
restraint and personal responsibility not de-
manded of the rank and file.

It 1s a tragic case of a good man’s private
judgment carried to such extremes as to
become alien to the controlling spirit and
actlon of the most tolerant political forum
in the world. Senatorial privilege reaches
far. “Free speech”—any Senator’s un-
doubted right to speak his full mind—has
no formal limitation. It does, however, carry
an unalterable qualification arising from the
plain facts of life. A man may say what

~ he wishes; but no man, not evén a Senator,
can claim special exemption for himself from
the consequences of what he says.

Concretely, Senator FULBRIGHT’s departure
from the national and Senate consensus is
easy to explain. At bottom, he admits that
there was some Communist participation in
the Dominican Republic but he argues that
maybe it was not much and in any event
nobody can say for certain that it would
have heen enough to set up another Castro
Cuba in this hemisphere.

He honestly fears we are so preoccupied
with the Communist peril thet we are adopt-
ing “reactionary” attitudes against good rev-
olutions as well as bad. The sad and self-
evident truth, however, is that nobody bear-
ing the ultimate and terrible responsibility
to see to it that there shall never be another
Castro Cuba can afford the splendid luxury
of this ivory tower view. Such a luxury was,
in fact, adopted as to Cuba when Fidel Castro
was coming up. Its end was to carry the
whole globe to the edge of nuclear holocaust.
The frightful realities of the cold war do not
submit to the perfecily honorable, relaxed
detachment of collegiate debating exercise.

—

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Sept. 20,
1965]

InsipE REPORT—THE FULBRIGHT FUROR
(By Rowland Evans and Robert Novak)

One month ago, when the Johnson ad-
ministration was playlng midwife In the
pirth of a new government in Santo Domin-
go, Senator FursricHT, Democrat, of Arkan-
sas, temporarily laid aside his scathing in-
dictment of U.S, intervention in the bloody
Dominican revolution,

FULBRIGHT’S reason for delay: With the new
government of U.S.-backed Hector Garcia Go-

doy barely coming into its own, the highly

critical analysis of U.S. actlons during the
late April uprising might set back the whole
affair, FULB}u’GHT, qha;rman of the once-pres-
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tigious Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
decided to postpone his condemnation of U.S.
policy. '

But when it came last week, the Fulbright
speech was just as 1ll-timed as 1t would have
been a month earlier.

This was President Johnson’s appraisal.
When he received a copy of the speech 24
hours before its delivery in the Senate, he
scanned it briefly.

His immediate complaint: FULBRIGHT’S one-
sided view of U.S. intervention in the Domin-
ican Republic last April would receive far
more attention than it deserved (because he
is Foreign Relations Committee chairman)
and embarrass the future course of U.S. di-
plomacy in the Dominican Republic.

But in fact, remarked the President to a
Senator, the Fulbright critique did not rep-
resent even a simple majority of the 19-mem-
ber committee.

This ralses a serious issue: In critical mat-
ters of foreign policy, how candid should a
Senator of FULBRIGHT'S prestige be in attack-
ing and undermining the Government’s
policy in such a dangerous confrontation?

Until recently, a major controversy such
as the one over U.S. intervention in the Do-
minican Republic would have come before
FULBRIGHT'S committee for a long, reasoned
investigation (far more thorough than the
quickie probe by the Fulbright committee
this summer). This, in times past, would
have resulted in a committee report backed
by a strong majority. But today, FULBRIGHT'S
19-man committee is split into almost 19
parts, representing every shade of opinion.

As the committee has gradually increased
in size to accommodate ambitious Senators
(from 13 members in 1947 to 19 members to-
day), its ability to act in unison has declined
drastically.

Furthermore, FULBRIGHT 1s a uniquely orig-
inal thinker, the antithesis of the organiza-
tion man or Senate type. Under his chair-
manship, the committee has succumbed to
factional bickering so severe that FULBRIGHT
threatened at one point to refuse to handle
the foreign aid bill. .

As 8 result, it is now every man for him-
self on the committee. But Chalrman FuLr-
BRIGHT, a8 the embodiment of the Senate’s
unique constitutional powers in foreign af-
fairs, still has a special responsibility to con-
sider the results of what he says and its im-
pact outside the United States.

In the Dominican Republic, the impact of
FULBRIGHT'S speech (described by Senator
Taomas E. Doop, Democrat, of Connecticut,
as “a sweeping condemnation of U.S. policy)
is predictable. With all Dominican politi-
cians pointing to the next presidential elec-
tion there, the Fulbright indictment is cer-
tain to lift the chances of the most anti-
Yankee candidate in the fleld.

By dramatizing so harshly his own disillu-
sion with the U.S. decision to intervene, the
Senator gives the most extreme anti-U.S. po-
litical factions in the Dominican Republic a
readymade presidential campalgn text., The
condemnation of Washington that will soon
be ringing from the hustings in Santo Do-
mingo will be flavored with the Senator’s
own ringing condemnation,

Nobody questions FULBRIGHT’S unlimited
right to condemn U.S. policy. What critics
in the administration—and the Senate as
well—question s his timing.

Finally, these critics challenge the Sena-
tor’s disregard of the sudden chaos last April
in Santo Domingo and the impressive evi-
dence of deep.Communist penetration of the
rebel command.

When Dopp made his reply on Thursday,
the White House was concerned enough to
give security clearance to a censored report
on the full extent of Communist influence
in the April revolt. The report alone is a
compelling argument for the intervention.

But in the Dominican Republie, FuL-
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BRIGHT'S attack will be remembered long after
the intelligence report is forgotten.

[Froin the Washington (D.C.)- Evening Star,
Sept. 20, 1965]
SCHOLAR FULBRIGHT’S STRANGE LOGIC
(By David Lawrence)

Senator J. WiLLiam FULBRIGHT, Democrat,
of Arkansas, chairman of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, studied as a Rhodes
scholar in England and must have familiar-
ized himself with the British parliamentary

~system.

If FuLBrRIGHT had been a member of the
House of Commons and had made the same
kind of speech as he delivered in the Senate
the other day—saying, in effect, that the
leader of the majority party had bungled
in handling a grave international problem—
it would have been regarded elther as a call
for a “vote of confidence or no confldence”
by the people, or the removal of the critic
himself from the councils of his party.

But political parties In the United States
have no such system of discipline. FULBRIGHT
will continue to hold his post as a spokesman
of the Democratic Party in the Senate on
foreign relations:

FULBRIGHT insists that he wasn’t exactly
blaming President Johnson for what he re-
gards as a blundering policy in intervening
with military force in the Dominican Re-
public. The Senator attributes this instead
to “faulty advice” given Johnson by his ad-
visers at the time of the crisis. The Senator
doesn’t say to what extent Secretary of State
Dean Rusk was at fault and whether he
should be removed, but the impression con-
veyed is that the President of the United
States is either a gullible person or not as
perceptive as FULBRIGHT himself would have
been if he had happened to be President or
Secretary of State.

FULBRIGHT is considered one of the modern
“jntellectuals,”’ but his speech is & little diffi-
cult for a ‘“nonintellectual” to understand.
He says for instance:

“The question of the degree of Commu-
nist influence (in the Dominican Republic)
is, therefore, crucial, but it ¢annot be an-
swered with certainty. The weight of the
evidence is that Communists did not particl-
pate in planning the revolution—indeed
there is some indication that it took them
by surprise—but that they very rapidly be-
gan to try to take advantage of it and to
seize control of it., The evidence does not
establish that the Communists at any time
actually had control of the revolution. There
is Iittle doubt that they had influence within
the revolutionary movement but the degree
of that influence remalns a matier of specu~
lation, * * *

“The point I am making is not—most em-
phatically not—that there was no Commu-
nist participation in the Dominican crisis,
but simply that the administration acted on
the premise that the revolution was con-
trolled by Communists—a premise which it
failed to establish at the time and has not
established since. * * *

“Intervention on the basis of Communist
participation as distinguished from control
of the Dominican revolution was a mistake
of panic and timidity which also reflects a._
grievous misreading of the temper of con-
temporary Latin American politics.”

FuLBRIGHT evidently doesn’t belleve in fire
hoses or fire apparatus being used when
there's a smouldering fire but only when it
has burst into flame and a property has al-
ready been virtually destroyed. He seems to
have forgotten that the American policy in
1949, which assumed that a coalition in
China with the Communists would be & rec-
ognition of a “social revolution,” wound up
with the loss of the mainland to the Com-
munist Chinese. Similar vacillation and
hesitancy on the part of the United States
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lost Cuba to Fidel Castro and the Commu-
nists, ' ‘

FUuLBRICHT concedes that a Communist-
dominated government might have emerged
in the Dominican Republic. He rationalizes,
however, that “this might conceivably have
happened, buf the evidence by no means
supports the coneclusion that it would have
happened.” He declares that “we based our
policy on & possibility rather than on any-
thing approaching a likelithood.”

So' the Arkansas Senator feels that the
Judgment of President Johnson, Secretary of
State Rusk and the American Ambassador
who was dodging bullets on the spot in Santo
Domingo was, so to speak, “faulty.”

FursricHT thinks that the United States
shouldn't have landed troops to save Ameri-
can lives or to save Latin America from more
of such revolutions but simply should have

walted on the sidelines until the Communist

mission was actually accomplished. Would

it have been another fiasco like the Bay of
Pigs?" Only FULBRIGHT knows,

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Sept. 25,

o 1P65] )

THESE DAYS—FULBRIGHT’S CHANCY BET ON
HISTORY :

(By John Chamberlé,in)

I wouldn’t want to be in Senator J. W.
FULBRIGHT'S shoes,  For, in criticizing the
Johnson administration for ‘‘overreacting”
in the Dominican Republic crises last Apri],
the Senator has, In effect, tied his reputa-
tlon to the assurance that the Dominican
people are not in imminent danger of being
taken over by Communists or Castroites.

True, history may eventually bear Senator
FULBRIGHT Qut. But observers who are fully
a8 qualified as any the Senator depends upon
just do not go along with the Fulbright
optimism,

The Senator would probably scoff at the

idea that the Dominican June 14 Movement,
which is Castro-oriented, represents any con-
tinuing menace to the chances for s “strong
democratic government” (FULBRIGHT'S own
words) emerging from the election 9 months
from now. Nevertheless the June 14 Move-
ment continues to recruit youths for espion-
age, sabotage, and terrorism, bringing them
into. Santoe Domingo for instruction and
sending them back under discipline to the
countryside to become “sleepers” in the
mountains and the farming regions.

At least 3,000 tralnees have gone through
this mill, learning how to use radio equip-
ment and unconventional arms. Their wea-
pons will hardly be surrendered merely be-
cause the official agreement between the fac-
tions calls for it. ;

That the surrender of even the most con-
ventional arms is extremely unlikely is proved
by the behavior of the rebels in the Gen.
Elias Wessin y Wessin contretemps.

The rebels made surrender of arms con-
ditional on the banishment of Wessin y Wes-
sin from his army post and, indeed, from the
country. Forced by U.S. pressure to give
in to the rebels’ tactical move, Wessin ¥y
Wessin stepped down.

Whereupopn the rebels escalated their de-
mands; without blinking an eye, they im-
posed new conditions, making surrender of
arms conditional upon the removal not only
of Wessin, but also of a whole group of con-
servatlye army officers.

Absurdly enough, there was never any
counter-demand’ from the so-called “right”
for the expulsion of Col. Francisco Caamano
Demo as a “symbol” of rebel extremism.

FULBRIGHT, a one-sided critic, has generally

. applled double-standard thinking to the
business of keeping any balance between
left and right extremists.

He will not be exposed by events as long
as grouPs like the June 14 movement “play
1% lepal,” as they will probably do during the
9 months of Hector Garcla Gogoy’s Provi-

|
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sional . Presidency.” 'As long as the lepal
amenlfies are observed, the Senator will be
able t2 maintain that the future history of
the Dumninican Republie is bound to conform
0 his hopes.

But I am putting the Senator's blast
agalnst the Johnson administration’s over-
reactlon in my prophecy file. Let's see how
things turn out 9 months hence. .

Surely, the Senator has not been lueky in
his pryjections in the past. He spoke of the
“myths” of Communist menace just before
the DMaolsts became really manacing in
southeast Asia.

He ‘1as treated Castrolsm in Cuba as a
nuisarce. Well, Fidel, the operator of the
Cuban nujsance, continues to build high-
powered radlo stations for use in the effort
t0 creste other nuisances in Guatemala,
Panama, and Venezuela,. .

This, of course, does not guarantee that
Castros words will be sufficiently heeded to
result in revolutionary overfurns through-
out Lefin America, But when FULBRIGHT
dismisied Cuba as a nulsance, he risked en-
couraging a complacency among Americans
that could easily let-the nuisance get out of
hand. After all, Lenin was merely a nuisance
when lie was sitting around the cafe tables
In Geneva. But, with the quirks of history,
nuisanses, like other things, can escalate
into sumething qualitatively different.

Fortunately for our sense of wariness,
Senatoss THoMas J. Dopp and FRANK J. LavU-
scHB, both helonging to FULBRIGHT'S own
Democ:atic Party, believe that it is better
to over-react to Communist threats than it
15 t0 urder-react.

Nine months from now, when the Domini-

cans choose their President, we will see
whether Doop or PULBRIGHT is closer to the
mark.
[Froin Time magazine, Sept. 24, 1965]
DOMINICAN REPUBLIC~—ERRATIC ATTACK

At tle close of his July hearings on U.S.
Interve:ition In the Dominican Republic,
Senator J., WiLLiaAM FULBRIGHT, chairman of
the Forgn Relations Committee, announced
that no formal report would be issued. Last
week, i1 a 2-hour Senate speech, Fulbright
delivered his own delayed opinion—a scalding
denunc ation of the intervention and its por-
tent for U.S. policy in general. FULBRIGHT'S
erratic ittacks on the administration are no
longer surprising. What made this one par-
ticularl; curious was the fact that, on White
House crders, he had access to every scrap of
informstion in the files—but apparently
based lis conclusions more heavily on the
same old highly colored newspaper reports.

FULBFIGHT called the intervention as griev-
ous a mistake as the Bay of Pigs invasion of
Commuaist Cuba. He accused the United
States ¢f intervening “not to save American
lives, ar was contended, but to prevent the
victory of a revolutionary movement” wrong-
1y judged to be Communisé-dominated. Pres-
ident Jjhnson, sald FuLBrIGHT, reacted to
“‘exaggerated estimates of Communist in-
fluence [n the rebel movement,” then over-

.reacted Jy sending in 20,000 troops. To make

matters worse, the United States took sides
with Bilg., Gen. Antonio Imbert's loyalist
Junta—*""a corrupt and reactionary military
oligarchy.” Concluded FULBRIGHT! “If we
are autonatically to oppose any reform move-
ment thet Communists adhere to, we are
likely to end up opposing every reform move-
ment, miking ourselves the prisoners of reac-
tionaries who wish to preserve the status
quo.” .
REFORMERS AND REDS

In the Senate, FULBRIGHT'S colleagues, who
had access to the same files as he, rose one
after arother to dispute his conclusions.
Said Cannecticut’s Democratic Senator
THOMAS J. Dopp: intervention was an “un-
avoldably necessity.” FULBRIGHT, he noted,
“suffers from an indiscriminate infatuation
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with revolutions of all kinds—national, de-
mocratic, or Communist.” .

Few would question the argument that the
United Statés should support reform and
social revolution In Latin America, even if
It 1s sometimes hard to separate the genuine
reformers from the Comnunists, And there
are still, as FULBRIGHT says, Latin Afmericans
who cry*communism to resist change. But
the United States has found plenty of anti-
Communists to back—anti-Communists who
are also reformers. It wholsheartedly sup-
ports Chile’s President's Eduardo Frei, who
beat a Marxist to win office, It has com-
mitted $119 million to help Peru's Fernando
Belaunde Terry wage a social revolution that
will aid millions of backlands Indians.

With US. help, Venezuela's left-of-center
Raul Leoni has built such a prosperous econ-
omy that he is considering his own Alianza-
like program to help less-developed neigh-
bors. Mexicc's strongly. indepentient Presi-
dent Gustavo Diaz Ordaz paid high compli-
ments to U.S. Alianza efforts in his recent
state-of~-the-nation speech, The United
States 1s pushing hard for social reform
in Guatemala, Honduras, Ecuador, Brazil,
Bolivia and Paraguay, all run by authori-
tarian regimes that. are not necessarily
throwbacks to the old-line oligarchies.

AMPLE EVIDENCE /

In the Dominican Republic itself, the Unit-
ed States was instrumental in bringing an
end to the Trujillo dictatorship. In the re-
cent crisls, U.S. policy may well have suf-
fered from some mistakes and misinforma-
tion. But the fact remains that the coun-
try was on the verge of a bloodbath, and
that the Communists were swiftly profiting
from the chaos. U.S. troops, whether 5,000
or 20,000, enforced a more or less peaceful
settlement—and the United States, in the
end, was far tougher with the loyalist “reac-
tionaries” than with the Communist-infil-
trated rebels.

Last week, as Provisional President Héctor
Garcla-Godoy completed his second week in

office, 9,200 U.S. and OAS troops were still -

in the Dominican Republic. -Garcia-Godoy
needs them there. During the revolt,
the three sghades of coramunism—the
Pelping-lining Dominican Popular Move-
ment, the Moscow-orlented Dominican Com-
munist Party, the Castroite 14th of June
Movement—eontrolled some 2,600 armed
fighters. All three groups have been smug-
gling arms out of Santo Domingo to stash
them in other cities and in the hills.

After FULBRIGHT'S speech, President John-
son was asked how he now felt about the
intervention. His reply: “I would do it all
over again, only we'd have done it earlier
and tougher.”

[From the Washington (D.C.) Daily News,
Sept. 20, 1965]
SENATOR FULBRIGHT (GAVI: REBELS
AMMUNITION
(By Virginia Prewett)

Senator Wruriam J. FULBRIGHT’S attack on
President Johnson's Dominican policy came
in a lull when things were definitely looking
better in Santo Domingo..

The moderates in the rebel camp were
about to prevail on the extremists to turn in
a substantial number of arms. This would
have been one more tiny step forward toward
stabilily and a chance for free elections in
the Dominican Republic.

If the extremists in the rebel camp are not
fired up by the Arkansas Senator’s speech, it
will not be the latter’s fault. REverything he
sald was calculated to encourage the Domini-
can leftist extremists.

TOO MUCH

It seems almbst as if the prespect of suc-
cessful peace in the Dominican Republic was
too much for the Senator to bear,

1
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Senator FULBRIGHT’S charges against Pres-
ident Johnson also came at a moment when
1t seems as if the United States may be win-
ning ground in South Vietnam. Perhaps the
Senator thinks too much success for U.S. for-
etgn policy is bad for us. -

‘The Senator's assault on Mr. Johnson de-
gerves to be studied first of all for the way
it was built up. .

Mr. FoLBrIGHT discounted a U.S. policy
that President Johnson had revived—that of
valuing endangered Americans’ llves enough
to send military assistance to protect thein—
simply by pretending that President Johnson
entertained no such thought when he seny
the Marines into the Dominican Republic.

DEFLATION

Those Americans who have felt a little bet-
ter because their President did send Marines
to rescue our stranded fellow countrymen in
the Embajador Hotel miay now feel deflated
again—if they belleve Senator FULBRIGHT.

Senator FULBRIGHT was quoted as saying
that Latin Americans should make new ar-
rangements with othér countries, including
the Communists,

The Senator owes it to the Nation to say
plainly what he means by his encéouragement
to Latin Americans to cease cooperating with
the United States. ’

What Senator FuLBricHT actually appears
to be espousing is tolerance of the latest
Communist strategy for Latin America. This
is the policy of the undeclared united front.

The situation that existed in Santo Do-
mingo was a de facto united front between
the Communists and the leaders who sald
they represented constitutionalism. Senator
FULBRIGHT must know perfectly well what he
is doing when he espouses such a combina-
tion,

What Senator FuLsricHT 1s preaching is
tacit U.S. agreement to allow communlsm’s
political representatives a free hand in the
New World. .

[From the Washington(D.C.) Evening Star,
. Sept. 15, 1965]

FULBRIGHT SEES U.S. BLUNDER IN SANTO

. DOMINGO—INFLATED ESTIMATES OF REDS

{" BLAMED FOR INTERVENTION PoLICY

3 (By Cecll Holland)

Senator J. Wirrtam FuLericuT, Democrat,
of Arkansas, charged today that U.S. inter-
vention in the Dominican Republic revolt
was “a grievous mistake” and was charac-
terized by “a lack of candor.”

“The danger to American lives,” he sald
in a Senate speech, “was more the pretext
than a reason for the massive U.S. inter-
ventlon * * *7”

. The real reason, he added, was fear of a
Communist takeover of that country and
that decision, he said, was based on mlisin-
formation and “on exaggerated estimates of
Communist influence in the rebel move-
ment.” )

QUESTIONS VU.S. PREMISE

FULBRIGHT, chalrman of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, said the administra-
tlon acted on the premise that the revolution
was controlled by Communists—'‘a premise
which it falled to establish at the time and
has not established since.”

He placed the blame for the failure of
American police in the Dominican crisis on
Ambassador W. Tapley Bennett, Jr., and
other American representatives who advised
President Johnson on events there.

In three critical days between April 25 and
April 28, FurLBriGHT said, officials sent the
President exaggerated reports on the danger
of a Communist takeover in Santo Domingo
and, on the basis of these, recommended
military intervention.

“It is not at all difficult to understand

why, on the basis of such faulty advice, the
President made the decisions that he made,”
FuLBRIGHT said.
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CHARGES EXAGGERATION

The Senator cited what he described as
“widely exaggerated reports of massacres and
atrocities” by the rebel forces. He noted that
the President, in a June 14 press conference,
sald that *some 1,500 innocent people were
murdered and shot, and their heads cut off.”

“There Is no evidence to support this
statement,” the Senator said.

FuLBriGHT sald he was discussing this
country’s role in the Dominican crisis in the
hope that the mistakes that were made by
the United States can be corrected and that
it will be possible to avold them in the
future.

“U.8. policy in the Dominican crisis,” FuL-
srIGHT sald, "“was characterized initlally by
overtimidity and subsequently by overreac-
tion. Throughout the whole affair, it has
also been characterized by a lack of candor.”

SEES NO EASY CHOICE

FULBRIGHT sald he had made a pailnstaking
review of the situation, but conceded his
judgments were made with the benefit of
hindsight. In fairness, he added, it must be
conceded that there were no easy cholces
available to the United States.

“Nonetheless,” he sald, “it 1s the task of
the diplomacy to make wise decisions when
they need to be made and U.8. diplomacy
failed to do so in the Dominican crisis.”

FuLBrRIGHT sald that -the United States
might not have changed the course of events
there by acting differently. But, he added,
it could be sald-with assurance that the
United States did not take advantage of
several opportunities in which 1t might have
changed the course of events.

' WARY OF BOSCH

“The reason appears to be,” FULBRIGHT
said, “that, very close to the beginning of
the revolution, U.S. policymakers declded
that it should not be allowed to succeed.

_“This declsion seems to have been based on
exaggerated estimates of Communist infiu-

ence in the rebel movement and on distaste

for the return to power of Juan Bosch or a
government controlled by Bosch's party, the
PRD (Dominican Revolutionary Party).”
FursBrIGHT sald he was ralsing questions
end not offering an answer regarding this
country’s pollcy toward Bosch and the re-
turn to power of his party. He added that
the question involves what will be the ad-
ministration’s attitude toward reform move-
ments in other Latin American countries.

MUST AVOID CORRUPTION

“It is of great lmportance that the uncer-
tainty as to U.S. aims in Latin- America be
resolved,” FuLBrIiGHT sald. “We cannot suc-
cessfully advance the cause of popular
democracy and at the same time align our-
selves with corrupt and reactionary oligar-
chies; yet that is what we seem to be trying
to do.”

FuLBRIGHT noted that every revolutionary
movement is likely to atitract Communist
support, at least in the beginning, and the
approach followed in the Dominican Repub-
lic, if pursued, “must inevitably make us the
enemy of all revolutions and therefore the

ally of all the unpopular and corrupt oligar--

chies of the hemisphere.”

“We slmply cannot have it both ways,” he
added. “We must choose between the Al-
liance for Progress and a foredoomed effort
to sustain the status quo in Latin Amerlca.”

In some respects, FuLericHT said, the Do-
minican story “acquired some of the inevita-
bility of a Greek tragedy.”

When the revolution began, the Senator
pointed out, the United States had three
options: It could have supported the Reld
Cabral government; it could have supported
the revolutionary forces, or it could do noth-

ng.
- The administration, he sald, chose to do
nothing. '
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The next crucial point came on April 27,
FULBRIGHT said, when Ambassador Bennett
rejected an appeal by rebel leaders to
mediate and seek a cease-fire, on’ grounds
that this would have been intervention.

“Mediation at that point might have been
accomplished quietly and peacefully,” FuL-
BRIGHT sald. “Twenty-four hours later the
Ambassador was pleading for the Marines,
and ever since the United States has been
intervening up to its eyebrows.”

He blamed this mistake on the feeling of
officials there on the basls of evidence which
was fragmentary at best that the rebels were
dominated by Communists. He pointed out
that the sltuation rapidly deteriorated and
that the head of a military junta, which had
been assembled, was told that the United
States would not intervene unless is was to
protect American Iives.

PRETEXT IS CHARGED

© That was eventually done on such a pre-
text, FuLeBriGHT sald.

“In fact, no American lives were lost in
Santo Domingo until the Marines began ex-
changing fire with the rebels after April 28;
reports of widespreas shooting that endan-
gered American lives turned out to be greatly
exaggerated.”

FurLBriGHT sald the United States would
have been justified in landing a small force
for the express purpose of removing U.S.
citizens and other foreigners, and then with-
drawing such a force when it had completed
its mission.

“Intervention on the basis of Communist
participation as distinguished from the con-
trol of the Dominican revolution was a mis-
take of panic and timidity which also reflects
a grievous misreading of the temper of con-
temporary Latin American politics,” FuL-
BRIGHT said. ‘“‘Communists are present in
all Latin American countries, and they are
going to inject themselves into almost any
Latin American revolution and try to seize
control of it.”

HELPED BUILD JUNTA

The Senator sald from the time the Reid
government resigned, U.S. pollcy was di-
rected toward the construction of a military
junta and agalnst the return of Bosch and
the success of the rebel movement.

“One is led, therefore, to the concluslon
that U.S. policymakers were unduly timid
and alarmish in refusing to gamble on the
forces of reform and social change,” FuL-
BRIGHT sald.

*“The bhitter irony of such timidity is that
by casting its lot with the forces of the status
guo * * * the United States almost cer-
talnly helped the Communists to acquire
converts whom they otherwise could not
have won.”

[From the Latin American Times, Sept. 16,
1965]

DOMINICAN ACTION BLASTED—FULBRIGHT SAYS
INTERVENTION COMPROMISED U.S. HONOR

(By John T. Skelly, Latin American Times
Washington bureau)

WASHINGTON, September 15.—Senator J.
‘WirrLiaAM FULBRIGHT, Democrat, of Arkansas,
chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee, today In effect accused President
Johnson and his advisers of compromising
the “word and honor” of the United States
before the eyes of Latin American countries
by intervening in the Dominican Republic
in April, ’ ’

Senator FuLsrIGHT, in an 11,000-word
speech delivered on the floor of the Senate,
charged that ‘“the United States intervened
forcibly in the Dominican Republic in the
last week of April 1865, not to save American
lives, a5 was then contended, but to pre-
vent the victory of a revolutlonary move-
ment which was judged to be Communist-
dominated. The decision to land marines on
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April 28 was based primarily on the fear of

‘another Cuba’ in Sante Domingo.”

Senator FUuLBRIGHT sald that the United
States violated its commitment to Latin
America not to intervene in the internal af-
falrs of their countries as provided by
article 1 of the Charter of the Organization
of American States.

“The Inter-American system is rooted in
an implicit. contract between the Latin
American countries and the United States.
* In return for our promise not to interfere in
their Internal affalirs, they have tacitly agreed
to remain members of our ‘sphere’ and to
support, or at least not to ‘obstruct, our
global policies.

VIOLATED BARGAIN

“In the Dominican Repu‘blic we violated
our part of the bargain; it remains to be
seen whether Latin Americans will now feel
free to violate theirs,” Senator FULBRIGHT
sald.

He did not absolve President Johnson from
belng the man responsible for the order to
intervene. However, the Senator, a close
iriend of the President, made it clear that
the President, in effect, was sold a bill of
goods by his immediate advisers, primarily
the U.S. Ambassador in the Dominlc'm Re-
public, W. Tapley Bennett.

“Responsibility for-the failure of American
policy in Santo Domingo lies primarily with
those who advised the Presxdent L P {2 L]
not at all dificult to understand why, on the
basls of such faulty advice, the President
made the decisions that he made,” Senator
FuLBRIGHT said.

Stating his position after long and careful
study of what happened, he said that “my
own feeling 1s that the situation in any case
did not justify military intervention except
for the limited purpose of evacuating U.S.
citizens and other foreigners, ‘but even if it
did, we should not have undertaken it with-
out the advance consent of our Latin Amer-
ican allies.” . ‘ .

“We should not have done so because the
word and honor of the Unitec States were at
stake just as much—at least as much—in
the Dominican crisls as they are in Vietnam
and Korea and Berlin and all the places
around the globe which we have committed
ourselves to defend,” he.said.’

ENCOURAGED DISORD)E:R,

Senator FuLBRIGHT pointed gut that by in-
tervening in the Dominican Republic “uni-
laterally—and illegally” we violated the basis
of the U.S. system which is respect for law.

“When we violate the law ourselves what-
ever short-ferm advantage may be gained, we
are obviously encouraging others to violate
the law; we thus encourage disorder and in-
stability and thereby do incalculable dam-
age to our long-term interests.”

Senator FULBRIGHT expressed regret that
there are still those who believe that the
principle of nonintervention in Latin Amer-
ica 1s obsolete. He said:

“Most Latin Americans would argue that,
far from being obsolete the principle of non-
intervention was and remains the heart snd
core of the inter-American system. Insofar
as 1t is honored, it provides them with some-
thing that many In the United States find it
hard to. belleve they could suppose they
need—protection from the United States.”

He said that the idea held by many North
Americans that the United States can inter-
vene in Latin America with “good intentions”
whien the United States thinks it convenient
comes. as & shock to Latin Americans.

“The trouble with this view is that 1t is
not shared with our neighbors to the
south * * * ‘good intentlons’ are not a very
sound_basis for judging the fulfillment of
-contractual obligations,” he said. “Just
about everybody, 1nc1ucung the Communists,
believes In his own ‘good intentions.’”

CONGRIESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

DOMINICAN TRAGEDY

Senitor FuLBrIGHT sald that ‘‘the tragedy
of Santo Domingo is that a policy that pur~
portec. to defeat communism in the short
run i more likely to have the effect of pro-
moting it in the long run.

“Inervention in the Dominican Repub-
lc his. alienated—temporarily or perma-
nently, depending on our future policies—
our reil friends in Latin America.

‘““T'hese broadly, are the people of the dem-
ocrati: left—the Christlan and Social Demo-
crats in a number of countries, the APRA
In Peiu, the Accion Democratica Party in
Venez jela, and their kindred spirits through-
out the hemisphere.”

Senitor FuLsriGHT repeated continually
throujthout his speech that by “our inter-
venticn on the slde of the corfrupt, military
oligarchy in the Dominican Republic, we
have -embarrassed before their own people
the L emocratic reformers who have coun-
seled frust and partnership with the United
States.

‘“We have lent credence to the idea that
the Ulilted States Is the enemy of social rev-
olutioi In Latin America and that the only
choice Latin Americans have is befween com-
munism and reaction.”

"MAY BE FORCED TO COMMUNISM

Referring to the choice that Latin Ameri-
cans will meke if they are denied the right
to carty out social revolutions he said:

“If those are the available alternatives, If
there is no democratic action left as a third
option, then there is no doubt of the choice
that lionest and patriotic Latin Americans
will mpke—they will choose communism, not
becawie they want it but because U.S. policy
will rave foreclosed all other avenues of
social revolution and, indeed, all other pos-
sibilities. except the perpetuation of rule by
militay juntas and economic oligarchies.”

Senutor FuLsricHT said that as a result of
the Dominican Republic action “The United
States has allowed itself to become associated
with tpth reaction at home and domination
from ibroad.

‘“We have thereby offended the dignity and
self-respect of young idealistic Latin Ameri-
cans "vho must now wonder whether the
Unitec, States will one day intervene against
social revolutlons in their own countries,
wheth=r one day they will find themselves
facing U.8. marines across barricades in their
own hometowns.” ~

He eéxpressed conviction, however, that
Presid mt Johnson “and indeed, most U.S.
cltizer s are sure, that our country is not now
and w1l .not become an enemy of social rev-
olutiols in Latin America.”

) “MADE A MISTAKE"

“We have made a mistake in the Domi-
nican Republic as we did at the Bay of Pigs
in 196[, but a single misjudgment does not
constiiute a ‘doctrine’ for the conduet of fu-
ture policy and we remain dedicated to the
goals of the Alliance for Progress.”

He pointed out that “we know this our-
selves’ but wondered whether or not “our
friends; in Latin America” will understand
that thelr social revolutions will have U.S.
sympashy and support.

Sens tor FULBRIGHT sald that 1f the United
States follows the creative approach of the
Alliance for Progress that someday ‘“the
Dominlcan affair will be relegated in history
to the status of a single unhappy episode
on the long road toward the forging of a new
and cieative and dignified relationship be-
tween fhe United States and Latin America >

SEEK OTHER RELATIONS

Senator FULBRIGHT ended his speech that
took 2 hours to deliver by suggesting that it
would be beneficial for Latin Americans to
cut the umbilical cord by which they are

tled to éthe United States and seek closer re-
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lations with other countries, “and with Com-
munist countries if they wish.”

“The first step toward sironger ties be-
tween Latin America and the United States
would be the creation of a situation in which
Latin American countries would be free, and
would feel free, to maintain or sever exist-
Ing ties as they see fit and, perhaps more
Important, to establish new arrangements
both -among - themselves and with nations
outside the hemisphere, in which the United
States would not participate.”

He praised Chilean President. Eduardo Frei
for having taken the initiative by visiting
European leaders in July to establish new

.palitical, eccnomic and cultural ties.

“I think this is an intelligent and con-
structive step,” Senator IFULBRIGHT con-
cluded.

[From the Baltimore Sun, Sept. 16, 1965]

LaTin Poricy Is CRITICIZED BY FULBRIGHT-——
DOMINICAN INTERVENTION “MISTAKE"’
BramMeEp oM Bap Apvick, Envoy

(By Joseph R. L. Sterne)

WASHINGTON, September 18, —Senator FuL-
BRIGHT, Democrat of Arkansas, said today that
the U.S. military intervention in the Do-
monican Republic last April was a “grievous
mistake” caused by officials who exaggerated
the danger of a Communist takeover.

FuLsriGHT, chairman of the Senate For-
eign Relations Commitiee, carefully exoner-
ated President Johnson, saying that the Pres-
ldent was the victim of faulty advice.

But he was highly critical of Ambassador
William Tapley Bennetf, charging that Ben-
nett failed ito seize early opportunities to
bring about a cease-fire in the hope that Do-
minican militarists would crush the left-
wing uprlsinp

“DEEP” DISTRUST FOUND

FULBRIGHT warned that the intervention
Bennett subsequently arranged had provoked
“deep and widespread” distrust of the United
States among young social reformers who
will control the political future of Latin
America.

While most of these reformers are non-
Communists whose goals are similar to those
of the Alliance for Progress, FULBRIGHT sald
U.S. support of the status guo and “reac-
tionary oligarchies” could drive them to'com-
munism.

The Senator’s hour-long speech drew
angry retorts from Senator lLoNc, Democrat
of Louisiana, and Senator SMaTHERS, Demo-
crat of Florida, who contended that the Pres-
ident’s prompt action had forestalled Com-
munist efforis to selze the Dominican Re-
public in the same manner that Fide] Castro
seized Cuba. . .

WHITE HOUSE SUMMONS

FULBRIGHT’S criticisms from: hindsight were
unfair, they suggested, slnce he had not ob-
jected to the impending landing of marines
when he was summoned to the White House
along with other congressional leaders on the
night of April 28.

At the White House this afternoon it was
emphasized that President Johnson still has
the high regard for Ambassador Bennett
that he publicly mentioned during the
height of the Dominican erisis,

Bill D. Moyers, presidential press secretary,
said he personally had read the Fulbright
speech and then talked “to a number of Gov-
ernment officials, career and otherwise, who
simply do not belleve the Senator's conclu-
sions were justified.”

Moyers declined to say whether the Presi-
dent was one of the officials he had consulted
and sald he did not know if Mr. Johnson
was pleased or displeased.

FuLBRIGHT's speech was based, in part, on
evidence gathered by his committee during a
sries of closed hearings wlth Bennett and
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other officials who whold high positions in

~U.S. policy toward Latin America. .

8o deeply divided was the committee at
the conclusion of this investigation that the

ldea of publlshing a report was abandoned‘

SUPPORT BY MORSE

FULBRIGHT’S critical view of the Dominican

operation and his fear that the United States
i3 alienating the non-Communist left in
Latin America reportedly are shared by some
liberal members of the Forelgn Relations
Cominittee,

Among those pla,ced in this category today
by a knowledgeable source were Senators
SPARKMAN, Democrat, -of Alabama, MaNs-
FIELD, Democrat, of Montana, CLARK, Demo-
crat, of Pennsylvania, Morsg, Democrat, of
Oregon, Gorg, Democrat, of .Tennessee
CrurcH, Democrat, of Idaho, Perr, Démo-
crat, of Rhode Island, McCarTHY, Democrat,
of Minnesota, and AIKEN, Republican, of
Vermont, .

Of this group, Senator Crark took the floor
to say that he was in complete accord with
FurericHT's “solind and wise” speech,

Among the Forelgn Relations Committee
members who are sald to be fully behind ‘the
President’s Dominican policy are Senators
Lavscug, Democrat, of Ohio, Dobp, Democrit,
of Connecticut, HICKENLOOPER, Republican,
of Towa, MUNDT Republlcan, of South Da-~
kota, and LoNG,

Dopp said he would reply to FULERIGHT
tomorrow, thus indicating the Senate may
have a second day of the kind of give-and-
take debate that has been notably absent
in the set speeches on Vietnam.

FuLBrIGHT launched his attack today by
charging that there had been a “lack of
catidor” about United States actions during
the entire Dominican operation.

Officlals responsible, he sald, were so
panicky at the thought of “another Cuba”
that they exaggerated both the danger to
United States citizens and the extent of
Communist influence in the rebel movement.

OAS PREFERRAL BACKED

As a result, the Senator continued, Presi-
dent Johnson was supplied with faulty and
unreliable information that left him no
cholce but to order the intervention.

FuiBriGHT was less gentle, however, 1n
agsessing the President’s role after the de-
cision to intervene.

‘He faulted the administration for failing
to place the matter before the Organization
of American States before the landing of the
Marines,

He noted that the “pretext” of sending
in troops to safeguard American citizens
had to be replaced by the anti-Communist
argument to justify the intervention. And
he said the number of troops sent in was
s80- large that the United States found it
dificult to. extricate itself from a situation
where it had, intervened ‘“up to its eye-
~"brows.”

FursriGHT sald he had no doubts about
the President’s personal belief in the social
reform goals of the Alllance for Progress,
noting that Mr. Johnson had recently
equated the Alllance with his own Great
Soclety program.

But the Forelgn Relations Committee
chairman expressed deep concern over what
he characterlzed as a drift to the right
among United States officials who have a
policymaking role in Latin America.

In the Dominican Republic itself, Fur-
BRIGHT observed, the United States had
moved from a position of supporting the

social reformer‘ Juan Bosch, In the 1963

elections’ to opposing a’ “legitimate” revo-
lution to restore him to the office 2 years
later. .
“UNCERTAINTY” DECRlED .
What'i§ maote 1mportant the Senator Went
on, there have been signs’ that the United
States may be getting into a position of
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repelling instead of luring the vigorous so~
clal reform movements evident throughout
Latin America.

Citing a preoccupation with anticommu-
nism among some United States diplomats
and with “counterinsurgency” in the Pen-
tagon, FULBRIGHT sald:

“It 1s of great importance that the un-
certainty as to United States alms in Latin
America be resolved,

“We cannot successfully advance the
cause of popular democracy and at the same
time aline ourselves with corrupt and re-
actionary oligarchies; yet that is what we
seem to be trying to do.

SOCIAL REVOLUTION FORESEEN
“The movement of the future in Latin

“America is social revolution. The question

is whether it is to be Communist or demo-
cratic revolution, and the cholce which the
Latin American makes will depend in part
on how the United States uses 1ts great
influence.

“It should be very clear that the cholce
is not between social revolution and conser-
vative oligarchy but whether, by support-
ing reform, we bolster the popular non-Com-
munist left or whether, by supporting un-
popular oligarchies, we drive the rising
generation®of educated and patriotic young
Latin Americans to an embittered and hostile
form of communism like that of Fidel Castro
in Cubsa.”

Since the interventlon is a fact, FULBRIGHT
said, the presence of OAS forces should be
used to curb the power of Dominican milita-
rists.

“BRIDGES"” TO WORLD ASKED
In this way, he contended, the United

States might begin the process of winning

back the support of young reformers
throughout the hemisphere.

The Senator also said the United States
should begin loosening its ties with Latin
American countries and encouraging them
to “bylld bridges” with nations in Europe,
Africa, Asia, and even in the Communist
bloc.

Once freed from a too-close relationship
with the United States, he contended, they
would become less resentful and suspicious

_of this country.

The FUuLBRIGHT statements that caused the
greatest immediate controversy concerned
Bennett’s actions during the crisis and the
degree of Communist involvement in the
uprising.

The Senator charged that the Ambassador
was against Bosch and the left-wing rebel
movement,

Hence, he said, Bennett had not selzed an
opportunity to end the fighting when it
appeared the conservative elements would
win handily.

EXAGGERATION CHARGED

When rebel fighting continued FULBRIGHT
added, the Ambassador secured FPresident
Johnson's decision to intervene by exaggerat-
ing the danger to American citizens and the
degree of Communist influence in the rebel
movement.

FuLeBriGHT insisted that the Communists
had no part in the early planning 6f the re-
formers’ revolution and at no time contlol]ed
it.

The Irony of the situation, he sald, 1s that
the United States foreclcsed all opportu-
nity to compete with the Communists with-
in the rebel movement and, instead, engaged
in actions that produced “Communist con-
verts” in Latin America.

CUBA TAKEOVER CITED

Senators LonG and SMATHERS took up FuL-
BRIGHT on this poilnt by recalllng the experi-
ence in Cuba where a small number of hard-

. core Communists took over a rebel move-

ment that had its origins among liberals and
social democrats.
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They said President Johnson was correct
}-“ preventing a repetition of the Cuban take-

Jover by intervening quickly and massively
in the Dominican Republic.

The wisdom of the President’s policy, they
added, lies in the fact that a coalition gov-
ernment free of Communist influence now
exists in Santo Domingo.

During the fiery exchange between LoNg,
who is Democratic whip, and FULBRIGHT, the
Democratic chairman of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, Senator DIRKSEN, the Re-
publican leader, strode in the Chamber.’
Christian Science
Sept. 18, 1965]
FULBRIGHT, Dopp CrLaSH 1IN FPOREIGN-POLICY

DEBATE
(By Richard L. Strout)

WasHINGTON.—The most clear-cut foreign-
policy debate of this session of Congress how -
is underway.

The strongest voice on foreign affairs in
the U.S. Senate, J. W. FULBRIGHT, Democrat,
of Arkansas, has delivered what amounts to
a scathing attack on the Johnson adminis-
tration’s handling of the Dominican Repub-
lic crisis.

And a formidable debater on the other side,
TroMAs J. Dopp, Democrat, of Connecticut,
has delivered a sharp counterattack, in effect
implying that Mr. FULBRIGHT is soft on com-
munism.

Both Senators are Democrats. It is notable
that the debate is belng carrled on by two |
mersbers of President Johnson’s own party.

INTERVENTION ASSESSED

Republicans overwhelmingly support Presi-
dent Johnson in his massive intervention in
Santo Domingo. During the FuLBrIGHT-DODD
clash they sat hugging themselves to see the
majority party sharply splintered.

The issue is of great and, perhaps, para-
mount importance in future U.S. relations
with Latin America.

Both Méssrs. FULBRIGHT and Doop deplore
and loathe communism, but the first con-
tend : that the circumstances of massive U.S.
intervention in Santo Domingo actually
aided communism; the second contends that
intervention was justified .because it headed
off a potential Castro-like takeover and, by
inference, is the formula that should be ap~
plied in other like circumstances.

The essence of the Fulbright criticism is
in two statements:

“The approach followed in the Dominican
Republic, if consistently pursued, must in-
evitably make us the enemy of all revolu-
tions, and, therefore, the ally of all the un-
popular and corrupt oligarchies of the
hemisphere.”

And further:

“And the question inevitably arises
whether this shift in the administration’s
attitude toward the Dominican Republic is
part of a broader shift in its attitude toward
other Latin American countries.”

FULBRIGHT CRITICIZED

Mr, Dobp, in reply, massed counterevidence
to argue that Communists were taking con-
trol of Santo Domingo. He said:

“I therefore consider it all the more re-
grettable that the chairman of the Foreign
Relations Commitiee [Mr. FuLsriGHT], wWith
the great prestige that attaches to his posi-
tion, has seen fit.to reopen the entire is-
sue In this tendentious manner.”

He added:

“I am certain that his speech will be
picked up and played heavily by every Com-
munist and crypto-Communist and fellow
traveler and anti-American leftist who
wheels a pen in the Latin American press.”

STATEMENT UNEXPECTED

Chalrman FuULsrIGHT is somewhat of an
oddity in the United States Senate. A for-
mer Rhodes scholar and college president,

[From the Monitor,



.foreign issues.
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he tends to be studious in his app:dach and
normally avoids toe-to-toe debate. He hag

not directly attacked ~President Johnson,’

Even in this instance he assailed Mr. John-
son’s ‘“advisers,” not the Chilef Executive.
It is known that he feels he may have more
influence in this approach.

On the other hand, Mr. FULBRIGHT has seen
his prized committee attacked for what has
been called failure to 9xplore and debate big
In this instance he found
the committee apparently unable to bring

. in a report on Santo Domingo after days of

[

evidence, which convinced him of the im-
portance of forming judgment.

80, in characteristic manner, without ad-
vance warning to the press, with little or no
notice to the White House, before a handful
of Senators ahd in a rather low voice Sep-
tember 15, he delivered his lengthy indict-
ment, fully aware that it would bring the
kind of attack upon hils judgment and even
Americanism which is actually provoked.

“U.S. policy is the Dominican crisis,” he
said, “was characterized lnitlally by over-
timldity, and subsequently by overreaction.”

POINTS OF ACCOED
In violation of treaty obligations not to

. intervene, Mr. FuLsrIGHT charged, the United

States did ingervene. It thereby pushed
what He conslders to be the inevitable social
revolution in Latin America toward commui-
nism as agalnst more moderate development.
“It 1s the revolutionaries of the non-Com-
munist left,” he contended, “who have most
of the popular support in Latin America.”
Messrs, FULBRIGHT and Dopp are altke in
this: they both oppose communism; both

say that communism cannot be defeated by .

siding with landowners, dictators, and ty-
rants; and they both feel that in thé latter
stage of the Dominican crists, at least, some
intervention was justified, as a minimum to

_save American ldves.

 ATTACK UNPARALLELED

But Senstor FuLBriGHT attacks Ambassa-
dor W. Tapley Bennett, Jr., Senator Dorp
praigses him; Mr. FULBRIGHT minimizes Com-
munist influence in the rebel movement,
Mr. Dobp charges it was Communist—doml-
nated; Mr. FULBRIGHT says the rest of Latin
America has recolled from massive US. in-
tervention, Mr, Doop thinks American action
hes won substantial support,

Senator Dopp’s personal ‘attack on Senator
FurBriGHT for what was called “softness” to-
ward comimunism is almost wunparalleled
against a chairman of the Foreign Relations
Commlttee.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post,
Sept. 17, 1965]
SUPPORTERS OF U.S. DoMINICAN STANCE LOWER
BooM oN FULBRIGHT'S CRITICISM

(By John M. Goshko)

Senator J. WiLr1aM FULBRIGHT'S character-
ization of the Dominican Republic interven-
tion as a “grievous mistake” came under
heavy attack yesterday by Senator THOMAS
J. Dopp, Democrat, of Connectlcut who called
the U.S. action an “unavoldable necessity.”

In a lengthy Senate speech Doopp charged
that FULBRIGHT, chairman’of the Senate For-
elgn Relations Committee, had ignored a
mass of evidence supportfng the correctness
of President Johnson’s dispatch of troops to
Santo Domingo last April.

Dobpp’s speech was the principa,l thrust in
8 multipronged counterattack that proad-
ministration figures began mounting against
FULBRIGHT yesterday.

On Wednesday, FULBRIGHT Democrat, of
Arkansas, charged that the U. S. intervention
had resulted from a pamcky overestimation

: of Communist strength among the Domini-

can rebels, had placed the United States on
the side of rightwing forces and had thus
damaged U.S. prestige among progressive
forces in Latin America,

CONGRESSI
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Most of the resultant furor that sprang up
yet ierday was centered on Capitol Hill-—and
mest of it was directed against FULBRIGHT.

. Anijong those defending the administration

were Senate Republican Leader EVERETT
Dmxsmr of MXlinois, House Republican
Lender GErRanp Forp, of Michigan, Senator
RusseLL B. LonNg, Democrat, of Loulsiana,
Se:iator GEORGE A. SmATHERS, Democrat, of
Florida, and Senator CLirrForD P. Casi, Re-
publican; of New Jersey.

‘3acking for FULBRIGHT came from Senator
JosEPH S. CLamrg, Democrat, of Pennsylvania,
wko found FULBRIGHT'S views ‘overdue,
sorind, and wise,” and Senator WayNE MoRSE,
Democrat, of Oregon, who supported FuL-
BRIGHT “100 percent.”

‘¥ithin the administration itself, most offi-

cials took a flat “no comment” position.
Pr.vately, however, they made no secret of
thair anger at FuLsrlGHT and implled that
Dcop’s reply had the tacit blessing of the
ad ninistration.

'Ehe sole exception to this “no comment”
steice was Defense Secretary Robert S. Mc-
Na:nara, who described Fulbright's criticism
of U.S. Ambassador W. Tapley Bennett as
“a;1 unfalr attack on a very dedicated and
very able Foreign Service officer.”

‘McNamars also sald there was.“no ques-
ticn in my mind” that U.S. cltizens in the
Dcminican Republic had been endangered
by the revolution. But he did not answer
FULBRIGHT'S assertion that U.S. officials had
overestimated the Communist threat.

Diopp, a clase friend of President Johnson,
charged FuLsrIGHT with a “tolerance of com-
munism” and said he “suffers from an in-
di: erlminate infatuation with revolutions of
all kinds, national, democratic, or Commu-
nist.”

‘The Connecticut Senator agreed with FuL-
BRGHT that the United States cannot beat
conmunism by siding with rightist elements
in Latin America and that the ‘“best hope
for, the future * * * lles with the parties of
the so-called democratic left.”

‘Towever, he argued, the situation in the
Dcminican Republic, when judged by any
criteria, showed a danger of a Communist
takeover -and required direct action.

"o buttress this contention, Dopp cited
Stite Department estimates of Communist
stiength within the rebel leadership, the
views of John Bartlow Martin, former U.S.
Anibassador in Santo Domingo, and the re-
part of a five-member Organization of Amer-
letn’ States Commission fthat visited Santo
Domingo shortly after the U.8. intervention.

I'he OAS Commission’s report stated that
Santo Domingo was in a state of anarchy in
the days after the revolution’s outbreak and
that the rebel ranks included several pro-
C:ktro figures. However, the report does not
stiite outright that the rebel movement was
Communist-controlled; and there has been
considerable controversy about whether the
Commission intended to imply that it was.

. [From the New York Herald Tribune,
Sept. 16, 1965]

CoMPARES IT TO BAY OF PIas—FULBRIGHT
CRITICIZES JOHNSON ON DOMINICAN INTER-
VENTION

(By Dom Bonafede)

WaASHINGTON —In a blistering critigue on
U.8. intervention in the Dominican Republic,
Senator J. WinLiam TULBRIGHT Yyesterday
ck arged the administration with committing
ar. illegal, monumental blunder comparable
tc the 1961 Bay of Pigs fiasco in Cuba.

During a speech delivered on the Senate
fivor, the chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee maintained that the unilateral
U 8. action of last April was characterized by
“tI nidity, over reaction and a lack of candor.

Hé contended that the April 28 decision by
President Johnson to send in the Marines
purportedly to protect American’ lives was
b.used on exaggerated estimates of the role
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played by Communists du_ﬁng the Domini-
can crisis. ’

“The danger to American lives was more

a pretext than a reason for the massive U.S.
intervention,” Senator FULBRIGHT declared.
HARDEST )

The speech by the Arkansas Democrat con-
stituted the hardest-hitting attack against
the U.S. action in the Dominican Republic
by a member of the Presidents own party.

In all probability, the Senator’s statements
will be used as ammunition by Republicans
in upcoming elections. On Tuesday former
Vice President Richard M. Nixon said in
Washington, that the Republicans are likely
to make foreign policy an issue in the 1966
and 1968 campaligns.

Without saying so fatly, White House
spokesmen indicated that the President was
piqued by Senator FPULBRIGHT’S remarks.

MOYE‘R.S

Presidential Press Secretary Bill D. Moyers
told newsmen, “I talked %o a number of offi-
clals in Government * * * who simply do not
’geueve the Senator’s conclusions are justi-

ed.”

Asked if they included the President, Mr.
Moyers simply replied, “a number of officials.”

Senator FuLBrIiGHT tempered his criticism
of Mr. Johnson by centering his attack on
U.S. Ambassador W. Tapley Bennett and un-
identified U.S. policmaknrs

“On the basis’of the information and coun-
sel he received, the President could hardly
have acted other than he did; it is very diffi-
cult to understand, however, why so much
unsound advice was given him, ” the Senator
remarked.

He disputed claims made by the United
States that it had intervened to save Ameri-
can lives; that U.S. troops in Santo Domingo
were neutral in the struggle between rebel
forces supporting former President Juan
Bosch and so-called government loyalists,
and that moderate elements among the
rebels sought asylum in foreign embassies
because Communists had seized control of
their ranks.

According to-Senator FULBRIGHT, “In mid-
afternoon of April 28, Col. Pedro Bartolome
Benoit, head of a junta which had been
hastily assembled, ssked again, this time in
writing, for U.S. troops on the ground that
this was the only way to prevent a Commu-
No mention was made of the
junta’s inability to protect American lives.

“This request was denied in Washington,
and Benoit was thereupon told that the
United States would not intérvene unless he
said he could not protect American citizens
present in the Dominican Republic. Benoit
was thus told 1n effect that if he said Ameri-
can llves were in danger the United States
would intervene. And that is precisely what
happened.”

On April 28, 4 days after the fall of N

Dominican President Donald Reid Cabral,
Mr. Johnson announced on television he was
ordering in the marines to protect Ameri-
cans. He made no mention of pro-Commu-
nist forces being involved. The New York
Herald Tribune, however, reported that the
unilateral action was being taken because
the administration feared a Castroite take-
over.

It was not until the following Sunday
that the President first publicly mentioned
the supposed Communist threat.

Senator FuLBrIcHT stated rebel leaders on
April 27, called at the American Embassy
“seeking mediation and negotiations” but
were rebuffed by Ambassador Bennett, who
interpreted mediation as a form of lnter-
vention;

“Twenty-hour hours later the a.mba.ssador
was pleading for the marines, and ever since
the United States has been intervening up to
1ts eyebrmvs * the Senator said.
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CHARTER ‘

The Senator sald thé U.S. military action
violated a provision of the Charter of the
Organization of American States (OAS)
which prohibits unilateral intervention by
members. S

“The administration has arguéd that there
was no time to consult the OAS, although
there was time to ‘consult>—or inform—the
congressional leadership. The United States
thus intervened in the Dominican Republic
unilaterally—and illegally,” he declared.

By such action, he said, “we thus encour-
age disorder and instability and thereby do
incalculable damage to our own long-term
interests.” B

The Dominican “venture,” he sald, alien-
ated “real friends” of the United States in
Latin America, interrupted the social demo-
cratic revolution in the hemisphere and pro-
moted communism by revealing a policy
which inherently supports military dictators
and ruling oligarchies. )

[From the Christian Sclence Monitor,
© 7 Sept. 17, 1965]
FULBRIGHT ASSAILS JOHNSON
(By Saville R. Davis)

WasHINGTON.—The personal power of the
Presidency, and the characteristically stern
use of it by Lyndon B. Johnson on many
occaslons, are under fresh discussion here as
the result of the Dominican revolution.

President Johnson hag tenaciously insisted
that everything was done right, and that
nothing was done wrong by his administra-
tion, in the Dominican crisis. His claim has
now been severely c¢hallenged.

Two separate developments in the past
fortnight contradlcted Mr. Johnson’s posi-
tion.

"One was an event. The President was
forced to overthrow the military leadership
in. Santo Domingo that his administration
had favored and supported with troops and
money at the start of the incident.

FULBRIGHT CRITICISM *

The other was a verbal assault launched
at the President's espousal of Dominican
military figures from the Trujillo dictator-
ship. J. W. FuLBrigHT, Democrat, of Arkan-
sas, chalrman of the Senate Forelgn Rela-
tions Committee, sald the United States had
thereby alined itself with a ‘‘corrupt and
reactionary oligarchy.”

Unless this was recognized as a “mistake”
and not repeated, he said, the actions of the
United States would increase the power of
communism in the hemisphere instead of re-~
duce it.

Unless the United States supported politi-
cal moderates, Senator FuLBRIGHT continued,
the choice would be between reaction and
communism. The embittered forces of demo-
cratic reform in the Americas, in his judg-
ment, would choose communism.

MEMBERS HOLD BACK

Several members of the Foreign Relations
Committee at once disassoclated themselves
from the FuisricHT statement, It was as-
serted that the chairman spoke for himself.
The White House was officlally silent, dis~
cussing a rebuttal. )

It was generally agreed in Washington,
openly as well as privately, that the Fulbright
statement could be the most serious chal-
lenge President Johnson has yet faced.

It began with the Senator’s statement that
U.S. policy in this affair has been charac-
terized “throughout” by a “lack of candor.”
This was taken as a direct reference to the
refusal of the President to discuss the inci-
dent on other than his owpn terms, and to
what one-critic called his “high-handed beat~
ing down of any criticlsm.”

METIHODS ASSAILED

There has been a rising undercurrent. of
concern here at the personal domination of

‘military junta,
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discussion and maneuvering which has been
the counterpart of the President’s successes
in establishing a *“consensus” in domestic
affairs and foreign policy. It affects lesser
officials, the press, and politiclans alike.

The President's supporters consider this &
drawback in #an ‘otherwise successful presi-
dency, and his opponents suggest that it is
an abuse of power and may undo him. Both
groups, however, have become more restive
as the President has ridden higher, -

“The President has effectively managed to
smother a really useful national debate on
this issue,” said one critic, “and the public
needs 1t. Few people are aware, for exam-
ple, that while vehemently rejecting any
criticism of his support for the Dominican
Mr. Johnson has worked
through the OAS [Organization of American
States] to terminate 1its power over the
democratic forces there.” ’

It is noted here that Senator FurBRIGHT
has ended his conspicuous restraint in criti-
clsm of the President up to now. He ex-
plained to this cotrrespondent among others
that he did not wish to upset the applecart
in a period of national crisls and that he felt
& responsibility to support the President.

DEBATE EXPECTED
In this case he waited until the heat of

the crisls subsided. But he did not deal
gently with Mr. Johnson, apart from the

polite device of blaming the President’s ad--

visers. He struck with what is being ranked
as unparalleled force, since Mr. Johnson be-
came President, at a policy sternly carried
out and defended by the President himself.

The Fulbright document in its entirety is
a root and branch condemnation of the
Johnson policy in the Dominican incident.
It will be hotly debated. Approval and dis-
approval already have begun to follow the
lines of battle that long since have been
established over the degree of the Commu-
nist danger in Santo Domingo and the best
method of.deallng with it.

But on the fact that this 1s a full-scale
challenge directly to President Johnson him-
self, no dissent is expected.

Mr. FULBRIGHT says he believes the United
States could have intervened briefly, to save
American lives, and then sought to help the
moderates organize themselves and to keep
power out of Communist hands—instead of
turning against the “only available forces of
democracy and soclal reform.”

Unless corrected, the Senator sald, this
policy would serve notlce on all reform
movements in the hemisphere, which inev-
itably” attract the Communists, that the
United States was against them.

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 16, 1965]
DoMINICAN ROLE OF UNITED STATES Is As-
SAILED—FULBRIGHT CRITICISM REKINDLES
Di1spuTE OVER INTERVENTION
(By John M. Goshko)
Senator J. WiLriAm FuLsricHT, Democrat,

-of Arkansas, yesterday attacked the United

States intervention in the Dominican Re-
public as a ‘‘grievous mistake” characterized
“initially by overtimidity and subsequently
by overaction.” -

FuLBrIGHT, chairman of the Senate For-

eign Relations Committee, charged that the -

U.B. actlon was the result of “faulty advice
glven to the President by his representatives
in the Dominican Republic at the time of
acute crisis.”

Speaking for more than an hour on the
Senate floor, FuLBRIGHT delivered the most
far-reaching and scathing criticism of the
Dominican intervention that has been ut-
tered by a U.S. offictal to date., Because of
his prestige and influence, the speech 1s cer-
tain to rekindle the controversy that broke
out last April when President Johnson or-
dered 24,000 U.S. troops into the midst of the
Dominican revolution.

"y
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PARALLEL DRAWN

FULBRIGHT drew .a parallel between the
Dominican intervention and the U.S. com-
mitment to Vietnam, saying:

“We are currently fighting a war in Viet«
nam, largely, we are told, because it would be
a disaster if the United States failed to honor
is word and its commitment. I do not see
why it Is any less a matter of vital interest
to honor a clear and explicit treaty obliga-
tion in the Americas.”

He was referring to the Organization of
American States ‘Charter, which explicitly
farbids OAS members to intervene in the in-
ternal affairs of any American republic.

Pointing to Latin Amerlcan fears that the
United States is obsessed with fear of com-
munism, he cited the Defense Department’s
preoccupation with counterinsurgency proj-
ects such as the controversial Project Came-
lot. These studles, FuLBriGHT said, ‘“claim
to be scientific but beneath their almost un-
believably opaque language lies as unmistak-
able military and reactionary bias.”

TESTIMONY TAKEN

FursriGHT sald he had reached his conclu-
sions about the Dominican situation after
listening to the testimony taken by the
Forelgn Relations Committee in a serles of
closed hearings during July.

Charging the administration with “a lack
of candor,” the Senator said, “The danger to
American lives was more the pretext than
a reason for the massive U.S. intervention.”

The roal reason, he asserted, was the ad-
ministration’s fear of a Communist take-
over—a fear based on “exaggerated estimates
of Communist influence in the rebel move-
ment."”

These “exaggerated estimates,” FULBRIGHT
sald, were the fault of W. Tapley Bennett,
U.S. Ambassador in Santo Domingo, and
other U.S. officials on the scene. He charged
that during the early days of the revolution
last April, they sent Washington reports
based on misjudgment of the facts, inade~
quate evidence, and false ipformation.

“It 1s not at all dificult to understand
why, on the basis of such faulty advice, the
President made the decisions that he made,”
FuLBRIGHT sald.

Because of this, he charged, the United
States lost the opportunity to channel the
course of the revolution toward an immedi-
ate restoration of Dominican democracy. As
a result, he said, the United States both
asllenated mass opinion in Latin America
and placed itself in the position of abetting
rightwing, militaristic forces in the Domini-
can Republic.

“It cannot be sald with assurance that
the United States could have changed the
course of events by sacting differently,” he
agserted. “What can be sald with assur-
ance is that the Unlted States did not take
advantage of several opportunities in which
it might have changed the course of events.

“The reason appears to be that, very close
to the beginning of the revolution, U.S. pol-
icymakers decided that it should not be
allowed to succeed. This decision seems to
me to have been based on exaggerated es-
timates of Communist influence in the rebel
movement and on distaste for the return to
power of Juan Bosch (former Dominican
president) or a government controlled by
Bosch’s party, the PRD (Dominican Revolu-
tionary Party).”

This hostility toward the rebels, he said,
seemed based partly on the officlal U.S. view
that Bosch had been an incompetent presi-
dent before he was deposed by a military
coup in 1963. Even more, he added, U.S.
diplomats and officials appeared to be mo-
tivated by fears that they might be held
responsible for “another Cuba” in Santo
Dominga. . :

In summarlzing his views on what hap-
pened in Washington and Santo Domingo
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during late April and early May, the Senator
made seven specific points.

1. The United States Intervened “not to
save American lives, as was then contended,
but to prevent the vlctory of & revolutionary
movement which was judged to be Com-
nunist-dominated.”

2. Although there is no doubt that Com-
munists joined the Dominican rebels, the
evidence offered the Foré¢ign Relations Com-~
mittee by the administration does not sup-
port “the assertion that the rebels were
Communist-dominated ar: certain to beccme
so ”

“The United States let pass its best
opportunit.ies to Influence the course of
events,” These occurred on April 25, when
the PRD requested Unifed States presence,
‘and on April 27, when the rebels, believing
themselves defeated, requested U.S. media-
tion for a negotlated settlement.

FuLBRIGHT sald the first request apparently
was rejected because of Johnson administra-
tlon hostility toward Bosch and the PRD and
the second because “i\mbassador Bennett
and the U.S. Government anticipated and
desired a victory of the antirebel forces.”
4. U.S. policy toward the Dominican Re-
public shifted markedly to the right “be-
tween September, 1863 (the date of Bosch’s
ouster) and April 1965. “Thus thé United
States turned its back on social revolution
in Santo Domingo and associated itseif with
8 corrupt and reactionary military oligarchy.”

5. “U.8. policy was marred by a lack of
gandor and by misinformation.” In this re-
spect, FULBRIGHT recalled that Mr. Johnson
asserted on June 17 that “some 1,600 innocent
people were murdered and shot, and their
heads cut off.” There is, FULBRIGHT sald, no
evidence to support this statement.

6. “Responsibility for the failure of Ameri-
can policy Hes primarily with those who
advised the President”—who in the critical
early days sent reports exaggerating the
Communist danger and who then recom-
mended military intervention.

7. The fear of “another Cuba” in the
Caribbean and its “possible effects on the ca-
reers of thosé who might be held respon-
stble” seems to have been ‘“the most im-
portant single factor in distorting the judg-
ment of otherwise sensible and competent
men.”

After he finished speaking, FULBRIGHT
was challenged sharply by the assistant
Democratic leader, Senator ' RusSerLn B.
LonG of Louislana, and by Senator GEORGE
‘A. SMATHERS, Democrat, of Florida.

LonG disputed FULBRIGHT'S contention
that the United States will jeopardize its
standing in Latin America if it opposes any
radical reform movement becfuse it might
have Communist support. So long as there
is.& hint or a possible Communist takeover,
Loxe asserted, the United States must move
against it.

SMATHERS agreed saying:
with trying to save a country from commu-
nism? What we ought to be doing is ap-
plauding the President as, thank God, 85
percent of the American people have done.”

At _the White Houise, Presidential Press
‘Secretary Bill D, Moyers said he had talked
to a number of officials “who simply do not
belleve that the Senatqr’s views are justi-
fied.” FULBRIGHT, Moyers added, seemed to
be expressing his personal opinions and was
not speaking for the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee.

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 16, 1965]
WESSIN Vows To ForM ORGANIZATION OF
EXILES

Mrami, FLA., September 15~Brig. Gen,
Elias Wessin y Wessin sald today he would
go to Puerto Rico soon to try and organize
“Dominican exiles there in a fight for what
he termed the recovery of democracy in the
Dominican Republic,

“What's wrong

Wessm who last night turned down the
{6b of consul . general here, did not give a
t(ate for going to Puerto Rico.

In Washington, the State Department sald
1he ousted general was in the United States
tin “deferred inspection status,” meaning the
(}overnment will dectde later whether to let
]um stay.

l‘.E‘rom the New York Times, Sept. 16, 1965]

1"ULBRIGHT DECrIES U.S. LATIN PoLICY—CRITI-
.- C1ZES DOMINICAN ACTION AS “FAILURE” THAT
.LED UNiteED STATES To BACK “CORRUPT”
- REGIME
(By Richard Eder)

WASHIN’GTON September 156.—Senator J. W,
I*ULBRIGHT, in a scathing criticism of the ad-
1ainistration, condemned today the U.S. in-
tervention in the Dominican Republic and
1aised serlous questions about Washington’s
policy in Latin Americg;

In a long statement, most of which he de-
Itvered in a spéech on the Senate floor, Mr.
1*ULBRIGHT, who is chairman of the Foreign
Nelations Committee and a major Democratic
¢pokesman on foreign policy, analyzed the
1Inited States decision to intervene-in the
Dominican Republie. .

. The statement was published in the Con-
(RESSIONAL RECORD.

. He termed the intervention a ‘“failure,”
tnd placed much of the responsibility for the
iailure on “faulty advice” given to President
Johnson by his advisers.

. Underlying what he characterized as an
initial “overtimidity” and a subsequent
‘‘overreaction” by the U.S. Ambassador, W.
rlapley Benmnett, in the critical days during
ihe outbreak of the fighting, Mr. FULBRIGHT
teald he discerned a wider tendency of the
1Inited States to suspect communism in any
¢ffective Latin American effort for soclal
change.
.:This attitude, he said, made it impossible
igr the United States to establish an effective
nolicy in Latin America where, he said, “the
1novement of the future * * * is social
1evolution.”

. Mr. FULBRIGHT’S speech caused considerable
(usplea,sure in the administration but little
jmublic comment by it. President Johnson is
understood to have read a copy of the speech
ihis morning, but officials in the White House
(lid not disclose what he thought of it.

. The President’s press secretary, Bill D.
14oyers, said this afternoon:

. “I talked to a number of officials in Gov-
ernment who simply do not believe that the
tienator's conclusion are Justified.”

. Mr. FULBRIGHT’S analysis of the Dominican
events withheld any judgment of what the
(onsequences of U.§. actions would be for
the Republic’s future, although he cited un-
lavorable repercussions among progressive
sroups throughout Latin America.

HEARINGS WERE INCONCLUSIVE

" The Foreign Relations Committee held 13
Irearings over the last 2 months, with the
witnesses being summoned almost exclusively
itom high levels of the administration. The
conclusions of the committee’s members,
when the hearings were over, were so dis-
]xarate that no report was issued.

"The United States lost a.valuable oppor-
iunity to influence developments in the Dom-
inican Republic before they got out of hand,
lie sald. The maln opportunity was when
ihe rebels met with Ambassador Bennett,
hefore the U.S. marines landed, and asked
Jiim to negotiate a settlement.

Mr. Bennett said he had no authority to
tlo so and that such an attempt on his part
xtould be “intervention.”

‘sMediation at that point might have been
tccomplished quiletly and peacefully,” Mr.
I"oLBRIGHT sald. “Twenty-four hours later
the Ambassader was pleading for the marines
fnd ever since the United States has been
intervening up to its elbows.”

o~
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The Umted States, while ma.intaining th’tt
its intervention was for the purpose of sav-
ing lives nctually was bent on preventing the
victory of the rebels, the Senator said. The
result, he added, was that for the first weeks
U.S. policy was assoclated “with a corrupt
and reactionary military” rule.

The Tresponsibility for exaggerating the
Communist danger and  the extent of a
breakdcown of law and order in Santo Do-
mingo lay with Mr. Johnson’s. advisers, Mr.
FULBrIGHT asserted. “I% is not at.all difficult
to understand why, on. the basis of such
faulty advice, the President made the deci-
slons that he made,” the Senator added.

[From the New York Times, Sept. 16, 1965]
WessiN To Go To PuErTO RICO

MramM1, September 15.—Brig. Gen, Elias
Wessin y Wessin said today that he would
go to Fuerto Rico soon. to try and organize
Dominican exiles there.

The 41-year-old officer, who was exiled from
his country by the new Government, said
he would lead a flight for what he termed
the reestablishment of democracy in the
Dominican Republic.

[From the Arkansas Gazette, Sept. 26, 1965]

LeTTER WRITERS SUPPORT FULBRIGHT'S
DOMINICAN REPUBLIC STAND

(By Ned Curran)

Senator J, WiLLIaAM FULBRIGHT'S main
problem may be overprecision.

It is certainly an important element in the
Dominican Republic storm that is swirling
about his head. And it has been and prob-
ably will continue to be an element in any
major FULBRIGHT utterances.

The point is that much, if not all, the
criticism the Senator has reaped for his
speech on U.S. intervention in the Carib-
bean stems from the finely shaded phrasing
and logic of the speech.

This was apparent as soon as he finished
delivering, his 10,000-word speech that ran
16 legal-sized, single-space pages. Senators
RusserL Lowna, Democrat, of Louisiana and
GEORGE SMATHERS, Democrat, of Florida, im-
mediately jumped to their feet, berating
FuLBRIGHT although they had listened to
the speech only kxriefly and did not appear
to have read it.. Lone and other subsequent
critics. did not even atiend the Foreign Re-
lations Conunittee hearings on which Fur-
BRIGHT based his conclusions,

It was less appsrent in the days that fol-
lowed, when critics had to be given the
benefit. of any doubt that they had digested
the speech. And yet some of the reaction
betrayed the fact that it was to mewspaper
reports of the speech rather than to the
speech 1tself. Some of 1t was reprehensible,
going so far as to accuse FuLBRIGHT of ir-
responsibility.

All of which the Senator actually brings
on_himself to some extent. And that leads
unavoldably to the concluslon that the real
problem may be J. WILLIaAM FULBRIGHT.

In the first place, FULBRIGHT is probably
the very last Member of Congress who can
He is almost totally
oblivious to time, opportunism, and headline-
baiting. He is jealous of the minor chores
and distractions which rob him of the op-
portunity to worry literally about the state
of the world and the true perspective of the
trite “hbig picture,”

His Dominican speech, therefore, was not
hastily or opportunistically conceived. Nor
was it really any departure from or innova-

tion in the mainstream of FULBRIGHT’S think-

ing. It was merely an extension and reitera-

‘tion of the theme he has been developing

In his public remarks for the past several
years.,

Characteristically, the speech was thor-
oughly thought out, carefully structured
and documented and’ precisely honed in or-
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ganization and wording. Xven s casual read-~
ing of it belies anything else. .
The result was one of the truly rare ex-
amples of an exhaustive and coherent dis-
cussion of a major subject by & member of
the Government, devoid of partisanship, ir-

" responsibility, politics, demagoguery, window

1

dressing, or ax grinding. It was, plainly,
too quletly cerebral, too careful and too long.

All FULERIGHT was really trying to say, as
he has before in other contexts, was that
the United States was precipitated into an-
other action by its preoccupation with com-
munism. It was preclpitant because it was
unnecessary, he reasoned, lmplying that it
18 a preoccupation because it keeps the coun-
try off balance, chronically discharging its
energy and attention in rising to meet a
challenge which might not be g challenge if
we didn’t keep rising to meet it.

His further implicit point was that then
we might have the added strength to deal
with more basic threats at home. He thus
came close to touching the nerve of mid-
ceptury America which is the probable delu-
sion that national high blood pressure may
be the unfortunate necessity of economic
health, :

But because he had manufactured a com-
blete tapestry it did not lend itself to the
divisible blacks and whites of politics nor
the necessary oversimplifications of news-
paper reporting. It is nearly Impossible to
reduce a Fulbright speech to an aural atten-
tion span or the restraining space of a news-
paper column, .

So he was condemned almost as much to
misunderstanding as he was to criticlsm. It
1s only unfortunate that the rebuttal hasn’t
been as carefully considered, complete and
brecise as the statement.

Surprisingly, despite all of this, the peo-
ble seem to agree with FULBRIGHT if the mail
his speech inspired is any measurement,

He had received, at this writing, 647 let-

ters addressed to his Dominlcan remarks.
A total of 584 support his position, only 63
opposed. :
. And perhaps more importantly, there were
but 12 letters from Arkansas, 8 to 4 in favor
of FULBRIGHT, This might indicate that Ar-
kansans elther don't care or tacitly agree
with the Senator. If the latter is true, that
1s all that really matters to him in the sum-
ming up,

[From the Arkansas Gazette, Sept, 26, 1965]

THE JUNIOR SENATOR SPEAKS OUT OoN INTER-
VENTION

Senator J. W, FuLsrRiGHT'S denunclation
of the U.S. intervention in the Dominican
Republic brought forth considerable edito-
rial commment,

Editor Paul Buchanan in the Batesviile
Guard: “Senator FuLsricHT'S speech in the
Senate last week sharply criticizing the John-
son- administration about our intervention
in the Dominican Republic makes sehse to
me. It is my candid opinion that the Presi-
dent is relying too much on advice from
officials of the Pentagon concerning foreign
affairs, .

“The President is an €xpert at handling
the Congress about domestic affairs but, when
an emergency arises outside the country, he
does not seem to have confidence in himself
and must rely on others for guldance,

“The sudden, sharp criticism of FULBRIGHT
by both Republicans and Democrats ralses

“ the thought that they are Jittery of the

President’s

capabilities 1in dealing with
foreign affairs and resent any such criticism
as being a dangerous ‘rocking of the boat.’ ”

The Petit Jean Country Headlight: “While
We suspect that Senator FULBRIGHT, this time,

the Dominican Republic, we can’t help but
be wary of Senator FULBRIGHT'S assessment
of the sltuation, B [ : :
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“We cannot recall a time when our Junlior
Senator has denounced a Communist as
forthrightly as he had L.B.J.s attempt to
thwart & Communist takeover.

“Nevertheless, we belleve that Senator Fur-
-BRIGHT 1s honest in his convictlons. And,
once he is retlred by another honest man
(who is not yet on the horizon), we hope he
will have the opportunity to return to his
former avocation—university president. He
might be welcome at Berkeley.”

The Warren Eagle-Democrat: “There have -

been times when the assorted pronounce-
ments of the junlor Senator from Arkansas
have seemed a bit ‘global’ for the motre con-
servative elements in this State.”

“As a maftter of fact, it’s always been a
source of amazement to us that a man with
the background of BiLn FULBRIGHT was ever
able to get elected in the first place back in
the forties in the predominantly rural,
mostly conserviive State of Arkansas.

“Perhaps Arkansas realized that, beneath
the Rhodes scholar sheen of BiLr, FULBRIGHT,
tl.ere was some flint-hard honesty and sin-
gleness of purpose—a, determination to do
his best for his country.

“This characteristic was never more appar-
ent than the other day when Brrr FULBRIGHT
got up on the floor of the Senate and pro-
ceeded to dismember the Johnson adminis-
tration’s Dominican Republic policies,

“We don’t know enough about the subject
to know whether FULBRIGHT or the adminis-
tration is right—and that isn’t the point of
this idscussion anyway.

“The polnt is this: You can't help but ad-
mre a man who will stand up and take the
leader of his party to the cleaners ¥ he thinks
the leader needs such a little trip. And the
courage and resolution of the action take on
added weight when it's remembered that
Lyndon Johnson and FuLBRIGHT are close,
personal friends. . i -

“To BmL FULBERIGHT, both politics and
friendship apparently take a second place
when the Interests of the Unlted States are
involved.

“That's the reason we're
be he ‘one-worlder’ or not.”

The Crossett News-Observer: “As we have
pointed out in these columns in times past,
Arkansas’ junior Senator, J. Wrirriam Fur-
BRIGHT, is & man of courage and much more.

“New evidence of this singular political
tralt was in ample view this week as the fur
began to fly over the Senator’s latest, well
thought-out comments on the Johnson ad-
ministration’s handling of the Dominican
Republic crisis of a few weeks back,

“Although he didn’t come right out and
say s0, Senator PULBRIGHT accused L.B.J. of
the same kind of ‘hip-shooting’ which was in
such lll-repute this time last year when at
that stage of the game it centered around a
fellow named Goldwater.”

The Morrilton Democrat: “The junior
Senator calculates what Latin and South
America need is a good revolution.. The
status quo, says FursricHT, should be ousted
forthwith. Maybe so.

“For our dough, FULBRIGHT 1s as much a
part of Arkansas and United States ‘status
quo’ as anything can.be. He's been Senator
s0 long we can hardly remember who he re-
Placed in that position,

“We wonder if the Junior Sensator can ex-
plain how he says the Latin and South
Americans need ‘new blood’ while he sings
& different tune here at home. Here, Fur-
BRIGHT and the rest of the ‘status quo’ have
a well-worn phrase: ‘It’s experience that
counts,’ ” C

The Nashville News: Senator FULBRIGHT of
Arkansas seems too enchanted with idealism,
revolutionary change and the “intellectual”
approach to world troubles, he has become
more of a 1965 Chamberlain than a source
of & calm reason,

proud of Mr. F.,

clsm aimed at Bennett,
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“His recent differences with the adminis-
tration’s handling of the Doqunican crisis
is another in s series of points to support the
above conclusion.

“Had the FULBRIGHT opinions dominated
In recent events, we would have more Com-
mies in depth in Cuba, weakened our status
in West Germany, pulled our synthetic rub-
ber plant in Yugoslavia and continued train-
ing jet pilots for Iron Curtain coun--
tries.

“Despite all of the gains made by com-
munism, the millions killed, captured or
controlled, the Senator is determined to view
this bloody plot against mankind as nothing
but a social revolution, a mild Boston Tea
Party. . '

“It isn’t, and the tragedy for Senator Fur-
BRIGHT is that his built-in glow of idealism
blinds him so completely to the bloody his-
tory of communism.”

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 22, 1965}

BENNETT GETS SUPPORT OF SENATOR
RUSSELL

Senator Ricuarp B. RUSSELL, Democrat,
of Georgia, yesterday accused critics -of the
administration’s Dominican policies of at-
tempting “to make a whipping boy” of Am-
bassador W. Tapley Bennett, Jr.

In a Senate speech, RUSsELL sald, “I vigor-
ously and categorically disagree” with con-
tentions by Senator J. W. PULBRIGHT, Dem-
ocrat, of Arkansas, and others that Presi-°
dent Johnson was a gullible victim of faulty
advice in sending troops to Santo Domingo,

FULBRIGHT, chalrman of the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee, voiced his criti-
cism in a recent speech.

RusseLL, chairman of the Senate Armed
Services - Committee, sald thht since Mr.
Johnson’s decision the “fighting was brought .
to & halt and we do not have another
Castroite dictatorship in the Caribbean
Isles.”

“It is a grlevous disservice io a dedicated
public servant,” RUSSELL said ‘of criticism
of Bennett, a native Georgian. The Sen-
ator recalled that he had served with. Ben-
nett's grandfather in the Georgla Legisla-
ture. )

RUSSELL said critlcism of Bennett was com-
Ing from those he called “some of our hind-
sighters.”

[From the Evening Star, Sept. 22, 1965]
RuUsSSELL BAcKS BENNETT ADVICE

Senator RiceArD B, RUSSELL 8ays critles of
the administration’s Dominican policles are
committing a grievous disservice by attacking
Ambassador W. Tapley Bennett, Jr,

The Georgia Democrat told the Senate
Tuesday he vigorously and categorically dis-
agrees with Senator J. W. FULBRIGHT, Dem-
ocrat, of Arkansas, and others who have con-
tended that Tapley gave poor advice to Presi-
dent Johnson before Johnson sent U.S. Ma-
rines to Santo Domingo.

Since Johnson’s decision, RusseLyn sald,
“fighting was brought to a halt and we do
not lave another Castroite dictatorship in
the Caribbean Isles.

“It is a grievous disservice to a dedicated
public servant,” Russern sald of the criti-
The Senator, chair-
man of the Senate Armed Services Commit-
tee, recalled that he served with Bennett's
grandfather in the Georgia Legilsature.

Some critics have contended that Bennett
overemphasized the extent of Communist
Influence among the revolutionaries during
the Dominican crisis,

Senator JoserH S, CrLARK, Democrat, of
Pennsylvania, who supported FULBRIGHT'S re-
cent speech attacking Bennett, sald hig eriti-
clsm of the Ambassador was not personal bug
was directed at his Judgment.
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[From Newsweek, Sept. 27, 1065]
MyTH AND REALITY II

For 13 closed-door séssions between April
80 and July 29, the Senate Foreign Relations
. Committee listened to administration testi~
mony on U.S. intervention ‘in the Dominican
'Republic. Chairman J. WiLLiAM FULBRIGHT
“ligtened hardest of all and emerged most dis-

-+ satisfied of all. And last ‘week in a nearly
empty Senate Chamber the Senator from
_Arkansas suddenly loosed a broadside at the

"1anding in Santo Domingo—and at U.S. Latin
American policy generally.

FULBRIGHT bluntly charged that the ad-
ministrations handling ¢f the Dominican
‘erisls ‘““was characterized ‘initially by over-
timidity and subsequently by overreaction.
» # » His criticlsm echoed his earlier salvo
agalnst U.S, foreign policy last year. In
that widely heralded speech, he spoke of
clinging t6 “old myths” in the face of “new
realities.”  Last week, the new reality he
stressed was the agpiration for reform in
Latin America and the ' inevitability that
Communists would attach themselves to re-
form movements. The old myth: the view
that Communist support means Communist
control. ) :

While there were certainly some Commu-
nists on the side of the rebels in the Domini-
can uprising, said FuLBRIGHT, the adminis-
tration failed to establish that Communists
controlled the revolt. And “intervention on

+ ine basls of Communist participation x4
_yeflécts a grievous misreading of the temper
of contemporary Latin American polities.”
If the United States automatically condemns
any movément involving Communists, the
. stathing counterattack came from Senator
THOMAS Dopp, & close friend of 1.B.J. FuL-
“gricHET, charged Senator Dobp, “guffers from
an indiscriminate infatuation with revolu-
- 4tons of all kinds, national, democratic, or
Communist.” :

T11 the hope of forestalling another Santo
Domingo, FULBRIGHT had knowingly staked
out a lonely position. Amid the swirl of

eriticism, that was just where he found him- |

_-gelf late last week.
[From the Washington ' Post, Oct. 4, 1865]
Long Savé FulspicaT Tark HURT UNITED
e . - Brates

senator RusseLl B. LONG, Democtat, of
Loulsiana, charged yesterday that Senator
J. WiLiam FULBRIGHT'S recent attack on
“the Santo Domingo intervention could be-
conie “the key factor in the Communists win-
ning an’ election * * * {n the Domirican
Repubiic. ‘ -
. Thé comments by LONG, asslstant Demo-
cratic Ieader in the Senate, marked the
Jgtest round in the controversy sparked last
month by PULBRIGHT, chalrman of the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee. The Ar-
kansas Democrat charged that the Urnited
“Btates has been \ihable to substantiate the
contention that the Dominican Republic
was in danger of a Communist takeover.

LoNe gpoke on the television program,
“paoe the Nation” (CBS-WTOP). He sald
FULBRIGHT'S speech '‘has hurt this country
tremendously all over Latin America” and
‘wotulld be cited by Dominican leftists as proof
that the U.S. action was “unjustified aggres-
sion.” '

TioNe said he doubted that the closed hear-

ings held by FULBRICHT'S committee were “in -

sufficient depth” to justify any action.
" The ¥uibright committee’s hearings in
July includéd testimony from most of the
sdministration officials who played key roles
in the Dominican intervention.
Tong also was asked about a resolution
pastied Féceritly by the House of Representa-
“-tiyes that has been widely interpreted as

tondening “unilaterdl’ intervention I any

hemispheric country where there is a threat
of “Communist domination.”

‘Laiin America.” He
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1% this, LoNe merely said he could under-
stand why the resolution was “regented in
defended the right of
the resolution’s sponsor, Representative
Ar-wisTEAD 1. SELDEN, Jr., Democrat, of Ala-
bana, to offer it, but added: “I am not
saylng that he was right or wrong.”

s the result of hearings held last week,
this Senate Foreign Relatlons Committee and
thi: State Department are trying to com-
poie a statement of United States Latin
Anmerlican polley aimed at counteracting the
adyerse reaction prompted by the Selden
retolution.

‘Meanwhile, criticism of current U.S. policy
in the Dominican Republic was volced by
Senator GEORGE MURPHY, Republican, of
Cslifornta, on the television program,
“Igues and Answers” (ABC-WMAL).
MirpEY charged that rightist Doniinican
Gim. Elias Wessin y Wessin, whom he de-
scibed as a stanch anti-Communist, has
been “spirited” out. of his country with
apparent U.S. cooperation.

[1rom the Washington Post, Sept. 19, 1965]
DOIMINICAN CHARGES BRING RASH OF FLAG
WAVING—FULBRIGHT'S CRITICS SIDESTEP THE

IssUE

(By John M. Goshko)

Senator J. WiLLIAM FULBRIGHT'S attempt to
provoke & debate on the U.S. intervention.in
flie Dominican Republic has called forth only
a babble.

Since Wednesday, when FULBRIGHT rose on

. t1e Senate floor to characterize the interven-

t on as a “grievous mistake,” the Washington
abmosphere has been filled with a great deal
of heat—and aimost no light. .

Those most directly affected by the Arkan-
s1s Democrat’s criticlsm, the top forelgn pol-
isymakers of the Johnson administration,
r ave retreated behind a wall of angry sllence.
/nd although thelr reticence has not been
shared by proadministration figures in Con-
gress, most of the retorts emanating from
Capitol Hill have been distinguished primar-
ily by their irrelevance to the charges ralsed
by FULBRIGHT.

.The sole exception has bheen Senator
rfromas J. Dopp, Democrat, of Connecticut,
whose lengthy Senate rebuttal on Thursday
vame directly to grips with FULBRIGHT'S cOn-
wention that the extent of Communist in-
fuence on the Dominlcan rebels had been
ixaggerated.

In the end, however, Dobp also went the
route of the others who rose in Congress to
shastize FuLsricHT. He implied that FUL-
BRIGHT, if not exactly soft on communism, is
somplacent about its dangers.

But even if this charge was conceded to be
100 percent accurate, it still would not con-
gtitute a reply to. some of the major ques-
tions raised by FULBRIGHT. And because of
his longstanding prestige as chalrman of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, they
are questions that cannot be disposed of by
ignoring them or by impugning the qualifi-
cations of the man who asked them.

PFULBRIGHT's questlons were prompted by
the testimony given his committee by ad-
ministration ofiicials during closed hearings
in July. In essence, what he sald was this:

That the intervention had resulted from
a panicky overestimation of Communist

“‘strength among the rebels, that the danger

to U.S. cltizens had been used as a pretext
to cover the anti-Communist basls of the
intervention, that it had placed the United
States on the side of reactlionary elements
and that the effect had damaged U.S. pres-
tige among progressive forces in Latin
Amerlcea.

Moreover, he added, U.8. actions had been
accompanied by misinformation and a “lack
of candor.” In this respect, he charged

- that U.S. officlals had sought almost from

the outset of the revolution to create a
Dominican military junta, that the Do-

answer questions.

October 22, 1965

minian military was told the United States
would intervene only. if they would say
American lves were encdangered and that
no proof has ever been offered to substan-
tiate Presldent Johnson's charge that “some
1,500 innocent people were murdered and
shot, and their heads cut off.”

Only seconds after FuLeriGHT finished
speaking, the tone of what was to come was
set by Louisiana Senator Russery B. Lowg,
the majority whip. In an arm-waving
classic of old-fashioned oratory, LoNG man-
aged to invoke his “daddy,” the Confederacy
and General de Gaulle in defense of the ad-~
ministration.

On the day following FULBRIGHT'S speech,
Secretary of Defense Robert $. McNamara
told a press conference he never had any
doubts that U.S. citizens.in Santo Domingo
had been endangered. However, McNamara
was silent in regard to FULBRIGHT'S assertion
that the danger also was being used to cover
up a move against suspected Communists.

Since then, there have been calls to rally
round the President, flag-waving diatribes
against the Communist conspiracy and ap-
peals for FULBRIGHT to “get back on the
team.” But there has heen no attempt to
answer or rebut him on a point-by-point
basis.

This 15 true even of Dopn’s speech. The
Connecticut Senator did tackle the ques-
tion of Communist influence by marshalling
virtually every available fact tending to
support . the thesis that the Communist
threat was real and pressing. -

His performance on this score was int=
pressive; and if he failed. to defeat FUL-
BRIGHT'S contention that the danger Wwas
overrated, he at least established the fact
that legitimate grounds for a debate do exist.

What was missing from Dopp’s speech was
any reply to FurericHT'S charge that the
administration engaged in duplicity. Yet
this is the very point that underlies most
of the ‘criticism directed agalnst the U.S.
action. :

Tt is also the point on which administra-
tion officlals have persistently refused to
Now, 1h the face of FuL-
sRIGHT’S challenge, they appear determined
to maintain this silence while hoping that
their friends in Congress will be able to
overcome the embattled Senator.

——

ADJOURNMENT SINE DIE

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate House Concurrent Reso-
lution 5217, which was read as follows:

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Benate concurring), That the two
Houses of Congress shall adjourn on Friday,
October 22, 1965, and that when they ad-
journ on said day, they stand adjourned sine
die.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

_send an amendment to the desk and ask——.

that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LeGISLATIVE CLERK. In lines 2 and
3, it is proposed to strike out the words

- wpriday, October 22,” and insert in lieu

thereof, “Saturday, October 23,” so as to
make the concurrent resolution read as
follows:

‘Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the . Senate concurring), That the two
Houses of Congress shall adjourn on Satur-
day, October 23, 1965, and that when they ad-
journ en sald day, they stand adjourned
sine die. '

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The,
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Montana.

The amendment was agreed to.
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