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President llonroo asserted in 1823 that any attempt on the part
of the 0ld World Powers to extend their political system to the
Westorn Hemisphere would be considered as dangerous to tho peace and
safoty of the United States. During the nineteenth century, the
Honroo Doetrine gradually became an effective instrument of U.S.
foreign policy. President Theodore Roosevelt extended the doctrine
from a protective attitude to ons reguiring active intervention by
the United States into tho affairs of any Latin American country
thet did not maintain itself in proper order. Subsequently, Pan-
Americanism grew into tho Rio Pact of 1947 and the Charter of the
Organization of American States. The United States end 19 latin
Anorican Republics are committed by those treaties to a collective
approach to hemispheric security. Common action, when so ordained
by the OAS, is prescribed to meet any threat to the hemisphere, and
unilateral intervention by one country into tho affairs of anothor
is prohibited.

Communism has made heavy inroads into Latin Amorieca ard eon-
tinues to present a serious threat. Yet, common aetion by the OAS
to meet this threat may not be timoly or adequate. Aceordingly,
thore appears to be a basie eonflict between U.S. determination to
contain communism and adheirenco to a policy of nonintervention.

Neither the OAS nor the United Statos intorvened in Cuba to
prevent eonmunisa from beinz implanted 90 miles from the U.S. main-
land. Subsequent U.S. actions failed to dislodge Fidol Castro's
govornment. In the Dominican Republic, the United States did inter-
vene unilaterally prior to formation of an inter-American foreo.
Although severely criticized for its aections in tho Dominiean situation,
tho United States is at least assured that & Communist govermuent will
not beeome ostablished thero in tho foreseeablo future.

This thesis analyzes the courses of action open to the United
States in combating communism in Latin Ameriea. Threatened Communist
assuriptions of power via legal and forecible means are considered.

It is econcluded that under no eircumstances should tho United States
stand idly by while another Cormmunist government is established in
this hemisphere. Aetion to eontain communisn preferably should be
taken throuzh the Organization of Ameriean States. However, should
the 0AS be unmivilling or unable to take the proper eountermeasuros,
the United States should not hesitate to tako the unilateral azetion
nocossary to vrevent Communist expansion.



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

SELF-DETERMINATION VERSUS COMAUNISHM

The United States has lonz advocated the principle of self.
dstermination for all pcoples. In addition, the principle provides
a cornerstone upon which the United Kations is founded. In an
address to the Genoral Assembly of the United Nations in 1961, Presi..
dent Kennedy caphasized the position of the Unitod States in this
rozard when ho stated: "That continuing tide of self-determination,
which runs so strong, has our sympathy and our support."1 Secretary
of State Dean Rusk, in a public address in 19564 eleborated when he
said:

Let me return to a scarlet thread of American policy.

Yhen we werc uniting ourselves as a nation of some 3

million people determined to be free, Thomas Jefferson

proclaimed that governments derive their just powers

from the consont of the governed. Let us recall that

our Founding Fathers considered it to be a proposition

for all mankind and not merely for tho American colonies.

That remains ou; cortmitment end the basis of our concern

with comaunisn.”

As indicated by Mr. Rusk, communien is incompatible with self-
determination. The spread of communism by the usual forcible methods

of revolution is not in accord with democratic processes. A Communisi

goverrment ostablished by a so-called '"Var of Liberation" doos not

Ljonn F. Konnedy, Public Pavers of the Presidents ~ 1951, Itenm
e, . B85

"“Uean Rusk, "Toward Victery for Freedom," Dovariment of State
Balletin, Vol. LI, Ho« 1319, 5 Oct. 1954, p. U457,
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derive its just powers from the conszent of the governed. An as-

i sumption of power of this nature is through the will of 2 small
minority who offer only a prectoxt of speaking for the people.
Accordingly, there is a basic ideologlcal conflict botwesen the
democratic and communistic societies. Yet, the ultimate goal of
international cemmunism cbviously is world domination. The United
States, being the leador of the Free World, opposes communicin on a
worldwide basis.

Not even the "bacl: yard" of the United States, Latlin America,
is immune to Communist penctration. As early as 1919, Communist
parties, or parties inclined toward Communist ideology were organized
in various Latin American countries. This area soon achieved & high
degroe of-importanco to the objectives of international comaunism.
At the 1934 Congress of the Third International (Cemintern), held
in Moscow, it was officlally stated that VYThe Iatin fmerican question
is of major interest, for the policy we &adopt there will corve eos
a precedent for other parts of the vorld."? Communist China also
bezan to exert concentrated effort in Latin America in 1958. Lin
Piao, China's Minister of liational Defense, specifically included
Latin America as a target for Chinese communiem when he wrote tho
following in 1945: “In the final aralysis, the whole cause of world

revolution hinges cn the revolulion2ry strugzlos of the Asilan, African,

(23]

“Pan American Unlon, Special Consultativs Committce on Security,
Against the Subversive Action of Intermational Communism, p. 11,
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and Latin Americon peoples who make up the cverwhelming majority of

the world's population."a

JMPORTANCE OF LATIN AMERICA

The United States is particularly concerned with Communist
activities in Latin America. This concern is not predicated entirely
on such high-sournding, altruistic concepts &s ""good neighborlincss"
or "humanitarian considerations."? National self-interest of the
United States is involved. Several aspectis contribute to the impor-
tance of Latin fmerica to the national interests of the United States.

The first is military securdiy. A glance at the map shows that
Mexico, the Caribbean area, and Horihern South America provide a
Uback yard" with a "“rear door'" directly into the United States. A
Communist or Communist-dominated regime in this area would constitute
a military threat to the United States. The second aspect is the
fact that Latin America is the source for the United States of
approximately 35 strategic materials. A few of these, especially
Chilean copper, Venezuelan patrolews, Brazilian quartz crystals, and
Guiana bauxite, have been vital for some time. The third point is
provided by the vast American econcmic interests in Latin America.
About 39 percent of the total forelgn private investment of the

United States is in Latin Amerlca. To thic large investment nust be

Hin Pi2zo, "Lonz Live the Victory of the People's War," Daily
Revort Supplement, Far fast, Foreign Broadcast Information Service,
No. 171 (85), 3 Sep. 1355, p. 22.

SThomas W. Palner, Jr., Search for a Iatin fnerican Policy, p. 17.
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added a total oxport-import irade cof almost the same magﬁitude.

Thus in terms of private business relations, Latin America rates
higher for the United States than any other part of the globe. 1In
addition, Latin America ean generally bLe relied upon to provide
political support to the United States. This support is partieularly
valuable in debates of public issues in the United Nations, where

the Soviet~Chinese nations normally vote as a bloc. As a last asgpect
of the iuportance of Latin America to the United States, an inter-
national example has been set by the inter-American system for
handling disputes and for protecting one another against outside
aggression. The system has served as an example, for it has taucht
member nations o exercise restraint in the face of freguent pro-

6

vocation.

U.S. DILEWGIA 1IN LATIN AMERICA

The United States has long recoznized the importence of Latin
Amorica. Historic tles between the two parts of the VWestern Hemi-
sphere have developed throughput the years. As a result, the United
States cannot accept 2 Comaunist government there under any eircum-
stances. Such a foreign dominated regime would be inhorently
hostile to the United States and implieitly contrary to the best
interests of the United States. Yet, comaunien continues its penc-
tration efforts in lLatin America. Cuba and the Dominican Republie

provide examples of thece efforts.

ézbli;, fas 18s3%



By the 1947 Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance,
the United States and the Latin American countries are comnitted to
a2 policy of collective sccurity. Coumon action against an aggressor
in the Western Hemisphere is to be taken through thc Organization of
American States (OAS). The United States and the Latin American
countries are bound not to intervens unilaterally into the affairs
of another member state.

However, U.S. self-interests demand that communism be prevented
from spreadinz further in Latin America. In preventing this expansion,
the United States is oblipgated to work through the OAS. For a number
of reasons, thc 0AS may be reluctant or slow to resist cormunism in
Latin America. For example, Latin American countries may not clecarly
recognize the threat to their national interests, or these countries
may not possess the will or capabillity to oppose Communist aggression.
The 0AS may delay for debate until it is too late to prevent a Con-
munist takeover. It therefore appears that the United States may be
faced with the dilemma of abiding by its collective security commit.
ments, but &t the same time, of leading the ficht against communism.,

This paper analyzes this dilemma., Past U.3. policles toward
Latin fmerica are reviewed; communism in Latin Amarica is discussed;
and present U.S. and 0AS commitmonts to collective security are pre-
sented. Case history studies of the establishment of a Comnunist
government in Cuba anc of the recent revolt in the Dominican Republic
are included in oxder to portray the results of U.3. actions in each
situation. Conclusions are reached concerning alternztives open to
the United States in the future in opposing cormunism in Latin fmerica.

:
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CHAPTER 2

PAST U.S. RELATIONS WITH LATIN AMEZRICA

Policies of the United States toward Latin America have eoveolved
over the years since the countrics of both parts of the Vestern Hemi-
sphore were in their infancy. An historical review in goneral teris
of past United States attitudes and relations with Latin America may

enhance understanding of current policies.

LATIN AMERICAN IMDEPENDINCE

ey

Vith the founding of the fmerican colonies, not only a new

country but also a new social order developed in the New World.

The notion was prevalent at the time that the break with Burepe

should be as completo as possible. It was considered that the New
Viorld and the Old %World were compleotely soparato and that nonentangle-
ment should bo ths truo basis of American foreign volicy.

BEvents in Latin fmerica soon brought into clearer focus the
popular belief of the separation of the 0ld and Mew Vorlds. The
Napoleonic invasion of Spain provided the impetus for revolt in the
Spanish colonies of the lNew VWorld. Juntas vere established in 1810
in several latin-American colonies ostensibly for the purveose of
holding the countries for Xing Ferdinard of Spain. Howevor, it soon
became apparent that these movements were the beginning of a struggle
for independence. Sympathy for the cause of Latin American inde-
pendence was widespread in the United States. The new Latin American
republics were considered to be part of the same world as the United
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States, completoly separate and distinct from the 0l1d World. By
1821, the facts of the situation pointed toward the complete success
of the Latin American revolutions. In 1822, the United States

recognized the former Spanish colonies as independent nations.

THiw MONROS DOCTRINE

In the meantimo, the sovereigns of Europe had bound themselves
together in a union called "The Holy Alliance." There was concern
in the United States that The Holy Alliance would act in the New
VWorld to rostore to Spain her former colonices. This concern resulted
in the Monroe Doctrine which was included in President lMonroc's
nessage to Congress on 2 December 1823, FEis message contains tvo
widely separated passages which pertain to Latin America. Farly in
the address, lMonroes stated that "the American continents, by the
free and independent condition which they have asswied and maintain,
are henceforth not to be considered as subject for future coloni-
zation by any European powcrs."l

In the closing paragraphs of the address, lonroe stated the
following:

We owe it, therefore, to candor, and to the amicable

relations existing between the United States and those

powers to declare that we shouvld consider any attempt

on thelr part to extend their politieal systen to any

portion of this hemisphere as dangerous to our peace

end safety. With the existing colonies and depen-
dencies of any Buropean power we have not interfered

ljames D. Richardson, Messazes and Papers of the Presidents,
Yol. II, s 209
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and shall not interfere. But with the governments

vho have deelared their independence and maintained

it, and vhose independence we have, on great eon-

sideration and just principles, acknowledged, we

could not view any interposition for the purpose of

oppressing them, or controlling in any other mAanner

their destiny, by any Zuropean power in any other

light than as the manifestation of an unfriendly

disposition towards the United States.
The Monroe Doctrine informed the world, in particular the Kuropean
chancelleries, of the Ameriean attitude toward the new republics of
Latin America. It asserted the superiority of American institutions
and implied the danger to the United States of any attempt on the
part of the Buropean powers to extend their political system to the
New World.

The Monroe Doctrine wvas in reality an expression of faith., It
did not provide justifiable reasons for Unlted States opposition to
European aetivity in Latin America. Dexter Periiins, author of a
elassical history of the Monroe Doctrine, and aceepted ag an authority
on the subject, states with assurance that the Holy Allianee had no
designs on the New Vlorld at the time of the Monroo Doctrine.> The
United States possessed little power with which to enforee the
ultinatun issued. Most continental nations rezarded the doetrine as
the nonsensieal utterances of an upstart weakling. Only irritation
and 1ittlo heed were paid initially by these states. Of signifieance,

however, is the fact that there were no protests on the part of any

Continental power. Also of significance is the fact that a history

2Tbid,, p. 218.
& oo gt s - o : ; :
“Dexter Perkins, A Mistorv of the ilonroc Doetrine, p. Sh.
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of the Monroe Doctrine for the next century represents a history of
United States relations with Latin America.

For the next several years, the Monroe Doctrine represented
1little more than words. Opportunities presented themselves for
invocation of the doectrine, but the American govermment remained
disintorested. In each instance, the United States maintained an
attitude of quiescence. For example, in 1833, France attempted two
separate naval enterprisos in the New World. One was a blockade of
Mexico and the other, a blockade of Argentina. Tho United Stataes
was quite content to let Great Britain interpose its good offices
ard bring both disputes to a close. Also during the 1830!'s, the
United States maintained an attitude of indifference to British
encroachments in ILatin America. Great Britain occupied the Falkland
Islands, extended the boundaries of British Honduras, seized tho island
of Ruatan, and consolidated itc protectorate of the lMosquito Indians
on the west coast of what is now Hicaragua. None of theso acts
provoked a protest from the United States.

President James K. Polk attempted to revive the Honroe Doctrine.
In his annual mossage to Congroess in 1845, he quoted pertinent para-
graphs of ifonroe's message and emphasized that "This prineciple will
apply with greatly increased force. . . '"h However, Polk!s message
failed to influvcence decisively any verding nezotiation since the

United Statos did not possess the material power to back up tho words.

. uRichardson, Massares and Paoers of tho Presidents, Vol. IV,
pp. 393-239.




Polk!s declaration served only as & reminier of a principle of
American foreign policy.

British encroachments in Central America continued in spite of
Polk's reaffirmation of the Monroo declaration. In 1848, Great
Britain occupied Greytown and clalmed it as part of the losguito
Kingdom. Greytown was significant because it was planned to be
one terminus of an interoceanic canal to be built across Nicaragua.
Saliador, Honduras, and Hicaragua appealed to the Unlted States
under tho Monroe principles of 1823. The ensulng controversy re-
sulted in the Clayton-Buliter Treaty of 1850 between the United
States and Great Britain.

_This tresty provided for the joint protection of the projscted
canzl, and the two governuents agreed that they vould not “erect or
maintain any fortifications commanding the same, or in the vicinity
thereof, or occuny, fortify cr colonize, or assume or exercise any
domination over HNicaragua, Coste Rica, the losquito Coast, or any
part of Central Amersca .S However, the ambiguous language of the
treaty did not prevent Great Britain from further extension of itis
influence in Central America. In 1852, the Critish decclared that
Ruatan, Bonacca, ard four neighboring islards wvere formed into the

British Colony of the Eay Islands.
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APPLICATION OF MONROE DOCTRINE

It was apparent that by the 1560's, the United States was grow-
ing intb the material power necessary to back up the lonroe UDoetrine.
The prineiples wero beginning to root both in America anc in Rurope.
Controversy raged in the U.S5. Congress concerning enforcement of the
Monroec Doctrine in regard to British arnexoetion oi the oay Islands.
Diplomatic notes on the matter werc exchanged between the United
States and Britain. Although British political leaders did not
acknowledge the binding force of Monree's principles, in practice,
the British retreated in Central Ameriea. By azreecment reached in
1860, Britein returnsd the Bay Islands to Honduras; the Mosquitces
were rocognized as under the sovereignty of HMiearagua and Honduras;
and Greytovm was made a free port. This instance represonts the
first successful application of the lMonroe Doctrine.

There wore othor applications. In 1851, Louis Napoleon of
France had attempted to estzblish a monarchy in Mexleo under Archduke
Maximilian. As the Civil vwar drew to a cloce, the Anmerican Secretary
of State, William H. Seward, undertook a series of dispatches with
the French, vho wore diplcmatically pushed step by step out of Mexico.
Similarly, the Honroe Doetrine was a dominant factor in bringing about
the downfall in 1365 of the Spanish reoccupation of Santo Domingo
row called the Dominiean Republic. Santzna, tho President of Santo
Domingo, supposedly had turned his country over to Spain as a result
of tho will of his people. levertheless, under U.S. pressure, the
Spanish withdrewr from the island after armed opposition to the Spanish
rezima developead.

8];



In this latter case, the people of Santo Domingo theoretically
exercised their right of self-determination in returning to Spanish
rule. However, the Spanish regime in Santo Domingo, once ostablished,
proved to be exiremely unpopular. Dexter Perkins states the following
in this regard:

The self-determination of Santo Domingo in 1851 was
a farce, and nothing more; the speedy devclopment of
armed opposition was to testifly to this fact; but tho
regime of Santana had gone through all the forms of
respecting the popular will; and vhatever the real
facts may have been, it was highly embarrassingz to
Seward, as it may easily prove to be embarrassing to
some future Secretary of State, to question the
procedure. It is by just such a plausible argument
as this, and by such means as wore cmployed by Spain
in Santo Domingo, that the subversion of American
liberties is likely to come about, if it comes about
at 211.0

Perkins refers to modern-day Communist efforts to penctrate tho
Western Hemisphore. He considers that Santo Domingo of the 1860's
providos an example of how communisam may succecd in the Western

Hemi sphere.

EXTENSICH OF MOITROE DOCTRIN:S

During the lattor part of the nineteenth century, American
statesmeon expanded the Monroc Doctrine to incorporate new principles.
Tho first corollary was expressed by President Grant in 1870 vwhen
be stated: |

The doctrine promulgated by President lonroe has been
adhered to by all political parties, and I now deem it

OIbid., ». 143.
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proper to assert the equally important orinciple that

hercafter no territory on this continent shall be

regarded as subject to transfer to a Buropean powcr.7
Another corollary that began to take.shape during this period was
that of prevontive action. The concept involved aciion by the United
States in ordor to forestall the use of force by Buropean powers in
the Few ‘.-z"orld.8

These two extensions to the Monroe Doctrine were tested in the
controversy over the Venczuela-Brilish Guiana boundary. This dispute
brewed off and on from ths 1840's to the 1890's. It was based upon
British claim to territory which the govornment in Caracas consicdored
to be part of Venezuela. Rupture in rclations between Great Britain
and Venczuela resulted. Venezuela appealed to the United States for
assistance under the Homroe Doctrine. President Cleveland issued a
virtual vltimatum to Great Britain demakding that the dispute be
arbitrated. Initially reluctant, the British finally agreed in 1896
to & prescribed perlod of fifty years! occupation of the disputed
territory as decisive of title. The final setitlement on this basis
greatly restricted the claims of the Britich govermment.

A third corollary added curing this period indicated that
Buropean participation in an interoceanic canal project would be
regarded as a violation of the i‘onrce Doctrino. This concept

culminated in the lay-Pauncefots Treaty of 1901, which replaced the

7Richardson, tHessares ard Papers of the Presidents, Vol. VII,
B 6ls
5

01

Perkine, op. cit., p+ 1856
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Clayton-Bulwer Treaty and which assured complete American control
of any transisthmian canal to be built. Shortly thereafter, with
covert encouragcuent from the United States, Panama achioved its
independence from Colombia, and the way was clearcd for construction
of the Panama Canal. Construction began in 1904 and was completed
ten years ;ater.9

In 1898, the United States intervensd in Spain's attempt to
put down rebellion in Cuba, which was then a Spanish colony. Thls
interposition of the United States was brought about by the dangers
and inconvenience of ncarby revolt, by the shocking barbarities of
the Cuban struggle, by the large U.S5. economic interests in Cuba,

10 Many considered this

and by the duty to protoct U.S. citizens.
action to be a violation of Monroe's assertion in 1823 that the

United States would not interfere M. . . with the existing colonies
and depordencies of any Ruropean power." Nevertheless, the Spanish-
Anterican Var was fought but was over quickly. As a result, Spain
relinquishod her title to Cuba, arnd Americans occupied the island.

By the Platt Amendmoent of 1901, it was stipwlated that American forces
wvould vithdraw from Cuba but that the government of Cuba should cone
sont 1o the exercise of an fmerican right of intervention "for the
preservation of Cuban independence, the maintenance of a goverament
adequate for the protection of life, property, and individual liberiy,
and for discharging its obligations with respect to Onba, il The

Platt Aumendment remained in effect until 1934,
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During Theodorc Roosevelt's presidency, tho thesis becamo
prevalent that if the United States would not pormit others to inter-
vene in Latin American affairs, it ought to intervene itself to
prevent or correct chronic wrongdoiné. This thesis was éxpresscd
in 190% when Theodore Rooscvelt declared that:

In the Western Hemisphere the adhorence of tho United

States to the Monroe Doctrine may force the United

States, however reluctantly, in flagrant cases of such

wro§g-doing or impotenfg, to the exercise of an inter-

national pollpe power.

Thus the "Big Stick! or Roosevell Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine
was born. Under this policy, the United Statez intervened in the
intornal affairs of Santo Domingo, Nicaragua, Horduras, Guatemala,
Mexico, and Haiti in order to preclude forcible intervention by a
Buropean powsr. This intervention varied in form from U.S. control
of a country's customs to actual landings of U.S..armed forces. The
Roosevelt Corollary was actively implemzented by the United States
through the Presidency of YWoodrow Vilson. A general attitude of
distruct by the Latin fmerican countries toward tho United States

resulted.

COLLECTIVE SECURITY

In the latter part of the nineteenth century, Pan-Americanism -
bezan to be discussed in the Vestern Femisphere. The First Inter-

national Conference of Americen S5tates was held 2zt Washington in

~
l“Edward Boykin, ed., Theodore Roosevelt'!s Fourth State-of..the-
Union Message, in State of the Union, pp. 354-355.
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1889.13 This new attitude becaue prevalent during the Hoover
Iadministration and was consumnated by President Franklin D. Roosevelt
in vhat he called the "CGood Neighbor Policy." It is generally con~
sidered that the basis of this policy was a memorandum dated

17 Decenber 1928, prepared by J. Reuben Clark, Undersecretary of State.
The Clark memorandum souvght to divorce Honrcelsa from the idea of

. l
intorventlon.l’

The new concept vas placed in official teras at

the Seventh International Conference of American States held at
Montevideo, Uruguay, in 1333, at wvhich the Undited States agreed to

a nonintervention formula in the internal or external affairs of

the Iatin American stetes.1d This new doctrine was elaborated upon in
1935, at which time the Amcrican states signed a new protocol declar-
inz "inadmissible' the intervention of any American state in the
affairs of another “"directly or indirectly, and for whatever reason."
The protocol went furthsr to stipulate that "the violation of the
provisions of this Article shall give rise to mutual consultations,
with the object of exchanging views and socking methods of peacefl
adjustment." Finally, it provided that "every queslion concerning
the interpretation of the present Additional Protocol, which it has
not been possibla to settle through diplomatic channels" should be
submitted eithor to conciliation, or to arbitration, or to judiciel

settlcmcnt.16

13}e;xinu, 6Ps, o1t b 342..343,

1Charles G, Ferwick, The Iﬂvgg*ﬂmpric?n Resional System, p. 18.

15ys Dept of 5tete, Conference Series No. 19, Zevort of the
Delezates of the Uniled States of America te the Soventh International

Coqlo?;pcc_pf inarican States, po. 13”19.

2 et e e . < ; .
Pan JAmericzn Union., Coniress and Confersnze Series llo. 27,
Inter-imericen Conferenca for the deinterance of Peace, ps F¢.




At a conforence in Hovana in 1940, the American states, to
include the United Statos, adopted a declaration which brought the
principles of colilective sccurity into the political field of Lalin
America. This daclaration stated:

That any atteupt on the part of a non-imerican state
against the integrity or inviolability of the territory,
the sovereignlty, or the political independence of an
American state shall be considered as an act of aggres-
sion against the states which sign this declaration.

In case acts of aggression are committed or should
there be reason to believe that an act of agyression
is being prepared by a non-imerican nation against

the integrity or inviolability of the territory, the
sovereiznty or the political indepenience of an
American nation, the stales signatory to the present
declaration will consult amonz theunselves in order

to ag{$c upon the measures it may be advisable to

take.

This statemsnt was designed primarily to establish international
control of any Latin smerican territory which might have been in
danger of fallinz into Hitler's hands. However, after World War II
and at the insistence of the lLatin governmnents, anotlier conference
of American states was called at Chapultepsec, near Hexico City, in
1345, There, tho principles of western hemispheric defense were
again agserted. It was agreed that an attack against one American
State would bs considered an attack against then all.

A new Pan American conference met at Rio do Janeiro in 19L7
to confirm by treaty tho principles of colleactive sccurity of the

Western Hemisphere. The resultirg Inter-American Treaty of

17pan Anerican Union. Conzress and Conference Series No. 32,
Report of the Jecond lostine of the Hinisters of Foreign Affairs

of tha lmericen Pemiy 5!
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Reciprocal Assistance defined aggression in explicit terms, listed
measures of sanclion, and provided the procedures for initiating
common action against a2 law breaking state.l8

The Anmerican Statos next undertook the drafting of an "Organic
Pact" which would give juridical form ard structure to their regionsl
organization, at that time called the Unlon of American Republics.
The document submitted to the liinth International Conferonce of
American States held in Bogotf, Columbia, in 1948, was adopted, with
rovisions, as the Charter of the Organization of American Statcs.
This Charter intesratod in concrete form the principles, purposes, and
policies that had been in the making since 1889.19

In 1951, & new era began in United States! relations with Latin
fmerica. In iarch 1961, President Kennedy outlined a ten-point pro..
gram, czlled the Alliance for Progress. Thls program emphasized the
need for riore solf-help as woll as additional American aid, for endinz
injustice as well as poverty, for reform as well as relief.?® The
Alliance for Progress came into belng officially at a meeting in
August 1951, of the Inter-American Zconomic and Social Council, held
at Punta del Zste, Urvguay. All members of the Organization of
American States, with the exception of Cuba, signed the Charter. It
states in part that

It is the purpose of the Alliance for Progress to enlist
the full energies of the pooples and govermients of the

18pan American Union. Inter-fmerican Treaty of Recliprocal
Assistance, Treaty Series Jo., 8, passim.

~7Pan American Union, 70 Years of Unitw, p. 1l.
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fmerican republices in a great cooperative effort to
accelerate the economic and social development of the
participating countries of Latin JAmerica, so that they
may achieve maximum levels of well-being, with equal
opportunities fcr all, in democratic societies adapted
to their own needs and desires.

The Unlted States agreed to provide significant assistancoe in nect-
ing this purpose.

It has been shown that the United States has followed various
policies toward Latin America. The lonroe Doctrine expressed &
protective attitude toward the Latin Aserican republies. This
attitude was based upon the determincd belief in the separation of
the 01d and New Vorlds. The Doctrine gradually grew in stature as the
povwer of the United Slates grew. Under Theodore Roosovelt, the
Monroe Doctrinae was reinterpreted to require frequent. United Statos!
intervention into the affairs of Latin fmerican countries for the
sake of good order of the ‘“Wostern Yemlsphere. Today, throuzh
various agreements anong the American States, the United Stales is
bound to & policy of nonintervention. 3ecurity of the Western Heni-

sphnere is to te maintzined through the collecctive action of the

American states.

2lninovican Repudlics Establich An Alliance For Progress," The
Departmant of State Bulletin, Vol. XLV, Mo. 1159, 11 Sep. 1981, p.
b Vg
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CHAPTER 3

COMMUNISM IN LATIN AMERICA

Through the nincteenth century and the ecarly years of tho
twentieth century, the policy of the United States toward Latin
America vas desi n51 to counter the threal poscd by such countries
&s France, BEnzland, Sp2in, Germany, and othors. lHowever, a new
threat to Latin America has now developed. This new threat is
international communism sponsored by Soviet Russia and Communist
China. Communism has a foothold in Latin America. In this chaplcer,
communisn's progress in Latin America and its influence today will

ba reviewed.

COILIUNIST STRATESY

In the early 1920's, the Comaunist Parties in Latin America
wore weak and uncoordinated. To strenglhen the movenent, tho Com.
munist Parties thore were centralized in 1929 uunder the direction
of a Secrctariat responsive to iMoscow. Since then, the centralized
direcction has bzen prescrved. Strategy and tactics havo been
plotted in accordance with the resolutions approved at the numerous
congrasses, meetinzs, and conferences of the Communist Party and its

related bodies.t

Ipan Anerican Unlon, Svecial Consultative Counittee on Security,

Against the Subversivs Action of International Cormunisn, p. 9 (referred
to herealter &s Pan imeriean Unlon, Azainst the Subversive Action of
Intarnationnl




The Seoventh Congresg of the Third Internxztional, held in 1935,
at Moscow, established a concept of creatins popular fronts throwgh
intensive use of intollectusls to participate in the various kinds
of electoral battles. The popular front theory is contrasted with
the insurrectional theory, which‘was supported by many and still is
heavily supported by the Chinese Communists. This thesis of the
YPopular Front" achieved considorable initial success in the labor
groups of Latin Aﬁerica.z Since then, the popular fronts have served
nany Communist purposes in Latin America. They have participﬁted in
the election campaipgns of democratic countries and in opposition
groups in countriss where dictatorships exist. They have supported
popular movemants on behalf of various causos, particularly revolu-
tionary movements that have been anti-imperialistic in nature. The
Communists have infiltrated labor unions, with a view to promoting
strikes, and have atteapted to win over stuient arnd young people's
groups, especially through the exploitation of nationalistic ideas.
Also, the Communists and thelr fronts have issued systematic propa-
ganda ebout the USSR to awaken onthusizsm for internationasl con-
muanisn over the desocretic system and have joined in false canpaigns
in favor of free trade ard pacifiem.

An example of Popular Frent operations is provided by ihe case
of Chile before and irmecdiately aflter Vorld Var II. Chile had be-
cone 2 socialist dictatorsnip under Carlos Mivile in 1932. lHowever,

/
Davila's government was overthrewm befors a thorough socialist

21e3d., op. 11-12.



revolution could be implemented, and Artuwro Alessandri was elected
President. Leftist groups broke completely frem Alessandri and
organized a Popular %ront. In 1938, the Popular Front candidate
for‘Prosident, Aguirre Cerda, was actually elected. His regime was
characterized by economic grewth and social reform. After Cerda's
doath in 1941, the Popular Front disintegrated because of strife
between the Communists, who were then friendly to the ixis, and
leftists ard liborals who vere not.2 A leader of the Popular Front
in Chile at the time was one Budocio Ravines, who later broke with
the Communists and recorded in detail his experiences with Inter-
national communism in Latin America.u In 1946, a radical, Gabriel
Gonzhlez Videla, was elected Prosident of Chile. Gonzalez Vidola
revived the Fopular Front,for he considered that the Conmunists
might be useful allies. He included three Comaunists in his cabinet.
After the Communists tried to take over the military and the bureau-
cracy and abused the President, Gonzilez Videla dismissed them frem
the cabinet, broke diplomatic relatiens with the Soviet bloc, and
had the party temporarily outlaved.?

In 1950, representatives of the South American Communist Parties
loyal to ioscow met in Honteovideo, Uruguay, to develop new Latin
Mnerican strategy and to coordinate the struggles involved. Rec-
emmendatlens of the meeting covered direct coalition of Communist

groups with bourgeois govermments, agitation to incite rebellion,

3John =. Fagg, Latin America: A General Historv, po. 897-892.
ttudocio Ravines, The Yenan “lav, passim.
5Fagg, on. cit., p. 900.
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deception of tho massos of bourgeois goverrments, revolutionary
extremism and sabotage, a united front of Communist Parties and all
forms of organizations of the masses, and social revolution in any -
country that 'was "prepared." Although for the first timo the Latin
Anerican Communist Parties were granted permission to doternine their
own objecctives and strategy, the obligation continued to recognize the
leadership ad authority of tho Communist Party of the Soviet Union.
There is no question that tho Communists have achieved a degreo
of success in Latin America. Guatemala and Cuba arc examples of
this success. Communist success in Cuba is covered in Chapter 5.
In Guatemala, comnunisin started a marked rise when the military
dictatorship of President José Ubico was overthrown in 194%. This
was the cue for many exiled intollectuvals, some with pro-Communist
leanings, to return to Guetemala. In this latter category was Juan
José Arévalo, who wvas olected President in 1945 vhen Guatemala's new
constitution was adopted. Arévalo encouraged participation of
Comnunists as individuals in the administration of political and
labor groups. During the Arévalo adminisiration, virtually all of
the futurc Communist Party leaders were at one time or another on
tho public payroll. Dominztion of labor iovements was achieved by

1

the Communists. An orzanized Communist Pariy wvas established in

¢

Guatemala in 1947, although its existence initizlly was not pro-

7
clained openly.®




The Communists worked loyolly with revolutionary parties to
bring about the elccﬁion of Jacobo Arbenz as Arévalo's successor.
This csmpaign was successful, and Arbenz vas inavgurated President
in 1951. The Communist Party of Guatemala emecrged as an open ard
legal party. Arbenz, in coalition with the Communists, procecded to
place Guatemala on the road to bscoming & Communist state. This
path was followed until the Arbensz governnent was overthrown in
1954 by an anti-Communist 1iberation army led by Colonel Carlos
Castillo Armas. Castillo Armas became Provisionnl President in
September 1554, and Guatemala resuned a democratic covrse. OF the
Communist overthrow, President Eisenhower stated that Y"The people
of Guatenala, in a magnificant effort, have liberated themseclves
from the shackles of international Communist direction and reclainmed
their right of self-determination." Howevaer, the Communist Party
of Guatemala has managed to continue to operate sscretly.7

Various subsoguent international Communist meelings brought
about the transition of Soviot Communist policy to ona cf "peaceful
cocxistence.”" At an important mocting held in Moscow in 1959,
emphasls was again placed on Latin América, and it was decided that
iOperation Anmerica® would once more be directed exclusively from
the Kremlin. Solidarity with Cuba was a fundamental objective of
the prozram developsad.

In 1951, the Latin Amorican Conference on National Sovereignty,

-Bconomic Emancipation, and Peace was held in Maxico City under the

—
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auspices of tho latin American Office of the Vorld Peace Council.
Its real purposo appears Lo havo been to develop new steps to extend
communism in the Vestern Hemisphere. Basic agreement was reached
at this conference to pursue the campaign against the United States
with the greatest possiblo animosity; to dovelop a plan for the
econaonic émancipation of tho Lztin fmerican nations; to sot uwp a
single Latin fAmerican central labor offico; to encourage the for-
mation of the Afro-tisian-Latin American bloe; to conszolidate the
advance of the Cuban revolution; and to promote a "conference" of
representatives of the underdeveloped countries of Asia, Africa,
Oceanla, and Latin America.8
By this time, a challenge had arisen to loscow'!s control of
Comnunist activities in Latin America. Red China bogan exerting
concentrated effort in Latin America in about 1958, At the Congress
of Peiping held in 1959, attended by 20 delegates from nine lLatin
fmerican countries, the Chinese Communist leaders recommended
"insurrectional tactics against the advance of Yankee imperirlisnm
in Latin America! and strossed the urgency of creating an Afro-Asian-
Latin fmoerican front.9
Svbsequently, China has conducted an offensive in the American
heni sphere involving provagandlstie, economie, subversive, cultural,
and other aspectis. Comunist China appears to be employing three

nothods of infiliration into latin American countries. They are the

8Pan American lnion, Against the Subversive Action of Inter-
natiopal Communisa, p. 19.
IS s i
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direct immigration of Chinese military and paramilitary adyisers
into Cubza; the use of trade and cultural missions; and the dissemi-
nation of propaganda in Latin America by the Kew China News Agency
(HSINHUA), which has staffs in 11 Lalin Amorican countries, 10
Attributable to these activities is the féct that pro-China guerrilles
are now activs in Honduras,~Guatcmala. Colombia, Venezuela, Peru, and
Bolivia,
In January 1956, a three-continent (Africa, Asia, and Latin
Mmerdca) Communist conforence was held in Havana. This conference
called for ”ﬁhc use of every form of struggle necessary, incluvding
arined battle , , M in advancing the aims of iﬁternational con-
munisn. Althouzh the Soviet Union mansged the conference, leading
figures attending were representatives of national liberation move-
ments in such Latin American countries as Guatemala, Venezusla,
Colombia, and Feru. It is implied from the conference that Cuba
is the new world headquarters for a master plan to subvert Latin
American governments and to accalorate guerrilla warfare in the

VWestern -Hemisphere.l2

COIZUNIST PARTY STRENGTHS

Until 1957, Communist gains in Latin America were offset by

losses. However, since thatl year when the US5SSR astonished ard

10ys Conzress, Senate, Subcommitiee to Investigaleo the Admin-
istration of the Internal Security iAct and Other Internal Security
Laws of the Committes on the Judiciary, Red Chinese Infiliration
Into Latin Americz, pp. 2-4.

Liinid,, p. 20,
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impressed ths world with the launching of ths first earth satellite,
the climate for Communist operations in Latin America has improved
significantly. The present Comaunist Party strengtn in Latin

hmerica is reflected in the following chart.

COMAUNIST PARTY STREBIGTHS

IJ‘\TIN l\‘,_‘R‘LC \

Communist Sino-Soviet
Caylibbean Party Menbership  Legality Split
Cuba 35,000 Yes Neutral
Dominican Republic 1 No Soviet
Haiti 1 No 7
Jamalca 0 Yes —ra
Central. fimerica
Costa Rica 300 No Sovietl
El Salvador 200 Mo Sovict
Guatemala 1,300 o Soviet
Horduras 2,400 o Soviet
Mexico 50,000 Yes Split
Nicaragua . 250 o Soviet
Panania 400 No Soviet
South America
Argentina 65, 000 Yes Soviet
Bolivia 4, 500 Yes Soviet
Brazil 31, 000 No Split
Chile 27, 500 Yes Soviet
Colonmbia 13,000 Yes Split
Feuador 2,500 o Split
Paraguay 5,000 No Split
Peru 8, 500 No St
Uruguay 10,000 Yes Soviet
Venezuela 50, 600 No 7

Stren
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13US Dept of State, Fureau of Intellivence and Research, Vorld
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As of January 1955, il was estimated that Communist Party
nembership in the 21 Latin American republics totaled about 285,000,
A nmuch larger nuaber--perhaps four or five times that number--are

! . g
e largest Communist Parties or fronts

Communist sympathizers.
are to be found in.Hciico, Argentinz, Brazil, Chile, and Venezuela,
plus of course, Cuba, where the Communist Party is in pOWer.15 The
Comrunist Party of Argentina is the largest such party in Latin
America, but it has conly limited political offectiveness.16 The
Comnunist Party of Chile is probably the most pelitically effective
Communist party in South fmerica? with the party of Venezuela also
being cxceptionally strong.18 The once~powerful Commurist Party
of Guatemala has been trying with only partial success to reacquire
a mecasure of the influence it had during the Arbenz chime.19
Comanunist parties are lcgal in eight of the 21 Latin American
States listed. The Communist parties of 11 of tho 21 nations are
pro-Soviet in the Sino-Soviet difference in views, while the remain-
inz ten are either split or neutral. Hany of the Latin American
countries have more than one Commmunist Party with some supporting
the Soviet Union and others leaning toward Communist China.

Communist success in Latin America has never stemmed directly

from the size of the Cormunist Parties but rather from the ability

1uDorothy Dillon, International Communism ard Latin America -
Prospectives and Prospects, p. 30.

1ostate, lorld Strenszth, pp. 7-1%.

167bid., p. 142.

I7Toid., p. 7.

1875347, o. 155,
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of the Communists to associate themselves with popular nationzl
causes and to exploit nationalist sentiments, particularly those
having an anti.United States oricntation.zo Labor, youth, and
intellectuals have traditionally been the major targets for Com-
munist efforts in Latin America, for it is among these groups that

discontent, dissatisfacltion with tho status quo, ard impatience
for social change ere most likely to bs present. Probably the most
dangerous thrext from internation2l communism at the nresent tine

; ; . ; 2], . e
lies in the field of organized labor. Communist methodology
employed indicates that the main danger which Latin America faces
today is not open armed attack but instead, subversion of political

Fal

institutions in tho interests of a foreign power.

Inid., p. .



CIIAPTHER b
LATIH AMERICAN CRGANIZATION FOR SECURITY

A more detailed examination of the current Latin American
organization for sccurity is appropriate in view of the Communist

threat described in Crnapter 3. The cfficial bases for this socurity
organization are the Inter-fmerican Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance
frequently referred to &s the Rio Pact of 19 ¥7, and the Chartef of
the Organization of American States, drawn up in 1348, Original
siecnatories of beth of these important docunents were the United
States and the twenty Lafin Amofican Republics as follows: Argentina,
Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rieca, Cuba, Dominican
Republic, Zcuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, iexico,

fiecaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Uruguay, and Venczuela,

RIO PACT OF 1947

The Rio Pact of 1947 defines aggression as an unprovoked atiack

against the territory, the people, or the land, sca, or eir forces

iists neasures of canction, including

cr

of another state. The Pac

the possible use of armed force. It provides that common action

against & law breaking state might be taken by a two-thirds vote,
and that the decision so taken would be biuding on all States, with

the sole exception that no State should be required Lo use armed

fOTuO wvithout its own cornsent. . Further, the treaty defines the

Lpan fusrican Union. Int

can Treatv of Recinroczl
1
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scope of common action to incluvde Greenland, Canada, and much of the
polar regions within the oporation of a colloctive guarantoc.z

Thus, tho States of the HNew World are bound to act togother
against aggression, and againglt aggression not only in Latin Anerica
but in the cntirc.Westurn Hemd sphero, brosdly defined. In deter- |
nining tho oxtent of the commnon 2ction to be taken, the United States
has agreed lo abide by the vsrd;ct of the Council of the Organlization

of American States, even though the U.S. vots may be in the minority.

4

CEHARTER OF THE ORGAULZATION OF AMWRICAN STATEH

E

The complcmentary tfcaty to tho Rio Pact is the Charter of the
Organization of fmerican States (0AS), which was sizned by the 21
American States a2t tho Nintn Internationzl Conference of Anmerican
Statos, hold at Bogotf, Colombia, 30 March~2 May 1948. Article 6
of the Charter says that "States are juridically equal, enjoy equal
rights and equsl capacity to exercise these rights, and have equal
duties."3 This principle confirms the requirement for the United
States to confora when outvotled,

Articlo L of the Charter states the purposcs of the OAS. One
such purpose is "To provide for commnon action on tho pari of those
States in the event of aggression."u Article 5 roiteratos the

assertion made at Chapultepee in 1945 that "in act of aggression

2Dexter Perkins, A History of the Monree Doctrine, p. 355.
“JPan American Unlon. Charter of the Orzanization of American
Staggﬁ, pe 3.
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against one American State is an act of eggression against all the
other American States."? Articles 2l and 25 are pertinent in this
respect and are quoted below.

Article 24: Every act of aggression by a state against
the territorial integrity or the inviolability of the ¢
terrltory or against the sovcrc1gntj or political inde-
penuence of an fmecrican State shall be considered an

act of eggression against the other American States.
Article 25: If the inviolability or the integrity of
the territory or the sovereignty or political inde.
pendence of any American State should be affected by an
armed atltack or by an act of aggression that is not an
arned attack, or by an cxtra-continental conflict, or by
a conflict between two or more American States, or by
any other fact or situztion that might erdanger the
peace of imerica, the iAmerican States, in Ffurtherance

of the principles of continentzl solidarity or
colloctive seli-defense, shall apply tho measures and
procedures established in the special treaties on the
suvject.

Reference to '"'special treaties" in this latter article portains
to such trecaties as the Rio Pact requirinz the two-thirds vote for
action. MHowover, theso articles concerning aggression in general
are vague and do not spell out the specific conditions warranting
OAS action. With many diffcrent viewpoinls represented, it would
appear that any decision for OAS action would reauire considerable
time-consuning dcobate. This would be particularly truc in thosc
cases in which common action against Co"ﬂun¢st activities in Latin
America was being considered. The Communist tactics of infiltration

and subversion, rather than overt ezgression, do not facilitate clear-

cut decision in comniltese deliberations.

5I\1d., p- 3.
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Also of significance are the articles of the 0AS Charter con-
cerning intervention. Artieles 15 and 17 are pertinent in this
respect and are quoted below,

Article 15: 1lNo State or group of States has tho right
to intervene, directly or indireetly, for any reason
whatever, in the internal or external affairs of any
other State. The foregoing principle prohibits not
only armed force but also any other form of inter-
ference or attenpied threat against the person2lity of
the State or againgt its political, econonmic and
cultural elements.”

Artiele 17: The territory of a State is inviolable; it
may nol be the object, even temporarily, of military
occupation or of other measures of force taken by another
State, directly or indirectly, on any grounds whatever.
Ho territorial acquisitions or swecial advantages obtained
either by force or by other means of coercion shall be
recognized.”?
Based upon these articles, it is apparent that the United States is
forbidden to intervene unilaterzlly in the internal or external
affairs of another Americen State under arny circuastences vhatever,
and lhe U.3. has agreed to this principle. any basis for intervention

that the U.5. may have must be tzken up with the 0AS for consideration

of common action.

OAS ACTIOQN AGATHNIT CQLIUNISH TN GUATIMALA

The 04AZ has teaken steps lo clarify its position with respect
to communien., For example, the Tenth Inter-Anerican Conference, held

in Caracas, Venszusela, in 1954, was called to consider the threat to

8mid., p. L.

Ibid., p. 5.



Western Hemispheric security posed by the pro-Comaunist government
in Guatemala. 7This conference condemned "the activities of the
international Communist movement as constituting intervention in
American affairs" and expressed "the determination of the Amorican
States to take the necessary measures 1o protect their political
independence. . . 110 Secretary of State Dulles pointed out that
the Caracas Dcelaration ". . . made clear that collective action to
eradicate internationai communisn is not an act of intervention but
an act to uproot intervention." The declaration contributed to
the success of Castillo Armas! liberation aray in bringing about the
downfall of ths Arbenz regime.

The United States, as the leader of the Free Vorld, is deter-
mined to contain communisnm, and it often appcars that the United
States is the only country with the power and will to do so. TYet,
tho Rio Pact and the Charter of the 0AS bind the U.S. to a multi-
lateral approach to hemispheric security. Based upon various
declarations, the 0iS apparently realizes the threat of international
communien. However, so:ious questions are reised as to the effective-
ness of the common defense systas to which the United States is

committed.,

loPan Amorican Unilon, Tenth Inter-imerican Conference, Confer-
ences_and Organizations Series do. 33, p. 9.
US Dept of State, A _Case listory of Cowunist Fenetration -
Guatenala, p. S.
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CHAPTER 5
RESULT OF NOWINTERVENTION: CURA

Cuba provides an example of how communisa can becomoe installed
in Latin America in spito of eofforts of tho Organization of American
States and of the United States. Cuba is now a Communist state. It
has been said that the post.-ilorld War IT turbulence of the cold war,
the Cuban's shame of widespread corruption; and his resentment of
Batista's unexpected overthrow of Cuba's prcmising democratic develop-
ment in 1952, furnished the necessary background of anxiety, distress,
and crisis among the Cuban poople for the Communist takeovcr.l This

chapter cxamines Cuba's transition to communien.

REVOLUTION IN CUBA

Fidel Castro, the leader of Comnunist Cuba, begzan his revolu-
tionary activities at an early age. In 1947, when he was only 21,
he participated in an invasion of the Dominican Republic in an
unsuccessful attempt to overthrow the governmant of Generalissimo
Trujillo.2 Also, there is evidence that in the follouwing yecar, he
participated in tumultuous rioting at Bogotér Colowbia, during the
preparation of the CAS Charter by the Ninth International Conference

of Anerican States.3

Liard M. Morton, Castro As Charismatic iero, v. 7.

George I. Blanksten, Fidel Castro and Latin America, p. 1.
bid.,
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After graduation fron law school in 1950, he was nominated an

Grthodoz Party candidate for the Cuban Congress from a supposedly
"safe! district in Havana., The elcetion never came about, however,
7

for Fulgencio Batista y Zaldivar soized Cuban powver from Fric
Socarris in a coup dtetat on 10 larch 1952. Fron that day on,
Castro seemzd to possess a sense of mission to overthrow Batisla,
Shortly afler Batista's assumption of power, Castro filed a briefl
with the Court of Constitutlonal Guarantees asking that Batista's
government bo declared unconstitutioral. Uthen the Court rejected
the plee, Castro turncd to revolution against the Datista regime.

On 25 July 1953, Casiro led an attack on the military post,
Moncada Barracks, at Santiago in eastern Cuba. This attack, called
the 26th of July Movement, was unsuccessful, and Castro was tried
for his efforts. In his owm defense, he dedicated his revolution
to "a new Cuba, clean of all past errors and niggardly amwbitions."
In addition, he mentionsd agricultural refora, profit-sharing lavs,
ard nationalization of public utilities, ard he prowised restoration
of the Constitution of 1940. 1Most of thess platform planks had been

ention=d belfore in various roform movements of one kind or anothcr.u
Castro was imprisoned until 1955, at which time he was roleased
through amnesty, butl he then left Cuba and spant almost two years
in exlle, principally in Mexico. ile and 2 emall band of guerrillas
returned to Cu2a in December 1955, and continued the revolution from

the Sierra ifaestra nountains in eastern Cuba, During 1957 and 53,

k.

iorton, op. cit., ©. 20.
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Castro often spoke of free elocltions, national scvereignty, freedom
of information, agrarian reform, financial stability, and retri-
bution for Batista and associates.5 There wag, however, no clear
platfora that indicated Communist association.

In March 1953, the Committee of Cuban Institutions, which
included virtually every important anti~Batista organization on the
island, appealed to the Uniled States to force the resignation of
Batista and to insist on the holding of fair clections.6 R U8,
State Deopartment emissary did inform Zatista that he would have to
hold fair elections or leave so that fair clections could be held,
but the United States did not enforce its demand. However, the
United States did cut off arms shipments to Balista. This action
not only weakened the military forces of Batista but also undermined
his regime psychologically for it appeared that the United Stales
had withdrawn its support of Eatista.7 In fact, there vas a sharp
division of opiniecn amonz U.S. State Department officials in regard
to Bstista anl Castro, and this uncertainty helped to produce &

U.S, policy that nore or less drifted with ovcnts.8 There were
rumblings in the United Statses of Casiro ties with communism, but
there was no ciear identification of this fact or public comdemnation

of his activitics. General sympathy for Castro's revolution prevailed

in the United States.>

ZIbid.
Ibid., ps 24,
?Theodore Draper, Castro's Pevolution--ilyths and Realities, p. 39.

Robert F. Smith, ‘hat Haovened in Cuba?, p. 253.
Jiorton, on. cit,, pp. 242

TSP ALY

a
5

St



Batista fled Havana on 1 January 1959, and Fidel Castro entered
triwmphantly soon thereafter. On 7 Janvary 1959, the United States
recognized Castro's Provisional Govermnent and expressed goodwill

tovard Cuba.lo

REVOLUTIONART AFTERUATH

_Castro made an unofficial visit to the United States in April
1959. T that time, he stated to a U.S. audience: "YWe are against
all kinds of dictators, vhether of a man, or a country, or a class,
or an oligarchy or by the military; thet is why we are against
cor:muni...‘.”l1 However, Castro soon showed increasing signs of serving
Communist ends. In this rezard, Premier Khrushchev declared on 12
July 19560 that the lonroe Doctrine was dead. President Eisenhower
responded by saying that he would '"not permit the establishment of
a reglme dominated oy international communisa in the Western Hemi-
sphero."12 The State Department followed up the President's state-
ment by reaffirming that Ythe principles of the fonroe Doctrine are
as valid today as thoy wore in 1823 when the doctrine was proclaimcd."13
Despite the lbbnroe Doctrine, vigilance stimulated by the cold war,

ha 0AS, ard U.S. pover, might, and influence, comtunisa was planted

B @ Mezerik, ed. Intornational Review Seorvice, Cuba ard
the United States, p. 14, o
IlCastro!s Cuba. Challenzo to the Americas? Great Docisions
1954, 1954, p. 49, -
lang, 5. stand Azainst Reds in Cuba Has Its Roots in lonroe
Doctrine," New York Tinmes, 19 Apr. 1951, p. 13.
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some 90 miles off the U.S. mainland. This fact was confirmed on
. 2 December 1961 when Fidel Castro declarcd: "I believe absolutely
in Marxism. Did I bellieve in it on Januvary 1, 19597 I believed on
January 1. « + « I am a Marxist-Leninist and will be a Marxist-
Leninist until the last day of my 1ife."14

Critics have charged that through its trecatment of Castre after
he came to power, the United States forced Cuba to the left and into
the Communist camp. lowever, ecvidence indicates that ihe Fisenhower
Administration actually lcaned over backwards to maintain friendly
relations with the Castro regime. R. Hart Phillips of the Now York
Times wrote:

The United States did not, as many claim even yet, push

Castro into the arms of the Communist countries. It was

one and one-half years before the U.S. tcolt any action

against Castro, despite the fact that Americans had bsen

imprisoncd without cause, American.owned property con-

fiscated, the U.5. accusad of all types of aggsression,

cormerce practically cut off between Cuba and the United

States, a vicious canpaign carried on ageinst the United

States in Latin Anerica, and armed exvpeditions sent out

. . . E
from Cuba to overthrow other governments in L2tin America. Lo

S

In fact, Castro had expropriated almost $1 billion in U.S. properity
without conmpensation before the United States impossd econonic
ainst Cuba.

sanctions a

&

L : . : ; ; :
1’Pan Amgvrican Unlon, Sp2cizl Censultative Committes on Sscurity,
Against the Subversive dction of Interrational Cosucunism, p. 27.

[se2Y RN Y . v
15R. Hart Fhillips, The Cuban Dilemma, p. 350.
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0AS AWD U.S5. ACTIOUS

Castro had no sooner come to power in Cuba than various Latin
American nations began to complain that they were being invaded and
infiltrated by foreign elements. The Fifth Heeting of Consultation
of IMinisters of Foreign Affairs convened at Santiago, Chile, in 1959,
to consider these complaints. This moeting rosulted in the
Declaration of Santiago which stated that "“The existonce of anti.-
democratic regimes constitutes a violation of the principles on

wvhich the Organization of American States is founded and a danger
Wi
L]

to united and peaceful relationships in the hemisphere. . .
Howeveor, the principle was reaffirmed "that no state or group of
states has the right to intervene, directly or indirectly, for any
reason whatever, in the internal or external affairs of any other
state. . . ."17 Two subscquent Meetings of Consultation considered
the specific case of communism in Cuba. Tho resulting Declaration of
San Jose, Costa Rica, among others, (1) cordemned intervention by

an extra-continental power; (2) rejocted Sino.-Soviet attempts to

nake use of internal situations of any Amsrican nation; and (3)
reaffirmed the principle of nonintervention.t® In January 1952,

the Zighth leecting of Consultation of ldnisters of Forelgn Affairs

vas held at Punta del liste, Uruguay. This meeiing vas significant

e

lb?an American Union, Fifth Meeting of Consuliation of !Ministers
o Forslan &fTaivs, Plhal Ast, pe 5
%C{;bi.d., p. 5.
“Pan Amorican Union, Saventh leelinz of Consultistion of
=

bers of Forelgn iffairs, Final Aet, p. &,
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because it declared that '“tho principles of comaunism are incom-
patible with the principlés of the inter-American systcm“19 and that
'the present Government of Cuba has voluntarily placed itsclf outside
the inter-American system."ZO Thus, Cuba was formally expelled from
the 0AS, bringing OAS membership dewn to 20. United States! efforts
to obtain additional sanctions against Cuba wers genorally rebuffed.

In the fall of 1950, tho United States implemented a trade
embargo with Cuba. Then, in April 1961, the United States organizcd
the abortive Bay of Pigs invasion in which Cuban refugees vere to
liberate their homelard from communlem. However, this attempt was
a miserable failuro.

During the summer of 1952, Soviet Russia increased its ship-
ment of military equipment to Cuba. In spite of Soviet contentions
to the contrary, the United States csoon discovered that theso ship-
nents of military equipment included such offensive wcapons as
nediun and intermediate range ballistic missiles amd medium rango
Jot bombers. In unilateral action, President Kennedy demanded that
the Soviets dismantle tho offensive missile bases and remove the
missiles and bombers from Cuba.?t Premier Khrushchev finally agreed,
and this was accomplished. In support of the President!s unilateral

actions in the Cuban missile crisis, the Congress of the United

19pan fmerican Union, Eighth Meetinz of Consultation of Ministers
of Foreien Affairs, Final Act, p. 6.

zgg.big.‘_t p. 1h.

2ljohn F. Yenncdy, "The Sovietl Threat to the Americas,' Depart-

& i . @

ment of State Bulletin, Vol. XLVII, No. 1220, 12 Nov. 1952, p. 718.
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States issued a resolution (S. J. Res. 230) in September 1962 which
states in part as follows:

That the United States is determined--(a) to prevent by

whatever means may be necessary, includirg the use of

arms, the Marxist-Leninist regime in Cuba from extending,

by force or the threat of force, its aggressive or sub- »

versive acltivities to any part of this hemisphere. . . 2
This expression of tho sense of Congress implies that tho United
States may be obliged to tako further unilateral action in prevent-
ing the spread of Cuban influence.

Castro focctivoly concealed the true nature of his revolution.
Regardless of the reason, neither the OAS nor the United States
effectively opposed the planting of cormunism in Cuba. Subsequently,
the OAS expolled Cuba from the inter-American system, and the United
States, in unilateral actions, organized the Bay of Pigs operation
and forced the Soviet Union to withdraw offensive veapons from Cuba.

However, Castro's Communist government remains in power and

jllustrates the consequences of the lack of effective intervention.

ressional Record, Vol. 103, Part 15,

o Sy

2233 Congress, Con
p. 20005.
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CHAPTER 6
RESULT OF INTERVSHTION: DOMINICAN REPUSLIC

Honintervention in Cuba resulted in the establishment of a
Communist government in the Western Hemispherc. An antithetic
event is the Dominican rebellion of 1965, in which the United States

unilaterally and actively intervencd.

REVOLT IN THE DOMINICAN REPUSLIC

The history of current.problens in the Donminican Republic begins
with the assassination on 30 lMay 1951 of ths Dominican dictator,
Rafael L. Trujillo. Aftcr Trujillo's death, President Joaquin
Balaguer oxerted efforts to liberelise political andveconomic 1ife
in the country, but his mecasures did not satisfy the vast majority
of the people. To meat this dissatisfaction, in December 1951,
Balagucr formed & Council of State which had both exccutive and
legislative powers and vhich included representatives of the
opposition to his governmment. On 16 January 1962, Balaguer resigned,
and after a short atteupt by military elements to asswae control,
the Council of State, under the presidency of Rafael F. Bonnelly,
remained as the provisional govermment. In December 1952, the first
freo elections in 33 years were conducted undér the supervision of
the OAS. Juén Bosch, promising sweeping refoims ard economic
developmont with full respc;t for civil liberties, was inauvgurated
2s President on 27 February 1953. Posch lasted only soven nonths;
he and his governmeni w;re ovarthrown by military coup d'etat on
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25 September 1963. The lcixders of the amed forces turned over
power to another provisional regime headed by a three-man civilian
junta. This group, headed by Don2ld Reid Cabral, agreed to surrender
office to an elected government after & two year mandatc.l
In tho spring of 1965 (24 April) supporters of Juan Bosch,
the former president, began an armed uprising against the ruling
triunvirate of Reid. These rebels, composed of civilian and nlli-
tary groups who wanted to bring Dr. Bosch back into power, seized
radio stations in Santo Domingo and vicinitye They set off a
vave of street demonstrations arnd declarcd that the Reid government
was overthrown. The rebels were then confronted by a ccunterthrust
of military lcaders opposed to Dr. Bosch. Air attacks were directed
against the Presidential Palace and other robel strongholds. On
26 April, fighling mounted in intensity between pro- and anti-Bosch
forecaes. A rebel regime headsd by Acting President José Rafael Molina
Urchia, supposedly holding power perding Dr. Besch's roturn, armed
thousands of eivilians who roamed the streets clashing with the anti-
Bosch forces. A U.S. lavy task forco arrived off Sante Domingo ready
to evacuale thosec azmong the 3,000 or moro U.S. civilians in the
country who wanted to leave. By the fellowing day (27 Lpril), anti.
Bosch forces led by Erigadicyr General L1ias Wessin y Wessﬁn, vho had

verthrown Dr. Posch in 1963, appeared to have gained the upper hard,

Q

as Acting President tolina Urcia agrecd to step down. The United

1"U.S. Policy Toward Communist Activities in Latin America,"
Conzressional Dizest, Vol. &k, No. 11, Hov. 1955, p. 264,
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States began evacuwating its citizsns from the Dominican Republic.

On 28 April, large sections of Santo Nomingo woro still in the hands
of the rebesls, but a threc.man pitlitary junta, loyal to General
Wessin y Wessin, was "sworn in." However, in the midst of full scale

civil war, the junta's authority was purely thcorotical.2

UNITAD STATES INTERVENTION

That same day, on President Johnson's orders, %400 U.S. marines
landed in thoe Dominican Reopublic because "American lives are in
dangoer [;hd authoritioes thep§7 .« s+ o &8re no longer able to guarantee
their safcty."3 This was the first such U.S. landing in a Lalin
American country in 30 .years. On 29 April, additional UJ.S. marines
ard airborne trocps landed in the Dominican Republic as savage
fighting continued. The evacuation of American cilvilians went on.
For the first time, it vas indicated that the function of U.S. forces
in the Dominican Republic was not only to protect the continuing
evacuation of Americans. It wvas announced that a mission of U.S.
forcos was alsc "to ses that no Communist Government is established
in the Domdnican Republic.”h

As U.S. troops continued to land, the Organization of American
States, at &« meeting called by the U.S., voted to summon the foreign

niinisters of the Anmericas to consider thso serious situation in the

2Tbid., pp. 264265,
"Dominican Revolt--The U.S. Steps In," lew York Times, 2 May
1965, Section !, p. 1.
1 e |
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Dominican Republic. A ceasc-fire proposcd by the OAS and the Papal
huincio in the Dominican Republic was accepled in principle by the
rebels and the military junta bul was not respected. President
Johnson in Waghington said: "Therco ars signs that pecple trained
outside the Doninican Republic are soeking to gain control."5 The
0AS voted to send a five-man peace committee (cemposed of repreosen-
tatives of A¥gentina, Brazil, Colombia, Guatemala, and Panama) to
the Dominican Republic to attempt to bring about a cease fire.

On 2 May, President Johnecon stated that tho uprising "began as
a popular democratic rovolution" but that its control was seized by
Ma band of Communist conspirators.”6 He dirccted the continucd
landing of U.S. troops in the Dominican Republic in ordesr to "prevent
another Communist stete in this hemisphcre."7 On & May, the rebels
proclaimed Colonel Francisco Caamafio Defis as the constitution2l
President of the Dominican Republic and called foi withdrawal of U.S.
troops. On 5 May 1955, a formal cease fire was negotiated by the
OAS peaco commission. This cease fire was virtually ignored, however,
for over two wecks, for fighting continued during that time and still
continues sporadically. The U.S. government made available to news-
nen lists of Communist and Castroist leaders accused by President

Johnson of seizinz control of the Dominican uprising.8

S1bid.,
"U.S. Policy Toward Communist Activities in Latin America,"

W
L4



On 6 M2y, the U.S.-sponsored resolution to creats an inter-
American military forc\ to help reslore peace and constitutional
government in tho Dowinican Republic was approved at 2 mecting of
Consultation of OAS Foreign Ministers. On 7 liay, the anti-Bosch
forces set up a five-man civilian military junta, headed by General
Aptonio Imbert Barreras, to replace the threc.man junta. There wvas
no agreement, however, between the rebels and the junta os to the
government to be established. By 17 lay, U.S. forces in the Domirndcan
Republic had boon built up to about 22,000 troops. Tho United States
offered to turn these troops over to the inlter-American military
force.? On 21 May, a temporary truce was signed, and the United
States began withdrawing troops not needed by the inter-hmerican
force. U.S. troops remaining are to be withdrawn on order of the OAS.

Finally, on 23 June, both sides accepted an 0AS proposzl to
form a coalition govermment, and on 3 Septenber, a provisionsl
Dominican government embracing both sides came into bolng. Thls
government was headed by Dr. Héctor Garele ~30doy who continues zs
the provisionil President. At the end of nine nonths, general

elections arec to be held.

REACIICN TO U.S. INTERVENTION

The United Stales landed troovs in the Dominican Republic withe

.out 043 authority. It was Mafter.the-fact" that the inter.iniorican

9ibid., p. 265.



nilitary force was created under the OAS. U.S. unilateral intor-
vention provoked widespread criticiem from wmeny sources, to includm
the Latin American countries. The source of the criticism was the
Mhridespread asswiption--at home and abroad--that U.S. intervention
marks a return to 'gunboat diplomacy.'"lo

Cuba violently attacked the United States by saying that the
Dominican people "wore fighting the most brutal repression.'
Castro backers pointed to the U.S. lamdings as proof of Cuba's neced
for a large armed force to repol any United Statos atlempt to inter-
vene in Cuba's affairs. Moy, the Communist ncwspaper of Havana,
said that "thg United States interforonce has, as always, been
cynical, shamoless and monsirous." Hoy continued by saying that the
United States has uscd the same preotext it has enployed “umany times
in the history of Latin America to occupy its countriocs, set up
tyramnies, get hold of local reosources, and trample on, strike and
huniliate our peoples.“ll

Chile expressed official criticism of the landings by calling
for "immediats and collective a2ction of the 0AS instead of unilateral
measures."1? Venezuela called for an immcdiate emcrgency mooting

of the OAS to cope with the Dominican situation. Peru termed the

U.S. landings as "lamentable" and a "reverse" for the inter-American

10“Dominican Republic: The Fecessary Risk," Time, 11 Jun, 1955,

p. 3311
Paul Hoffman, "Cuba Assails Marine Landing; Other latins
Express Concern," New York Times, 30 Apr. 1965, p. 14,
12upction by 0.4.8. Sought," lew York Times, 30 Apr. 1965, v. 14,
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system. Further, Peru stated that "It is truly lamentable that in
this caso it has damaged the sovereignty of an indcpendent nation. 3
Argentina described the landings as intervention. Although U.S.
delegates in the OAS insisted that, urnder international law, any
nation may scnd tréops to protect its own citizens where domestic
authority breaks down,; several Latin fmerican delegates cited the
U.S. action as a direct violation of Article 17 of the 0AS charter..™

U.S. intcrvention'in the Dominican Repuklic and its consequences
prompted considerable debate in the United States concerning hemi-
spheric security. In August 1955, Representative Armistead I.
Selden, Jr. of Alabama, introduced a2 resolution in the U.S. Houso of
Represcntatives, dcsﬁgned to express the sonse of the House on United
States policy in this arca., Known as the Selden resolution, it passed
the house on 20 September 1955. The resolution (H. Res. 560) states
in part that in view of tho thrcat of international commuwien to the
Western Hemigphere,

Resolved, that it is the sense of the House of Represen-
tatives that

(1) any such subversive domination or threat of it violates
the principles of the Monroe Doctrine, and of collective
security as set forth in the acts and resolutions heretofore
adopted by the American Republies; and

(2) in any such situation any one or more of the high
contracting partics to the Inter-American Treaty of
Reciprocal Assistance may, in the exercise of individual

or collective self-defense, which could go so far as resort

L3upeyru Finds Intervention," Yew York Times, 30 Apr. 1955, p. 1&.
Yohn W. Finnsy, "wWashington Declares its Right to Protect
tmerican Lives," ilew Tork Times, 30 Apr. 19565, p. 1.
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to armed force, and in accordance with the declarations
and principles above stated, tzko steps to forestall or
combat intervention, dominzalion, conltrol, and colonization
in whatever fornm, by the subversive forces known as inter-

nationa] communism and its agencies in the Western Hemi-

sphere.~
This resolution supports the President's actions in the Doninican
Republic and makes it quite clcar that the House of Representatives
considers that circunstances may warrant future unilateral inter-
ventions by the United States.

The Dominican situation presents a classic form the key problem
facing American foreign policy in Latin America--a problem that has
become particulariy acuto gince the trivmph of Castro communisu in
Cuba.16 Yhile cormmitled to 2 policy of nonintervention, the United
States did intervens in the Dominlean Ropublic. Regardless of
discussions concerning the extent of Communist influence in the
robellion, however, it is assured through the U.S. actions that there
vi1ll not be a Communist governmment in the Dominican Republic in the

foresceable future.

15ys Congress, Conzressional Record, Vol. IITI, No. 173, p.
234 53i

6“Dominican Revolt--The U.S. Steps In," Hew York Times, 2 Hay
1955, Sectisn U Da s
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CHAPTER 7
CONCLUSIONS

Communisn can come to a Latin American nation through two
possible nmethods. The first is that a Communist government could
be olected in a latin American country. The Communist Party is a
legal political body in several Latin Auerican countries and thus
is freo to run cardidates in any clection of these countries. This
method is exenplified by the pro-Communist Arbenz government which
was legally elected to power in Guatemala in 1951. Legal assumption
of power by the Communists is most apt to ocecur in one of the Latin
Anerican nations whore the Communist Party is legal. Discounting
Cuba, these ccuntries are Jamaica, Mexico, Argentina, Bolivia, Chile,
Colombia, and Uruguay.

A secord mothod of Communist take-over is through the use of
force. Such technique usuwally starts by infiliration and subversion
by Communist elements and later bursts into full scale guerrilla
varfare for control of the country. This methodolegy is illustrated
by the caze of Cuba wheore control of the country was obltained by
force of arms without consideration of the popwlar will. Forceful
assunption of power by the Communists is most apt to occur in such

Lztin American countries as Colombla, Venezuela, Guatemala or Pernu,

cr

where Comnunist insurgency is in the inclipient stage.

No matter vhatl courss the Cormmunists adopt to seek power, the
United States appears to have two 2lternatives in opposing a
. Possible Communist talke-over in a Lalin American country. The
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first elternative is to intervene multilaterally through the CAS,

a course to which tho U.S. is committed if legal intervention is to
occur at all; the second alternative is to intervene unilaterally,
as in the Dominican Republic. Each of the two alternative courses
of action will be considered for each of the two possible methods of
Communist assumption of power. The alternative of no timely U.S.
action to mest Communist expansion in Latin America would constitule
tacit acceptance of another Communist government in this hemisphere.
This course is ruled out as being contrary to the national interests

of the United States.

LEGAL COMUNIST ASSUMPTION OF POWIR

The first situation te be examined is a Communist take-over or
threatenex! tako-ove} via the lezal route. An example of such a
situation would be provided if Mexico were to tuin Communist legally.
The United States would undoubtedly be severely critized if the U.S,
wero to intervene unilaterally with armed force to overthrow a Con-
munist Latin American govermaent that had come to power through the
legzally established proeedures of that country. Such a Communist
assumption of pewer would represont the exercise of self-determination

4

by the people of the country concernsd. Armed intervention on the part
of tho United States would bs contrary to & principle to which the

U.S. has 1oné acdhered.,

-3

his leaves intervention throuzh the 0AS as an aeceptable

-~
alternative wnder sueh circumstances. The Unlted States should refer
the matter 1o tha 0AS for consicdgration of the sanetions to be

v



imposed upon the country in question, if any. It is highly unlikely
that the OAS would vole for armed intervention. Sanctions most
likely to be imposed by the OAS would probably include economic and
diplomatic measures designed to bring aboul the collapse of the
Communist government. Fowever, experience has shown that such
measures stand little chance of success in the face of determined
support of a Communist.govermnent by the USSR or Red China,

With another Communist govermment in Latin America and ineffective
0AS measures to counter it, the United States viould be faced with
hard decisions. The best possibility open to the United States
would appear to be the encouragement and support of indigenous forces
in opposition to the Communist government in power. However, U.S.
encouragenent and support should not be limited becauso of fcar of
eriticism that may result., The Bay of Pigs invasion of Cuba proved
that half-hearted and insufficient support has disastrous con-
seguences. U.S. support efforts should be sufficient to assure
success. The downfall of the offending Communist government would
more than amend for any criticism directed at ths United States for

its support efforts.

FORCIBLE COILIUNIST ASSVHPTION OF POWER

The second situation to be considered is one in which tho Com-
nunists havc.coms or are about to come to power in a Latin Amarican
country throuch the use of force. The alternatives of multilateral
intervention and unilateral intervention are discussed in light of

" \

this sitvation. Throuzh the exznple of Cuba, the lesson has been
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learned that a Communist government in the Western Hemisphere is un-
acceptable., Thoe United States should not stanmd still, as it did with
Cuba, and watch another such govormnent bocome established in Latin
America.

The auestion, therefore, is whether U.S. action should be multi-
lateral under the ausﬁices of the OAS or unilateral. The answer to
this question depends upon the circusstances. The U.S. should follow
the eourse that appears most advantagoovs at the tinme.

In the Dominican situation, the rabellion began on 24 April 1955,
and the first U.S. marines landed on 28 April, the same day the
Pre§idcntial order to do so was issued. The U.S.-gponsored resolu-
tion to ereate an inter—AmericAn force was not approved until the
Meeting of Consultation of OAS Foreign ifinistsrs on 6 iay. Thus
it was twelve days after the revolt bezan that the 045 decided to
act. Were it not for the carly U.5. unilateral intervention, the
revolt could have been over in favor of the Communists by the time
the OAS responded. This past experience indieates that the 0AS may
be slow in responding to future Communist throzts.

Powever, the United States is committed to nmultilateral QAS
action if there is to bs any intervention a2t all. It therefore
seens only proper that the United States submit io the OAS any
proposals for opposing Communist foree in Latin Amarica. This
proccdure appears to be approprizte no matlter whal the time eclement
is. Future U.S. action would then depond upon the timeliness and

extent of 04S action. If the 0AS decides unon timely and adequate
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action to contain Comnunist advances, the United States should honor
its commitments and pariicipate with the Latin Aunerican nations in
common action.

However, if the OAS is unresponsive to the threat, and partic-
ularly if American lives are in danger, the United States should
act promptly on a unilateral basis. U.S. support for local forces
opposing communism should be offered, and if necessary, U.S. armed
forces should be deployed. Unilateral actions of this nature are
consideroed to be justified under the circumstances in order to carry
out the United States resolve to prevent Communist expansion in the
Western Hemigphere. Once again, criticism of the United States would
result from any unilateral U.S. action. Criticism would be of small

significance compared to another Communist success in this hemisphere.

BASIL D. SPALDLIG,
Lt Col, Artillery
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