
the Russia of Stalin and the Russia of Kosygin. 
The former was contemptuous of public opinion 
tvliether domestic or foreign and cared little for 
popularity and international marks for ood con- 

lvily back to those dark days. 
\\.‘lien one views the injustice and the foolish- 

iicss of Soviet action in a case such as this, one 
can gain a greater appreciation for the tradition 
of dissent that exists in this country. I t  often 
seems to be a spindly, harsh and prickly plant, 
hut then i t  has had to survive some rather bad 
native weather. In this country dissent has often 
bcen-to change the metaphor-a noisy, ineffi- 
cient, disorganized process. But it has kept open 
posdAities of thought and action that would 
otlienvise have been foreclosed; it has awakened 
consciences to moral issues that some of us hard- 
Ir .  kiew existed; it has indicated goals that have 
$meed from utopian dreams, to unlikely possi- 
bilities, to practical necessities. 

A time of crisis-and Vietnam is surely a crisis 
€or the American people-tests the value of dis- 
sent. But it tests equally well those values, atti- 
tudes and actions which dissent calls into ques- 
tion. \!‘hen mere dissent becomes criminal, it is 
the state that has been convicted. 

duct. The Russia of today cannot go a/ B the long 

SOME STARTLING FIGURES 

According to Joseph Alsop, who writes from 
Ivashington, “some pretty peculiar reporting 
from Vietnam plus a lot of flabby thinking in 
Washington have combined to produce a mood 
of defeatism in many quarters of this city.” As a 
remedy he recommended looking at the record. 

A tabulation of all the reports from the head- 
quarters of General Westmoreland, he said, leads 
to some startling figures. From January 1 through 
hfarch 7, accordin to Alsop’s figures, total 
enemy losses of all kds must be numbered in 
the “tens of thousands,” enough to allow the 
judgment that there has been an “astonishing 
transformation of the war.” . 

In the New York Times Ma azine of March 6, 
Bernard Fall also did some guring. With the 
additional authorization for the current fiscal 
year “the per capita expenditure for every cap- 
tured or killed Viet Cong in 1965 will have come 
to a substantial $365,111.” . 

We don’t intend to comment. We simply note 
that the record does provide some rather startling 
figures. 

J. F. 

A December Commentary article by Theodore 
Dri~pcr-noted in this column in January-which crit- 
icized U.S. policy in the Dominican coup of last 
April, Ius stimulated debate in the pages of the 
National Rcoiew, and additional comments by 
Draper himself have appeared in The New Republic 
and The New Leadcr. 

In  the first of two National Reuiew articles in the 
February 8 issue, the editor of Latin Am&n Re- 
port, a former U.S. diplomat in Havana who covered 
thc Dominican crisis, marks the original Draper re- 
port “a bitchy, nit-picking performance.” This writer, 
Paul D. Bethel, presents evidence to support the 
validity of press and official statements about the 
nnture and effects of the Dominican coup which 
Draper had called into question. And he replies to 
Draper’s assertion that there was little substance to 
the Johnson Administration’s charge of Communist 
manipulation of the revolt. 

hlr. Bethel finds ”the scream from the left-Liberal 

comer over U.S. intervention in the Dominican Re- 
public,” both ”interesting and sigdicant. Most of 
Mr. Draper’s sources” of information, he says, ”me 
wedded to the proposition that the so-called ‘demo- 
cratic Left’ in Latin America is the answer to Com- 
munist subversion, and to right-wing pressures.” But 
the very fact of ”Communist manipulation of the 
Dominican revolt,” which Bethel is able to establish 
to his satisfaction, “proves that the ‘democratic Left’ 
in that country, at least, is politically ineffective.” 

‘The preponderance of evidence is that Juan 
Bosch. and his Dominican Revolutionary Party PRD] 
turned to the Communists, voluntarily, to provide 
the bone and sinew which the PRD sadly lacked. 
This truth, for our Liberals, is ‘unthinkable,”’ Bethel 
contends. ”Therefore the Draper reconstruction.” 
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In the second National Rc&w article, J. B. Bender 
(“pen name of an expert in Latin American affairs”), 
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esamines the national debate over United States in- 
temention in the Dominican Republic. To one of the 
points in this debate-“to what estent, and at what 
times \vas the U.S. government ‘neutral’ in the events 
commencing on the 24th of April”-hIr. Bender an- 
sivers that “not until it became evident that tliere 
ivere definite political overtones to the seizure of 
the Dominican Army Chef of St‘af€ on the 24th of 
April, and the apparent revolt by two h i y  camps, 
did our embassy in Santo Domingo begin to consider 
intenen tion.” 

At first, he says, “it had been estininted that thc 
Domiiiican Revolutionay P a r 9  . . . although asso- 
ciiitcd n i t 1 1  some of the coup lcaders, \vas not i n  n 
position to esert a major influence ovcr the coiirse 
of e\-ents. However, when tlie Embassy learned of 
a cnicial mreting by coup lenders at tlic National 
Pdnce, late Sunday morning, this estimate lind to be 
rapidly revised. It was reported that as the victorious 
niilitary leaders were sitting doivn to divide tlie 
spoils, seiventy PRD leaders, along with some kno\vn 
Communists, thrust their way into tlie Pidilce and 
announced that they were present to pnrticipate in 
and control any govemment the military were intent 
on forming. The PRD leaders had important kno\vn 
allics among the military m C n ,  and i1t this point 
others suddenly surfaced as strong PRD supporters. 
The rest of the coup lenders now realized tliat their 
desire to oust Reid for purely selfish reasons had 
been cleverly exploited by the well-organized PRD 
civilian and military supporters. This meeting broke 
up in an uproar, and tlie civil war \\.as on.” It was 
“at this point,” the author states, “that the Embassy 
ceased being neutral.” 

Bender writes further that “this renunciation of 
neutrality, although anti-PRD in effect, was based 
on something more fundamental,” hon.ever. “Amer- 
ican embassies throughout Latin h ie r ica  live in con- 
stant dread of abortive coups, whether originated by 
the Left. Right, or center. IVhat the embassies fear, 
quite rightly, is that if the coup does not have a 
quick and decisive success, fratricidal strife and 
anarchy will erupt that can benefit no one but the 
Communists. . . , By the afternoon of the S th ,  our 
Embassy saw that the split of the coup leaders was 
bound to result in strife and anarchy. Neutrality \vas 
no longer possible, and our chosen course of action 
was to back the loyalist’ military in the hope of 
restoring order and a friendly government in the 
shortest time possible. This decision was not made 
without some misgiving, but was considered to be 
the lesser of two evils.” 

“No official intelligence estimate out of Santo 
Domingo or U7nshington ever asserted flatly that 
Communists had taken over the revolt,” Bender 
maintains, “although President Johnson and his 
speech-writers evidently felt it necessary to say this 
had happened. What did concern Santo Domingo 
and \Vashington was the estimate that the very real 

possibility of a takeover existed. . . . IVhat had hap- 
pened ws that a total breakdown of law and order 
had occurred throughout the city of Santo Domingo, 
and that known Communists were capitalizing on 
the situation. . . .” If these “elements are put together, 
tlie decision to intenrenc seems hard to criticizc.” 
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Theodore Draper’s aim, as evident from the title 
of liis tnfo-part article in  Tlic NLW Republic (Febru- 
ar). 19 ancl 26) ,  is to csaniine I‘=\ Cilse of Defamation: 
L1.S. Intelligence vcrsus Juan Bosch.” He \vrites that 
“tlie evidcncc that Juan Boscli did not entcr into ,iny 
p x t ,  alliance, deal or Ivorking arrangement \vitli 
the Dominican Communists or Castroites is so incon- 
troiwtiblc, by any rczsonnble s ta i ihds ,  that one 
must ask: how could our ‘intelligence’ agencies ancl 
ofkinls of tlic State Depnrtment have broiiglit tliem- 
selves to put  diesc stories into circulation or to givc 
tlieni the slightest credence?” 

“I do not mean that govemmcnts are obliged to 
tell the truth, the wliole tnitli and notliing h i t  the 
truth,” lie esplains further on. “The U-2 a n d  B-26 
[in \vhicli tlic Immigration Service attributed to a 
Cuban pilot the bombings of airfields just prior to 
the Bay of Pigs invasion] episodes n w e  designed to 
cover u p  actions against avowed antagonists. But ilrc 
stories of (I Bosch~sf-CoInnIrtnist plot iiiadc an atitag- 
oriisf of a n  noowed fr iend. The Kennedy Administra- 
tion had, after all, ardently supported Juan Bosch in 
power. As their own prc-revolt stntenients denion- 
strate, the Dominican Communists mainly f a r e d  
that Bosch would get back into power with U.S. 
support. 

“\\.‘e still do not Amow what was behind the nnti- 
Boscli campaign. IVe cannot make amends for a 
nrong of such enormity or wen make sure that it 
\ f r i l l  not happen again as long as those responsible 
for it are protected from public scrutiny. The intel- 
ligence establishment has become what is virtually 
;I state within a state on the ground that i t  cannot 
be investigated or supervised without hampering its 
higlilv secretive operations. But if an intelligence 
agency can get us into, or cannot save us from, n 
monstrosity on the order of our Dominican policy, 
it is hard to see honr anything can make it do worse 
that i t  is doing. If the smearing of Juan Bosch was 
thc result of sheer, almost inconiprehensible incom- 
petcnce, i t  signifies a frightening condition and por- 
tent. If i t  \vas the latest and grossest cover story, 
i t  is in some wavs even more frightening. \\‘hat liap- 
pcned to Juan Bosch is only one side of the coin; 
\!,hat has happened to the United States to make 
such an abuse of power possible is the other.” 

Draper’s h7cw Lcadcr article (Tnnuary 31) deals 
with “The New Dominican Crisis’’ and its roots in a 
half-century of American policy toward Santo 
Doni i ngo. 
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