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THE ROLE OF CONSTRUCTIVE CRITICISM OF OUR FOREIGN POLICY: A TEST OF BIPARTISANSHIP 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
have listened with a ttention and interest 
to the remarks of the able Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART]. 

I must say it would be very pleasing 
and satisfyin g if everyone in the world
in fact , if the majority in the world
could look upon the American foreign 
policy as being as effective, as generous, 
and as constructive as the Senator from 
Indiana has painted it. I am sure the 
motivation behind our foreign policy is 
good. I am sure the purposes are peace, 
justice, and freedom. I am s~re those 
who conduct our foreign policy try hard 
to make those policy objectives come 
true. 

But, Mr. President, the world of today 
is not one which is quite as willing to ac-

cept the value judgments we make of our 
own efforts as we ourselves seem to be 
willing to accept. 

I was intrigued by the suggestion of 
the Senator from Indiana that we should 
not criticize, because this is a difficult 
hour. Mr. President, criticism simply 
for the sake of criticism is indeed to be 
frowned upon. Carping criticism, with 
no constructive approach or proposal, 
lends little or nothing to public under
standing. I would accept that kind of 
admonition. If there is merely criticism 
to be partisan, criticism to be critical, ~r 
criticism to obstruct, then indeed criti
cism is damaging. 

I might cite, however, that the same 
kind of deep concern did not exist in 
these halls all the time. I recall bitter 
criticism of our action in Korea as "Mr. 
Truman's war," while men were dying 
on the battlefield. I recall speech after 
speech in the Senate by men who 
thought they were better generals than 
those in command of our troops, judg
ing, at least, by their proposals as to how 
the war should be fought. I can recall 
the most vituperative and vitriolic con
demnation of our action in Korea even 
as men died by the thousands-where 
was the Senator's complaint about criti
cism, then? 

But one wrong, of course, does not jus
tify another, and I shall not be guilty of 
that. 

I have said that this is no time for re
criminations. I spoke my piece about 
what should happen in the Middle East 
prior to the intervention in Lebanon. I 
asked on the 26th day of June J958, that 
we move in the General Assembly and 
in the Security Council for a United Na
tions police force for Lebanon. I said 
that we had an obligation to Lebanon 
and that we ought to try to fulfill the 
obligation through the international 
community, if that were humanly pos
sible. 

Mr. President, it is an interesting thing 
to me to note, while we are being ad-: 
monished in the Senate not to be criti
cal of the administration, editors, and 
publishers, who have long supported the 
administration, today, out of patriotic 
duty, out of love of country over love of 
party, and out of respect for phe Nation 
more than partisan support fol;' an indi
vidual in public office, are speaking up. 
I have in my hand an editorial from Life 
magazine of 2 weeks ago. The lead,edi
torial is "A Plan To Make Sense in the 
Middle East." 

It is surely fair to say that Mr. Luce, 
the publisher of Life magazine, has been 
a supporter of this administration. His 
very distinguished wife was one of our 
great Ambassadors who did a wonderful 
job. But Mr. Luce, or at least his editor, 
has this to say : 

A clear conscience-

That is a reference to the motivations 
of our foreign policy, to which the Sena
tor from Indiana has alluded. I repeat: 

A clear conscience, h·owever, does not let 
Amerl'cans off the hook. It leaves us still to 
repair the omissions of a Middle East policy 
that ·has staggered around like a lost camel 
for 10 critical years. 

Then, Mr. President, the editorial goes 
on for a full page to outline not only 
criticism, but much more importantly, 3 

constructive proposals-yes, 3 propo
sals-which have been advanced again 
and again on the floor of the Senate by 
Members of this Chamber. They are 
three proposals which I believe should 
have been embraced by the Government 
of the United States. 

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
FuLBRIGHT] has performed a patriotic 
service second to none by pointing out 
the inadequacies, the limitations, and 
the weaknesses not only in the substance 
of our foreign policy but in its execu
tion. The time is at hand, Mr. Presi
dent for a thorough, objective reexami
nation not only of what has happened in 
foreign policy, but, more importantly, 
an examination of the question, Where 
do we go from here? 

I believe a Member of the Senate has 
a right to ask-and in fact the duty to 
ask-what, if any, plans have we for the 
United Nations General Assembly. We 
are now going to a special session of the 
General Assembly. Are we merely go
ing to have an argument with the Soviet 
Union. Are we merely going to act 
like boys in the back lot who say, "You're 
one, too"? Are we merely going to have 
a display of vituperative debate to prove 
to the world that the Soviets are tyrants, 
to again prove to the world that the So
viets are conducting a conspira.torial ac
tivity and that the Soviets enjoy the 
confu'sion and disorder which prevail in 
many parts of the world, and profit 
therefrom? 

We do not need to prove those things. 
Exery reasonable person kno~s. theii_l. 
If our effort at the United NatiOns ts 
merely to show that the Soviet Union is 
governed by dictators, and that its pol
icies are inimical to the legitimate inter
ests of people who wish to be free, then, 
indeed, our case and our cause is a futile 
one. This is not diplomacy, it is adoles
cent debate. 

I am asking what we are going to pro
pose at the United Nations. What is 
our program, and what is our policy? 
Day after day in the Foreign Relations 
Committee, in the briefing sessions, we 
have been told, as Senators know, that 
our policy is inadequate, that we must do 
something else. Day after day we have 
been told that we do not know how we 
are going to get our troops out of Leb
anon, ·but that we want to .get them out. 

Day after day we are told that there 
is trouble coming in other areas. For 
example-and I said Wednesday, so it 
is no great secret-the state of Jordan 
is in dire trouble and may not long sur
vive. The sheikdom of Kuwait is in dire 
trouble. Then there is Saudi Arabia, 
Libya, and others-they too face an un
certain future~ 

What are our policies? What hap
pens to the British if they lose their 
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interests in Kuwait oil revenues that 
bring 300 million pounds sterling into 
the Bank of England. This capital is 
vital to the British. 

It is the patriotic duty of responsible 
citizens and Senators alike to discuss 
constructively, thoughtfully, and hope
fully what our foreign policy can be 

and should be. So.me of us have said
as did the distinguished Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHTJ-that we 
have a tendency all too often to blame 
everything that goes wrong on the Com
munists. That admonition was long 
overdue. Indeed, we have a tendency 
to lay all our troubles at one doorstep, 
To be sure, the Communist conspiracy 
is the source of much trouble, but not 
necessarily all of it. 

To take one example which was cited 
today, when the Iraqi revolt took place, 
it was condemned as being a Communist 
conspiracy. Only 3% weeks later it is 
now viewed by the administration as an 
indigenous revolution. We have recog
nized the new Government. The morn
ing newsp;3.pers tell of the plans of the 
Government for the expansion of pri
vate enterprise, the expansiOn ot certam 
welfare activities for its people, land re
form, and other things. What kind of 
consistency is this. It reveals a weak
ness and uncertainty that is very dam
aging to our prestige. 

We have been told that we are in 
Lebanon because of the Eisenhower 
doctrine. We are not. There is no 
member of the executive department 
who agrees with the Senator from 
Indiana that we are in Lebanon be
cause of the Eisenhower doctrine. The 
Eisenhower doctrine does not apply to 
Lebanon in this instance. The Presi
dent and the Secretary of State have 
said it does not apply, There was no 
Communist control of a government or 
Communist attack-both being require
ments for action under the doctrine. 
· We are in Lebanon because of a per

sonal commitment by the President of 
the United States to the President of 
Lebanon, relating to the territorial in
tegrity of that country. 

That is a matter of testimony and not 
a matter of conjecture. My colleagues 
know that I speak the truth. 

I have heard today from the Senator 
from Indiana how cooperative we are. 
Indeed, we have been cooperative. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. May I continue? 
We pay one-third of the cost of the 

United Nations, says the Senator from 
Indiana. That is very true. We pay a 
large share of the military costs of 
NATO. That is true. We have taken 
the lead in the World Bank; -We have 
taken the lead in SEATO. We have 
taken the lead in NATO. We took the 
lead in the creation of the United Na
tions. 

So what does this prove. We are talk
ing about what more can be done that 

-should be done, and what should have 
been done that we did not do. Some
thing has gone wrong. We are in dire 
trouble. 

This is not a matter of castigating 
anyone. 'IIhe situation concerns every
one. The life of every person is at stake. 
The fate of the Republic and the free 
world alliance is at stake. 

I point out that in other parliaments 
there has been very 'serious debate. In 
the Bundestag in Germany the halls 
have been ringing with caustic debate. 
In the House of Commons of Great 
Britain there has been open discussion 
and debate, and great difference of 
opinion. The same is true of the Scan
dinavian countries, and of Japan. In 
every country in the world there ha! 
beim at least some difference of opinion, 
not only as to our foreign policy, but 
their own foreign policy. Free people 
do, at times, disagree. The right to dis
sent is a privilege of a free society and 
at times a moral obligation. 

Bipartisanship does not mean being 
blind to reality. Bipartisanship does 
not mean slavish adherence to the folly 
and the mistakes of those who lead. Bi
partisanship means at least constructive 
thought and contribution in an effort 
to design policies that are workable and 
effective, stronger and better. 

I voted for the Eisenhower doctrine. 
I voted for the SEATO Treaty. I voted 
for the treaty with Formosa. My record 
of bipartisan participation in behalf 
of what I felt were some of the signifi
cant developments in foreign policy will 
stand careful scrutiny, but I reserve the 
right to disagree. 

Nor is it so much a .question of what 
we have done as how we have done it. 
It is not so much sins of commission -that 
plague us today, but rather sins of omis
sion. The Secretary of State himself 
said, when the Middle East doctrine was 
before us 2 years ago, that it was a stop
gap. He then went 'on to tell the joint 
committee before which he testified that 
a new comprehensive program would be 
developed for the Middle East. I sub
mit that none has been developed. 

'I'ne recommendations of the Un1ted 
States Senate for a United Nations police 
force were ignored. The argument of 
the State Department in support -of its 
refusal to act upon the recommendation 
to plead that case in the United Nations 
was based upon the assertion that it 
was "too expensive." 

The Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
SPARKMAN] so reported to the Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations. The 
Senator from Alabama wrote to every 
member of the United States delegation 
in the United Nations, and to the State 
Department, urging that the action of 
the Senate in recommending a perma
nent United Nations police force be
heeded. Again there was no action. 

There have been those of us who pro
posed to the State Department the de
sirability of the creation of a United 
Nations Middle East economic develop
ment agency, which now seems to be 
gaining support. What was the response 
last year? "No; we will do it bilaterally. 
We will not do it through a multilateral 
agency." 

Yes there are plenty of things to be 
critical about, but in the process there 

are suggestions which can be made. 
Have my colleagues forgotten the sug
gestion of the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. MANSFIELD] for an Arms Ti·affi.C 
Commission in the United Nations, 
which suggestion was added to the Mu
tual Security Act as a recommendation 
2 years ago? Have our colleagues for
gotten the suggestions which have been 
made for a modified, open-skies pilot 
project over the Middle East , and a mod
ified type of regional disarmament? 
These, too, were rejected by the admin
istration. 

These suggestions have been made 
again and again. All we are saying is 
that when we find ourselves in a critical 
situation such as that which now exists, 
we should seek not merely to out-debate 
the Soviets, not merely to expose Nasser, 
not merely to prove to the world for the 
thousandth time that Soviet communism 
is a tyrannical dictatorship, but rather, 
to prove that we understand the world 
in which we live, to prove to the world 
that we understand the political and 
social forces which are at work, and that 
we are prepared to give them a sense of 
direction into healthy, constructive 
paths. 

That is what the argument is about. 
The time is late. We would have been 
better citizens and Senators had we been 
debating these issues a year ago and 2 
years ago, particularly after the Suez 
crisis. 

We started to debate Mid East policy 
after the Suez crisis. Then we were 
led to believe that the answer was the 
Middle East doctrine, which now its own 
authors admit is not applicabll'! to the 
present crisis, and which the Secretary 
of State himself says fails to meet the 
threat of indirect aggression. I call to 
the attention of my colleagues the fact 
that our Government now says that the 
problem in the Middle East today is not 
overt aggression , but. rather, indirect ag
gression. So now we find that a year 
and a half ago we had again been given 
political tranquilizers. 

Mr. President, when someone says 
now that perhaps we ought to take an
other look, and perhaps we ought to see 
whether what we are doing is right, we 
are told , "This is no time to be critical." 
When we suggest that this would be a 
good time to see if we are doing the 
right thing in connection with the oil 
contracts, to see if more generous set
tlements could not be made, or whether 
we ·should not look into the use of a 
UN emergency police force. or the set
tlement of the refugee situatiton, we 
are told, "You are rocking the boat ." 
We are told, "This is no time for argu
ments." To stifle honest debate is to 
strangle constructive action. 

I insist that this is the time for 
thoughtful .and constructive and positive 
arguments. I believe this is the time for 
a reexamination of our relationship with 
other nations in the area of the Middle 
East. It is time to find out whether 
there is any way out of the situation 
short of the use of trqops and military 
intervention. I believe there is. 
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I can say with a clear conscience that 
for the past 3 years I have made con
structive suggestions, both before the 
American people and in the Senate. ,I 
have m ade what I considered to be 
thoughtful suggestions. I find now that 
a great many of them are being en
dorsed by people who only a short time 
ago would have nothing whatever to do 
with them. 

I spoke to the . Italian Foreign offi~e 
when I was in Italy. I knew of their 
interest in a multilateral economic de
velopment program. It is no secret that 
other nations also had something to 
contribute to the solution of these prob
lems. 

I say again, as I said earlier, that we 
have insisted on using our own methods 
and money, instead of seeking the_ help 
of others, particularly in connection 
with the great economic development 
cooperation. We have insisted on using 
our own fleet, alone, rather than urging 
the use of a United Nations police 
force, about which we could do some
thing, Then too, we have insisted on 
pretending at times that some of these 
problems really did exist. We have felt 
that if we were friendly with Israel, we 
could not be friendly with the Arab 
countries; that if we were friendly with 
the Arab countries,. we could not be 
friends with Israel. I can say we can be 

· friends of both. It is t ime to reassure 
our friend , the State of Israel. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen-
ator from New York. · 

Mr. JAVITS. I should like to agree 
in part with the Senator from Minnesota, 
and disagree in sman. part with him. 
Perhaps we can come to a fruitful con
clusion on this matter. 

I believe this is a time to criticize. 
I could not agree with the Senator more 
completely about that. I think this is 
the time to discuss the weaknesses in our 
policies, which have been shown. I be
lieve this is also the time to show resolu
tion on the question of our landing 
troops in Lebanon. That was one way 
of getting going. We should take ad
vantage- and this is my point-of the 
resolution which was shown by the land
ings in Lebanon. We should remember 
that there is also a third party involved. 
First, there is the administration. I 
agree that it is subject to a great deal of 
criticism. Secondly, there is ourselves. 
We too are subject to some criticism. 
The third party, of course, is the Ameri
can people, the taxpayers, from whom we 
get many letters. We must remembe1· 
that they have their own problems, too, 
which they must solve. We must realize 
that if we are to be a power in the world 
for peace, we must also be ready to run 
risks, and that when we are willing to 
spend our treasure. we must sometimes 
a lso spend blood. If we can communi
cate to the American people th e sense 
of resolution which was shown by the 
landings in Lebanon. then we can take 
the criticisms and put them to tremen
dous use. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. In .the article I 
placed in the RECORD entitled "Chron'
ology of Failure," I did not limit myself 
merely to a criticism of the past 6 years. 
I started 10 years ago. I pointed out 
what I thought were weaknesses in our 
foreign policy. There -is no need for fur
ther recrimination. The question · is, 
"Where now?" 

As the Senator himself has raised th$ 
question in previous discussions, "What 
about Jordan?" What, if any, plans do 
we have for the Sheikdom of Kuwait? 
What about Libya? That country is, 
being infiltrated every day. We have 
vast military installations and a great 
responsibility there. What about our 
friends in Ethiopia? What about
Ghana? What about Morocco? What 
about Tunisia? Do we have a coordi
nated program and policy for these 
areas? If so, what is it? 

I am of the opinion that there i& _a 
great deal for us to build on and to wor~r 
on. I do not believe that the whole world 
is collapsing. What men like Bourguiba 
of Tunisia want to know and what the 
leaders m Morocco and other leaders in 
that area of the world want to know is 
more than assurances of our military 
strength; they want to know what is our 
course of direction. What do we have 
in mind for Africa and Asia? 

I say we are headed for trouble in 
Iran. I want to .be on record now. There 
will be trouble there, because there are 
in that country vast social problems 
which must be solved. Every observer of 
Iran knows that there are serious prob
lems in that country which must be 
solved. This does not mean that we are 
not interested -in Iran. Indeed we are. 
However, the time to be interested is 
before the crash, before the catastrophe. 
I am prepared to cooperate. I plead with 
our country to look to the future. 

We must not let the Soviet Union talk 
us down in debate in the United Nations 
over the issue of troops in Lebanon. We 
must literally move to high er ground. 
If the Soviet will not come to the summit, 
then let us put our arguments on higher 
ground-on the higher ground of con
structive proposals--and broadcast them 
to the millions of people throughout the 
world who are fearful of Communist in
filtration , Communist conspiracies, and 
of the great powers and power politics. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. CAPEHART. Does the Senator 

from Minnesota think the United States 
is responsible for the situations he has 
just described? Does the Senator think 
that we, and we alone, can solve all the 
problems of every country in the world? 
Does not the Senator realize that, al
though he has been criticizing the lack 
of a United Nations police force , there 
cannot be a United Nations police force 
unless Congress approves of it by legis
lation? 

What I think the Senator from Min
nesota and many other Members of Con
gress ought to do is to go home and take 
a look at themselves in the'- mirror. They 

will find many reasons for our not doing 
the things about which they are com
plaining. 

1\1r. HUMPHREY. The Senator's 
knowledge of forensics exceeds his-knowl
edge of constitutional law. It is possible 
for the President of the United States to 
propose at the Security Council and the 
General Assembly the creation of a 
United Nations police force. In fact, a 
resolution of this body includes the pres
entation of such a matter before the 
United Nations. 

The United States already, in the in
stance of UNEF, in Gaza and Aqaba, 
joined to encourage the United Nations 
emergency force, after the attack upon 
Suez. The President did not ask Con
gress for such authority. He has it as 
Commander in Chief. 

The Senator asks, "Are these all our 
troubles?" I wish they were not. As a 
matter of fact, a disease which cUd not 
start in my home may be said to be not 
my problem. But it is. My children have 
been vaccinated against polio. The dan
ger is not that polio has been in my home. 
Thank the Lord, it has not. But polio 
is abroad in the world. What do we do 
about it? We take steps to counteract it. 
We take on a responsibility. 

There are times when a community is 
plagued with disorder and violations of 
the law. Do we take the position that 
those conditions are not our problem? 
Do we live in isolation? No ; we join in 
a constructive program to combat delin
quency and crime and to punish the 
perpetrators of violence. 

The question as to whether we started 
these troubles and whether they are our 
fault is beside the point. We are not 
living alone in the world. America can
not live alone in the world. We must 
accept our responsibility for world free
dom and order. I do not want our coun
try to be a victim of the maladies which 
infect the world social order. I want 
America to be healthy. I want America 
to be kindly, and yet strong. I want an 
America which will give guidance and 
direction. That is my interest. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the Senator 

from Minnesota think it is r eally con
structive and in the interest of the 
United States for Senators on the other 
side of -the aisle to try to suppress all 
construct ive criticisms and suggestions? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not. I say 
candidly that most Senators on the other 
side of the aisle are usually receptive to 
such discussion and helpful. While we 
may not always agree in these matters, 
at least the discussions are worth while. 

As I said to the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. FLANDERS] the other day, I do not 
agree with his resolution. I believe the 
premises of his resolution are wrong. I 
thoroughly disagree with the conclusions 
of his resolution. But whether we like 
what he had to say or not, m any people 
were thinking it, and somebody said it. 
Once it was said, it came to the floor, 
where we could talk about it as gentle
m en, where we could reason, debate, and 
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argue about it. I think constructive ar
guments were made. 

The Senator from New York [Mr. 
JAVITsl performed a singular service in 
challenging the basis or the premises of 
the argument of the Senator from Ver
plOnt. But did anyone say we ought not 
to argue about it? If that had been said, 
it would have been a disservice. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the Senator 
from Minnesota remember, in the years 
1950, 1951, and 1952, when the United 
States was engaged in the Korean war, 
the drumfire of criticism and bitterness 
which came from many·Senators on the 
other side of the aisle when Secretary 

of State Dean Acheson had to meet all 
kinds of charges which were made about 
President Truman? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I remember it with 
sadness and pain. I am not going to 
call the present Secretary of State any 
§_Uch names. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. No one has. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. No one has. Cer

tainly no one will call the President of 
the United States any such names. All 
I will say is that there is need for more 
imagination and leadership. There is a 
lack of understanding on the part of this 
administration as to the real issues which 
are developing in many areas of the 
world, and our willingness to do some
thing about them. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Has the Senator frorft 
Minnesota heard any Senator on this 
side of the aisle criticize the motives of 
the Secretary of State or the President? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not recall it. 
I have said some time ago that I thoug·ht 
the Secretary of State should resign, 
that I thought his usefulness had come 
-to an end. But I do not in any way im
pugn his motives. I think this has hap
pened many times in government. While 
it may seem unkind at the mome-nt, it 
may be also necessary. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. But there has been 
no such criticism of the motives of the 
President and the Secretary of State of 
this administration as were indulged in 
by our friends across the aisle when Mr. 
Truman was President, and when Dean 
Acheson· was Secretary of State. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Not at all. I 
imagine every American would say 
proudly that the President is the great
est of all patriots and that Mr. Dulles 
is a dedicated, hard-working, devoted 
public servant. I know that. F rankly, 
I like him. But a time comes in the 
affairs of men and in the development 
of public policies when the usefulness 
of a particular point of view, or even 
of a particular individual, may have 
come to an end. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Since when has it 
become unpatriotic to suggest. in a con
structive manner, alternative suggestions 
about policy? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It never has. it 
seems to me that the first obligation of a 
free citizen is to make constructive sug
gestions. I have said personally and pri
vately, and I say so publicly, that I pledg·e 
my help and support to the Secretary of 
State and the President of the United 
States in any way I can be of service. 

I ·suggested in the Committee on For
eign Relations that we should have an 
abstract of all the many proposals which 
have been suggested by Members of the 
Senate, and to have the staff-and we 
have a very competent staff, one of the 
most able staffs in the Government-
digest the suggestions which have been 
made by Members of the Senate. In
deed, it could ,e a digest of suggestions 
which have been made by Members of 
the entire Congress. Such a digest could 
then be presented to the· State Depart
ment without evaluation, without rhet
oric, without any attempt to embellish 
them. They could be presented as sug
gestions which have been made for the 
use and study of the Secretary of State. 
I think we owe it to him. 

I do not believe we should criticize the 
Secretary of State unless we a~ willing 
to offer him at least alternative pro
posals. He needs our cooperation, and 
he will receive it. 
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