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Is US World Commitment Too Blg

By JOHN M HIGHTOWER

AP Special Correspondent
WASHINGTON (AP) — In the

[last 20 years most of the non-
| Communist world has been

brought under the shelter of

't American power. Protection has

been given in the form of guns,
foreign aid, and defense prom-

ises,

Now, important vmces are
questxonmg whether this coun-
try has over-committed itself;
whether the United States has
gpread itself too thin: whether

e United States will have to
fight one war after another bs-
cause of its foreign commit-
ments.

Top administration figures
say no, but they have failed to
quiet the concern.

The fact is that the U.S. policy
of containing communism —

T ey

and the related policy of trying
to build peace and order in the
world — offers an opem-end,
promise of belp to ary country
coming under military attack,
whether direct as in_South Ko-|
rea in 1950 or indirect as in Vitt!
Nam. |
The promise begins with for-'
mal defense treaty | pledges o 42
allied nations. But 1t ranges fari
beyond allies to cover semi-al--
lied couniries such as Spain and
reaches to. nom-aligned and
sometinres highly critical eonn-
tries such as India. In the nan-
Communist world only a

lands in the interdor of Asia§
may be said to lie entirely be.|

yond the reach of the American
promise.

In fulfilment of this pelicy
of containment and péace-
keeping since the end of World
War II, the United States has
fought in Korea and Viet Nam.
The Korean War is estimated to
have cost $18 bilion over a
three-year period and the Viet-
namese war is now costing $1
billlon 2 month,

The United Statés has spemt
on its own arms and armed
forces, including their
ment in combat over 20 years, u
tobal of $850 billiort. These forces
are today deployed in 15 coun-
tries outside the Unpited States
apart from Viet Nam.

The United States has also
invested $120 billion in foreign
econtomic and military assist-
ance, much of which was asked
by successive U.S. presidents
with the argument that it was
vital to help block the spread of
Communist power in the world.
In the United Nationd the United
States has invested $2.5 biilion
over tite 21 years of its exist-
ence, 1;rc1udmg nMs mil-
lion for peac g
policing operatiotis in the Mid-
dle East, in the Congo and in
Cyprus

Such enormous expendim
even by the world’s richest and
most powerful nation, have re-
cently raised some questions if
Congress ~ gbout ether  the
United States was spté&dmg
itself too thin.

Coticern over this possibxhty,
e oroposal by Sensis Yo
wi sal by Senate Ma-
1orhyity I.egfi:rpoMLke Mansfield in
May — for a drastic cutback of




LU.S. forees it Germaty from
the present six divisions to on
division — recetved backing of
44 senators. .

But this is not the main ques-
tion which has troubled senato-
rlal erities of the war iff Viet|
Nam @nd DPresident Jobnson’s
use of power generally in the
world. They are more wortied
shotit where the course of com-
bt in Southesst Asia is leading
and ' whether the commitments
of the United States to contain
comtnunistn and combat ag-
gression in fhre world may lead
to new and more dangerous

wars.

J. W. Fulbright, chairman of
the Sen;tj Foreign Relafions
Committee, has argued that
these commiitthents grow out of
foreign aid assistance to weak
and underdeveloped countries|
quite as directly as they grow
out of any- treaty obligation, €i-
ther explicit or implied.

“An attitude (toward hélping
a foreign country) becomes a
policy that involves us with the
governments of some & devel-
oping countries,” Fulbright told.
Secretary of State Dean Rusk
during a foreign aid hearthg
A

aid programs aren’t an impor-
tant element in gelting us -

countries.”
Cof haven't waid,” Rusk fe
plied, “that we will send out
troops if things go bad in a de-
veloping country. We have 4id

commibment and net everybody
we help is an ally.”

Democratic leaders in the
Senate for roughly a yeéar have
been displaying the greatest
discontent, with basic U.S. for-
eign policy tirat Washingéon has
seen since the fundamental poli-
cy lines were laid out at the end |

il 18,
: ?‘xiﬂm trying to get ¢t whethef |

volved in Viet Nam and otbar‘

programs without any seturity |

of World War II. One reason for!

this seems to be a conjumction
/"of three actions by President
Johnson in a period of six
months beginning in late 1964
In the first action Johfison #id
U.S. Air Force planes caity
‘Be)gﬁm patratrebpers od a res-
.~ cue mission into the Congo, to
‘pull out Ameriean and other
rationals, chiefly missionaries.
The ‘paratroopers fought rebel
forces 4t Stanieyville and were
accused of using a humanitari-
an operation as a4 eover to help
‘the Leopoldville governinekt

crush a pro-Communist revolu-

tion.

In February 1965, Je“nson
radically escalated the war in
.Viet Nam by begiming the
bombing of North Viet Nam and
;shertly afterward sending in the
vangnard of U.S. combatl forces
—now totating more than 260,
000 there. ’

Then within two months came
No.. 3 — he sent American
forces into the Dominicam Ke-
public with the argument t-at
the Communists there had cap-
tured a revolt against the ruling
military junta.

The mere coincidence of these
events created a sense of alarm
among the Johnson administra-
tion critics, notably members of
the President’s own party, in
the Senate. :

The critics have been devel
‘oping their erisade slowly ever

‘since with demands r
from” a reassessment of U.S.
‘commitments abroad to a ridi-

© ;reetion of 2 ""ﬁg loward Com-

‘gounist Chima a reorganiza-
tion of the Atlantic Alliance and
its purpeses. C
Nevertheless, there is no feel-
ing within the Jobmson adminis-
tration ew the part of State and
Defense Department officials &
White House autherities that the
President  faces  irresistible
pressures to shake up U.S. for-
| eigry policy on such a broad
scale. Stowly, over a period of
| timee, this policy may have to be
changed, but when, where and
how will be hard questions to
answer, .
Rusk and Secretary of De-
fense Robert S. McNamara,
carrying the main battle for the
administrafion, have  tried to:
meet the main: brunt of the criti-
cism, as fandled by Fulbright,
with assuances that the United
States is conscious of its oww
physical' and moral limitationss
‘““The United States,” McNa-
mara said, “Hds no mandate
from on high to police the
Wbl:l'd’, #nd ne inclination: to: do’

. At the same time, in a speecht
at Montreal May 18 before the
American Society of Newspaper
Editors, McNamara also’ argued:
that the United States iss forced!

By its éwn security interests to’
concerns  itself with trouble:
wherever it arises. :
“Whether Communists are
involved or not,” he said, “vio~
lence anywhere in a taut world
transmits sharp signals through
the complex ganglia of interna«
tiénal relations; and’ the securiv
ty of the United: States is related
to the security and stability of
nations half & globe away.”



