Conclusions

In the Dominican crisis of 1965—66, President Johnson wanted to pre-
vent the establishment of a “second Cuba” in the hemisphere but in such
a way as not to open the administration to charges of “another Hungary.”
He succeeded on both counts. Whatever possibility existed that Communist
groups would seize power vanished with the introduction of U.S. troops,
whereas a subsequent political agreement between the two warring Domini-
can factions obviated the use of all-out U.S. force to suppress a popular
revolt, as the Soviets had done in Budapest.!

From the perspective of U.S. security interests in Latin America, the
intervention was a qualified success. With the election of Balaguer, a stabil-
ity acceptable to the United States returned to the republic. To be sure, the
methods used to maintain this stability, while by no means comparable to
the excesses of the Trujillo regime, have at times seemed harsh by U.S.
standards. Hundreds of politically motivated killings “continued into the
early 1970s,” and other drastic measures were used to repress radical oppo-
sition to the Balaguer government.?2 Furthermore, the 1965 settlement failed
to eliminate the country’s deep-rooted economic and social weaknesses. Still,
while repression continued and discontent exists, the magnitude of the prob-
lems, when compared to the upheaval of 1965, have given American citizens
and policymakers little cause for alarm. For the U.S. government, an occa-
sional riot in Santo Domingo pales in comparison to the ongoing guerrilla
war in El Salvador or the U.S.-backed insurgency against the Sandinistas.
Relatively speaking, the Dominican Republic appears to be one of the more
stable countries in the Caribbean area.

There are other reasons for considering the Dominican intervention only
a qualified success. Through their actions, the Johnson administration and
the U.S. military establishment raised doubts and evoked criticism in several
quarters. Among various groups in Latin America and the United States,
LBJ’s decision to deploy the 82d Airborne Division without consulting Latin
American allies provoked anger and heightened fears of a resurgence of
U.S. imperialism in the hemisphere. Resolutions establishing an OAS nego-
tiating commission and multinational peace force were supposed to deflect
criticism of U.S. unilateralism, but opponents of the intervention dismissed
these measures as little more than a pretext for the assertion of U.S. power
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and influence. Political divisions in Latin America over the intervention
sapped the OAS of its effectiveness, while the pressures Washington brought
to bear on the organization and the domination U.S. Ambassador Ellsworth
Bunker asserted over the second OAS Committee caused the image of the
OAS to suffer. Many Latin Americans had always regarded the OAS as a
tool of U.S. imperialism. During the Dominican crisis, critics joked that the
Spanish acronym for the organization, OEA (Organizacién de Estados Ameri-
anos), really stood for “Otro Engafio Americano” (another American trick).3

Not only did the United States provide the vast majority of soldiers
and supplies to the Inter-American Peace Force, U.S. officers also tried to
block the appointment of a Latin American general as the IAPF commander.
Of the military considerations behind this effort, the desire to retain Amer-
ica’s freedom of action was paramount. When this rationale became public
knowledge, however, it seemed to contradict the spirit of multilateralism
the White House was espousing. Even though some Latin leaders applauded
U.S. policy, either publicly or privately, the number of Latin American states
who declined to send soldiers to the Dominican Republic in most cases illus-
trated the depth of anti-American feelings generated by the intervention.
As Abraham Lowenthal observed in 1969, “The idea of an Inter-American
Force composed of units from democratic countries in the hemisphere . ..
seems to have died as a result of its premature birth in the Dominican
context.”’*

Above all else, the crisis demonstrated to Latin Americans that when
the rhetoric of the Good Neighbor conflicted with vital U.S. interests, the
latter, usually explained in terms of anticommunism and the preservation
of hemispheric solidarity, would hold sway over the former. The United
States, as a great power, would do what it considered in its best interests.
Although it would prefer to act in association with allies and friends, it
would go it alone if need be. This position is axiomatic for all great powers.
Still, when the unilateral approach is followed in this hemisphere, Latin
American countries, ever sensitive to infringements on their sovereignty and
to the historical record of U.S. interventions and gunboat diplomacy, will
become understandably agitated and resentful.

Many countries outside the hemisphere condemned the intervention.
Predictably, the Soviet Union was one of its severest critics. The intervention
gave the Kremlin a long-lasting supply of ammunition for public denun-
ciations of U.S. imperialism. In private conversations with American officials,
however, Russian references to the intervention have assumed a more expe-
dient cast, as U.S. incursions in the Caribbean area are equated with Soviet
intervention in Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and Afghanistan—countries that
Russia considers to be within its sphere of influence.

President Johnson anticipated the criticism he received from abroad,
though he underestimated its range and intensity. He was not prepared for
the criticism he received at home, especially from fellow liberal politicians
and statesmen and from academicians. The criticism developed around three
overlapping themes. One asserted simply that the United States had dis-
played bad judgment and an “arrogance of power” (to use Senator William
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Fulbright’s phrase) in intervening in the internal affairs of a sovereign
country. A second theme charged the administration with grossly exaggerat-
ing Communist involvement and the threat of a Communist victory in the
Dominican revolt. A list of supposed Communist agents actively participating
in the revolt was compiled by the CIA on short notice to silence critics on
this point, but the list contained so many errors—duplicate names, the names
of dead people, people out of the country or in jail—that it only fueled the
controversy and brought down LBJ’s wrath on the agency. A third theme
held that the administration had misinformed the American people and the
world about its reasons for intervening in the Dominican Republic and about
its “neutrality” in the civil war. Taken together, these charges against the
administration created the first crack in the bipartisan cold war consensus
that had provided the underpinning of U.S. foreign policy for twenty years.
With Vietnam, this weakened foundation and the edifice it supported col-
lapsed. But it was the Dominican intervention, not the Vietnam War, that
opened the “credibility gap” that would simultaneously undermine presi-
dential prerogatives in international affairs and bring about a long overdue
reassessment of the basic tenets of U.S. foreign policy.

LBJ was hardly the first president to suffer criticism for his handling
of an international crisis involving U.S. forces. (The Truman-MacArthur
controversy during the Korean War comes readily to mind.) But the Domini-
can intervention represented the first time in historical memory (meaning,
for most Americans, World War II and after) where U.S. troops in the field
became the subject of adverse commentary. Field commanders who had
fought against Hitler, Tojo, or Kim Il-sung, had generally regarded media
correspondents as allies in the war effort. Eisenhower’s deal with Darlan
in World War II or MacArthur’s call for total victory in the Far East during
the Korean War may have stirred controversy, but units engaged in combat
were generally immune from such critical analyses.

That immunity expired with the Dominican crisis. There were several
basic reasons for this. One was that the administration’s insistence on
maintaining the fiction of U.S. neutrality during the first month of the
crisis forced military public affairs personnel to echo the official line in
press briefings in Santo Domingo, even though correspondents covering the
city could readily see and hear evidence to the contrary. Of the correspon-
dents who inundated the Dominican Republic beginning in late April, only
the most dimwitted—or those old-timers who believed that patriotism dictated
an uncritical acceptance of the official line—could overlook U.S. assistance
to the Loyalists in the form of advice, equipment, intelligence, and moral
support. The Loyalists themselves sought to identify their cause with U.S.
goals, which did not help U.S. credibility. Realizing this, the State Depart-
ment, at one point, informed Bennett that it “would be particularly helpful
if [Wessin] could be persuaded to stop playing the ‘Star Spangled Banner’
over [the] San Isidro radio station.”® :

Responsibility for the deteriorating relationship between the media and
the military in Santo Domingo rested in part on those correspondents who,
through bias, chose to discount official accounts that were correct or who
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distorted news for the sake of a good story (as in the case of the CBS
report of Loyalist troops entering the LOC).6 Other newsmen simply mis-
interpreted events they witnessed in the city. For its part, the military -also
contributed to the strains that developed. As General Palmer conceded at
the time, the military “simply did not have a first-class press and public
affairs set-up in the DOMREP,” and thus, “our handling of the press was
not well done.” When correspondents confronted briefers with discrepancies
between America’s proclaimed neutrality and the military’s close ties to the
Loyalists, the briefers often refused comment or misrepresented the facts,
thereby reinforcing the media’s skepticism. Some correspondents stopped
attending the daily military briefings; some offered to hold press briefings
for the military.” '

The military’s ongoing conflict with certain correspondents in the Do-
minican Republic became a matter of public record. Other problems, namely
those that afflicted the military in planning and executing the. intervention,
either were not publicized or were not considered newsworthy. The military
itself would have to remedy these problems, which, in the tradition of the
services, were addressed in an avalanche of after-action reports, debriefings,
roundtable discussions, and interminable official studies. To begin at the
top and work down, the JCS, the president’s principal military advisers,
found themselves locked out of several critical meetings where military
operations were discussed by LBJ and his civilian advisers. To be sure,
Secretary of Defense McNamara served as a conduit between the White
House and the JCS, but this did not compensate for the inability of the
Joint Chiefs to perform their advisory function under optimum conditions.
On those occasions when General Wheeler, the chairman of the JCS, was
called on for advice, he often presented the views of the JCS eloquently.
There were critical times, however, when the JCS was simply ignorant of
what was happening further down the chain of command. During the deploy-
ment phase, for example, units were often in the objective area before the
JCS had issued the necessary execution orders. One can only speculate on
the reaction of a task force commander on receiving a message to prepare
for an operation that had already been completed. And one can only imagine
LBJ’s state of mind when, in attempting to control operations from the
top, he received inaccurate or outdated information.

The problem of military communications permeated the chain of com-
mand. Wheeler bristled when he could not obtain timely information from
LANTCOM or the commander of JTF 122, a shortcoming attributable in
part to the inadequate U.S. communications equipment located at the scene
of the action. The difficulties Masterson encountered in trying to talk directly
to Embassy officials during the first week of the intervention brought into
question the relevance of a naval officer having operational control over a
land operation that he could not be present to direct. That the Navy did
not seem to comprehend the procedures and requirements of a large airborne
force further called into question naval direction of Power Pack. Little
wonder that Wheeler insisted on the appointment of a land force commander
and then instructed him to report directly to the JCS as well as through
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the chain of command. Once Palmer received adequate communications
facilities to comply with this instruction, JTF 122 became irrelevant to the
operation and, according to existing doctrine,® was disestablished. At the
same time, CINCLANT found that his operational command over the land
forces involved in the intervention had become more nominal than real.

Poor coordination, communications, and command and control had a
disruptive effect on virtually every requirement for sending an Army division,
Marine MEB, and other forces to the Dominican Republic. With respect to
coordination, the CINCLANT OPLAN listed the forces that could be called
on for the purpose of intervening in a Dominican crisis, but it provided
little useful information concerning the target area itself. In addition, the
OPLANSs of the Army and Air Force components were woefully outdated.
While no OPLAN can anticipate all contingencies and requirements, the
above deficiencies complicated the hectic planning efforts on the part of
hastily convened, inadequately informed, geographically separated, and insuf-
ficiently manned joint staffs. Considering these handicaps, it is notable that
the staffs accomplished what they did during the first few days of the alert.
Indeed, their work might have sufficed had it not been for competing de-
mands, such as the Blue Chip exercise, and the unanticipated and rapid
escalation of troop requirements. Last-minute priorities set by higher author-
ities further complicated matters, hindered better coordination, encouraged
the tendency toward inflexibility, and added to the general confusion.

The number of commands and headquarters taking part in the deploy-
ment phase of the operation hindered orderly communications and aggra-
vated the problem of effective coordination and control. At one extreme,
CINCLANT often bypassed CINCSTRIKE in an attempt to facilitate de-
ployment. At the other extreme, planners would be contacted by too many
“higher authorities” hoping to play some part in the operation. The XVIII
Airborne Corps or 82d at Bragg, for example, would often receive verbal
‘messages from one source, only to have them contradicted by follow-up
messages from another source. York’s admonition that “Headquarters at all
levels must phase out of operational channels as quickly as possible...”
and that “If the shots are to be controlled at DOD/DA or higher level,
intervening headquarters should provide support but not attempt to interpret
guidance,” constituted sound advice under the circumstances.®

Once in the Dominican Republic, York and Palmer sent urgent requests
for more combat troops and then waited, partly because political decisions
had to be made, partly because of problems in planning and deployment
procedures. Delays in sending the kinds of troops and equipment requested
by the field commander occurred when key personnel refused to deviate
from load and deployment plans or, conversely, when chaos resulted from
the failure to observe any plan. Higher headquarters added to the confusion
when they rearranged transport priorities without consulting with the com-
manders in Santo Domingo.

Once the troops did arrive in the Dominican Republic, they knew little
about the situation. In part, their ignorance resulted from a dearth of accu-
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rate information. Assessments contained in State and CIA cables were often
unsubstantiated, biased, or irrelevant. When accurate political and mission-
oriented information did exist prior to the commitment of troops, it was
withheld from some key officers because of an obsession with operational
security. Most of the intelligence essential to the operation was acquired by
U.S. troops after they had entered the country and made direct contact
with Dominicans on both sides. Military intelligence officers bemoaned the
low priority given HUMINT (intelligence acquired from people instead of
from technical devices) prior to the intervention, and valuable time was
later spent in setting up the networks and facilities for acquiring such infor-
mation (one of the most productive sources of intelligence in military opera-
tions short of all-out war).

The intelligence failure, together with the delays in sending combat
troops and supplies, could have had fatal consequences had the United
States confronted a formidable conventional force or well-trained urban
guerrillas. Had that occurred, the marines and paratroopers would have
ultimately prevailed, but the U.S. casualty figures would have been much
higher than 47 dead (27 in combat) and 172 wounded. Fortune was kind.
The Constitutionalist forces the Americans faced lacked discipline, training,
cohesion, and sophisticated weapons. Because the U.S. Navy and Air Force
could interdict any supplies, troops, or aircraft entering the country from
external sources, the rebels could expect little more than moral support from
sympathetic countries. Also, by intervening during the early days of the
civil war, the United States did not allow either side to develop a conven-
tional or unconventional threat that could inflict heavy casualties on U.S.
forces. Noting these advantages, Palmer, in his first commander’s summary,
emphasized that the Dominican intervention should be regarded as “a special
case,” not necessarily applicable in larger countries where an insurgency
had had a chance to plant firm roots. “If the situation has been allowed to
deteriorate,” Palmer wrote, “we had better think twice before we commit
our force to a large country—it may be a bottomless pit.”!? Palmer’s ability
to grasp the larger ramifications of a specific operation had been one of
the reasons for his selection as the commmander of U.S. forces in the
Dominican intervention.

Palmer was also one of 'a small group of U.S. officers who truly grasped
the “political-military” nature of the undertaking. In all cases in which the
United States employs military force, political authorities define the strategic
objectives of an operation. This function has traditionally been within the
purview of America’s foreign policy establishment. Indeed, the military expect
policymakers to define these objectives, but in clear terms so that military
personnel know what is expected of them and can plan accordingly. In the
Dominican crisis, the goal of preventing a Communist victory was made
clear from the start. But whether the military would help achieve that goal
through intimidation or force could not be determined until several weeks
after the initial U.S. forces landed. At the time, and in retrospect, critics
have faulted U.S. political authorities for not understanding or not paying
attention to the military’s requirement for a clear mission statement. But
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this criticism, while it has some merit, fails to comprehend the perspective
of the president and his advisers. For a variety of reasons, they wanted to
avoid ordering the military to mount a major offensive. But until they were
certain that the rebels could not overthrow the Loyalist junta or Imbert’s
GNR, an unequivocal decision as to the precise employment of U.S. troops
could not be made. Uncertainty, with its consequences for political-military
coordination; was inherent in the rapidly changing situation in the Domini-
can Republic.

Just as the determination of strategic objectives by political authorities
was in keeping with tradition, so, too, was the president’s choice of what
military units would be committed to the intervention. All parties privy to
the deliberations culminating in the president’s decision to send in an over-
whelming force in hopes of intimidating or, failing that, defeating the rebels
were in agreement. The consensus broke down, however, over the control
Washington wished to exert over military activity and operations. That
political authorities would assume direct control of military operations had
immediate repercussions. As noted, CINCLANT’s operational command over
U.S. forces committed within his area of operations was at times nominal.
Just as CINCLANT often excluded CINCSTRIKE from the chain of com-
mand, so Washington often bypassed CINCLANT or only perfunctorily
involved him in the making of critical military decisions. Unified com-
manders had been taught to play a more important role during a crisis.

As the two principal land force commanders in the Dominican Republic,
York and Palmer realized upon their arrival that they and their subordinates
would not have the free hand in operational and tactical matters that mili-
tary tradition revered and officers expected. Washington’s delay in sending
both men the combat troops they requested and Palmer’s ordeal in getting
Washington to approve the LOC brought home the lesson that political
considerations would govern the scope of military operations. Neither general
liked the constraints placed on him, but whereas York, a commander who
was very close to the troops of his division, refused to accept the validity
of the restraints, Palmer, as the “theater commander,” adjusted to them.
While Palmer never ceased to be an on-the-scene spokesman for military
necessity, he gradually came to comprehend the complexity of the Dominican
situation and to accept the wisdom of a political settlement. It went against
his professional experience and training to enforce the more odious rules of
engagement, but he carried out his orders knowing that a political solution
would, in the long run, be best for U.S. interests and for the Dominican
Republic. Had a general officer not possessed of Palmer’s “political sen-
sitivity” been in charge of the U.S. forces, the outcome of the crisis might
have been decidedly different.

For the marines and paratroopers who faced rebel bullets, the stringent
rules of engagement imposed by Washington and USFORDOMREP made
little sense. The troops had been trained to fight upon deployment. Yet with
few exceptions, the combat they experienced in the Dominican Republic was
against snipers, not formal military units. Soldiers cursed the restrictions
and wondered why the military had not better trained them for political-
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military operations. Such training no doubt would have been valuable, al-
though the lesson of restraint can be quickly forgotten when a soldier comes
under fire and is told he cannot defend himself unless he is about to be
overrun. Some rules of engagement, such as the restriction against return
fire unless one’s position were being threatened, were ludicrous. Most rules,
however, were essential for improving the prospects for a negotiated settle-
ment. While officers in charge of combat units cannot be expected to appre-
ciate rules of engagement that place the safety of their men in jeopardy
and should challenge those that do so gratuitously, they should also be
prepared in contingency operations to confront such restraints. Officers who
expect a free hand in such situations are bound to become frustrated and
disillusioned, perhaps to the point where their performance as leaders would
be affected.

If restraint provided the key to a political solution to the crisis, discipline
provided the key to restraint. By all accounts, the U.S. troops involved in
the Dominican intervention demonstrated remarkable discipline in performing
the full range of duties assigned to them and in resisting temptations to
retaliate when provoked. The mere presence of the troops ended the worst
of the bloodshed that characterized the first phase of the civil war. The
discipline of U.S. troops ensured that thousands more would not join the
almost 3,000 Dominicans killed prior to the intervention. For this, most of
the population of Santo Domingo were grateful, although they did not always
express their gratitude publicly.

In the context of a political-military operation, the Dominican crisis, at
the time, seemed the apotheosis of limited war theories of civilian manage-
ment applied to the real world. For civilian policymakers, the ultimate suc-
cess of the Dominican enterprise encouraged the further application of the
theories in Vietnam. The military came out of the Dominican Republic
divided in its views. A few officers begrudgingly came to accept political
management as inevitable and at times necessary in situations in which
the primary purpose of military operations was to support efforts to arrange
political solutions. Most officers, however, criticized “overcontrol and over-
management” by civilians, unwarranted intrusions for which Johnson and
especially McNamara were held in contempt. In late 1965, General Wheeler
spoke for these critics when he asked “discretion for field commanders to
‘exercise command . .. on the spot,’ free of having their hands tied by...
theorists at higher headquarters.”!! Between the poles of acceptance and
criticism, several officers and enlisted men who served in the Dominican
Republic recognized that neither the professional military nor the civilian
policymakers and their representatives understood the needs, requirements,
and problems with which the other had to grapple. From among the military
personnel who lamented this ignorance, appeals emanated for greater train-
ing in political-military operations at all levels throughout the civilian and
military chains of command. The appeals went unheeded. It was easier to
use the management of the Dominican crisis as an argument for or against
limited war theories than to derive from the experience insights that might
promote better understanding and more efficient interaction between civilian
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policymakers and military officers during times of crisis. (As a cautionary
note, one should avoid overstating the benefits of better political-military
understanding in a constantly changing situation. Understanding cannot
always cut through the confusion and ambiguity inherent in an international
crisis.)

Power Pack, in the final analysis, should be approached cautiously when
used as a model for contingency and peacekeeping operations. Individual
operations should be evaluated on their own merits and with an open mind
as to the degree of political control and military restrictions necessary to
achieve U.S. objectives. Nonetheless, the Dominican crisis provides us with
useful insights and reveals recurrent patterns that arise in such contingency
operations. Problems that developed in Power Pack have occurred all too
frequently in other joint and combined operations. The experiences of Power
Pack also indicate that the Vietham War was not an aberration in terms
of political-military interaction. In a world of nuclear weapons, the idea
that a field commander and his troops will automatically be given complete
freedom to perform their mission is outdated and inherently dangerous. This
observation, however, does not make operating under politically imposed
restraints any easier for men under fire, and in this sense, the Dominican
intervention stands as a tribute to the discipline and training of American
soldiers. Equally important, it demonstrated the ability of soldiers to adapt
quickly when reality has failed to conform to their expectations and when
changing circumstances involved new roles, force structures, and command
relationships. Flexibility and adaptability were critical to the successful
execution of missions to which the marines and paratroopers probably gave
little or no thought prior to deployment.

Despite the frustrations and problems that surfaced during the Domini-
can intervention, Power Pack, when judged by the criteria Generals Johnson
and Palmer established, fulfilled the requirements of a successful stability
operation. The Marines and Army performed a variety of functions that
included combat, civic action, civil affairs, psychological warfare, and special
operations. The ramifications of these activities carried well beyond the
strictly military sphere into areas affecting politics, economics, society, and
public opinion. As a result of the stability operation, order was restored, a
democratic system reestablished, and a possible Communist takeover pre-
vented. While all the grievances that triggered the crisis were not redressed
in the settlement of 1965—66,12 the intervention helped set the stage for
twenty years of relative peace (if not continuous prosperity) in the Dominican
Republic. In a region known for its chronic instability, this is a significant
achievement for which the soldiers who took part in Power Pack have ex-
pressed pride and satisfaction.







Appendix

Chronology of Crisis Events

1916—24
1930

1959
1960

Apr 1961

May 1961
Summer—Fall, 1961

Jan 1962

Dec 1962
Sep 1963
Nov 1963
Dec 1963

Early 1965

24 Apr 1965
(Saturday)

The United States occupies the Dominican Republic;
creates national guard.

The Trujillo dictatorship begins in the Dominican
Republic.

Castro comes to power in Cuba.

President Eisenhower wants Castro and Trujillo
“sawed off.”

OAS and United States enact economic and diplo-
matic sanctions against Trujillo regime.

Kennedy elected president.

U.S.-backed invasion of Cuba at the Bay of Pigs
fails.

Trujillo is assassinated.

Kennedy administration prevents Trujillo family
from restoring dictatorship.

OAS and U.S. sanctions against the Dominican
Republic lifted as Balaguer promises elections.

Bosch elected president of Dominican Republic.
Military coup deposes Bosch.
President Kennedy assassinated.

President Johnson recognizes Dominican ‘“Trium-
virate.”

Rumors of coup against Reid Cabral’s “Triumvirate”
increase.

Rebel plotters arrest Dominican chief of staff.
Military-civilian coup against Reid’s regime begins.
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24—25 Apr 1965

25 Apr 1965
(Sunday)

26 Apr 1965
(Monday)

27 Apr 1965
(Tuesday)

27—28 Apr 1965

28 Apr 1965
(Wednesday)

Rebels arm population; enter Santo Domingo.
Reid government overthrown.

Molina sworn in as provisional president of rebel
(Constitutionalist) government.

Loyalist planes attack Presidential Palace, begin-
ning civil war.

JCS transmits order to move U.S. naval vessels
off Dominican shore for use in possible evacua-
tion of Americans from the Dominican Re-
public.

U.S. naval task group arrives off Dominican shore.

JCS alerts two battalion combat teams of the 82d
Airborne Division for possible deployment to
the Dominican Republic.

Rebel gang threatens Americans at Hotel Emba-
jador.

Loyalist troops begin -advance on Santo Domingo.

Evacuation of American and other foreign nationals
begins. ‘ ) »

Cable from Rusk outlines U.S. goals: restore law
and order, prevent a Communist takeover of
the country, ‘and protect American lives.

Ambassador Bennett returns to Santo Domingo at
midday and meets with rebel leaders in the
afternoon.

After meeting with Bennett, moderate rebel political
leaders seek asylum; Country Team believes
Communists now control rebel movement.

Constitutionalist movement appears on verge of
defeat.

Caamafio rallies rebels and plans counterattack
against. Loyalists.

Loyalists form military junta led by Colonel Benoit.
Rebel -counterattack stops Loyalist advance.

Bennett reports deteriorating situation to Washing-
ton; requests communications equipment for
Loyalists.

Bennett recommends landing U.S. marines.

 More than 500 marines come ashore at polo field.

President Johnson justifies landing of marines as
necessary to protect American lives and prop-
erty. '



29 Apr 1965
(Thursday)

30 Apr 1965
(Friday)

1 May 1965
(Saturday)
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Bennett recommends that Washington consider
armed intervention to restore order and pre-
vent a Communist takeover.

3d Brigade (2 BCTs), 82d Airborne Division, receives
orders to depart Pope AFB for Ramey AFB
in Puerto Rico.

Vice Admiral Masterson, commander of JTF 122
arrives in Dominican waters.

More than 1,500 additional marines land; Bennett
proposes they establish neutral zone to en-
compass Hotel Embajador and U.S. Embassy.

JCS selects Power Pack as code name for Dominican
operation.

3d Brigade, 82d Airborne Division (Power Pack I),
en route to Ramey AFB, receives orders to
airland at San Isidro airfield in the Domini-
can Republic; Major General York, the divi-
sion’s commander, is designated land forces
commander.

Power Pack I reaches San Isidro at 0215.

York and Masterson meet aboard Boxer; York re-
quests more troops; Masterson relays request
to JCS.

President Johnson meets with advisers to consider
further troop deployments to the Dominican
Republic; authorizes sending rest of 82d, the
4th Marine Expeditionary Brigade, and, if
necessary, the 101st Airborne Division; acti-
vates Headquarters, XVIII Airborne Corps.

U.S. paratroopers move toward Santo Domingo;
secure east bank of Ozama River and Duarte
bridge; establish a bridgehead on west bank.

U.S. marines establish International Security Zone.
OAS Council calls for truce in Dominican civil war.

Ambassador Martin arrives on presidential mission
to negotiate cease-fire.

Papal nuncio, U.S. officials, Loyalists, and Con-
stitutionalists sign cease-fire agreement.

Loyalist troops move back to San Isidro, leaving
gap between U.S. Marine and Army positions.

Lieutenant General Palmer arrives at San Isidro
shortly after midnight; confers with York;
refuses to recognize cease-fire so long as gap
between Marine and Army units exists; calls
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2 May 1965
(Sunday)

3 May 1965
(Monday)

3—5 May 1965
4 May 1965
5 May 1965

6 May 1965

7 May 1965

13 May 1965

15 May 1965

for linkup of Marine and Army patrols later
in day.

Bennett, on Palmer’s advice, asks Washington to
send more troops.

President Johnson again meets with advisers to
reconsider troop deployments discussed Friday.

Linkup between Marine and Army patrols occurs;
linkup convinces Palmer that corridor between
Army and Marine positions can be established.

Washington approves establishment of corridor.

Ambassador Martin reports that revolt under Com-
munist control.

President Johnson, in television address, reveals
anti-Communist motive behind intervention.

At one minute past midnight, operation to establish
corridor (LOC) begins; paratroopers establish
corridor in just over an hour; 80 percent of
rebel force is now trapped in Ciudad Nueva
with no prospect of achieving a military vic-
tory.

U.S. military begins participation in relief programs;
launch Operation Green Chopper in interior
of country.

U.S. troops expand LOC.

Rebel “congress” elects Caamaifio “president.”

U.S. Special Forces take over Green Chopper mis-
sion; relief supplies begin arriving from United
States; U.S. PSYWAR unit begins broad-
casting.

OAS meeting of foreign ministers approves resolu-
tion to establish an inter-American force for
use in the Dominican Republic.

General Imbert becomes “president” of U.S.-backed
Government of National Reconstruction (GNR).

General Palmer is formally designated Commander,
United States Forces, Dominican Republic.

Bennett and Palmer recommend unilateral U.S.
action to clear rebels from northern Santo
Domingo.

Bundy mission arrives in Dominican Republic.

Imbert’s troops begin sweep of northern Santo
Domingo.



16 May

17 May
20 May

21 May
29 May

1 Jun
4 Jun
Jun
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Washington instructs Palmer to use U.S. troops to
prevent GNR naval and air units from par-
ticipating in northern sweep.

U.S. troop buildup in the Dominican Republic
reaches its peak of nearly 24,000.

Fighting in northern Santo Domingo ends in GNR
victory; Radio Santo Domingo is captured.

New cease-fire goes into effect.

General Alvim of Brazil assumes command of the
Inter-American Peace Force (IAPF).

IAPF reaches agreement with Loyalists and Con-
stitutionalists on status of National Palace.

Second OAS Committee arrives in Santo Domingo
to negotiate political settlement.

U.S. marines withdrawn from the Dominican Re-
public.

Serious fighting breaks out between rebels and
IAPF; U.S. troops seize and retain an area
of thirty square blocks of rebel territory in
Ciudad Nueva.

OAS Committee puts forward general proposal for
a political settlement.

Constitutionalists and Loyalists accept OAS-
sponsored Act of Reconciliation.

Héctor Garcia-Godoy sworn in as president of Pro-
visional Government.

IAPF stops General Wessin’s attempt to overthrow
Provisional Government; Wessin leaves coun-
try.

By agreement, rebels evacuate Ciudad Nueva for
the 27th of July barracks.

IAPF moves into Ciudad Nueva.

IAPF company rescues and evacuates Caamafio and
followers from Hotel Matum in Santiago.

Garcia-Godoy announces that his military chiefs
and certain Constitutionalist officers will be
posted overseas; announcement precipitates a
coup attempt by the military chiefs; IAPF
negotiates end to crisis.

Generals Alvim and Palmer leave country to be
replaced by Brigadier Generals Alvaro de Silva
Brago of Brazil and Robert Linvill, respec-
tively.
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Jan—Feb 1966
1 Mar 1966

1 Jun 1966
1 Jul 1966
21 Sep 1966

Caamafio, other prominent Constitutionalists, and
military chiefs accept overseas postings.

Presidential election campaign between Bosch and
Balaguer begins.

Balaguer defeats Bosch in presidential election.
Balaguer sworn in as president.
Last U.S. units leave the Dominican Republic.
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incompletely configured and out of proper load sequence, to the runway aprons. The large
numbers of aircraft returning from San Isidro in clusters also added to the problems at
Pope. USAF, “Case Studies of Airpower,” 35—39, 41.

U.S.F.D.R., “Stability Operations,” pt. 1, vol. I, chap. 4, 13—14, and vol. II, II-21 and II-27;
and Long interview.

In some cases, elements of the 82d relieved Marine units on a temporary basis, pending
arrival of the IAPF. For further discussion of the IAPF, see chapter 8.

U.S.F.D.R,, “Stability Operations,” pt. 1, vol. I, IV-E-1 to IV-E-2.

Szule, Dominican Diary, 113, 124. My interviews with several U.S. soldiers who served in
the Dominican intervention confirm these feelings toward the rebels.

Barry, ed.,, POWER-PACK, 34;'U.S.F.D.R., “Stability Operations,” pt. 1, vol. I, chap. 3,
23, 9, and vol. II, II-6, VI-4 to VI-9; and MI officer, interview with author.

MI officer interview; Sanford J. Unger, FBI (Boston, MA: Little, Brown and Co., 1976),
241; and Phillips, Night Watch, 150,.155—56, 160. Phillips recounts how the chief of the
FBI team, a close friend, confided to him that his agents lacked experience in gathering
political intelligence, whereupon the two men worked out a plan to coordinate their efforts,
even though in some ways this violated the rules prohibiting one federal agency from
identifying its informants to another. Phillips, Night Watch, 160.

U.S.F.D.R.,, “Stability Operations,” pt. 1, vol. I, chap. 8, 2—4, 6, and vol. 1I, VI-7, VI.g;
and Butler interview. )

U.S.F.D.R., “Stability Operations,” pt. 1, vol. 1, chap. 8, 3—4, and vol. II, VI-7, IX-1; and
MI officer interview.

MI officer interviews. While many U.S. troops in the Dominican Republic harbored
personal doubts about the wisdom or morality of backing the Loyalists, most who
entertained such doubts refused to dwell on the matter. Their view was that they were
professional soldiers who had a job to do and that the moral issue was hardly so clear
as to require them to challenge U.S. policy. Only a few soldiers became so disenchanted
(or enamored of local conditions) as to “go native.”

U.S.F.D.R., “Stability Operations,” pt. 1, vol. I, chap. 3, 7, and previously cited interviews
of U.S. officers, e.g., Palmer, Long, Butler. The impact of the shortages in Spanish-
speaking intelligence personnel, civilian clothing, and an in-country capability to produce
false documentation are discussed in U.S.F.D.R., “Stability Operations,” pt. 2, chap. 2,
enclosure 1, “Clandestine Collection Effort,” 1—38, 6. The report, for example, states that
the failure ‘“to deploy personnel with adequate civilian clothing and documentation to
support its wear has severely restricted contacts with agents and unnecessarily exposed
agents to possible hostile surveillance where knowledge that source is even contacting
U.S. Army personnel could jeopardize both the agent’s success and his personal safety.”

The CIA, of course, had been running its own agents and informants for some time.
As to the delicacy of such operations, Phillips gives an account of how a classified report
from the CIA to the Voice of America was inadvertently read over the air, the result
being that a CIA -deep-cover agent was on the verge of being compromised. Only a
middle-of-the-night phone call to Carl Rowen, director of the U.S. Information Agency,
made it possible to counteract the blunder and save the agent’s credibility, not to mention
his life. Phillips, Night Watch, 150—51, 58.

Barry, ed., POWER-PACK, 78; USAF,k“Case Studies of Airpower,” 29—31; and U.S.F.D.R,,
“Stability Operations,” pt. 1, vol. I, chap. 3, 5—86, and vol. II, VI-10 to VI-11.



204

16.

17.
18.
19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

After the contending parties reached a tentative political settlement in September, the
intelligence mission changed to one of collecting “little other than purely political infor-
mation, or information with definite political overtones.” U.S.F.D.R., “Stability Operations,”
pt. 2, chap. 2, enclosure 1, 1.

Ibid., pt. 1, vol. I, chap. 3, 3, and .vol. II, VI-9; and Butler interview.
Phillips, Night Watch, 148—50.

Telegram JCS to CINCLANT, 2010Z 1 May 1965; ‘and - Telegram nos. 1265 and 1284,
AmEmbassy, Santo Domingo, to Secretary of State, 2 May 1965; all in NSC History.

U.S.F.D.R., “Stability Operations,” pt. 1, vol. I, chap. 3, 3. The most detailed, unclassified
account of the Green Chopper operation is contained in pt. 1, volume III, of “Stability
Operations,” which is devoted exclusively to Special Forces operations. Annex D to this
volume pertains to highly classified Special Forces operations and has been removed from
the report. Palmer’s report places the number of towns visited under Green Chopper at
thirty-four; the Special Forces report says that the Green Berets visited forty-one towns
but does not indicate if this number includes the seven visited prior to their assuming
the mission. That the cover stories broke down is reported in U.S.F.D.R., “Stability
Operations,” pt. 2, chap. 7, enclosure 2.

This account of the command and control problems that plagued Palmer during his first
week in the Dominican Republic is based on Roger Spiller to General Wallace Nutting,
Memorandum, 30 September 1983, in author’s possession; Palmer to Spiller, 16 November
1983; Palmer MHI interview, 158—60, 169—70; General Bruce Palmer, Jr., interview with
Captain Richard S. Switzer, U.S. Air Force, 20 August 1974, 21, in Richard Switzer Collec-
tion, Hoover Institution Archives, Stanford, California; U.S.F.D.R., “Stability Operations,”
pt. 1, vol. I, chap. 2, 7—8, and chap. 4, 7—8; U.S. Army, Chief of Staff, Challenge: Com-
pendium of Army Accomplishment—A Report by the Chief of Staff (Washington, DC:
Department of the Army, July 1964—April 1968), 39—40, copy located in Archives,
USAMHL

Tactical communications also were substandard during the early phase of the inter-
vention. Several 82d units had PRC-10 radios, which as one participant put it, “couldn’t
communicate across the street.” The arrival of PRC-25 radios provided much better tactical
communication. Bechtold interview.
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