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of appeasing the far-right-wing forces in-
side and outside the Reagan administra-
tion, who were determined to overthrow
the Sandinista regime. In August 1983,
Julio Lopez, the FSLN's top foreign-
policy official, told me in Managua, “We
can accept the Enders deal” on E!

* Salvador. But by then what was called

the “second track” was already central to
the Reagan administration’s policy. Nica-
ragua was deeply divided, and the rebels
had become a major military force based
in the Honduran camps, where CIA offi-
cials were replacing the Argentine of-
ficers in charge of training.

5.

A second wave of former opponents of
Somoza left Nicaragua in 1981, this time
led by dissident Sandinistas, including
“Comandante Cero,” Edén Pastora, who
was famous for having led the raid on the
National Palace in 1978, and, later, for
his command of the southern front in the
war against Somoza. Pastora’s departure
from Nicaragua, along with that of his
chief associates, including Carlos Coronel
and Leonel Poveda, marked the first
major break in Sandinista unity. Pastora
traveled to Cuba, Panama, and Guate-
mala—where, he told me, the Sandinistas
blocked his participation in the Guate-
malan revolutionary movement even
though he had been given $5 million by
the Libyan government for the revolu-
tionaries. He came to the surface in early
1982 in Mexico. There he met Duane
(“Dewey”) Claridge (whom Pastora knew
as Mr. Maroni), the CIA agent charged
with organizing the confras.

The CIA began to finance Pastora’s
organization in 1982, and in 1983, from
what 1 have been told by both US govern-
ment and rebel sources, the CIA gave
more money to Pastora than it did to the
FDN. Dewey Claridge considered the
charismatic ex-Sandinista more likely
than Bermudez to win Nicaraguan and
international support, even if Pastora
resisted advice to make his organization
more efficient and resented any sugges-
tion that he was serving US interests.

At this point, the Reagan administra-
tion officials did not agree about their
aims in backing Nicaragua rebel forces:
Was it to bring down the Sandinista
regime or to force it into making conces-
sions? But their tactics were clear. There
were now two basic ideological camps in
the resistance--the first was on the north-
ern border, in Honduras, composed of
national guardsmen and backed by tra-
ditional right-wing party leaders and
former associates of Somoza, many of
them in Miami; the second, based in
Costa Rica on the southern border, con-
sisted of former Sandinistas and social
and Christian democrats, The CIA
backed both, intending to combine them
into one. But it wanted to be sure that
whichever side it backed would accept
American  political and  military
instructions.

During the summer of 1982 Pastora
united his group with Alfonso Robelo’s
Nicaraguan  Democratic’ Movement
(MDN)—a social democratic organization
with some five hundred members, which
had been closely allied with the moderate
Tercerista wing of the Sandinista move-
ment during the insurrection—and with
Brooklyn Rivera’s Misurasata. They
formed ARDE (Revolutionary Demo-
cratic Alliance). While Dewey Claridge
was urging ARDE to merge with the FDN,
throughout 1982 and early 1983 Pastora
and Robelo were requesting negotiations
with the Sandinistas on their proposals

for restoring civil liberties, dispensing
with Cuban advisers, arnd adopting a
nonaligned foreign policy. They sought,
unsuccessfully, the good offices of Euro-
pean social democrats and Congressional
liberals both to intercede with the San-
dinistas and to give them backing in
Washington. (Prime Minister Soares of
Portugal, they said, gave them some en-
couragement.) Carlos: Coronel, then
Pastora’s chief political adviser, traveled
to Havana to discuss a Nicaraguan settle-
ment with Cuban officials. Nothing came
of these talks either. In April 1983
Pastora’s guerrilla forces, by now more
than a thousand men, including several
hundred former Sandinista soldiers,
entered Nicaragua near the Costa Rican
border; he was again commanding a
“southern front,” as he had in the war
against Somoza.

Meanwhile, within the FDN's political
directorate, relations with Cardenal grew
tense. Cardenal told me that Bermiidez
and his right-hand man, a former land-
owner named Aristides Sanchez, wanted
the FDN to be “a political party to seize
power just like the Sandinistas, not a
liberation movement to organize elec-
tions.” Cardenal told Sanchez: “You're
serving the Argentines just as your father
served Somoza.” According to Cardenal,
Bermtidez and his National Guard associ-
ates “promoted an invasion by a conven-
tional army; we wanted a guerrilla war
with internal support.”

Cardenal, by now an uneasy member
of the FDN’s politica! directorate, told me
that in May 1982 he sought out Pastora
in Costa Rica. Pastora told Cardenal that
he could not join with the FDN so long as
it included Lau and Bermidez. In August
1982 Edmundo Chamorro of the UDN
told me that he and his brother favored
uniting UDN, ARDE, and the FDN. But
Cardenal’s talks with Pastora infuriated
the FDN leadership. Cardenal claims that
Bermudez tried to assassinate him.

During 1982 and 1983 the Sandinistas’
conflicts with the Church, the trade
unjons, peasants, and Indians, together
with the unpopular draft, increased the
number of rebel recruits beyond the ex-
pectations of their leaders and CIA spon-
sors. According to congressional intelli-
gence committees and journalists cover-
ing the war, the FDN grew from six hun-
dred in 1982 to between four and five
thousand in March 1983 to twelve thou-
sand by early 1985 (not including several
thousand unequipped combatants). Pas-
tora’s ARDE had as many as six thousand
recruits by early 1984, most of them
unarmed. Both in northern and southern
Nicaragua (not to mention the Atlantic
Coast) the local population often pro-
vided the rebél group with food, shelter,
and information. The first American re-
porters who traveled with the FDN in the
spring of 1983 found, as James Le-
Moyne reported in Newsweek, that north-
ern peasants “seemed to welcome” the
insurgents. "

To the surprise of many in the ClA,
Bermtdez’s FDN, not Pastora’s ARDE,
benefited most from the Sandinistas’
problems. The FDN, with its well-
organized camps in Honduras, was able
to absorb new recruits more effectively.
To quiet the concerns of congressional
supervisory committees, the CIA decided
to improve the group’s political image
and to try to remove the stench of its
Argentine and Guatemalan connections
by bringing in recognized anti-Somocista

""See James LeMoyne, Newsweek (April
11, 1983), and Christopher Dickey, The
Washington Post (April 3, 4, 5, 1983).

leaders. A CIA agent using the alias Tony
Feldman went to Miami to interview can-
didates: A new set of leaders was pro-
duced at a December 1982 news confer-
ence, including Edgar Chamorro and a
former Sandinista named Indalecio
Rodriguez, along with Bermidez. As
Chamorro recalled: “It was done in a big
hurry.... The CIA was anxious to please
Congress.” “Chicano” Cardenal claims
that the powerful exiles of the Nicara-
guan oligarchy, including Edgar Cha-
morro, saw to it that he was excluded. He
later told me he regarded the National
Guard officers as “once trusted employ-
ees of Somoza now working for new
bosses.” Cardenal now runs an insurance
agency in Miami.

6.

In January 1983 Adolfo Calero joined
the FDN directorate. Calero had been a
leader of the Conservative party and was
active in the strikes that helped bring
down Somoza, but he also had long-
standing ties with the CIA. According to
Edgar Chamorro, the CIA summarily in-
stalled him as president of the National
Directorate and Commander in Chief of
the FDN. During 1983 and 1984, Calero
removed several former National Guard
officers accused of corruption and abuse
of authority. The CIA also formulated a
“code of conduct” for the FDN and wrote
a now notorious field manual which the
administration claimed was designed to
curtail FDN terrorism. But it included in-
structions on how to “neutralize,” i.e.,
assassinate, local Sandinista officials.
Americas Watch and American journal-
ists have published reports of operations
against Sandinista officials that were car-
ried out in ways that could have been
suggested by the manual. "

Though ARDE found support in
isolated southeastern Nicaragua and oc-
casionally carried out successful guerrilla
attacks, Pastora proved to be a dis-
appointment to his followers. His former
associates say that his sense of having
been deceived by the Sandinistas made
him regard subordinates as potential
rivals for power. When Comandante Luis
Rivas became known for a successful at-
tack on a Sandinista patrol, Pastora
dismissed him. In 1983 and 1984, Pastora
broke with virtually all of his potential
comrades, including Alfonso Robelo,
Brooklyn Rivera, and Carlos Coronel,
and many field commanders as well. In
August 1984 Robelo told me, “I'll always
be Edén’s friend, but it’s impossible to be
his ally.” After ARDE broke up, a collec- *
tion of feuding factions remained on the
southern front.

Pastora’s associates say that between
January 1983 and the spring of 1984, he
received as much as $650,000 a month
from the CIA, together with nine air
drops of equipment and arms. Yet Pas-
tora failed to pose a serious military
challenge to the Sandinistas and wasted
the aid he got. Arms supplied by the CIA
turned up on the Costa Rican black
market. On one occasion, an ARDE task
force sabotaged the wrong cables and
blacked out southern Honduras instead
of Managua.

Many people have supposed that the
CIA connection damaged Pastora, but
the reverse may also be true, The decision
to support him was a departure from the
conventional CIA practice of backing
reliable pro-Americans like Calero. It can

"See, for example, Dan Williams’s
report in the Los Angeles Times (August
14, 1985),
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dent Carter for publicly criticizing the
president, In the spring of this year,
Singlaub reviewed the FDN troops in a
rebel base on the Honduran-Nicaraguan
border,

The US government secretly encour-
aged this “private-sector initiative” after
Congress cut off CIA funds in 1984. On

“October 8, 1985, The Washington Post

reported that White House officials chose
Singlaub to coordinate fund raising for
the FDN, and urged countries receiving
US aid, such as Taiwan and South Korea,
to raise money for the FDN through
similar private networks. A National
Security Council official took a leading
part in raising money for the FDN.
Though Cruz and Robelo have allies in
the State Department and the NSC, they
are up against a covert alliance of former
National Guard officers, FDN and
American extremists, foreign govern-
ments, and powerful elements in the
Reagan administration. Strong ties of
loyalty, or fealty, have developed be-
tween CIA officials acting as imperial
patrons and their colonial adjutants in
the FDN.

Weeks after Cruz and Robelo founded
the UNO last June, Calero was refusing
to carry out joint decisions and stacking
the UNO with former Somoza officials.”
He was also planting criticisms of Cruz in
the Costa Rican and Miami press, and
spreading rumors among FDN troops that
Cruz “only wants to gain contro! of the
FDN so he can negotiate them away to
the Sandinistas.” UNO and Congressional
sources say that Calero obstructed the ef-
forts of Cruz and Robelo to clean up
FDN human-rights practices and tried to
stop the UNO from getting control of US
and private funds. Calero also opposed
expanding the UNO to include Pastora
and BOS last autumn. The BOS leaders
said at the time that they would join UNO
only if Calero stepped down as leader of
the FDN.

Reports of Calero’s intransigence, and
of his backing from the White House and
the CIA over other leaders, were disturb-
ing to several moderate Democrats and
Republicans who had, for the first time,
voted for aid to the rebels last June and
been promised by the President that
human-rights abuses by the FDN would
be strictly punished. They included Rep-
resentative David McCurdy (D-Okla-
homa), Dante Fascell (D-Florida), Wil-
liam Richardson (D-New Mexico), and
Senator David Durenberger (R-Minne-
sota). After they expressed concern to the
administration, Cruz was able to get sup-
port and funds for an independent UNO
human-rights office, based in Costa Rica,
to investigate the FDN’s abuses. The of-
fice opened in January with a staff that
included Ismael Reyes, the former presi-
dent of the Nicaraguan Red Cross,
Roberto Ferrey, who was exiled by
Somoza and later became a legal adviser
to the Sandinista ministry of justice, and
Alberto Gamez Ortega, a former vice-
minister of justice in the Sandinista
government. They say they are collecting
information on abuses both by the FDN
and the Sandinistas. Whether they will
have real power to monitor the FDN's ac-
tivities and punish abuses remains to be
seen. The UNO began talks with BOS in
November that were soon suspended, and
then resumed, with no results so far.
There is little visible evidence that the
basic situation described by LeMoyne, in
which the dominance of Calero and Ber-

*The Boston Globe (September 1, 1985);
The Christian Science Monitor (October
15, 1985).

mudez is supporied by the White House
and the CIA, has changed.

8.

While the top leaders of the FDN con-
tinue to refuse to share real power with
such former supporters of the revolution
as Cruz, Robelo, and César, the guerrilla
forces themselves are too large and have
too much support inside the country to
be dismissed simply as a tool of the CIA,
Bermudez, and Calero. There are some
twenty thousand active armed insurgents
from a Nicaraguan population of three
million, of which the FDN makes up
about twelve thousand. Absolutely and
relative to each country’s population,
they outnumber the Salvadoran guer-
rillas—nine thousand in a population of
five million. The FDN claims that 40 per-
cent of its troops are former Sandinista
soldiers and less than 2 percent former
national guardsmen.

The “contras” are no longer mercenary
bands striking from border sanctuaries.
Those who claim that the rebels could not
exist without outside funding and train-
ing should recall the arguments that were
made against the administration that the
rebels in Salvador were ‘a genuine in-
digenous force. In 1984 Sandinista of-
ficials acknowledged “that quite ‘aside
from the troops in Honduras and Costa
Rica, there were as many as eight thou-
sand rebels inside Nicaragua. They have
been unable to hold any territory against
the Sandinistas’ artillery and aerial at-
tacks, but guerrilia units are able to move
through three quarters of Nicaragua’s
mountainous terrain.

Daylight ambushes of army convoys

suggest that, like the Salvadoran guer- -

rillas, they receive information from local
residents. The Miami Herald reported
that the insurgents “appear to enjoy
substantial and growing support among
small farmers and campesinos.” Dan
Williams of the Los Angeles Times noted
that when an FDN force briefly captured
La Trinidad, a village in the historically
pro-Sandinista region of Esteli, “peasants
led the contras through Sandinista bases
in the mountains.”’® Marcel Neidergang
of Le Monde reported on November 25,
1985, that the contras’ ability to open a
new front of the war in the central
Nicaraguan departments of Chontales
and Boaco, nearly two hundred miles
from the Honduran border, was “doubt-
less a sign of the complicity of the
region’s peasants.” (Neidergang’s report
in Le Monde of December 3 gave further
evidence of such “complicity.”) .

Such rebel sympathies on the part of
the rural population were apparently
among the main reasons the government
decided to evacuate large numbers of
peasants last spring to establish a free fire
zone. According to The New York Times
of March 19, 1985, the forced evacuation

had two objectives, according to
Sandinista officials [in Jinotega} and
Western diplomats in Managua who
specialize in military matters. The
first is to deprive the rebels of
material support and intelligence by
removing relatives and neighbors
sympathetic to them from war
zones. But equally important, these
sources said, is the creation of “free
fire zones” where the Sandinista
People’s Army can operate frcely
among the rebels.

Journalists reported that in the areas

'“The Miami Herald (January 27, 1985);
The Los Angeles Times (August 14,
1985).

around San Juan de Limay and El
Naranjo  Sandinista troops burned
peasants’ houses to prevent them from
returning."”

“Unlike the strugple against Somoza,”
wrote formicr Panamanian vice-minister
of health Hugo Spadafora a few months
before he was murdered by Panamanian
National Guardsmen in the fall of 1985,
“this war...is predominantly a peasant
insurrection.” Spadafora was a doctor
who once fought alongside the San-
dinistas in 1979 and then later joined with
Pastora and Rivera against the regime.
He complained that the press “has ne-
glected almost completely to cover the
war in depth, in the heart of the country,
the natural epicenter of the campesino in-
surrection.” The top rebel leaders, he
said, “fee! threatened when the media
tries to cover the war inside Nicaragua
since...international exposure. .. will raise
the status of middle level cadres that
direct and maintain the war effort deep
within the country.”

The growth of the FDN has created
strains between the peasants, who make
up its ranks, and the FDN leadership,
which is still tied, as we have seen, to
Nicaragua’s ancien régime. The FDN
troops have their own heroes and their
own peasant rnistica, which should not be
confused with that of the FDN's ancestor,
the September !5 Legion. Most of the
FDN troops are peasants, small land-
holders, shopkeepers, and dirt farmers
from the rugged and deeply Catholic
north and from the cattle country in cen-
tral Nicaragua. Most of them are dedi-
cated to overthrowing the Sandinistas,
whose agricultural policies left them
much worse off, while government con-
trols became more severe.

Some sense of their feelings is given by
a scholarly study of the revolution by
Professor Forrest D, Colburn of Prince-
ton, to be published in May.” Colburn
writes that his general aim is to describe
“the intentions of the Sandinista revolu-
tionary elite and to explain why their rosy
expectations were dashed even before
they were confronted with a US-financed
counter revolution.” He writes:

The inability of the revolution to
date to provide a better standard of
living and the continuing call for
sacrifices have made many rural
Nicaraguans sharply critical of the
Sandinistas. For example, peasants
interviewed outside the Jinotega said
they felt the Sandinistas were “work-
ing for themselves, and not for the
people.” More commonly, rural
laborers are cynical, with the hope
they had at the onset of the revolu-

"There have been conflicting reports
both about the numbers of people for-
cibly refocated and the total number of
people displaced. Americas Watch
estimates from its own sources that at
least twenty to twenty-five thousand peo-
ple were forcibly relocated during 1985.
Julia Preston wrote in The Boston Globe
of August 22, 1985 that the “Sandinista
troops drove an estimated 45,000 Nicara-
guans from their homes in Esteli province
in March.” Amnesly International writes
in its new report “Nicaragua, the Human
Rights Record” that some seven thousand
Nicaraguan families from Matagalpa and
Jinotcga provinces werc compulsorily
relocated in March. Journalists have
reported on the flight of tens of
thousands of people to Honduras, On the
burning of houses, see Edward Cody,
The Washington Post (March 26, 1985).

" Post-Revolutionary Nicaragua: State,
Class and the Dilemma of Agrarian
Policy (University of California Press).
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Elliott Abrams

Permanent Dictatorship

in Nicaragua?

The following is from a statement
by Elliott Abrams, Assistant Secre-
tary for Inter-American Affairs,
before the Subcommittee on Western
Hemisphere Affairs of the House
Foreign Affairs Commitiee,
Washington, D.C., March 5, 1986.

I would like to discuss our policy
toward Nicaragua as it affects a
complex of issues that has been of
particular concern to me during
much of my government career—
human rights.

We here in Washington have
been justly pleased during the last
month about the role our govern-
ment played in supporting develop-
ments that have advanced human
rights in Haiti and in the Philip-
pines. Those directly involved are
probably the only ones who know
just how much had to be done to
help ensure favorable outcomes. But
act they did, and they and you, as
Members of Congress, deserve to
share in the praise. It is a cause
both branches of government have
actively supported.

Over the past several years, we
have also heard comment, from
citizens as well as from Administra-
tion officials, about the importance
of supporting human rights in Cen-

United States Department of State
Bureau of Public Affairs
Washington, D.C.

tral America. Some truly historic
gains have been made in El Sal-
vador and in Guatemala: there has
been a lot of credit to share. And I
don’t think there is a person in this
room who has not applauded the
progress that has taken place in
Argentina, Uruguay, and Brazil
over the past 2 years. ,

1 suggest that we should be no
less committed to human rights in
Nicaragua. That there are major hu-
man rights problems in Nicaragua is
not at issue. Recent events in
Nicaragua—including abuses com-
mitted by the armed resistance as
well as those committed by the
Sandinista regime and its
enforcers—are summarized in the
latest White House Report on
Nicaragua, dated February 4, 1986.

The question is, what are we go-
ing to do about it? These problems
are not going to go away by them-
selves. [t is a fact of life that, ab-
sent the pressures that alone seem
to restrain them, the Sandinistas
will not turn about and negotiate
away the absolute power they have
ardently gathered for the past 6%
years.

The resistance is another fact of
life: a fighting force some 20,000
strong—20,000 citizens of Nicaragua
who have taken it upon themselves
to fight the repressive regime in
Managua. There is no turning back
for them. It is illusory to assume
that peace will come to Nicaragua if
we abandon them.

It is equally illusory to assume
that military assistance for the
democratic resistance will contribute
only to human rights abuses. If
properly led, trained, and equipped,
the armed resistance will be better
able to function as a disciplined

force during military operations. El

Salvador’s Army showed that, with
reliable U.S. assistance, it can be
done. The United States expects the
Nicaraguan resistance to follow a
code of conduct on the battlefield
that will protect noncombatants and
prisoners.

The President has specifically
designated $3 million of the $100
million request for aid to the
Nicaraguan democratic resistance
exclusively for the strengthening of
the observance and advancement of
human rights. Consistent and sus-
tained U.S. backing, combined with
strong internal monitoring within
the resistance forces themselves,



can improve human rights perform-
ance and minimize suffering among
noncombatants.

Nicaragua is a real problem for
us. We must face it. Neither the as-
sault on democracy nor the fight for
freedom will wait for the Washing-
ton calendar. Neither posturing nor
passivity will bring about a solution.

It is never easy to bring about
constructive change in this world. It
is usually a messy business, fraught
with difficult choices. But we have
been making the right choices—in
favor of democracy and human
rights—in the Philippines, in Haiti,

in South America, in Guatemala, in
El Salvador.

We must stand by the same
principles in Nicaragua and support
the resistance that is fighting for
democracy and human rights.

Or are we prepared to suggest
that, unlike Marcos, Duvalier, or
some Argentine generals, the San-
dinistas have succeeded in con-
solidating their dietatorship? That
they are now free to spread totali-
tarianism and terrorism to Central
and South America from a secure
base on the mainland?

We have just now all agreed
that permanent dictatorship is not
inevitable in Haiti or the Philip-
pines. The question now facing the
Congress is whether we are to ac-
cept that communist dictatorship
will be permanent in Nicaragua. Bl

Published by the United States Department
of State - Bureau of Public Affairs

Office of Public Communication « Editorial
Division » Washington, D.C. « March 1986
Editor: Colleen Sussman - This material is in
the public domain and may be reproduced
without permission; citation of this source is
appreciated.




Secretary Shultz

Current
Policy
No. 797

Nicaragua: Will -
Democracy Prevail?

Following is a statement by Secretary
Shultz before the Senate Commiltee on
Foreign Relations, Washington, D.C.,

February 27, 1986.

U.S. assistance to the Nicaraguan
democratic resistance is an essential ele-
ment in our efforts to defend Central
America from aggression, to preserve
recent democratic gains, and to improve
prospects for renewed economic growth
and equitable development. It is an im-
portant stimulus to a diplomatic solution
to the Central American conflict. It con-
tributes to our defense against Soviet
and Cuban military intervention in this
hemisphere. Finally, it can help to re-
store to the Nicaraguan people their -
right to self-determination denied by a
minority that seeks to perpetuate itself
in power by force of arms and totalitar-
ian controls.

In short, the assistance the Presi-
dent requested on February 25 is
needed. It is legally, morally, and stra-
tegically justified. And it can make a
vital difference to the emergence of a
democratic outcome in Nicaragua and
throughout Central America.

WHAT IS THE PROBLEM?

In talking with foreign leaders and
Members of Congress, I find that just
about everyone agrees on what the
problem is. It is that a democratic revo-
lution has been betrayed by a violent

United States Department of State
Bureau of Public Affairs
Washington, D.C.

minority willing and even eager to serve
as an instrument of Soviet and Cuban
strategic designs on the hemisphere, in-
cluding armed aggression in the form of
support for terrorism and subversion.

In 1979, Nicaraguan democrats and
their sympathizers throughout the world
believed that the end of the Somoza re-
gime marked a new beginning for
Nicaragua. Nicaraguans learned very
quickly, however, that instead of
democracy, they had fallen prey to what
the Sandinistas say is “revolution by
vanguard” and what the rest of us know
is communist totalitarianism. The
popularity of the overthrow of Somoza
concealed the establishment of a new -
dictatorship that threatens the security
of Nicaragua’s neighbors and has
brought the cold war to Central
America.

Intervention

One of the most striking characteristics
of Sandinista communism is its mes-
sianic impulse to violence. As Congress
has repeatedly and formally found,
Nicaragua has since 1980 been engaged
in unlawful intervention, serving as the
staging ground for arms shipments to
guerrillas in El Salvador. Because so
much attention has been focused on this
arms flow to El Salvador, which has
been sustained and occasionally massive,
it is less widely known that at one point
or another Sandinista intervention has
touched virtually the entire hemisphere.
The map on page 3 depicts the
breadth of Nicaragua’s interventionist

activities. (It also makes clear, inci-
dentally, that the Nicaraguan com-
munists are perfectly serious when they
refer to their policy as one of ‘“‘interna-
tionalism.”) The map identifies the coun-
tries where the current Nicaraguan
Government has tried to export vio-
lence, by shipping arms, training guer-
rillas, or providing the kinds of support
necessary for terrorist operations.
Managua has become a gathering place
for terrorists from all over the world,
including Europe and the Middle East
as well as Latin America.

Two aspects of this pattern of inter-
vention are worth emphasizing.

First, the intervention is strongest
against Nicaragua’s immediate neigh-
bors, but it is not limited to Central
America.

Second, the pattern is politically in-
discriminate. Violence and subversion
have been directed against democracies
and even against Contadora countries as
well as against dictatorships and more
traditional military regimes.

Militarization

The Sandinistas like to portray them-
selves as nationalists, but their soldiers
are trained and supported in combat by
thousands of Cubans and other foreign-
ers known as “internationalists.” And
this is why, despite its limited size and
resources, Nicaragua is able to inter-
vene so widely in the hemisphere: it has



been armed by the Soviet Union and is

manned by Cubans in key sectors from

training and weapons use to intelligence
and counterintelligence.

The first Cuban advisers entered
Managua with the Sandinistas and took
up positions in Somoza’s bunker less
than a week after he left it. As soon as
the security apparatus was in place,
Soviet-bloc arms began to arrive to give
the Nicaraguan communists the capacity
to repress their own people and to en-
gage in unconventional warfare against
their neighbors without risk of a conven-
tional military response.

Chart I depicts the militarization of
Nicaragua by this combination of Soviet-
bloc weapons and Cuban manpower. The
total of Cuban advisers has stabilized at
slightly lower levels since October 1983,
when the U.S. action in Grenada led the
Cubans to seek a lower profile in Nica-
ragua. Soviet arms shipments peaked in
the fall of 1984 with the delivery of
HIND attack helicopters at a time when
the resistance had been cut off from
U.S. Government assistance. The reality
is clear: Managua’s military capabilities
are closely tied to the Soviet Union and
Cuba.

Cuban military and security officers,
in fact, have done everything from help-
ing with the establishment of political
control structures in the armed forces
and the state security apparatus to an
active combat role with sophisticated
Soviet weapons systems.

THE RISE OF

resistance responds to a long series

of repressive acts, some of which

are listed chronologically in the chart.
These go from the arrival of the Cubans
and the establishment of the defense
committees in the summer of 1979 to
the start of censorship and the post-
ponement of elections, the murder of
opposition leader Jorge Salazar, and the
burning of Indian villages in 1981.
Catholic and Protestant church leaders
were systematically attacked, and the
Pope was insulted. Forced conscription
came next, followed by stage-managed
elections, Ortega’s visit to Moscow, and
finally the suspension of civil rights in
the fall of 1985.

By betraying their promises of
pluralism, the Nicaraguan communists
have forced the citizens of Nicaragua to
take up arms once again. Like Somoza,
the Sandinistas don’t seem to listen to
anyone who isn’t armed. And, like
Somoza, they seek to blame outside
forces for the resistance of their own
people to their policies.

The Nicaraguan communists like to
say that covert U.S. support created the
resistance; that their opponents are all
agents of the CIA [Central Intelligence
Agency] and of the heirs of Somoza.
This is ridiculous. It was Sandinista
repression that in 1979, 1980, and 1981
destroyed the coalition that overthrew
Somoza and sparked the resistance. In
1979, 1980, and 1981, the United States
was providing aid to the Government of

Chart |

Nicaragua, not to the resistance.

From May of 1984 until late in
1985—well over a year—the U.S. Gov-
ernment provided no assistance to
Nicaraguan resistance forces. As indi-
cated in Chart II, the resistance grew
by 50%, roughly from 10,000 to 15,000
during a period when there was no U.S.
Government assistance.

The Sandinistas, of course, would
like to create the impression that there
is no viable alternative to them. Like
Somoza before them, they have driven
many of their opponents into exile. But
these opposition groups represent a var-
jety of political and programmatic view-
points. They are committed to
presenting those viewpoints to the
Nicaraguan people in a competitive
democratic process and would do so if
given the opportunity.

Adolfo Calero, Arturo Cruz, and
Alfonso Robelo lead the main resistance
organization, the United Nicaraguan Op-
position (UNQ). All three actively op-
posed Somoza while he was still in
power. Calero was jailed by Somoza;
first Robelo then Cruz became junta
members with the Sandinistas until they
could no longer accept betrayal of
democratic principles and of Nicaraguan
national interests.

The largest guerrilla forces belong
to the Nicaraguan Democratic Force
(FDN), headed by Calero since 1983.
Other important resistance organizations
include ARDE [Democratic Revolution-

THE RESISTANCE

When Daniel Ortega spoke in
Havana on February 5 to the Con-
gress of the Cuban Communist
Party, he referred to “the blood of
Cuban internationalists fallen on
Nicaraguan soil.” Ortega was talk-
ing about Cubans Kkilled fighting
Nicaraguans inside Niearagua.

In this fact is a bitter truth:
Nicaraguans who dissent must
fight more than other Nicara-
guans. And they must fight a
sophisticated, heavily equipped,
and pervasive security apparatus
designed to deny power to all but
the ruling communist vanguard.
One need look no further than the
fate of Solidarity in Poland over
the last few years to realize the
difficulty of taking on such a
formidable internal security
apparatus.

Chart II (see p. 6) demon-
strates the growth of armed
resistance in the face of the new
Nicaraguan police state. The
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ary Alliance], built by Robelo and
former Sandinista Comandante Eden
Pastora, and MISURASATA [Miskito,
Sumo, Rama, and Sandinista] and
KISAN [United Indigenous Peoples of
Eastern Nicaragua] guerrillas active
among the Indians of the Atlantic coast.

Resistance fighters are overwhelm-
ingly rural youths. Most are between 18
and 22 years old. They are fighting to
defend their small plots of land, their
churches, and in some cases their in-
digenous cultures. Some joined the
resistance rather than be forced to fight
for the Sandinistas against their friends
and neighbors. In defending their fami-
lies and communities, these young
Nicaraguans are fighting for self-
determination above all else.

The commanders are more likely
to come from urban areas and have
more diverse occupations and back-
grounds. They include both former
National Guardsmen and former San-
dinista fighters, but most are civil-
ians from the very groups the Sandi-
nistas claim to represent:
peasants, small farmers,

urban professionals, Chart Il

the Caribbean over the past 10
years. The map on the left shows the

politics of the region in 1976, while the ~

one on the right shows the situation
today.

Largely or entirely demoecratic and
open societies are green. Dictatorships
or military regimes are shown in light
brown. Three countries not readily
categorized as either democracies or dic-
tatorships are colored gray.

Ten countries (Argentina, Bolivia,
Brazil, Ecuador, El Salvador, Grenada,
Guatemala, Honduras, Peru, and Uru-
guay) joined the democratic column in
this last decade.

Since the fall of Duvalier in Haiti,
Nicaragua is one of only five dictator-
ships or military regimes left in all of
Latin America (the others being Chile,
Cuba, Paraguay, and Suriname).

The question is sometimes asked
whether any Latin American country
supports our Nicaraguan policy. But
isn’t a better question whether any
Latin American country (other than
Cuba) supports Nicaragua’s policies?

Differences between the United States
and our allies, to the extent they exist
at all, are not over policy goals but over
how tg achieve them.

Nicaragua poses very complicated is-
sues for Latin Americans, as it does for
us. Latin Americans are properly con-
cerned about the defense of sovereignty
and the rejection of foreign intervention.
History has focused much of that rejec-
tion against past military interventions
by the United States.

As Latin Americans, however, our
neighbors also reject Cuban-Soviet inter-
vention. And when Cuban pilots fly
Soviet helicopters, it is not the United
States that is injecting the East-West
conflict into Central America. It is the
Soviets, and that is how it is perceived
in Latin America.

So Nicaragua poses a problem on
two levels. The Latin American dimen-
sion they feel that they can and must
deal with themselves; the Soviet dimen-
sion they believe only we are strong
enough to deal with. This"is a point they
have made to us repeatedly. The Latin
American foreign ministers told me

and students. One was a
primary school teacher;
another, an evangelical pastor.

Chart III (see p. 7) depicts
the backgrounds of the 153
most senior military leaders of
the FDN as of last Novem-
ber. The FDN has the largest
number of former military
professionals; however, less
than half the commanders
have prior military experi-
ence. And notice a key fact
that many have tried to hide:
a full 20% of the FDN leaders
joined the resistance after
serving in the Sandinista
army, militia, or security
services. .

The evidence irrefutably
confirms that the Nicaraguan
resistance is the product of a
popular, pervasive, and
democratic revolt.
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when I met with them on February 10
that they agreed with us that Cuban-
Soviet intervention in Nicaragua was
unacceptable.

Of course, though nobody wants a
second Cuba, most would oppose any
direct U.S. military intervention in
Nicaragua. But we are not making a
case for direct U.S. military action. We
are making a case for helping
Nicaraguan democrats to help them-
selves. If our policy advances democ-
racy, we will always have at least tacit
support.

Latin American support—indeed,
enthusiasm—for democracy is evident. I
would hope that by now ours is, too.

WHY PRESSURE IS NECESSARY

If democracy is our objective, why do
we want to pressure Nicaragua? The
answer is simple: we want a political
solution. The Nicaraguan communists do
not. They want a political solution only
if they can violate it militarily. Pressure
is the one way to bring them to the bar-
gaining table ready to bargain. Power
and diplomacy must go hand in hand.

A vote for military assistance to the
democratic resistance will give Con-
tadora a better chance to succeed, be-
cause it will give the Sandinistas an -
incentive to negotiate seriously—
something they have yet to do. They did
not negotiate with the Carter Adminis-
tration when the United States was
Nicaragua’s largest supplier of aid. And
they did not negotiate seriously either
with us or with their neighbors when
the Congress suspended all aid to the
resistance 2 years ago. On the contrary,
in the fall of 1984, instead of bringing
their political opponents back into the
political process through competitive
elections, the Sandinistas imported as-
sault helicopters from the Soviet Union.

Military pressure is just as essential
now to convince the Sandinistas to
negotiate a political solution as it was
critical in convineing them to agree to
the Contadora process in the first place.

The United States can now help the
Contadora process by doing two things
simultaneously: '

First, the United States must sup-
port Contadora politically and diplo-
matically, so as to help keep the
negotiating process alive for the day
when the Sandinistas finally do nego-
tiate. This support must include cooper-
ating in the staff work needed to ensure
verification of any agreement. After the
Sandinistas’ record in repudiating their
commitments to the Organization of

Chart Iii
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American States, who would trust an
agreement that is not enforceable?

Second, the United States must
support the Nicaraguan resistance, so
as to sustain pressure on the Sandinis-
tas to accept meaningful negotiations
toward a workable Contadora agree-
ment. Why would the Sandinistas
negotiate if there were no armed
resistance?

WHAT WE ARE ASKING

Carefully thought-out and implemented
assistance to the Nicaraguan democratic
resistance can make a difference. The
President transmitted his proposal to
you 2 days ago only after we had con-
sulted widely with our friends in Cen-

tral America and in the Contadora
Group as well as with the members of
this committee and others in the
Congress.

e $100 million would be made availa-
ble to the Nicaraguan democratic
resistance by transfer from the FY
[fiscal year] 1986 Department of Defense
Appropriations Act. Twenty-five percent
would become available immediately,
with an additional 15% released every
90 days through the end of September
1987, as reports are submitted to
Congress.

¢ $30 million of the total $100 mil-
lion package would be reserved for hu-
manitarian assistance administered by
the existing Nicaraguan Humanitarian
Assistance Office (including $3 million
specifically earmarked for human rights
programs and activities). The President



would be free to use the remaining $70
million for any kind of assistance he
deems appropriate, using whatever
agencies he desires, subject to normal
procedures for congressional oversight.
If properly led and trained, the armed
resistance will be able to minimize the
suffering of Nicaraguan noncombatants
during military operations. The United
States expects that the armed resist-
ance will follow a code of conduct on the
battlefield that will protect noncombat-
ants and prisoners.

¢ In the event of a peaceful resolu-
tion of the conflict in Central America,
any remaining balance of the $100 mil-
lion could be used (through the end of
FY 1987) for relief, rehabilitation, and
reconstruction purposes in the countries
of Central America, including
Nicaragua.

All current statutory conditions on
involvement by intelligence agencies
would be satisfied by congressional
approval of the President’s request.

At the same time, we are not breaking
relations with the Sandinista govern-
ment. This demonstrates our willingness
to keep open the lines of communication.
It strengthens the possibility of a peace-
ful settlement. It increases everyone’s
ability to cooperate. And it maintains
the program’s operational viability.

We are thus asking for an overt
vote on a program that will operate
within clearly defined parameters. We
see these parameters, if Congress
approves the President’s request, as
follows:

e U.S. policy toward Nicaragua will
be based on Nicaraguan responsiveness
to U.S. concerns about Soviet/Cuban
ties, military buildup, support for sub-
version, internal repression, and refusal
to negotiate.

¢ The United States will address
these concerns through economie, politi-
cal, and diplomatic measures, as well as
support for the resistance. In particular:

— We will engage in simuita-
neous talks with Nicaragua if Nicaragua
will also engage in internal dialogue as
proposed by UNO (the UNO proposal
includes a cease-fire and lifting of the
state of emergency); and

— We will respond positively to
other steps by the Government of Nica-
ragua toward meeting our concerns.

* Any easing of U.S. pressure on
Nicaragua will be implemented, after
consultation with Congress, by reference
to observable Nicaraguan conduct (e.g.,
freedom of the press, reduced arms
deliveries or foreign military presence,
respect for a cease-fire),

® The U.S. actions shall be consist-
ent with our right to defend ourselves

and assist our allies for the purpose of
achieving a comprehensive, verifiable
Contadora agreement and democratic
reconciliation in Nicaragua, without the
use of foree by the United States.

¢ The President will report to Con-
gress every 90 days on diplomatic
efforts, human rights, and use of appro-
priated funds. This is the same as cur-
rent reporting requirements.

I should note that the objectives
reflected in these undertakings are not
those of the United States alone. Each
of them, including national reconciliation
through dialogue with the armed opposi-
tion, are agreed objectives of the Conta-
dora process. We are asking the Sandi-
nistas to do no more than what they
themselves have ostensibly agreed are
the steps essential to a lasting peace in
Central America.

CONCLUSION

Either we are willing to act on a vital
issue close to our shores at a critical
moment when the world is watching, or
we are not. Either we help Nicaraguans
to gain their freedom, or we do not. In
Europe and in the Middle East, in
Afghanistan and in Cambodia, in South
America and in southern Africa, our
friends and our enemies will draw their
own conclusions from what we decide.

The Sandinistas’ record in dealing
with Nicaraguans and other Central
Americans makes clear that the resist-
ance is the only constraint they recog-
nize. As long as the Sandinistas are free
to try to expand their revolution, the
killing and misery will continue in Cen-
tral America.

Only a democratic opening in Nica-
ragua can alter these dim prospects.
And the resistance is the major element
in the present equation that can help
create that opening. Nicaraguans are
disenchanted with the Sandinistas; more
Nicaraguans are likely to join the resist-
ance if they believe the United States
will support the restoration of the revo-
lution’s original goals.

U.S. aid to the Nicaraguan resist-
ance may intensify support for the San-
dinistas among certain individuals who
are already firmly in their camp, but we
do not see the ranks of Sandinista sup-
porters growing as a result of our back-
ing of the resistance. On the contrary,
our assistance will give heart to the
vast majority of Nicaraguans who yearn
for freedom.

Opposition to U.S. aid to the resist-
ance is greatest outside Nicaragua,
wherever people do not appreciate that
the Sandinistas depend on violence as a

political tool, or where they lack infor-
mation about the extent of Sandinista
abuses of human rights, or among those
who do not realize that the true under-
dogs are the Nicaraguan people and
their neighbors who are resisting violent
minorities backed by military aid from
Cuba and the Soviet bloc. Reactions
among former Sandinista sympathizers
suggest that the reality of the new
tyranny in Nicaragua is being increas-
ingly understood in Europe as well as
Latin America and the United States.

The bottom line is this: absent a
credible challenge to their militarized
control of Nicaragua, the Sandinistas
have no incentive to negotiate a lasting
political solution to the conflict in Cen-
tral America. The resistance can provide
such a challenge—if we help. Without
military aid to the resistance, the San-
dinistas will simply monopolize power
and continue to destabilize their neigh-
bors. If the Central American house
remains divided against itself, prospects
for democracy would ultimately be
doomed in the region as a whole as well
as Nicaragua.

The United States has both moral
and strategic interests in the consolida-
tion of democracy in this hemisphere. To
the extent that we support Latin Ameri-
cans who are struggling for objectives
similar to ours, we reduce the likelihood
of having to intervene to protect our
interests and defend our allies. If there
were no armed resistance, we might
ultimately confront choices even more
difficult than this one.

Under the expedited procedures that
Congress has provided, the President is
entitled to a vote on his request. A posi-
tive vote is essential to protect our stra-
tegic interests, preserve opportunities
for diplomacy, and assure that the prog-
ress made in recent years in El Sal-
vador, Honduras, and Guatemala will
not be reversed and that Costa Rica will
maintain its democracy.

There are many uncertainties ahead
in Nicaragua. We are fully aware of
them. But we are also aware that there
were many uncertainties in El Salvador,
in Central America generally, and most
recently in Haiti and the Philippines.
We were right in El Salvador. Castro,
and the Soviets, and the Libyans, and
the Nicaraguan communists have clearly
made their choice. Now it is up to us to
make ours. B
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Daniel Ortega at the Cuban Party Congress

To reaffirm publicly the Sandinistas' solidarity with Fidel
Castro and the Cuban Revolution, President Daniel Ortega of
Nicaragua made a special point to attend the Third Party
Congress of the Cuban Communist Party February 4-7, 1986.

o Ortega was only one of two chiefs of state to partici-
pate in the congress (the other being the President of
Guinea Bissau).

o Indicative of his priorities, by attending he snubbed
an important delegation of Western leaders representing
the Socialist International who were visiting Managua.

o He competed at the podium in anti-U.S. rhetoric with
representatives from the Soviet bloc and from communist
parties of such countries as Angola, Ethopia, and
Afghanistan.

0 Ortega also rubbed shoulders with representatives of
such political terrorist groups as the Argentine
Mononeros, the Chilean "Manuel Rodriguez" Patriotic
Front, and the Colombian M-19.

o In his speech, Ortega characterized Nicaragua's rela-
tions with Cuba as "unalterable, non-negotiable and
sealed with the blood of Cuban internationalists fallen
on Nicaraguan soil., . ."

o He also praised Cuba as "a symbol of dignity, resistance,
and combativeness in Latin America." He closed his
remarks by declaring, "Long live Cuba and Nicaragua,
united they will overcome."

o In reciprocation for Ortega's expression of loyalty,
Cuban Politburo member Jorge Risquet responded, "In the
future, as now, we will share our bread, our knowledge
and our blood with the heroic people of Sandino's
homeland."

o Fidel Castro asserted that not only the Salvadoran
guerrillas (statement by Salvadoran Communist leader
Shafik Handal) but "all the Central American revolu-
tionaries™ would unite to defend the Sandinistas.

o} Ortega returned to Havana March 2, 1986, for what a
Nicaraguan Government communique characterized as a
"private" stay of 10 days, after dispatching another
of the Comandantes, Bayardo Arce, to Moscow to attend
the Soviet Communist Party Congress. Arce is chief
ideologue of the Sandinista Party.

Excerpts of Ortega's speech in Havana are attached.



Speech by

Commander of the Revolution Daniel Ortega
President of Nicaragua
and

Coordinator of the FSLN Executive Committee

Third Cuban Communist Party Congress

Havana, February 6, 1986

Esteemed Comrade Fidel Castro, comrade delegates and guests:
I bring greetings from the FSLN militants to the militants of the
CCP who are today holding their Third CCP Congress. We are
bringing a fraternal message from Sandino's heroic people to
Marti's heroic people...

Cuba is an example of a people's determination when they
decide to be free in the face of the terrorist actions of Yankee
imperialism. To speak of Cuba is to speak of the heroic
resistance against the invasion in Giron. It is to speak of the
people's firmness in the face of the criminal blockade. It is to
speak of the internationalism of thousands of Cubans who have
given their blood and sweat in favor of sister peoples...

In the report presented yesterday, we have learned of the tasks
undertaken by the workers, peasants, youths, women, soldiers,
technicians, professionals, and party militants. The balance is
positive, with a stronger revolution and with a more developed
party, above all, marching with open eyes to avoid the obstacles
that are in its path. We have learned in the report about the
just and dignified positions that Cuba has upheld in the
international field of defense of sovereignty, the self-
determination of peoples, and peace. We were especially moved by
the generosity of its heroic people who despite their
limitations, struggles, and sacrifices, give their best and share
their blood and bread with sister peoples who defend their
freedom and independence in various regions of the world.

In Nicaragua, we are witnesses of the internationalist dis-
position of the Cuban people. Ever since the struggle against



the Somozist dictatorship, the blood of Cuban revolutionaries has
mixed in Nicaraguan soil with the blood of Nicaraguan
revolutionaries. In these past years, the blood of Cuban
internationaists who were providing their cooperation in various
specialties has again been shed in Nicaraguan soil, victims once
again of the imperialist policy that assassinated Sandino, Che,
and Allende, and that procreated Batista, Somoza, Duvalier, and
Pinochet...

Our relations with Cuba are friendly, fraternal, and
respectful. They are relations that are unalterable and
nonnegotiable. They are relations sealed with the blood of Cuban
internationalists who have fallen on Nicaraguan soil...

They (the United States) are trying to justify their
terrorist policy towards Nicaragua by accusing our homeland of
being the sanctuary of the Salvadoran revolutionaries., We all
. know perfectly well that as long as there is injustice,
exploitation, and lack of freedom, there will be ‘revolutions and
that if in E1 Salvador there is a revolutionary struggle it is
because there has been a lack of justice and democracy and
because the Salvadoran people have not been respected, -

This Third Congress is taking place when the threats of the
nuclear hecatomb are being brandished by the U.,S. rulers in a
policy of universal blackmail that is rejected by the peoples of
the world. One can no longer deny the extraordinary efforts that
the Soviet Union carries out in favor of peace...

To defend Nicaragua's right to self-determination and peace
in Central America means to defend the right to self-
determination of Latin America and the Caribbean as well as to
defend our right to struggle against the financial blackmail to
which we are being subjected by the creditors of a debt that is
unrepayable, and therefore, uncollectible. It means defending
the right to struggle for a new economic order; it means
defending the right to peace...

Long live the Third Congress of the Cuban Communist Party!
Long live the friendship between Cuba and Nicaragua! Cuba and
Nicaragua, united they will overcome! Long live peace!



United States Department of State

Washington, D.C. 20520

March 11, 1986

Subject: Evidence of the Sandinista Commitment to Communism
and Revolutionary Internationalism

Critics of American policy toward Nicaragua have argued
that U.S. hostility has forced the Sandinistas to radicalize and
has driven them into the arms of Cuba and the Soviet Union., The
enclosed paper, "The 72-Hour Document": The Sandinista
Blueprint for Constructing Communism in Nicaragua, shows that
from the time of the revolution in 1979, the Sandinistas were
intent on converting Nicaragua into a Marxist-Leninist state
closely aligned with the Soviet bloc.

f This secret Sandinista report on a September 1979 meeting
of the party's leadership was written as an internal document to
be circulated among party members only. It provides a revealing
glimpse at the true objectives of the FSLN--objectives far
different from those publicly declared by the Sandinistas.

Much of the report focused on the Sandinista plan to
consolidate power. The comandantes acknowledged that the
revolution was won by a broad coalition which included
democratic political parties, the private sector, and
independent labor organizations, and which had the moral backing
of the church. They concluded that to consolidate their power
they needed to destroy all rival centers of power. The report
outlined plainly their intention to attack the private sector,
to subvert or crush political parties and labor organizations,
and to spy on and undermine the church. It also outlined their
plans to create "mass organizations™ under tight FSLN control
and to build a large, highly politicized military. 1In the
report, the Sandinistas referred to "democracy," using the
Marxist-Leninist concept of the word: i.e., the FSLN was the
"vanguard" of the people with a historic right to rule and to
implant a Communist system in Nicaragua. The Sandinistas made

clear that in their "revolutionary democracy," all power rested
with FSLN leadership.




In "The 72-Hour Document" the Sandinistas clearly
identified themselves as an integral part of a world Communist
revolution., They stated flatly that "revolutionary
internationalism" was a basic principle of their foreign policy
and declared their determination to assist revolutionary
movements throughout Latin America.

A striking aspect of "The 72-Hour Document" is its fervent
anti-Americanism., The Sandinistas denounced the United States
repeatedly, calling it the "rabid enemy of all peoples" seeking
freedom. Remarkably, the September 1979 party meeting had
barely concluded when Sandinista officials, including Daniel
Or tega, traveled to Washington to request economic aid. The
United States, in its efforts to build a positive relationship
with the new government of Nicaragua, responded generously to
this appeal: by early 1981, the United States provided
Nicaragua $118 million in aid, more than any other donor
nation.

The U.S. good will and unmatched economic assistance did
not moderate the Sandinistas' attitudes or behavior, however,.
By the time the United States suspended aid in 1981, the
Sandinistas had already pushed the other elements of the
original revolutionary coalition out of the government; had
attempted to export their revolution by providing material
assistance to Marxist guerrillas in El Salvador; and had aligned
themselves closely with the Communist world, bringing in large
numbers of Cuban and Soviet-bloc advisers, particularly in the
military/security fields.

References to "The 72-Hour Document" in recent publications
such as Shirley Christian's Nicaragua: Revolution in the Family
and the State Department's Revolution Beyond Our Borders have
stimulated public interest in 1t. Like Comandante Bayardo
Arce's Secret Speech to the Nicaraguan Socialist Party (PSN)
which the State Department published last year, "The 72-Hour
Document" provides insights into the character of the Sandinista
regime.

Also included is a brief paper on Daniel Ortega's
attendance at the recent Congress of the Cuban Communist Party.
Ortega was the only Western Hemisphere head of state to attend
the meeting.

ingerely,

ohn D. BlaeKen
inator of Public Diplomacy
America and the Caribbean
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Secretary Shultz

Current

Nicaragua: Will
Democracy Prevail?

Following is a statement by Secretary
Shultz before the Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations, Washington, D.C.,

February 27, 1986.

U.S. assistance to the Nicaraguan
democratic resistance is an essential ele-
ment in our efforts to defend Central
America from aggression, to preserve
recent democratic gains, and to improve
prospects for renewed economic growth
and equitable development. It is an im-
portant stimulus to a diplomatic solution
to the Central American conflict. It con-
tributes to our defense against Soviet
and Cuban military intervention in this
hemisphere. Finally, it can help to re-
store to the Nicaraguan people their
right to self-determination denied by a
minority that seeks to perpetuate itself
in power by force of arms and totalitar-
ian controls.

In short, the assistance the Presi-
dent requested on February 25 is
needed. It is legally, morally, and stra-
tegically justified. And it can make a
vital difference to the emergence of a
democratic outcome in Nicaragua and
throughout Central America.

WHAT IS THE PROBLEM?

In talking with foreign leaders and
Members of Congress, I find that just
about everyone agrees on what the
problem is. It is that a democratic revo-
lution has been betrayed by a violent

United States Department of State
Bureau of Public Affairs
Washington, D.C.
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minority willing and even eager to serve
as an instrument of Soviet and Cuban
strategic designs on the hemisphere, in-
cluding armed aggression in the form of
support for terrorism and subversion.

In 1979, Nicaraguan democrats and
their sympathizers throughout the world
believed that the end of the Somoza re-
gime marked a new beginning for
Nicaragua. Nicaraguans learned very
quickly, however, that instead of
democracy, they had fallen prey to what
the Sandinistas say is “revolution by
vanguard” and what the rest of us know
is communist totalitarianism. The
popularity of the overthrow of Somoza
concealed the establishment of a new -
dictatorship that threatens the security
of Nicaragua’s neighbors and has
brought the cold war to Central
America.

Intervention

One of the most striking characteristics
of Sandinista communism is its mes-
sianic impulse to violence. As Congress
has repeatedly and formally found,
Nicaragua has since 1980 been engaged
in unlawful intervention, serving as the
staging ground for arms shipments to
guerrillas in El Salvador. Because so
much attention has been focused on this
arms flow to El Salvador, which has
been sustained and occasionally massive,
it is less widely known that at one point
or another Sandinista intervention has
touched virtually the entire hemisphere.
The map on page 3 depicts the
breadth of Nicaragua’s interventionist

activities. (It also makes clear, inci-
dentally, that the Nicaraguan com-
munists are perfectly serious when they
refer to their policy as one of “interna-
tionalism.”) The map identifies the coun-
tries where the current Nicaraguan
Government has tried to export vio-
lence, by shipping arms, training guer-
rillas, or providing the kinds of support
necessary for terrorist operations.
Managua has become a gathering place
for terrorists from all over the world,
including Europe and the Middle East
as well as Latin America.

Two aspects of this pattern of inter-
vention are worth emphasizing.

First, the intervention is strongest
against Nicaragua’s immediate neigh-
bors, but it is not limited to Central
America.

Second, the pattern is politically in-
discriminate. Violence and subversion
have been directed against democracies
and even against Contadora countries as
well as against dictatorships and more
traditional military regimes.

Militarization

The Sandinistas like to portray them-
selves as nationalists, but their soldiers
are trained and supported in combat by
thousands of Cubans and other foreign-
ers known as “internationalists.” And
this is why, despite its limited size and
resources, Nicaragua is able to inter-
vene so widely in the hemisphere: it has















ary Alliance], built by Robelo and
former Sandinista Comandante Eden
Pastora, and MISURASATA [Miskito,
Sumo, Rama, and Sandinista] and
KISAN [United Indigenous Peoples of
Eastern Nicaragua] guerrillas active
among the Indians of the Atlantic coast.

Resistance fighters are overwhelm-
ingly rural youths. Most are between 18
and 22 years old. They are fighting to
defend their small plots of land, their
churches, and in some cases their in-
digenous cultures. Some joined the
resistance rather than be forced to fight
for the Sandinistas against their friends
and neighbors. In defending their fami-
lies and communities, these young
Nicaraguans are fighting for self-
determination above all else.

The commanders are more likely
to come from urban areas and have
more diverse occupations and back- -
grounds. They include both former
National Guardsmen and former San-
dinista fighters, but most are civil-
ians from the very groups the Sandi-
nistas claim to represent:
peasants, small farmers,

urban professionals, Chart Il

the Caribbean over the past 10

years. The map on the left shows the
politics of the region in 1976, while the
one on the right shows the situation
today.

Largely or entirely democratic and
open societies are green. Dictatorships
or military regimes are shown in light
brown. Three countries not readily
categorized as either democracies or dic-
tatorships are colored gray.

Ten countries (Argentina, Bolivia,
Brazil, Ecuador, El Salvador, Grenada,
Guatemala, Honduras, Peru, and Uru-
guay) joined the democratic column in
this last decade.

Since the fall of Duvalier in Haiti,
Nicaragua is one of only five dictator-
ships or military regimes left in all of
Latin America (the others being Chile,
Cuba, Paraguay, and Suriname).

The question is sometimes asked
whether any Latin American country
supports our Nicaraguan policy. But
isn’t a better question whether any
Latin American country (other than
Cuba) supports Nicaragua’s policies?

Differences between the United States
and our allies, to the extent they exist
at all, are not over policy goals but over
how to achieve them.

Nicaragua poses very complicated is-
sues for Latin Americans, as it does for
us. Latin Americans are properly con-
cerned about the defense of sovereignty
and the rejection of foreign intervention.
History has focused much of that rejec-
tion against past military interventions
by the United States.

As Latin Americans, however, our
neighbors also reject Cuban-Soviet inter-
vention. And when Cuban pilots fly
Soviet helicopters, it is not the United
States that is injecting the East-West
conflict into Central America. It is the
Soviets, and that is how it is perceived
in Latin America.

So Nicaragua poses a problem on
two levels. The Latin American dimen-
sion they feel that they can and must
deal with themselves; the Soviet dimen-
sion they believe only we are strong
enough to deal with. This is a point they
have made to us repeatedly. The Latin
American foreign ministers told me

and students. One was a
primary school teacher;
another, an evangelical pastor.

Chart III (see p. 7) depicts
the backgrounds of the 153
most senior military leaders of
the FDN as of last Novem-
ber. The FDN has the largest
number of former military
professionals; however, less
than half the commanders
have prior military experi-
ence. And notice a key fact
that many have tried to hide:
a full 20% of the FDN leaders
joined the resistance after
serving in the Sandinista
army, militia, or security
services.

The evidence irrefutably
confirms that the Nicaraguan
resistance is the product of a
popular, pervasive, and
democratic revolt.

DEMOCRACY AS THE
HEMISPHERIC ANSWER

Throughout these 6% years
while Nicaragua was trading
one dictatorship for another,
the rest of the hemisphere
was making an unprecedented
and historic turn toward
democracy.

The maps on pages 4 and 5
illustrate the shift to democ-
racy in Latin America and
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would be free to use the remaining $70
million for any kind of assistance he
deems appropriate, using whatever
agencies he desires, subject to normal
procedures for congressional oversight.
If properly led and trained, the armed
resistance will be able to minimize the
suffering of Nicaraguan noncombatants
during military operations. The United
States expects that the armed resist-
ance will follow a code of conduct on the
battlefield that will protect noncombat-
ants and prisoners.

e In the event of a peaceful resolu-
tion of the conflict in Central America,
any remaining balance of the $100 mil-
lion could be used (through the end of
FY 1987) for relief, rehabilitation, and
reconstruction purposes in the countries
of Central America, including
Nicaragua.

All current statutory conditions on
involvement by intelligence agencies
would be satisfied by congressional
approval of the President’s request.

At the same time, we are not breaking
relations with the Sandinista govern-
ment. This demonstrates our willingness
to keep open the lines of communication.
It strengthens the possibility of a peace-
ful settlement. It increases everyone’s
ability to cooperate. And it maintains
the program’s operational viability.

We are thus asking for an overt
vote on a program that will operate
within clearly defined parameters. We
see these parameters, if Congress
approves the President’s request, as
follows:

¢ U.S. policy toward Nicaragua will
be based on Nicaraguan responsiveness
to U.S. concerns about Soviet/Cuban
ties, military buildup, support for sub-
version, internal repression, and refusal
to negotiate.

e The United States will address
these concerns through economic, politi-
cal, and diplomatic measures, as well as
support for the resistance. In particular:

— We will engage in simulta-
neous talks with Nicaragua if Nicaragua
will also engage in internal dialogue as
proposed by UNO (the UNO proposal
includes a cease-fire and lifting of the
state of emergency); and

— We will respond positively to
other steps by the Government of Nica-
ragua toward meeting our concerns.

¢ Any easing of U.S. pressure on
Nicaragua will be implemented, after
consultation with Congress, by reference
to observable Nicaraguan conduct (e.g.,
freedom of the press, reduced arms
deliveries or foreign military presence,
respect for a cease-fire).

¢ The U.S. actions shall be consist-
ent with our right to defend ourselves

and assist our allies for the purpose of
achieving a comprehensive, verifiable
Contadora agreement and democratic
reconciliation in Nicaragua, without the
use of force by the United States.

e The President will report to Con-
gress every 90 days on diplomatic
efforts, human rights, and use of appro-
priated funds. This is the same as cur-
rent reporting requirements.

I should note that the objectives
reflected in these undertakings are not
those of the United States alone. Each
of them, including national reconciliation
through dialogue with the armed opposi-
tion, are agreed objectives of the Conta-
dora process. We are asking the Sandi-
nistas to do no more than what they
themselves have ostensibly agreed are
the steps essential to a lasting peace in
Central America.

CONCLUSION

Either we are willing to act on a vital
issue close to our shores at a critical
moment when the world is watching, or
we are not. Either we help Nicaraguans
to gain their freedom, or we do not. In
Europe and in the Middle East, in
Afghanistan and in Cambodia, in South
America and in southern Africa, our
friends and our enemies will draw their
own conclusions from what we decide.

The Sandinistas’ record in dealing
with Nicaraguans and other Central
Americans makes clear that the resist-
ance is the only constraint they recog-
nize. As long as the Sandinistas are free
to try to expand their revolution, the
killing and misery will continue in Cen-
tral America.

Only a democratic opening in Nica-
ragua can alter these dim prospects.
And the resistance is the major element
in the present equation that can help
create that opening. Nicaraguans are
disenchanted with the Sandinistas; more
Nicaraguans are likely to join the resist-
ance if they believe the United States
will support the restoration of the revo-
lution’s original goals.

U.S. aid to the Nicaraguan resist-
ance may intensify support for the San-
dinistas among certain individuals who
are already firmly in their camp, but we
do not see the ranks of Sandinista sup-
porters growing as a result of our back-
ing of the resistance. On the contrary,
our assistance will give heart to the
vast majority of Nicaraguans who yearn
for freedom.

Opposition to U.S. aid to the resist-
ance is greatest outside Nicaragua,
wherever people do not appreciate that
the Sandinistas depend on violence as a

political tool, or where they lack infor-
mation about the extent of Sandinista
abuses of human rights, or among those
who do not realize that the true under-
dogs are the Nicaraguan people and
their neighbors who are resisting violent
minorities backed by military aid from
Cuba and the Soviet bloc. Reactions
among former Sandinista sympathizers
suggest that the reality of the new
tyranny in Nicaragua is being increas-
ingly understood in Europe as well as
Latin America and the United States.

The bottom line is this: absent a
credible challenge to their militarized
control of Nicaragua, the Sandinistas
have no incentive to negotiate a lasting
political solution to the conflict in Cen-
tral America. The resistance can provide
such a challenge—if we help. Without
military aid to the resistance, the San-
dinistas will simply monopolize power
and continue to destabilize their neigh-
bors. If the Central American house
remains divided against itself, prospects
for democracy would ultimately be
doomed in the region as a whole as well
as Nicaragua.

The United States has both moral
and strategic interests in the consolida-
tion of democracy in this hemisphere. To
the extent that we support Latin Ameri-
cans who are struggling for objectives
similar to ours, we reduce the likelihood
of having to intervene to protect our
interests and defend our allies. If there
were no armed resistance, we might
ultimately confront choices even more
difficult than this one.

Under the expedited procedures that
Congress has provided, the President is
entitled to a vote on his request. A posi-
tive vote is essential to protect our stra-
tegic interests, preserve opportunities
for diplomacy, and assure that the prog-
ress made in recent years in El Sal-
vador, Honduras, and Guatemala will
not be reversed and that Costa Rica will
maintain its democracy.

There are many uncertainties ahead
in Nicaragua. We are fully aware of
them. But we are also aware that there
were many uncertainties in El Salvador,
in Central America generally, and most
recently in Haiti and the Philippines.
We were right in El Salvador. Castro,
and the Soviets, and the Libyans, and
the Nicaraguan communists have clearly
made their choice. Now it is up to us to
make ours. l
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