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The Senate met at 2:30 p.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable
ALBERT GORE, JR., 2 Senator from the
State of Tennessee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Qur
prayer today will be offered by Bishop
Smallwood Williams of the Bible Way
Church of Our Lord Jesus Christ
World Wide, Inc., in the District of Co-
lumbia. Bishop Williams is sponsored
by Senator HATCH.

PRAYER

Shall we bow our heads, please.

- Eternal. invisible, all wise God, we
are privileged to come to Thee at this
prophetic hour in this historic place.
Thou hath invited us saying, “Come
unto Me all ye that labor and are
heavy laden. and I will give thee rest,”
and “Blessed be they that cometh in
the name of the Lord.” Therefore, in
the name of Jesus Christ, we are
thankful for this great Nation that.
was founded 200 years ago. Destined
to be the leader of the free world,
demonstrating to the world the feasi-
bility of a social order of human free-
dom, dignity, and prosperity.

We thank Thee for a national recog-
nition of the prophetic structure of
the universe and its meral require-
ments that we have visibly engraved
on our currency “In God We Trust.”
May this inscription be a supreme re-
ality regardless of all difficulties and
challenges therein invelved. In spite of
the turbulent difficulties of our time,
may the upward curve of our historic
progress continue.

We thank Thee for the privilege of
our preaching ministry of 60 years in
this great city and attaining the age of
fourscore years. Fifty years ago, we
voluntarily prayed on the granite
steps of this building for inclusive
social justice. Today, we are honored
to pray from the podium of this
august body interpreting our presence
here as a progress report of this Na-
tion’s advance in the area of human
dignity and brotherhood.

May the waves thereof touch the
shores of all nations of the world to
heal the hurt and hurting, inspiring
new hope for a better tomorrow
“When the day break and the shadow
shall flee away.”

In His name we pray. Amen.

Senate

TuESDAY, MARCH 17, 1987

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. STENNIS).

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
: PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, March 17, 1987.
Ta the Senate:
Under the provisions of Rute I, Sectlon 3,

- of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I

hereby appoint the Honorable Albert Gore,

. Jr., a Senator from the State of Tennessee,

to perform the duties of the Chafr.
Jorw C. STENNIS,
s .« President pro tempore.
Mr GORE thereupon assumed the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

- RECOGNITION OF THE
- - MAJORITY LEADER
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.

as e

THE JOURNAL -

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Journal

of the proceedings be approved to
date.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- -

pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

DISAPPROVAL RESOLUTION OF
ADDITIONAIL: ASSISTANCE TO
NICARAGUAN DEMOCRATIC
RESISTANCE .

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Republican leader and 1
have discussed the calling up of
Senate Joint Resolution 81, introduced
by Mr. WEIckKeR. Under the law, there
is no debate on the motion to proceed
to the consideration of Senate Joint
Resolution 81. Mr. DoLk and I have de-
termined that there will be no request
for the yeas and nays on that motion
to proceed. Therefore, I ask unani-
mous consent that at no later than the
hour of 3:30 p.m. today the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Senate
Joint Resolution 81.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Wlthout objection, it is so or-
dered. :

Mr.

BYRD. I thank the distin-

~ guished Republican leader. That being

' the case, I see no need for any rolIca.lll"

- standing order, Mr. President. I ask

STV Y

votes today. I think L. can so state.to
the Members. s i b

-Now, the dlstmgulshed Republican
leader and I have also discussed the
possibility of reaching a time agree-’
‘ment as to an hour for the final vote_’
on Senate Joint Resolution 81 tomor- .
row, and I will be interesied in any
suggestions thereon that the Republi~;
can leader may have during the day. I .
hope that, before the day is out, we
can announce to our colleagues an.
both sides of the aisle the hour for the’
vote on tomorrow an t.he disapproval'
resolution. - P S P

~Mr. DOLE. M_r Premdent., wiu t.he
ma;onty leader yield? .-t

Mr. BYRD. Yes I will be happy to
yleld.

Mr. DOLE. We are certainly will ; .
to work out a satisfactory time tomor-, .-
row for the vote, perhaps sometime
around 4 o’clock or whenever we can
work it out with the majority leader, =%

Mr. BYRD. Very well. Mr. Premdent
I thank the Republican leader. T

Now, I have some time under the

unanimous consent that I may reserve
my time for later in the afterncon. = .

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it. is so or-. . ..
dered. _‘”‘

The distinguished Repubhcan Ieader s
is recognized. Ve - v |l

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I thank . ,
the Presiding Officer. Let me indicate ..,
again to the majority leader we will . -
certainly try to work out a time thatis
satisfactory. I will consult with the. _
author of the disapproval resolution, -
Senator WEICKER. We hope to have
some agreement yet this aftermcon.

CRUZ - RESIGNATION/CENTRAL
AMERICANS UNDERSTAND
THREAT

Mr. DOLE. Mr. Presxdent.. over the
past few days I have commented on a
number of aspects of the situation in -
Central America. And I have inserted
material in the REcorD relevant to our ™ jig
upcoming vote on Contra aid. Today, I . . [iH
want to put two more related 1tems
into the Recorn.

KIRKPATRICK OFP-ED ON CRUZ RESIGNATION

The first is an op-ed piece which ap-
peared in last Sunday’s Washington- _.
Post, written by former United Na- -
tions Ambassador Jeane Kirkpatrick. Iﬁ

)
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ask consent that the text of this op-ed
be included in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE CRUZ RESIGNATION
(By Jeane Kirkpatrick)

Opponents understood they did not have
the votes to block payment of the last $40
million of the $100 million in contra assist-
ance approved by Congress last year. So, by
voting a resolution to delay payments, they
hoped to send the Reagan administration
the message that no new aid would be forth-
coming from this Congress. But the margin
of the vote (230 to 196), the timing and sur-
rounding circumstances indicate instead
that a maximum effort could indeed
produce new assistance for the contras this
year.

The voter followed a pattern that has
become familiar since the struggle over mili-
tary aid to El Salvador in the early 1980s:
belated administration efforts, harsh Demo-
cratic attacks and predictions of inevitable
defeat. new unsubstantiated charges of
human rights violations. This time, howev-
er, the issue had also become entangled in
the Iran scandal and a highly publicized
struggle among the contra leadership that
reached its climax when, two days before
the vote, Arturo Cruz resigned from the or-
ganized resistance with a scathing attack on
his erstwhile colleagues.

Instantly, congressmen who never saw
Cruz’ leadership role as a reason to support
the contras seized upon his departure as an
additional reason to oppose them. Adminis-
tration spokesmen, especially those in the
State Department who had consistently
backed Cruz, were visibly shocked by the
fact, the manner and especially the timing
of his leaving.

Cruz’ fellow Nicaraguans were less sur-
prised. They already knew him to be a man
of mercurial temperament. Cruz had lived
outside Nicaragua for 20 years before he re-
turned to work for the Sandinistas in July
1979, It seemed to many Nicaraguans that
he was never comfortavle working in the
framework of Nicaraguan politics.

In fact, Arturo Cruz is intelligent, articu-
late, but not a political man. He is a techno-
crat—and technocrats usually believe there
is one answer to a question and that they
have it. Cruz broke with the Sandinistas
when they disappointed him and now has
broken with the anti-Sandinista resistance.
First he fought to have Adolfo Calero elimi-
nated from the directorate of the United
Nicaraguan Opposition. After he succeeded,
he turned on his erstwhile collaborator, Al-
fonso Robelo; the publisher of Nicaragua's
last independent newspaper, Pedro Joaquin
Chamorro; and the whole Nicaraguan as-
sembly-in-exile, which comprises represent-
atives of all of Nicaragua’s democratic polit-
ical parties, trade unions and private enter-
prises.

Cruz says his former colleagues were inad-
equately devoted to reform. They say Cruz
cannot stand it when he does not get his
own way. In their view, Cruz’ conception of
reform consists of giving him full power.

€Cruz has long seemed to evoke more in-
tense admlration among North Americans
than Nicaraguans. UNO, the organization of
which Cruz was a part, was created in Wash-

ington by a handful of liberal Democrats-

who persuaded Lt. Col. Ollver North and
certain State Department officials that
there would be a better chance of winning
congressional support for the contras if
they were part of a *civilian” political struc-
ture headed by “Social Democrats.” Cruz
became one of UNO's three dlrectors along
with Robelo and Calero.
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The existence of UNO may, in fact, have
helped in winning enough Democratic votes
to provide $100 million in contra aid in the
last Congress. But it should be remembered
that the vote took place against a back-
ground of growing Sandinista repression and
ever-clearer ties to the Soviet Union.

During the past year, Cruz and his band
of American supporters moved to take per-
sonal control of the contra fighting forces
by eliminating Calero from the directorate.
However, there were serious problems thh
their plan. -

The contras, who risk life and limb in
their war against the Sandinistas, had no
confidence in Cruz or his proposed chief of
military operations. Neither did the Nicara-
guan assembly, nor Cruz’s colleagues in the
UNO directorate. After losing two votes,
Cruz resigned.

His resignation on the eve of the congres-
sional vote seemed to some Cruz detractors
proof that he had never been a reliable sup-
porter of the Nicaraguan democratic resist-
ance. Some even thought Cruz and his sup-
porters had sought control over the contras
in order to negotiate their surrender to Ma-
nagua. We will never know.

By week’s end, there was wide agreement
among Nicaragua’s exiles in Central Amer-
ica and Miami that every effort should be
made to strengthen the assembly and
expand the elected directorate. Chastened,
State Department officials seemed to agree.

Nicaraguan politics have never been easy
for outsiders to follow. Like France's Radi-
cal Socialist Party, which was neither radi-
cal nor socialist, Nicaragua's conservative
party was not conservative, and its liberal
party was wholly controlled by Somoza.

The tradition of semantic confusion has
been maintained since the overthrow of the
Somoza regime. The Sandinistas do not
follow the nationalist principles of Sandino,
the Coordinadora is not coordinated, and
the United Nicaraguan Oppasition has
never been united. Some would say it is not
even Nicaraguan. If Nicaraguan politics are
difficult for us to understand, however,
think what America’s politics—typified by
Congress’' complicated posturing last week—
must look like to Nicaraguan exiles.

‘Mr. DOLE. Last fall I was able to
persuade Jeane Kirkpatrick to become
a member of the Central American
Commission established in the same
legislation providing aid to the Con-
tras. I picked Ambassador Kirkpatrick
because I felt the issues at stake in
Central America were so important to
American national security that the
Commission ought to be made up of
absolutely topnotch people. I might
also note that Ambassador Kirkpat-
rick agreed despite rather heavy bur-
dens on her time, precisely because
she agreed with me on the overriding
importance of the issues involved.

The op-ed I want to put in the
REcCoORD Is one more indication of the
creative and precise thought Ambassa.-
dor Kirkpatrick brings to her consider-
ation of Central American issues. The
op-ed deals with the recent resignation
of Arturo Cruz from the leadership of
the UNO and, contrary to much of the
other commentary one sees on that
subject, Jeane's comments are: One,
based on facts; and, two, show real in-

‘sight into the nature of the UNO and

its relationship to the struggle going
on over the future of Nicaragua.

As Ambassador Kirkpatrick points
out, the Cruz resignation is neither so
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unexpected nor so damaging to the
Contra effort, as some would have you
believe. Her article reminds us of the
real bottom line here: It is not who
heads up UNO, but what happens to
Nicaragua and to American security
interests in Central America. I urge all
Senators who have not already done
so. to read and give careful consider-
ation to Ambassador Klrkpatrlck S
comments,
CENTRAL AMERICANS SUPPORT AID TO CONTRAS
“The other item I want to put in the
REcoORD is a set of tables outlining the
results of recent public polling under--
taken in Central America by USIA:
We hear a great deal about what the
people of Central America want or
think. A good bit of what we hear is
hogwash, based on nothing more than-
the point of view of the person doing
the talking. These polls represent one
of the few efforts to find out what the
Central American people really want
or think—by actually asking them. - -
I would particularly like to point out
the responses to two of the questions
asked. When asked whether they sup-
ported U.S. military aid to the Con-
tras, the people of Central America
overwhelmingly said yes. In Costa
Rica, 70 percent supported aiding the

ey

Contras; in Honduras, 81 percent; in E1 |

Salvador, 69 percent; and in Guatema-

la, 68 percent. I hope all of us.will

keep these results in mind, the next
time we hear claims about how our
friends in Central Amerlca oppose our
policies there.

The other question I would point

out is whether or not the Central

American people believe their own
governments ought to aid the Contras.
Again, the answer, overwhelmingly,
was yes. In Costa Rica, 61 percent of
the respondents said the Central
American democracies, themselves,
ought to aid the Contras. In Hondu-
ras, the figure was 74 percent; in El
Salvador, 63 percent; and in Guatema.-
la, 54 percent.

Mr. President, it is not for us to
speak for the people of Central Amer-
ica. But it is for us to listen to them.
And to take into account their views of -
the kind of threat they face from the
Sandinistas, and the kind of response
we ought to make. :

I ask unanimous consent that the
full results of the poll I have cited be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

' TABLE 1.—SANDINISTA TREATMENT OF
NICARAGUAN PEOPLE .

“How justly does the government of Nica-
ragua treat the people—very justly, some-
what justly, with little justice, or not Justly
at all?”

LR

; _mpeccent]
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{in percent} {1 percent} . [In percent] R
T8 odass B Guatonst Gla pontas g, Guateral Gt ponurss g 0 Guatemata
Sbtota, justy......... 8 19 18 u 3 Y 12 Sutol oo 24 y 0B oA
i ? ? 5 Ko opimion, don { know 3 0 - 8 4
With Ktle justice... <] 3 39 40
No justice at ai... 56 &0 7 71 :Zi ; ; § Tolals... 100 100 W
Sublotal, njustly..... 5 n 52 67 62 @ " 8 . L
HO OpUuOn, N0 MSWEY............. 7 10 19 9 ———— (b) “The U.8. also gives nonmilitary aid to
Totek 10 10 0 10 Note—Totals exceed 100 percent due to multiple answers. the Contra forces. What is your opuuon of

TABLE 2.—OPINIONS OF THE SANDINISTA
(GOVERNMENT

ta) Representativeness

“Would you say the government of Nica-

ragua represents the majority of the people
or that it represents a minority?”

- {in percent]
Gsta pooas g5 Guatemaa
Regesents maioty....... 11 M 18 7
I I L.
B 1 1 g
Tods . 10 10 0 10

(b) Popular supbort
“Which side in the conflict do you think
the majority of the people of Nicaragua
suppart—does the majority favor the Sandi-

nista government forces, or favor the

Contra opposition forces?”

- [io percent]

TABLE 4.—IF ATTACKED, COUNTRIES THAT
WouLp HELP

{a) “Which country, if any, would come to
our aid immediately if we were attacked?”

‘

: {in petceni] S Ea

Costa B
Rica Honduras Savacor Guatemala
United S1ates ..o rrrionn - 8 2 - 80 10
Panama... o 22 b 2
Veneuels 15 ° 5 ")
Qtrers (including othes ’
Centra! Amencan
countries) 9 ., . 3B k)
No answer, don't know ... 8 9 2 )

Note.—(*) signifies less than 0.5 petcent_ ﬁgmes may a0d to more than
100% due to multiple responses.

(b) “In your opinion, can the U.S. be
relied upon to help us defend our country in
case of future military attack?”’ .

- [ia percent]
Costa B
12 pondwas g El Guatemats
YES e eeem 9 8 # 3
. 4 - 7 8
5 7 ‘9 4

00 10 1 100

Costa 3]
Rica Honduras Salyador Guatemala

Wajority soprarts: : A
Sandinista loress ... 12 4 20 23
Contra foress............. 72 75 46 60
Mo opiven, den't knon - 16 13 kL 17
) (1 F— 100 100 100 -100

TABLE 3.—~PROBABILITY OF ATTACK ON OWN

- = COUNTRY

“Now a question about the future. Some
people say that our country will probably be
attacked militarily by another country in
the next two or three years. Other people
say that while this is possible, it is not likely
(probable). What do you think—would you
say that an attack on our country in the
next two or three years is very likely, fairly
likely, not very likely, or not at all likely?”

[l percent} -

c;fc': Honduras Sahgdnr Guatemata

Vory lkely 9 19 § 3
Fauly Iikety ., 28 3 15 1Y
Subtolal, lhely...... 38 52 21 20

Not very (fittle) Rhely.......... 31 k) LX) 32
hot at alt likely.......c.ceomrmrens 30 16 3 42
Sublotal, unfikely......... 61 46 7% T4

No opunion, don't know .......... 1 2 k] (]
ToalS ..o eecreneoen 160 100 100 100

TABLE 5.—TREATMENT BY COMBATANTS OF
PEOPLE IN WaAR ZONES
‘““There are people living in the area of
Nicaragua where there is armed conflict be-
tween the Sandinista government forces and
the Contra opposition forces. Which of

_ these two forces generally treats the people
~with more consideration?”

. TasLe 7.—VIEWS ON OTHER CENTRAL AMERI-

" tothe Contra forces""

this?”

Cnpeem) .

e tosta

4]
- N i Honduras Satvador Guatemala

Y TS N )
® o wl ol

77 82 7% T4

-

J— 7 § -9
P 7 37 --.8.
Subtotal. drsappraval... u 9 Ll
No opinion, 00A'Y kKW ......... - [ o}
Tolals ...

cAN COUNTRIES GIVING AID TO CONTRAS

“Do you agree or disagree that other Cen-
tral American governments should gue aid

* (i percent] T
S ot g0
61 - M
. 1
10 9
00 .10

TASLE 8.—COUNTRIES NAMED S SUPPLYXN(']’
ARMS TO SANDINISTA (GOVERNMENT )
“Which countries give military aid to the
Sandinista government forces  in Nlcara.-.
gua?”

[In percent} N
K 66 75 o
WG o s;ngau Cuatemala A
) - 2.2 <%
Sandinista governmént forces.. 6 B TR 18 :
Contra lovcgsm n 7 '3 ] n 13 LI :
. 2 Ll . g Note.—Figures will a3d 1o more than 100 pen:en! due to mu)'rute answers,
TotalS oo roeemenecarnissce - 100 100 100 100 g

TapLE 6.—OrINION COF U.S. AIp TO CONTRA
Forces In NICARAGUA

(a) “As you may know, the United States’

is giving military aid to the opposition
forces known as ‘Contras.’ What is your
opinion of this?”

If answered very or fairly likely in preced-
ing question, ask: “Which country is the one
that would attack?” “Any other?”

TaBLE 9.—OFPINION OF MxLx'rAaY Am TO
SANDINISTA GOVERNMENT

“What Is your opinion about provision of

(this) military aid to the Sandinista govern- -

ment in Nicaragua—do you approve strong-
ly, approve somewhat,
what, or disapprove strongly?”

{tn pescent] o T
[In percent}
Costa &
. Haonduras Cuatemata
C;iga Honduras Rica : Salvador
& - f ¢ "
MO0 SHOORY. o D 7 3 A 6.
Aopioe n_. 4 R
- lotal, approval ..... - 0 81
Sttt ppioa ! D 9 13 .3
Disapprove somewhat .......... - 10 5 1 18 D15approve SUONRH ceuurmmmems 9 52 [V
Disapprove SONZlY ...occeeeee 1 4 20 *. ¢ Sublotal, disaporove... 8 - £ [
.- L. T — e e e 4 T e SOTELAVTY TR

disapprove some-
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‘%“:;‘ Honduras Salvpﬁu Guatemala
Mo gpimion, don't kaaw .......... 3 -A 13 3
f1c. S — 100 100 100 100

UNHAPPY ANNIVERSARY,

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, anniversa-
ries are supposed to be happy affairs—
celebrations. But yesterday, the family
of Terry Anderson noted an anniversa-
ry that is a sad one for them personal-
ly—and for the entire Nation. For it
was on March 18, 1985, that Anderson
was taken captive in Lebanon. And he
now bears the unfortunate distinction
of being the longest held American
hostage in that war-torn land.

Anderson was the Associated Press’
Chief Middle East correspondent when
he was taken prisoner. At a news con-
ference held yesterday, the president
and general manager of AP, Iouis D
Boccardi, said:

We owe him two pledges: First, that we
will serve, as ably as we can, the high ideals
his sacrifice evokes; and second, that we will
not rest until he is once again with us, turn-
ing that bright mind and caring heart once
more toward spreading the truth, as best as
an honest reporter can know it.

On Sunday, Baptist congregations
across America sponsored a “National
Day of Prayer for the Hostages.”
Father Lawrence Jenco, who, himself,
was held hostage in Lebanon, wrote a
letter to Anderson, in which he said:

‘There are so many things I want to talk to
you about. Although I am free, I frequently
find myself in the same room with you. I am
sure I told you that when I was in the closed
closet, just knowing you were outside my
door gave me comfort. .

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD, at
the conclusion of my remarks, an arti-
cle from the Los Angeles Times, de-
scribing Father Jenco's letter.

‘The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

- pore., Without objection. # = s or-

i

Mercedes-Benz that disappeared down - 3 and ‘the o
Beirut street. The 39-year-old has been im- " reached the
prisoned longer than any of the other eight ~ hostages. -
Americans still held hostage in Lebanon. =Y T WOTH
‘On Sunday morning, Father Jenco'shared ' said qu]et]y
the letter with 250 worshipers, - wearing - ;
yellow ribbons, who had gathered at First
Baptist Church in the Wilshire district to ~ WAS}{BU"
participate in a *National Day of Prayer for =
the Hostages” sponsored by Baptlst cong’m-
gations, A
In the letter, Jenco recalled moments he that this is
shared with Anderson and expressed hape all are very
that the ordeal wculd ‘so0n be over for all pening to -
the hostages. M SO ¥
“There are s0 many t.hmgs I Want. to talk ?ﬁ;clgo{f)g_
to you abowt,” the soft-spoken Cetholic Thi
priest wrote.” Although I am free I fre- 15 wee.
quently find myself in the same room with wall covera;
you. I am sure I told you that when [ was in tournament
the closed closet, just knowing you were. emerged frc
outside my door gave me comfort. L “and I am pr
*Living with you for 'a year, in a very sxty of Kans
strange way, was a blessing,” continu

Jenco, who noted that he has become 8 - 'ifﬁfpg‘?;g
compulsive radio listener in hopes that he ha . 4 !
will hear good news from the Middle East. \ave order i

Jenco’s letter was prompted by & eall from - *The ACTI

the Associated Press, which wanted to ob- pore. The C
serve the anniversary of Anderson’s kidnap- "that there v
ing. The AP asked Jenco and two ether gpproval of
former American hostages, the Rev. Benja-- floqor
min Weir and David P. Jacobsen, to write Mr. DOLE
about their former companion. Jencos was_ another r
the only one in letter form. T ou
*Jacobsen wrote Bn article that recaned Just as excit
that he and Anderson were cell mates for 16 It is the Nat
months. When they first met in & chilly 'colleagiate .
room lit by a green, 25-watt light bulb, they tournament,
stretched as far as they could in their gpnniyersary
shackles so they could shake hands. " equally pro
While their political, economic and social University c
philosophies were different. & bond was h y
struck. To kill time, the two played chess the champ
with pieces made from foil wrappers and thrilling 85
played hearts with a homemade deck of over a toy
cards. Jacobsen said he had never met gsquad.
anyone better read or more articulate. - .- Mr. Presi
Jacobsen recalled that Anderson, the 4y 074y, "
father of two girls, was “frustrated that the degree "fror
American public really wasn't listening to Now, I migh
what he was reporting. He wanted America . i
to be informed as to the symptoms and the majority lea
causes of terrorism. . fection Tor |
“He risked his life to trform you, * Javob- - night's NAl
sen said, “Were you nstcnlng" Dld you tween the W
care?” T et t
Weir recalled Anderson as an energetic - West . Virg

“.spirited man who found confinement diffi- ther&g%,\?&‘
- eult after a whirlwind Hfe as'a foreion aceen “arfTy
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CONTRAS SCORE MILITARY GAINS
INSIDE NICARAGUA

. -

In Nicaragua's civil war, the democratic forces, popularly known as the
Contras, have been making impressive military and political gains. Today some
14,000 Contras are fighting in approximately half of Nicaragua. Their ability to
sustain operations in such a large portion of the Nicaraguan territory is a solid
indicator of the high degree of support that they enmjoy among the rural population.

Since the Contras began military operations five years ago, they have grown
from a force of a few hundred to an experienced, well-trained, and highly
disciplined force of more than 14,000. Most of them are peasants. Sandinista
defectors account for about half of the resistance forces.

in the first half of this year, the Contras had 1,360 military contacts with the
Sandinistas, a total higher than that for all of 1986. Through this July, the Contras
have destroyed 55 military posts and temporary bases of the Sandimista army, 15
bridges, 142 poles and transmission line towers, 83 military trucks, five jeeps, and
nine pick-up trucks. In the same period, the Contras shot down at least five
helicopters made and provided by the Soviet Union. Of these, two were MI-24s,
commonly known as flying tanks; three were HIP models, generally used for carrying
troops. Other seriously damaged Soviet helicopters included four MI-24s, one MI-
17, and one MI-8. In addition, two more helicopters have been downed this
month. This has been a significant blow to the Sandinista army, given its heavy
reliance on air power to attack the democratic resistance.

Passing the Test. An ability to carry out coordinated attacks on major military
targets is a key test of a fighting force. The Contras have passed this test. They
have conducted six major attacks during the past four months. One of these was
on San Jjose de Bocay on July 16. San Jose de Bocay is the main Sandinista army
base in the north-central region of Nicaragua and thus is heavily defended. The
Contras, however, penetrated the Sandinistas’ defenses and destroyed several military
installations. To carry out this assault the rebeis brought together and combined
the efforts of a number of different combat units operating in the region.

Note: Nothing written here is to he construed as necessarily reflecting the views of The Herituge Foundation or as an
attempt to aid or hinder the passage of any bill before Congress.



There is evidénce that in zones of heavy combat the Sandinista army is being
forced on the defensive. The Contras have seized tactical initiative and the
Sandinistas are now reactin%. The Sandinistas appear to have been forced to
withdraw from the battlefield some high-value military equipment, such as PT-76
amphibious tanks and some heavy ery. They apparently feared that these would
be captured or destroyed by the Contras.

A major Contra success has been political unification. After years of division
and political strife, the major Contra organizations assembled in Miami in May,
where they established a unified anti-Sandinista front: the Nicaraguan Resistance
(NR). This organization, democratically elected by a 54-member assembly and
represented by a 7-member directorate, includes and unites all sectors of the
democratic opposition fighting against the Sandinistas. All the Contra forces were
consolidated under one military command, the Nicaragnan Resistance Army (NRA).
;’he NRA, in turnp, is under the authority of the civilian directorate of the

esistance.

Popular Support. The Resistance, meanwhile, has won the support of the
majority of Central Americans. A Costa Rican affiliate of Gallup International
conducted a survey in Guatemala, E! Salvador, Honduras, and Costa Rica (in
Nicaragua surveys are forbidden) to explore how Central Americans feel about the
Contras. Among the survey’s results are the following:

* @& Three-fourths of all Central Americans view the Soviet Union as
responsible for fomenting violence in the region.

¢4 The majority of Central Americans believe that the anti-Sandinista rebels
enjoy the support of the Nicaraguan people.

#¢ Two-thirds of the Central Americans approve of the U.S. military and
humanitarian aid to the Nicaraguan Resistance. _

Another Gallup survey recently published in Costa Rica shows that
approximately 80 percent of Costa Ricans have little or no confidence that the
Sandinistas will comply with the current peace plan.

‘While the Nicaraguan Resistance is making military and political gains, the
Sandinistas are losing some of their international support. West Germany, for
example, is one of the nations that has decided to put an end to an important aid
program to the Sandinista regime. France also has reduced earlier aid commitments
to Nicaragua. In June, the Netheriands announced that it was reducing economic
aid to Nicaragua by about 50 percent. The decision was taken because the
Netherlands is convinced that civil and human rights consistently are violated in
Nicaragua.

Jorge Salaverry
Policy Analyst
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In Nicaragua’s civil war, the democratic forces, popularly known as the
Contras, have been making impressive military and political gains. Today some
14,000 Contras are fighting in approximately half of Nicaragua. Their ability to
sustain operations in such a large portion of the Nicaraguan territory is a solid
indicator of the high degree of support that they enjoy among the rural population.

Since the Contras began military operations five years ago, they have grown
from a force of a few hundred to an experienced, well-trained, and highly
disciplined force of more than 14,000. Most of them are peasants. Sandinista
defectors account for about half of the resistance forces.

In the first half of this year, the Contras had 1,360 military contacts with the
Sandinistas, a total higher than that for all of 1986. Through this July, the Contras
have destroyed 55 military posts and temporary bases of the Sandinista army, 15
bridges, 142 poles and transmission line towers, 83 military trucks, five jeeps, and
nine pick-up trucks. In the same period, the Contras shot down at least five
helicopters made and provided by the Soviet Union. Of these, two were MI-24s,
commonly known as flying tanks; three were HIP models, generally used for carrying
troops. Other seriously damaged Soviet helicopters included four MI-24s, one MI-
17, and one MI-8. In addition, two more helicopters have been downed this
month. This has been a significant blow to the Sandinista army, given its heavy
reliance on air power to attack the democratic resistance.

Passing the Test. An ability to carry out coordinated attacks on major military
targets is a key test of a fighting force. The Contras have passed this test. They
have conducted six major attacks during the past four months. One of these was
on San Jose de Bocay on July 16. San Jose de Bocay is the main Sandinista army
base in the north-central region of Nicaragua and thus is heavily defended. The
Contras, however, penetrated the Sandinistas’ defenses and destroyed several military
installations. To carry out this assault the rebels brought together and combined
the efforts of a number of different combat units operating in the region.

Note: Nothing written here is to be construed as necessarily reflecting the views of The Heritage Foundation or as an
attempt to aid or hinder the passage of any bill before Congress.



There is evidénce that in zones of heavy combat the Sandinista army is being
forced on the defensive. The Contras have seized tactical initiative and the
Sandinistas are now reacting, The Sandinistas appear to have been forced to
withdraw from the battlefield some hig;h-value military equipment, such as PT-76
amphibious tanks and some heavy artillery. They apparently feared that these would
be captured or destroyed by the Contras.

A major Contra success has been political unification. After years of division
and political strife, the major Contra organizations assembled in Miami in May,
where they established a unified anti-Sandinista front: the Nicaraguan Resistance
(NR). This organization, democratically elected by a 54-member assembly and
represented by a 7-member directorate, includes and unites all sectors of the
democratic opposition fighting against the Sandinistas. All the Contra forces were
consolidated under one military command, the Nicaraguan Resistance Army (NRA).

The NRA, in turn, is under the authority of the civilian directorate of the
Resistance.

Popular Support. The Resistance, meanwhile, has won the support of the
majority of Central Americans. A Costa Rican affiliate of Gallup International
conducted a survey in Guatemala, El Salvador, Honduras, and (gosta Rica (in
Nicaragua surveys are forbidden) to explore how Central Americans feel about the
Contras. Among the survey’s results are the following:

- 9@ Three-fourths of all Central Americans view the Soviet Union as
responsible for fomenting viclence in the region.

¢¢ The majority of Central Americans believe that the anti-Sandinista rebels
enjoy the support of the Nicaraguan people.

#¢ Two-thirds of the Central Americans approve of the U.S. military and
humanitarian aid to the Nicaraguan Resistance. '

Another Gallup survey recently published in Costa Rica shows that
approximately 80 percent of Costa Ricans have little or no confidence that the
Sandinistas will comply with the current peace plan.

While the Nicaraguan Resistance is making military and political gains, the
Sandinistas are losing some of their intermational support. West Germany, for
example, is one of the nations that has decided to put an end to an important aid
program to the Sandinista regime. France also has reduced earlier aid commitments
to Nicaragua. In June, the Netherlands announced that it was reducing economic
aid to Nicaragua by about 50 percent. The decision was taken because the
Netherlands is convinced that civil and human rights consistently are violated in
Nicaragua.
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Events in Panama this month have
highlighted a dilemma central to U.S.
foreign policy. It is the challenge of how
to support democratic change—not
against the will of a closed communist
dictatorship tied to the Soviet Union but
with a friendly people with whom we
have a record of cooperation and a base
of common democratic values on which
to build. This challenge creates a gen-
uine dilemma because change in friendly
countries may, in the short run, entail
some risks—of instability, polarization,
and uncertain relations with the United
States. We know that. But we also know
that the risks will become much larger—
unacceptably large, in the long run—if
there is no opening toward a democratic
political order.

I want to speak today about this
issue, not only in Panama but also in
four other countries in this hemi-
sphere—Chile and Haiti, Paraguay and
Suriname—where the transition to
democracy is in trouble or in doubt. I
want to put to the side for a moment the
very different problems of Nicaragua
and Cuba and concentrate on states
which do not define themselves as Soviet
allies and which claim to adhere to our
own democratic ideals. Since my 3%

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

years as Assistant Secretary for Human ‘

Rights and Humanitarian Affairs, this
has seemed to me a central issue in U.S.
foreign policy.

Panama: The Need
for a Transition

I would like to begin with Panama,
where the foremost public issue today is,
quite simply, democracy.

Panama and the United States share
deep historical ties and important com-
mercial and strategic interests. The
Panama Canal is the source of a unique
relationship. In 1979, after many years
of negotiations under four U.S.
Presidents, the United States and
Panama were able to reach agreement
on two treaties that establish a 20-year
blueprint to transfer the canal to
Panama and which provide a regime for
its permanent neutral operation. The
commitment of the United States—of
our government, of both major parties,
and, with them, of the American
people—to those agreements is firm. The
Panama Canal Treaties are in no way
affected by this month’s events in
Panama.

What these events do affect is
Panama’s position in the growing com-
munity of democratic nations. The 1984
national elections, the first since 1968,
suffered from glaring imperfections but
seemed to help propel Panama into the

flow toward democracy that is power-
fully moving the hemisphere and, indeed,
the world. But in 1985, Panama’s civilian
president was forced to resign. Constitu-
tional procedures were followed, at least
formally, and Panama remained an open
society consistent with its position as a
world crossroads. Nevertheless, the set-
back to democracy was real. This month’s
events are a second major setback.

There is no one model for democ-
racy, and there is no one path all coun-
tries must follow to get there. Panama’s
solutions must be homegrown. But the
resurgence of democracy in Latin
America and throughout the world does
more than inspire the many Panama-
nians now calling for their own
democracy. It also establishes standards
of freedom and tolerance that must be
met if the outcome of a democratic tran-
sition is to earn the respect and support
of democrats around the world.

The calls for democracy in Panama,
have already prompted some curious
reactions. Fidel Castro’s press has
rallied to support the Panamanian
military leaders against the people of
Panama. Last week, Nicaragua’s Com-
andante Daniel Ortega even went
himself to Panama to praise the ‘‘brave
and decisive’ actions taken to repress
opposition. I imagine everyone here saw
that photo of General Noriega in happy
comradeship with his Sandinista visitors.
Praise from the communist dictators of
Cuba and Nicaragua is a telling sign that



Panama needs international democratic
support.

The protests in Panama followed
allegations of wrongdoing leveled by the
former second-ranking military officer
shortly after he was forcibly retired. The
officer charged widespread corruption
and involvement by the Panama Defense
Forces (PDF) in electoral fraud in 1984
and in the 1985 murder of a prominent
government opponent, Hugo Spadafora.
These are not new accusations, but it is
the first time they were made by a
member of the Panama Defense Forces.

These charges touched a raw nerve,
There were several days of demonstra-
tions in Panama’s major cities. Opposi-
tion activities were spearheaded by a
group called the Civic Crusade, a coali-
tion of business and civic groups,
political parties, and the Catholic
Church. At the height of the protest, the
Civic Crusade called for the removal of
the commander of the Panama Defense
Forces; for immediate national elections;
and for the military to get out of politics.
The coalition urged nonviolent opposi-
tion to the government and called for a
general strike; from the banging of the
pots and pans to respecting that general
strike, the people of Panama responded.
Protests reached a peak by June 12; it
was not until June 16 that the Civic

"Crusade announced suspension of the
general strike,

On June 11, in response to these
activities, the Panamanian Government
imposed a nationwide state of emergency
which suspended many constitutional
guarantees. There were violent inci-
dents, and hundreds of persons were
arrested, most of them for a few hours
or overnight. To protest government
censorship rules, major opposition
newspapers—traditionally vocal, out-
spoken, and irreverent in their criticism
of the government—stopped printing.
Until then, their ability to publish had
helped keep Panama from being more
widely perceived as a dictatorship.

After several days of unrest,
business activity returned to normal. But
one fundamental thing has not returned
to normal. The old complacency inside
and outside Panama over the inevit-

.able dominance of the Panama Defense
Forces in the nation’s politics is gone. As
Panama’s Catholic archbishop described
it, “This crisis really shook the country.
If we simply close our eyes, we're going
to have deeper and deeper rifts.”

An extensive and previously under-
estimated political opposition has
emerged, with the participation of the
Catholic Church, a broad cross section of
the business community and civic
associations, and people from a wide
economic and social spectrum. These
newly active groups, together with the
political parties already in opposition,
will continue to press for democracy.

These events occur in a mixed con-
text. In recent years, many nations of
Latin America have worked hard to
escape the classic cycle of unstable alter-
nation between civilian governments
that lack the authority to govern and
military governments that lack the
legitimacy to last. While Panama’s 1984
elections were its first direct elections
for president in more than 16 years, the
lack of sustained progress toward demo-
cratic rule has been a growing disap-
pointment. The 1984 elections succeeded
only partially in moving the country
away from military dominance. Many
Panamanians believed they had been
manipulated to favor the regime’s
preferred candidate, Nicolas Ardito
Barletta, who was an honorable man and
a capable economist but inexperienced in
politics. In 1985, even this tenuous
democratization suffered a strong set-
back when President Barletta was pres-
sured into resigning after reports that
he intended to name an independent
body to investigate the Spadafora mur-
der. He was succeeded by Eric Arturo
Delvalle, the civilian vice president.

Panama’s human rights record has
been a relatively even one. The 1985
murder of regime opponent Hugo Spada-
fora—a crime which, to our regret,
remains unsolved—still stands out as an
aberration, not as part of an established
trend. Similarly, the recent limits on
press freedoms have been particularly
disturbing because Panama has gener-
ally experienced substantial press
freedom. This failing is especially disap-
pointing in a country which has such
close historical ties with the United
States. Let me state flatly that we view
the recent press censorship in Panama
as utterly indefensible.

How can Panama move toward
democracy? Panamanians alone can
answer that question. But, as President
Reagan has said, the United States can
and must ‘“foster the infrastructure of
democracy—the system of a free press, _

unions, political parties, universities—
which allows a people to choose their
own way, to develop their own culture,
to reconcile their own differences
through peaceful means.”

At this key moment in the history of
Panama, we are making our views
clear—in our private discussions with
President Delvalle and General Noriega
and in our public statements. Our start-
ing point is that freedom of expression
and an end to press censorship are
essential prerequisites if the people of
Panama are to resolve their problems by
democratic means.

Freedom of expression is, in turn, a
critical step toward democratic reforms
that will lead to free, fair, untarnished
elections in which all political parties
may participate. The timing of elections
is a matter for the people of Panama
themselves to decide, and we are and
will remain impartial in the struggle
among the candidates in those elections.
But we are not neutral on democracy,
and Panama needs to hold free elections
to satisfy its people’s demand for
democracy.

We hope the lifting of the state of
emergency and the end to censorship
this morning will prove a step in this
direction, and we congratulate the
Government of Panama for this move.

In Panama, as in other troubled
countries, there is a need for broad
dialogue to discuss the grievances of the
opposition. The calls for public informa-
tion on the 1984 election and the
Spadafora case are not irresponsible
demands; they deserve a serious
response.

A political dialogue could lead to con-
sensus on holding of the next Panama-
nian elections. But the agreement to
hold elections would only be the first
step. A successful, fair election requires
extensive civic education, registration of
voters, and arrangements for election
observers who can guarantee impartial
counting of ballots. The hemisphere’s
move to democracy has accumulated
much potentially helpful experience in
these areas. The Conciencia group in
Argentina is the most prominent exam-
ple of grassroots action to support the
electoral process. The Costa Rica-based
Inter-American Center for Electoral
Assistance and Promotion has made
major contributions as an adviser to
Caribbean and Central and South
American governments.



In the long run, of course, democ-
racy in Panama will depend on more
than just elections, even regular and
competitive elections. It will require
changes in the relationships between the
military and civilians. Civic organiza-
tions in Panama, and, indeed, many in
the United States, should remember that
the Panama Defense Forces have pro-
vided unique services in those rural sec-
tions of Panama often ignored by the
urban elites. Its contributions to national
security and rural development make the
PDF a vitally important part of the
fabric of Panamanian society. For their
part, military leaders must remove their
institution from politics, end any appear-
ance of corruption, and modernize their
forces to carry out their large and impor-
tant military tasks in defense of the
canal.

In this last endeavor, the Panama-
nian military can count on the support of
the United States. Strict adherence to
the canal treaties by both partnersis a
fundamental part of Panama’s democra-
tic future. Deep military involvement in
politics neither supports civilian rule nor
helps Panama fulfill its role as defender
of the canal.

Over the years, the Panama Defense
Forces have made substantial progress
in these areas, and we are proud of the
support provided to these ends by the
United States. We look forward to the
day when the Panamanian military has
earned a new basis of respect—respect
based on enhanced professional military
capacity to guard national borders,
defend the canal, and to cont’nue to
fight drug traffic and maint. in public
order; national respect based on the
defense of a democracy which serves the
hopes and aspirations of all of Panama'’s
citizens.

Other Transitions
in Trouble

Friendly countries other than Panama
are also having their troubles in achiev-
ing the democratic transitions to which
they are committed.

In Haiti, General Namphy's calen-
dar for transition to democracy—
intended to bring about the inauguration
next February of a freely elected presi-
dent after a generation of despotism—
has hit an obstacle. At issue is the rela-
tionship between the government and
the provisional electoral commission

created by the new constitution adopted
with strong popular support just last
March. The impasse, which we hope will
be promptly resolved, could put at risk
the many accomplishments of the transi-
tion to date.

General Namphy’s government has
made a commitment to a successful
democratic transition. Haitian democrats
have invested a year and a half of hard
work to make it happen. The integrity of
the provisional election commission is
the best guarantee of a result that the
Haitian people will respect. Haitians, not
Americans, must decide upon the proper
balance. Fortunately, the government,
the election commission, the political
parties, the churches, and other respon-
sible democratic bodies have all ex-
pressed a willingness to keep the process
moving forward through dialogue and a
spirit of common effort.

The vast majority of Haitians want
democracy. And they want successful,
well-prepared elections. In these objec-
tives, they have the unqualified support
of the United States. Gf that, no one
should have any doubt.

The Haitian military did not seek,
but has accepted, its responsibility to
guide Haiti to free elections. To date it
has fulfilled this responsibility admir-
ably, and we congratulate them for their
efforts and General Namphy for leading
these efforts. But some, including some
within the military and some repre-
senting the deposed clique, seek to
manipulate events in a way that would
return Haiti to the feudal form of
government that existed under its
Duvalier presidents-for-life. Just as no
one should doubt our support for
dialogue and democracy, no one should
doubt our willingness to terminate aid to
any government that abandons, thwarts,
or prevents this transition to democracy.
Our assistance to Haiti will continue, and
will continue to enjoy bipartisan support,
only as long as Haiti remains on the
democratic path. We will do all we can
to assist this transition to democracy
and all we can to defeat the scheming by
Duvalierists, Macoutes, and their hench-
men to restore the old order.

In Suriname, the Bouterse regime
has once again promised to restore
democracy and respect human rights
under pressure from rising popular
discontent and a deteriorating economic
situation.

We hope these promises are kept.
However, the published constitution
leaves open to the military more power
and privilege than is consistent with the
normal standards of democracy. The
memory of the regime’s cold-blooded
murder of 15 prominent civic leaders in
December 1982 inhibits the free expres-
sion of political views and a genuine
debate of the future of the country. Most
troubling today is the continuing brutal-
ity toward the Maroons or Bush people
in Suriname’s interior who are suspected
of resisting the central government.

There are some positive signs that
bear watching. The Government of
Suriname has advanced the timetable for
general elections to November 1987 and
has invited the OAS [Organizaiton of
American States] to send observers to
monitor the elections. We commend the
Government of Suriname for these
welcome moves.

We hope these steps bear fruit. We
especially hope that the elections to be
held in Suriname in November will be
free of intimidation. For this to be the
case, human rights violations of all
kinds, including those against ethnic or
racial minorities, must cease.

Our relationship with Suriname will
depend on these two issues: democratiza-
tion and human rights. The choices that
the Government of Suriname makes on
these issues will determine whether we
and they can move to the kind of
friendly relationship both countries
would prefer.

In Paraguay, the give and take of
democratic politics has been absent since
Gen. Alfredo Stroessner took power in
1954. In more recent years, however,
the examples of Paraguay’s neighbors
have led to calls for political reform and
a democratic opening. Now in his
seventh term as President, Stroessner
has announced his intention to seek an
eighth term that would begin in 1988.

We have been particularly critical of
limits on freedom of the press and
assembly. We have strongly protested
the closing of Paraguay’s independent
newspaper, ABC Color, as well as
restrictions or harassment of independ-
ent radio stations. We have urged the
Paraguayan Government to create the
conditions conducive to dialogue, free
expression, and free association. At the
same time, we have noted positive
changes this year as some important
exiles have returned to Paraguay, an
independent labor confederation was
allowed to hold a May Day rally, and the
decades-old state of siege in Asuncion
was allowed to expire.



We hope these developments are
part of a trend and not isolated events.
If they are a trend, the tensions which
characterize our relations with Paraguay
will begin to dissipate. We urge the
Government of Paraguay to allow the
people of that country to join in Latin
America’s democratic wave. Any other
practice not only portends more tensions
with the United States, but protests,
divisions, and, ultimately, unrest in
Paraguay itself.

In Chile, since the armed forces
deposed the Marxist government of
Salvador Allende in 1973, President
Pinochet and his military colleagues
have made repeated promises to return
the country to civilian, democratic rule.
Fourteen years of military rule later,
Chile’s democratic future is still very
much in doubt.

Escalating polarization, armed con-
flict, severe repression, further interna-
tional isolation—all are likely if the
Chilean people’s democratic aspirations
remain blocked indefinitely. The new
democracies among Chile’s neighbors
are already grappling with critical
national problems such as military-
civilian relations and achieving sus-
tainable economic growth. Instability
next door can only sap energies best
directed elsewhere.

There is another dimension as well:
Chile remains a special target for foreign
Marxist-Leninists. The discovery last
summer of massive quantities of ter-
rorist arms, which U.S. experts deter-
mined were smuggled into Chile with the
help of Cuba, has removed all reasonable
doubt. The communists’ strategy is long
term. Their secret arsenals were stored
in a way that made clear their design for
future use. Chile’s communists and their
foreign backers are betting that Chilean
armed forces will not fulfill the promise
to restore democracy, that President
Pinochet will not step down when his
current term ends in March 1989. They
reason, and with some logic, that their
strength and popular appeal will rise if
the democratic opposition is unsuccessful
in bringing about a transition through
dialogue, as was sought by Chile’s
National Accord.

The Pinochet government has put
into place a framework for an institu-
tionalized transition to what it calls “‘a
protected democracy.” According to the
controversial constitution adopted in
1980, no later than March 1989 there is
to be a plebiscite on a presidential can-
didate selected by the military junta,

which includes President Pinochet. If
this candidate is not approved, open,
competitive elections are to be held
within a year.

Many within Chile have urged a con-
stitutional change to replace this single-
candidate plebiscite with the type of
free, competitive election used in
democracies to elect leaders. Some have
urged selection of a consensus figure to
lead the country back to democracy.
President Pinochet has not announced
his candidacy, but officials of his govern-
ment have made clear that he is running.

Chile is, thus, approaching a crucial
turning point. It could go either way,
toward democracy or toward protracted
confrontation, toward a government
based on a popular consensus or toward
the chaos that would accompany a
government whose legitimacy is broadly
questioned at home and abroad. Whether
election or plebiscite, some test at the
polls is set to occur, perhaps as early as
September 1988.

What is clear now is that if the next
Government of Chile is to have the
legitimacy necessary to move the coun-
try to full democracy, it is essential that
the electoral and political process in
Chile be fair, honest, and transparent.
The public must have access to views of
peaceful political opponents of the
Pinochet government through all means
of communication, including television.
As the Chilean Catholic Church recently
made clear, the voter registration pro-
cess, which has begun but is proceeding
very slowly, needs the active support of
all Chileans to ensure broad participation
in the critical choice Chileans will face.

What can we do to help? Recognizing
that our leverage is limited—we provide
no military and no developmental aid to
Chile—we can still do a great deal to pro-
vide encouragement to those working
for democracy. Although we are barred
by Congress from providing training, we
can try to enhance contacts with the
Chilean Armed Forces, who have the
key role in a democratic transition. The
Chilean military has a long and proud
history of professionalism, which many
would like to revive. We can continue to
make clear, as we have, that the United
States supports democracy and human
rights in Chile. To be most effective, we
need to tailor our actions to individual
circumstances—and not to undercut
those in Chile who are working toward a
democratic outcome. This means endors-
ing and publicly supporting steps by the

democratic opposition toward flexible
and pragmatic positions—as in the
National Accord. It also means speaking
out against the violent communists and
urging the government to agree to
political dialogue and to curb human
rights abuses, especially by prosecuting
those responsible for human rights viola-
tions. We can translate these concerns
into action, as we did by sponsoring and
joining consensus on fair human rights
resolutions on Chile in the UN Human
Rights Commission in 1986 and 1987 and
by continuing to withhold our support of
international development bank lending
to Chile.

Our goals are clear: it is our policy
to support a transition to a fully
functioning democracy in Chile as soon
as possible.

A New Role for the Military

Since 1979, dictatorships or military
regimes have been replaced by
democratically elected governments in
Ecuador, Peru, Bolivia, Argentina,
Brazil, and Uruguay in South America
and in El Salvador, Grenada, Guatemala,
and Honduras in the Caribbean Basin.

Without exception, the democratic
leaders of these countries have enjoyed
our support. They have had it at critical
moments when they came under fire
from the guerrillas of the communist
left. They have had it at critical
moments when the death squads of the
right moved against civilian politicians.
And they have had it at critical moments
when some in their countries’ own
military establishments made the
mistake of believing that order was
possible without democracy or that the
United States would countenance coups.

In all of the successful transitions to
democracy, military leaders and institu-
tions have made important contribu-
tions. In Brazil and in Uruguay, in El
Salvador and in Guatemala, the military
has played a leading role in seeking a
new democratic relationship with civilian
institutions.

In all of the countries I have dis-
cussed today, the military has a large
role to play and a special choice to make.
Their decision is of historic importance
for their own institutions and for their
countries.

They can decide to follow one kind of
advice—the advice to “maintain order”’
or to “keep a strong hand”’ —by remain-
ing in power or by designating a civilian
government of their choice. In this case,
as protectors of their own narrow inter-
ests and of one political faction, they
would be not the guarantors of but the
roadblock to national development.



This path is well traveled in Latin
American history, and it has sometimes
provided stability in the short run.
Under today’s circumstances, however,
it cannot end internal pressures for
democracy, and it certainly cannot be
the basis of support from this
hemisphere’s democracies, including the
United States.

The other decision the military can
make is in favor of a true democratic
opening. Because election results are
unpredictable, this choice may appear to
entail some risks. But this is short-
sighted—{free, regular, and open political
competition is an essential asset in their
nation’s quest for security and develop-
ment. A military establishment that
leads the way to such a solution will be a
truly national institution, protecting the
nation as a whole in its exercise of
political freedom. This is the best

guarantor of long-term stability; it will
earn the military the respect of its
citizens and the support of the United
States.

The civilian and military leaders of
Panama, Haiti, Suriname, Paraguay, and
Chile who are seeking democracy have
our support. They have that support not
because we seek to intervene in internal
politics or because we are playing
favorites. Quite the contrary—respect
for human rights and for democratic pro-
cedures is the best guarantee of
nonintervention and self-determination
in the face of abuse and aggression from
the communist world and the far left as
well as the far right. And it is the only
path to smooth, respectful, productive
relations with the United States.

In the words of the National Bipar-
tisan Commission on Central America,
recent events have “destroyed the argu-
ment of the old dictators that a strong
hand is essential to avoid anarchy and
communism, and that order and prog-
ress can only be achieved through
authoritarianism.”

Those who believe the United States
will countenance disruption of the move-
ment toward democracy, who believe we
will accept self-appointed spokesmen for
“order” against popular cries for
democracy, misread both the Congress
and the Administration. In this matter
there is no partisanship, there are no
divisions between legislative and execu-
tive; here, truly, politics stops at the
waters’ edge.
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Kenneth N. Skoug, Jr.
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Cuba’s Growing Crisis

Following is an address by Kenneth N.
Skoug, Jr., Director, Office of Cuban
Affairs, at the University of Minnesota,
Minneapolis, Minnesota, May 27, 1987.

Thirty years ago, two remarkable revolu-
tionary figures were struggling for exist-
ence in the Caribbean region. It was an
era when the democratic ideals of the
wartime and postwar period were chal-
lenging military dictators and oligarchi-
cal, tradition-based societies.

One of these individuals, Romulo
Betancourt, was eluding the grasp of the
Perez Jimenez dictatorship in Venezuela,
a state which had known the rule of
strongmen throughout most of its cen-
tury and one-half of its existence. On
January 23, 1958, with the help of pro-
gressive military officers, the regime in
Caracas was overthrown and parliamen-
tary democracy rapidly introduced.
Betancourt was elected president,
served a 5-year term, and then per-
manently left office, living modestly

““We are in crisis, a growing
crisis.”’

Fidel Castro to the Ministry of
Basic Industry, Havana TV,
January 31, 1987

thereafter as a leader of the social
democratic political party and as a sym-
bol of limited, constitutional government
until his death in 1981. His legacy has
been six free elections, four peaceful
transitions of the party in power, a
military subordinate to civilian authority,
an independent judiciary, freedom of the
press and assembly, human rights, and
the rule of law.

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

Betancourt’s spirit lives on in Latin
America today. Brazil's President
Sarney told the UN General Assembly in
September 1985 that Latin America’s
extraordinary effort to create a
democratic order is the most stunning
and moving political fact of recent years.
There is, in fact, a trend running in that
direction. It stems from that legacy of
the democratic pathbreakers of the
1950s and 1960s, like Betancourt, who
demonstrated that freedom and self-
government flourish after all on Latin
American soil. The trend is notable in
South America, Central America, and
the Caribbean. It enjoys our enthusiastic
support, even though we may and do
strongly disagree with some of the views
and policies of democratically elected
leaders in Latin America, just as we
must elsewhere.

The future of Latin America is today
at the crossroads, pulling away from the
past but not yet certain of the future. If
the model of the future is Venezuela or
the traditionally democratic Costa Rica,
we will all be well served. Democratic
societies tend to make good neighbors.

The Power of the Gun

The other chief revolutionary figure in
the Caribbean 30 years ago was Fidel
Castro in Cuba. Like Venezuela, Cuba
then enjoyed a comparatively high
economic and social level, akin to Argen-
tina and Uruguay and well above that of
the other states of the Caribbean or Cen-
tral America. Its only experiment with
political democracy had ended badly in
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1952 with a military coup led by Fulgen-
cio Batista, a military leader who,
ironically, once had been the victor in
democratic elections and had peacefully
left office. Regrettably for the future
course of history, Batista did not leave
peacefully or permit free elections the
second time around. He fled only when
his authority vanished, leaving behind a
political vacuum in Cuba. Almost all
Cubans cheered his departure. Few
Cubans and even fewer foreigners knew
what was coming. The U.S. Government,
which had embargoed military assistance
to the Batista government early in 1958,
also knew too little for too long. It saw
no communist threat in Fidel Castro.

On January 1, 1959, Cuba lay at the
feet of the revolutionary liberator whose
own hallmark had been violence but who

““The combative potential of our
people, among men and women,
comprises nearly six million citi-
zens. ... We will never forget our
origins when with only seven rifles
we renewed a war against 80,000
men....”

Fidel Castro, Santiago, Cuba,
July 26, 1983

had pledged to restore democracy. He
himself was still at the other end of the
long island, in Santiago, where, pro-
phetically, he told a crowd that night
that they would not lack weapons, that
there would be plenty of weapons,
although he did not explain for what pur-
pose the weapons would be needed. Pro-
phetically, too, he told the women in the



crowd that they would make fine
soldiers. They did not know, nor did his
countrymen know, that 6 months earlier
he had pledged to lead a longer, larger
war against the United States, a war
which he said would be his “true
destiny.” This was not hyperbole. It
offers a key insight into the subsequent
development of Cuba and U.S.-Cuban
relations.

Since January 1, 1959, Fidel Castro
has been the only leader Cuba has
known, making his the third longest
reign in Latin American history. There
have, indeed, been plenty of weapons,
weapons which self-styled Cuban “inter-
nationalists’ have since carried to other
countries and to other continents. If
Venezuela is a model of sorts for the
remainder of Latin America, Cuba has
also been a model of another kind. The
differences between the two models are
multiple and fundamental. One of the
most significant differences is the fact
that Cuba has consistently engaged in
stimulation and support of armed revolu-
tion aimed at the creation of like-minded
societies. When opportunities have
presented themselves, Cuba has moved
swiftly to take advantage of them for
both ideological and strategic purposes.

It was Mao Zedong, not Fidel
Castro, who first observed that all power
grows out of the barrel of a gun.
Actually, this is, no doubt, a very old
idea. But Castro has been a case study of
the application of the thesis in practice.
He was and is, first and foremost, a
caudillo, a classic man on horseback,
even if his military campaigns were
Fabian in nature. Whatever support he
may have enjoyed or may now enjoy in
Cuba—and he is a charismatic leader,
highly effective one on one or with
multitudes—he has never put his legiti-
macy as ruler of Cuba to any other test
than that of the gun. The way he himself
described it in an inverview with the
Spanish news agency EFE on Febru-
ary 13, 1985, was as follows:

The secret of remaining in power is not
to be found in constitutional mechanisms or
electoral systems. . .. It is a matter of
holding on to the support of the people, and if
you have that, you can retain power without
any mechanism.

Stalin, Franco, Porfirio Diaz, and
Stroessner could have said the same. It
is a theory for rationalizing any form of
rule.

Once all the guns were silent in
Cuba, except those of Mr. Castro’s
armed forces, it was a case of endorse
his revolution or enjoy no rights at all. In
a celebrated speech in June 1961, in the
National Library of Havana, he declared:

Within the revolution, everything;
against the revolution, nothing. ... Itisa
fundamental principle of the revolution.
Counterrevolutionaries, that is to say,
enemies of the revolution, have no rights
against the revolution because the revolution
has a right: the right to exist, the right to
develop and the right to be victorious.

The everything possible within the
revolution has remained a figure of
speech. There has been no free press, no
free speech, no right of association, and,
obviously, no free elections. But the
other side of the coin was already only
too apparent.

In Venezuela, Romulo Betancourt
was building the rule of law. In Cuba,
Fidel Castro ruled without restraint.

“Internationalism’’ and Force

Fidel Castro also asserted his right, later
defined in Article 12(c) of the Cuban
Constitution as the right and duty of the
Cuban people, to support revolution in
other countries. Given this premise, it is
no surprise that Betancourt’s Venezuela
was an early target of revolutionary
Cuba’s efforts to depose by military
force neighboring governments, whether
ruled by military men or elected officials.
Like Trotsky in revolutionary Petrograd,
he tended to see Cuba surrounded by
enemies to be deposed by force. Castro
failed in Venezuela, as he did elsewhere
with similar attempts in the 1960s to
create a revolution on the model of his
own conquest of power. But he did not
abandon his goals. Castro has shaped his
extraterritorial objectives into a foreign
policy imperative. Alongside the com-
plete transformation of Cuba itself, the
Castro regime has always looked abroad
for its fulfillment. Despite its lamenta-
tions of U.S. hostility, it has never been

“Internationalism is a willingness
to leave your children, relatives
and loved ones to fulfill a mission
anywhere.”’

Fidel Castro to the Fifth Congress
of the Communist Youth Union,
April 6, 1987

under any serious challenge from
abroad. On the other hand, through its
survival as a militant revolutionary
entity—training, arming, advising, and
abetting revolutionaries from and in
other countries with material Soviet
support—Cuba has become a regional
power challenging the future of Latin
Anmerica as a democratic order.

Under Fidel Castro, Cuba—a small
nation of 10 million persons with no
history of international prominence,
except as an object of contention, but

with a skilled and highly trained cadre—
has become a powerful actor on the
international stage, with a demonstrated
capability of projecting military power
within the hemisphere and beyond.

Under Castro, Cuba has practiced
the sovereign alchemy of being both the
foremost power among the so-called
nonaligned while, at the same time,
being more closely aligned with the
Soviet Union, militarily and strate-
gically, than most members of the War-
saw Pact, providing services to the
Soviet Union that its East European
neighbors neither could nor would offer,
and receiving a massive annual economy
subsidy of well over $4 billion that
Moscow provides to no one else. At the
same time, Cuba has dominated the
Nonaligned Movement, as evidenced
anew by its most recent meetings in
Zimbabwe and Guyana, where Cuba’s
cadre provided the whole administrative
network for the conference, frustrating
efforts by truly nonaligned states to
inhibit the anti-American nature of the
exercise.

Cuba has long since become the
Mecca for Latin American revolution-
aries—a status which, however, might be
increasingly challenged by Nicaragua, to
which it has provided training, arms,
advice, and support in conjunction with
the Soviet Union. In turn, the revolu-
tionaries regard Cuba as the blueprint
for their own projected future.

At the same time, Cuba has asserted
with increasing force a seemingly incom-
patible desire to be the leader of a Latin
American bloc aimed at the United
States. Without ceasing to maintain
close and, as the cliche goes, fraternal
ties with those seeking to replicate the
Cuban internal system in other coun-
tries, Havana's envoys now cultivate
influence with the newly democratic
states of Latin America which Cuba
formerly regarded as a ring of enemies.
The Cubans have been successful, at
times, in playing upon the fears of
democratic leaders in Latin America,
who hope that by establishing diplomatic
relations with Cuba, they can confound
their own domestic left and dissuade
Cuba from stimulating or abetting
violence in their own societies. Some
may believe they can obtain more atten-
tion to their economic or social problems
from the United States if they open the
door to Cuba.

Paradoxically, Cuba has claimed to
welcome trends toward greater
democracy in Latin America, even
though history has demonstrated that
revolution from the left has succeeded
more often against military dictators
than against democracies. Yet in Cuba
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itself, even the effort to form legally
another political movement has been a
proveh ticket to prison.

Cuba has long enjoyed flaying others
for real or imaginary violations of human
rights, but it has never permitted any
bona fide outside scrutiny of its own
practices, which have become known
instead through the testimony of those
victims who have survived Cuban
prisons and found their way from Cuba'’s
shores. For an unconscionably long
period of time, those Cuban practices
were ignored by a world more impressed
by the Castro mystique than it was inter-
ested in probing the reality. The situa-
tion at last appears to be changing.

Cuba under the Castro regime has
become one of the chief propagandizing
nations of the world. Havana broadcasts
245 hours weekly to Latin America,
often with highly unflattering and not
seldom provocative references to the
governments of those states as well as
favorable commentary from and about
revolutionaries in those countries. It
broadcasts 200 hours weekly to North
America, primarily in Spanish. A main
target is Puerto Rico, which Cuba has
never forgiven for its choice of associa-
tion with the United States. But Cuba
reacted to the startup of U.S. broad-
casting tailored to Cuba as if such broad-
casting represented a gross violation of a
supposed right to monopolize what the
people of Cuba should see or hear about
events affecting their lives. This event
led Cuba, 2 years ago, to suspend a prop-
erly functioning bilateral agreement on
migration that it had signed only 5
months before. The entire migration
agreement had been negotiated well
after the United States had acted to
establish a Cuba service in the Voice of
America. This service, called “Radio
Marti,” has met the test Congress set
for it to broadcast objective news, com-
mentary, and other information to the
people of Cuba to promote the cause of
freedom there.

The Road to Rectification

At the core of the Cuban model stands
the assertion that it offers a superior
system of economic development, one
that should be imitated by other coun-
tries. It is sometimes argued on behalf of
the Cuban revolution that the almost
total deprivation of freedom for more
than a quarter-century is justified by the
economic and social progress that has
allegedly occurred. The egalitarian
nature, at least in appearance, of Cuban
society is cited along with gains made in
reducing differences in economic and
social standards between urban and
rural areas, between whites and blacks.

Leaving aside the nonmonetary per-
quisites of the governing elite, such as
access to automobiles, superior housing,
and special goods, Cuba does contrast
with much of Latin America in this
respect.

However, the economic price of
Cuban policy has been a stagnation
rendered tolerable only by the
remarkable willingness of Moscow to pay
the cost. Cuba was a prosperous and
relatively advanced society in 1959, with
economic and social statistics that com-
pared with the best in Latin America.
Aside from its social vices and the
unequal distribution of income, the
economic shortcomings of pre-Castro
Cuba were monoculture and dependence
on trade with one country. The advan-
tages were that the product it exported
was wanted on the market and paid for
in dollars. The Cuban revolution today is
very far from having successfully trans-
formed Cuba’s economy. It has achieved
a certain uniformity of consumption by
the maintenance of a system of rationing
that has largely disappeared elsewhere
in the communist world. It has concen-
trated on producing teachers and doc-
tors well in excess of Cuba’s own needs.

““This country, which was the last
one to liberate itself, experienced
over four centuries of direct coloni-
alism, of corruption. After that, it
existed for almost 60 years under
the corrupt republic. We have had
four and one-half centuries of cor-
ruption. That was the only thing
they learned. They learned to
cheat, steal, sell things, and to
steal from here and there. It is
somewhat in the people’s blood.
We are not disciplined. ... "’

Fidel Castro to the Third Con-
gress of the Committees for the
Defense of the Revolution,
September 26, 1986

Castro recently conceded Cuba has
10,000 teachers too many, but it has
fallen behind many other Latin
American states in growth and income.
Cuba has remained a society of
monoculture in a world where declining
relative demand for that product and the
spread of alternative suppliers has made
sugar less valuable than production
costs, were it not for the massive sub-
sidy price paid by the U.S.S.R. What is
more, Cuba, by its own choice, has been
drawn ever deeper into the Soviet-led
communist trading system. Cuba, which
as recently as 12 years ago still had 40%
of its trade with the West, is now unable

even to pay the interest on its debt to
Western suppliers, and only 10% of its
trade is with the West. An investment
journal late last year ranked Cuba 17th
in the hemisphere as a credit risk. There
is, thus, a growing reluctance by
Western countries to loan to a govern-
ment which is insisting Western trade
partners loan it new money but which is
now distinguished by having an unpay-
able debt to both East and West.

The Soviets, too, seem to assess
Cuba’s prospects pessimistically, judging
by one Soviet scholar who ranked Cuba,
1 year ago, 20 on a scale where the
Soviet Union would be 100 and East
Germany 140. Even Mongolia ranked
higher than Cuba in this assessment.

Almost all basic commodities are
rationed in Cuba—even sugar, even beer.
Cuba has received sharp criticism from
the Soviet Union for its failure to meet
trade commitments to satisfy the Cuban
consumer. That Cuba is suffering from
serious economic and social problems is
also clear from the words of Fidel Castro
himself. He has frequently warned that
future generations will suffer privation
in Cuba. His so-called rectification cam-
paign launched in February 1986—the
conclusion of the Third Congress of the
Communist Party of Cuba—has con-
demned economic conditions in Cuba.
Unlike reform efforts in other com-
munist countries, however, the Cuban
leadership has stressed ideological
revival. Castro has lambasted the waste,
greed, and corruption he claims to see
around him. Having found “vipers” in
such limited institutions as the farmers’
market and housing market, Castro
abolished them and reestablished revolu-
tionary enthusiasm and shame for
alleged wrongdoers as the two poles for
revitalizing Cuban society. “When it is
decided to give up, abandon and scorn
voluntary work, how can you ever make
a communist out of this man?”’ he asked
rhetorically. “When you corrupt a man
and keep him thinking about salaries and
money, how can you expect that this
man will perform the greatest task of
solidarity, which is internationalism?”’

In the 29th year of the Castro era,
Cuba features billboards proclaiming
“With Fidel to the Year 2000.”” There is
no good reason to doubt that the new
century will see him at the helm in
Havana, but there is also no reason to
believe that the next 12 years will
achieve for Cuba what the first 29 have
not. Recently, a slogan appeared,
quoting Castro: “Now let us really begin
building socialism.”” The slogan quickly
disappeared. Perhaps too many Cubans
had inquired under what system they
had spent the greater part of their lives.



Twenty-nine years into the age of
Castro, the leader’s place in history and
his control over Cuba are firm, indeed,
but he does not rule over a happy society
or a just one.

The Closest of Thorns

It is no revelation to say that Cuba, over
the entire period of the Castro regime,
has been a serious foreign policy prob-
lem for the United States. The introduc-
tion of a harsh dictatorial regime, always
passionately and often provocatively
hostile to the United States (even Cuba’s
diplomatic notes speak of ‘“hatred” for
the U.S. Government and its represen-
tatives), only 90 miles from our shores,
came as a shock to the American people.
Cuba still enjoys the lowest assessment
of Americans in public opinion polls, an
assessment that, judging by recent
sampling, seems to be shared in other
countries on the Caribbean littoral.

The causes for Cuba’s unpopularity
include the fact that Havana allied itself
eagerly and wholeheartedly to the chief
threat to the national security of the
United States; that is has sought to
undermine and, if possible, overthrow
other governments in the hemisphere;
that it has endeavored increasingly and
at considerable cost to its own status to
rally Third World countries against the
United States and toward the Soviet
Union; that it has tried to organize Latin
America against the United States; and
that it has imposed a regime on the
Cuban people that has driven over 1
million Cubans to flee the country—
frequently at the risk of their life and
heavy punishment, if unsuccessful—
while countless thousands of others have
suffered the tragic fate the regime
accords to those who are outside the

“Today we are a sort of moral
vengeance of the oppressed of this
world.”

Fidel Castro to the Fifth Congress
of the Communist Youth Union,
April 6, 1987

revolution and have no rights at all.
Incidently, it is curious in light of the
indignation which Cubans allegedly feel
toward the United States—at least if
Cuban propaganda is to bé believed—
that almost every Cuban leaving that
country wishes to make his or her home
in the United States.

As little as the United States likes
the internal order in Cuba—and I intend
to mention a few representative cases
which illustrate the nature of that inter-
nal order—it is Cuba’s unfriendly con-
duet in international affairs that lies at

the heart of our differences. Cuba enjoys
massive Soviet assistance—almost $5
billion annually, counting military
deliveries—because a hostile Cuba on our
doorstep has been deemed by Moscow to
serve its strategic interests, The U.S.S.R.
gives this for strategic interests—no
ones else receives the same high level of
Soviet aid. Cuba’s self-appointed role is
to be a thorn in the side of the United
States, a safe haven for Soviet recon-
naissance and intelligence activities
directed against the United States, a
linchpin between Latin American revolu-
tionaries and Soviet power, and a close
ally for Soviet policy in Africa.

But Cuba, which freely chose its
association with Moscow and is now
increasingly tied to the Soviet-East Euro-
pean economic order, is more a junior
partner than a satellite in this symbiotic
relationship. Although there was a time
in the 1960s when the Soviets opposed
Cuba’s foreign policy adventurism,
Cuba’s effective use of force in Africa
since the mid-1970s and its successful
promotion of Cuban-style revolution in
Central America since the late 1970s
have resulted in a fundamental change:
the Soviet Union has been ready to give
strong material and moral support to
Cuban conduct in international affairs.

The Cuban-Soviet relationship is not
trouble free. For their part, the Soviets
need to worry lest the combative
approach of Havana draw them into a
conflict not of their choosing. Moreover,
while the Cubans have paid obligatory lip
service to some of Gorbachev’s foreign
policy initiatives, there are indications
that when KGB Chief Chebrikov
recently visited Havana to discuss Gor-
bachev’s policies, he found a suspicious
and unpersuaded Cuban leadership. The
Soviets do not relish wasting their
money and have tried to encourage
greater productivity in Cuba, but
Castro’s rectification campaign, which
seems to be the very antithesis of the
material incentives long the vogue in
Eastern Europe and subsequently
endorsed by Moscow, may strike the
Russians as singularly unlikely to
achieve its objectives.

For Cuba, Soviet guarantees can
never be sufficiently strong. The lesson
of Grenada, where the U.S.S.R. reacted
mildly to developments that stunned
Havana, still rankles in Cuba. Nor is
Soviet advice invariably welcome.
Castro’s celebrated refusal to attend the
funeral of Konstantin Chernenko seems
to have been a sign of the Cuban leader’s
pique, even though he stoutly denied it
in his 1985 interview with Dan Rather,
insisting that he was too busy. The only
pale reflection of Gorbachev’s glasnost in

Cuba today is the incitement of the
Cuban media to expose wrongdoers,
relentlessly. Castro told the Cuban Jour-
nalists Congress last October:

We have to criticize strongly all those. ..
who are responsible for this. ... We have to
criticize the workers and the groups and we
have to call people by their names. No one
can imagine the strength of shame.

Yet, in the final analysis, the Soviet-
Cuban relationship is vital and highly
advantageous to both parties. Castro
could not be Castro if it were not for
Soviet backing. While the Russians may
sometimes bridle at his displays of inde-
pendence, they are much too shrewd to
think of jeopardizing such an asset.
What the Soviets would like would be
more Western financial and trade
assistance to the Cubans, thereby reduc-
ing the economic burden on the U.S.S.R.
without affecting the close and parallel
world view which Moscow shares with
Havana. The largest Cuban export for
convertible currency is no longer Cuban
sugar but Soviet oil; Cuba needs these
dollars to buy from the West. But this oil
could otherwise earn the U.S.S.R. badly
needed dollars for its own purposes.

Cuba’s African War

“I think it is forgotten that we had
links with the MPLA [Popular
Movement for the Liberation of
Angola] since they started their
war of independence, for almost
twenty years.”’

Fidel Castro, interview with
the Washington Post,
January 29-30, 1985

Cuba has pursued, at least since 1975,
the foreign policy role of a major
military power. It maintains 300,000
men and women in active or ready
reserve status, the largest army in Latin
America and the one with by far the
most combat experience, almost all
gathered far from home in the pursuit of
“internationalism.” In addition, there is
a militia of more than 1 million, ready to
fight a “war of all the people” in case
the regulars and reservists are insuffi-
cient to defend Cuba. Cuba’s schools,
factories, and apartment buildings prom-
inently display the sign “No one sur-
renders here.” Cuba's forces overseas
have the same orders. The fact that a
number of Cubans surrendered on
Grenada and lived to tell about it is the
apparent cause for this slogan. Cubans
are supposed to return from interna-
tionalist missions either victorious or not
at all.



Cuba’s biggest unfinished war
showcase is Angola, where the Cubans
remain engaged in a civil war 12 years
after they went in to make sure the fac-
tion favored by them and the Soviets
secured total control. Forty thousand
Cuban soldiers are present, some
performing combat roles as tankmen and
helicopter gunship pilots. Whereas the
United States has sought by diplomatic
means to bring about Cuban withdrawal
from Angola to promote internal recon-
ciliation in that country as well as to get
South Africa out of Namibia, the Cuban
leadership appears to desire to stay
indefinitely. Without even consulting the
Angolan faction which Cuba supports,
Fidel Castro announced on September 2,
1986, at the Nonaligned Movement sum-
mit in Harare, Zimbabwe, his decision
“to maintain the troops in Angola so
long as apartheid exists in South
Africa.” Thus, instead of putting to the
test South Africa’s pledge to leave
Namibia as soon as the Cubans leave
Angola, Castro has devised a new test to
postpone indefinitely their departure.

Although it will not divulge the
numbers, Cuba has suffered substantial
loss of life in Angola. Resistance to this
war may be growing in Cuba, where the
realization that returning interna-
tionalists may bring disease in their
wake is an additional cause of concern.
On the other hand, Cuba derives hard
currency from Angolan oil revenues, so
the war represents little if any financial
sacrifice by Cuba; nor would Castro
relish the prospect of 40,000 soldiers
joining the ranks of the underemployed
in Cuba itself.

Destroyer and Unifier

In Latin America, Cuba follows a two-
track policy, cultivating diplomatic rela-
tions in some cases and supporting
armed revolution as Havana sees fit.
Ironically, Cuba’s own domestic dif-
ficulties have coincided with establish-
ment of diplomatic relations with several
South American countries, a result due
more to the reestablishment of
democracy in the latter than anything
done by Cuba. At the same time as it
establishes embassies in Montevideo and
Brasilia—embassies bustling with Cuban
visitors—however, Havana actively sup-
ports armed revolutionaries in Chile,
where the discovery of massive arms
caches along the Chilean coast illustrates
the versatility of the Cuban fishing fleet
in the southeast Pacific.

Cuba’s attitude toward the two
major Spanish-speaking countries on the
Caribbean littoral, Colombia and
Venezuela, is less clearly defined. Cuba
has normal diplomatic relations with

neither and has a long history of
vigorous support to Colombian revolu-
tionaries. The existence of diplomatic
relations with other Andean countries
has not deterred Havana from maintain-
ing close ties with armed revolutionaries
in Ecuador and Peru, whereas Cuba’s
approach to Bolivia is particularly
ambivalent, seeking to upgrade dip-
lomatic relations but highly critical of
the Bolivian Government.

It is Central America, however,
where Cuba currently sees its greatest
opportunities, thanks to the successful
monopolization of power in Managua by
armed revolutionaries organized on the
Cuban model. Fidel Castro, whose sup-
port to the Sandinista factions was nodal
to their achieving success in the fight to
take power, has described the policies
being followed by Ortega and the coman-
dantes as ‘‘perfect’” and as ideal for
other revolutionaries in the hemisphere.
Cuba has been a training ground for
revolutionaries in El Salvador,
Guatemala, and Honduras, where the
presence of elected governments has not
affected the Cuban outlook. Havana gave
a careful look at all the recently elected
heads of state in Costa Rica, Honduras,
and Guatemala to see if they might be

““The future does not belong to
Europe, it belongs to Latin
America.”

Fidel Castro to Ricardo Utrilla
and Marisol Marin of EFE,
February 13, 1985

helpful in promoting Cuba’s prime objec-
tive in the region—the consolidation of
the Nicaraguan regime—but it now
appears to have decided that they failed
Cuba’s test. Cuba has provided consist-
ent support to the Salvadoran guerrillas
with a minimum objective of maintaining
them as an armed opposition until the
day when seizure of full power will be
more feasible than at present.

In the Caribbean, where Cuba lost a
particularly promising friend in the
Bishop regime in late 1983, the Cubans
have chosen to work quietly through
sports and cultural contacts, trying to
mend battered fences. Havana is par-
ticularly active in the Spanish-speaking
islands: the Dominican Republic, which
Cuba is carefully wooing, and Puerto
Rico, where Cuba, deals with a minuscule
minority of independentistas as if they
were the oppressed majority. -

The Bilateral Agenda

“Communism will require a com-
munist conscience or there will be
no communism, only societies of
beasts like those we see in the
United States and elsewhere.’’

Fidel Castro to the Congress of the
Union of Cuban Journalists,
October 26, 1986

The principal U.S. response to Cuba
remains to try to keep Havana’s options
limited and to support friendly govern-
ments economically, politically, and
militarily. While it is argued that Cuban
hostility has not been touched by this
policy, there has never been an iota of
evidence that U.S. concessions would
have altered Cuba’s world view. Fidel
Castro, in explaining why Cuba needs to
devote so much of its energy to military
purposes, has stated that even a Marxist-
Leninist United States would pose a
threat to Cuba and require Cuba to
maintain the massive armed forces it has
had for the past three decades. This is,
perhaps, the clearest indication that
Castro’s sense of his own destiny has not
changed since 1958 and that he still
needs the United States as a necessary
enemy and the Soviet Union as a utili-
tarian friend. After January 1, 1959, we
could have had a different Cuba only by
the direct application of armed force
against the island, a policy which every
U.S. Administration has resisted.

On the other hand, Cuba’s propen-
sity to use force in the pursuit of its own
foreign policy objectives has been
greatest when the United States has
been distracted by other problems, such
as a Berlin crisis or Vietnam, or when
our capacity for presidential action has
been weakened by domestic events such
as Watergate. Firm and consistent U.S.
policy has given Cuba pause, whereas
vacillation and uncertainty have been
exploited. The administration in Cuba
never changes. Hence, the next adminis-
tration in Washington will face the same
reality when it assesses Cuba’s role in
the region as a formidable military
power aligned with the Soviet Union and
actively promoting objectives hostile to
our own interests.

There is also a smaller agenda with
Cuba, which we share as neighbors. The
United States has been ready to deal
with these because it has believed there
are better prospects for success than on
those issues where Cuba’s sense of
revolutionary mission is so prominent. In
the past 5 years, on U.S. initiative, we
have sought solutions to migration and
refugee issues and to radio broadcasting
interference. On the other hand, Cuba,



with one partial exception, has been
unresponsive to our initiatives. Only in
the case of migration were we able to
induce Havana to sign an agreement,
one which committed the Cubans to take
back 2,746 common criminals and men-
tally ill persons whom the Castro regime
sent to our shores in 1980, mixed in with
125,000 persons fleeing the island.
Although the agreement was imple-
mented and signed in good faith, it was
quickly suspended by Havana on wholly
extraneous grounds—the startup of the
Cuba service of the Voice of America,
which had been known to Cuba long
before the migration talks even began.

Cuba’s suspension of the 1984 migra-
tion agreement on May 20, 1985,
adversely affected the interests of
thousands of persons in both countries
and had negative consequences for Cuba
as well. It sent bilateral relations on a
downward spiral that has not yet been
reversed. Acting on information that
Cuba was prepared to restore the agree-
ment, we met with a Cuban delegation
last July in Mexico City, but it took only
a short period to establish the fact that
Havana wanted us to buy the migration
agreement a second time at a unnego-
tiable price that involved putting up to
100 U.S. radio stations off the air so that
Cuba could increase its own broad-
casting to the United States.

Resumption of the migration agree-
ment remains the key to any improve-
ment in our bilateral relationship. While
we cannot realistically expect any
change on the major world issues, which
stem from the fundamental approach of
the Cuban leader, there is no good
reason why an agreement which has
been criticized by neither side cannot be
put back into force. If that happened,
other issues on the small agenda could
also be considered in order of
importance.

Human Rights

I could not conclude remarks devoted to
Cuba without reference to the effect
which the system in Cuba has had on the
human beings who reside there. The
regime has its supporters, of course, and
Fidel Castro may have more, judging by
the statements at the Communist Youth
Congress last month, where one student
seemed to reflect the mood of that body
when she said, “Why is it every time
there is a problem anywhere—and we
know some people are hiding the fact—
we say, ah, comrades, if only Fidel
knew. Poor Fidel. If he only knew.” This
is the view, at least, of someone with
access to a microphone in a communist
society.

There are many Cubans, however,
who see problems and do not wonder if
Fidel knows. They may even suspect he
is the cause and not the solution. These
persons lack any legitimate means of
expressing their views, which would
surely put them outside the revolution.
There are also those whom the regime
already knows and despises: the worms,
the counterrevolutionaries, whose crime
was or is to oppose the imposition by
force or continuation of a system that
unashamedly gives them no rights at all.
Armando Valladares has described the
fate of some of these persons all too well

““The revolution never told a

lie. ... There is not a single case
of torture in the 28 years of the
revolution. Not one!’’

Fidel Castro to the Congress of
the Union of Cuban Journalists,
October 26, 1986

in Against All Hope. Arnold Radosh
inquired in the New York Times Book
Review why it had taken 25 years to find
out the terrible reality of Cuba’s political
prisoners. Thanks to Valladares; thanks
to the courage of persons still in Cuba
like Ricardo Bofill, President of the
Cuban Human Rights Committee;
thanks to our own efforts in February of
this year at the UN Human Rights
Commission in Geneva, the world is
learning about these persons. The more
that is learned, the better it will be for
the struggle for human rights in Cuba.

While there is no time to describe
this issue in detail, I want to mention a
few representative cases that illustrate
the irony and the shame of the regime in
Cuba.

Roberto Martin Perez. Perhaps the
longest held political prisoner in the
Americas; he was 25 when caught in
August 1959, being infiltrated back to
Cuba, and he has spent 28 years in
prison, since 1979 incommunicado in the
infamous Boniato Prison in eastern
Cuba. In 1956, 3 years earlier, Fidel
Castro had infiltrated into Cuba from
Mexico after spending somewhat over 1
year in jail for organizing a bloody
attack on his country’s armed forces in
1953. History has absolved Fidel Castro,
because in Cuba he decides what history
shall mean, but it has not absolved those
who rebelled against his tyranny.

Gustavo Arcos Bergnes. He fought
at Castro’s side in the attack on the
Moncada and later was Cuban Ambas-
sador to Belgium until 1965, when he
was jailed for criticizing the revolution.
After being imprisoned and released, he

tried to leave Cuba to join his wife and a
son in the United States who was
semicomatose from an accident. He has
been in jail since 1981, living in a 6- by
8-foot cell with his brother.

Elizardo Sanchez Santa Cruz. Vice
President of the Cuban Human Rights
Committee, arrested again in September
1986 for disclosing the arrest of col-
leagues to British and French jour-
nalists, who were immediately expelled
from Cuba. A prisoner of conscience
adopted by Amnesty International, he
desperately needs medical attention
which is denied him while he remains
under interrogation.

Aramis Taboada. An attorney well-
known in Cuba who defended five
Cubans sentenced to death on Janu-
ary 25, 1983, by the Chamber of Crimes
Against State Security of the Havana
Principal Tribunal on grounds of “indus-
trial sabotage.” The five were among 33
persons seeking to found a trade union
based on the concept of the Polish
Solidarity in a country where one trade
union is all that is permitted. The fate of
the five was commuted to 30 years in
prison, thanks in part to Taboada. After
first denying that anyone was under
arrest, the Central Organization of
Cuban Trade Unions ultimately
denounced the alleged ““industrial
saboteurs,”” asserting: ‘It is ridiculous to
suppose that there is any group in Cuba
that proposes to create a labor organiza-
tion, even a local one. The workers
themselves would make this impossible.”
Taboada was arrested in 1983 and died
under mysterious conditions in 1985.
After his arrest, the Minister of Justice,
former President Dorticos, committed
suicide.

Andres Solares. A civil engineer
arrested November 5, 1981 —and con-
demned to 8 years for the crime of
‘“‘enemy propaganda.” He wrote abortive
letters to Senator Kennedy and French
President Mitterrand asking for advice
on how, legally and openly, to form a
democratic political party to be called
the Cuban Revolutionary Party. He was
convicted of incitement against the
socialist order and the socialist state and
is presently serving his sentence. One
leader; one party; one people.

There are hundreds of cases like the
above. The number of political prisoners
in Cuba, including those convicted of try-
ing to leave the country illegally or
refusing to register for military service,
has never been disclosed by Cuban
authorities, nor have they permitted



independent organizations to review the
situation in Cuba’s prisons. We can only
assume that there are several thousand
such persons in Cuba today.

Several years ago, an official of the
Cuban Interests Section in Washington
told two U.S. officials that he was afraid
Cuba would run out of political prisoners
the United States wanted before Cuba
really got anything in exchange.
Whatever the assumptions about the
United States that may have prompted
this remark, which is cited by one of the
U.S. officials present in a forthcoming

article, it is erroneous to assume that
Cuba can sell or trade its victims to the
United States. We welcome these per-
sons, and we are accepting as refugees
former political prisoners and their
immediate families as Cuba gives them
permission to depart, but the Cubans
must understand that it is in their own
interest to change fundamentally the
approach to society which has created
this nightmare of persecution in Cuba.
Unfortunately, there is still no sign that
this will soon occur. Far from running
out of political prisoners, the system

creates them anew. Until Cuba recog-
nizes that the way out of its crisis is not
through new adjurations of orthodoxy
but through recognition of the creative
genius of the unfettered human con-
science, Cuba will remain beyond rec-
tification. B
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This Wednesday all across America, we'll be celebrating
the 200th anniversary of the document that has brought freedom and
hope to so many millions -- the United States Constitution. At 1:50
p.m. on Wednesday, I will lead a nationwide Pledge of Allegiance that
will be broadcast live, giving all Americans a chance to renew our
commitment to the document that's been called the greatest act of
political genius in history. On Thursday, I'll be in Philadelphia,
participating in the celebration organized by "We the People."

As we reflect on our Constitution this week, we must seek
to further its purpose, here at home and all across the world. The
cause of freedom is America's cause. And one of the most exciting
movements in this direction during the past 10 years has been in
Latin America where over 90 percent of the people are now living
under democratic rule. It was my privilege earlier this week to
speak with the Holy Father Pope John Paul II on our mutual concern
about peace and freedom in Latin America.

And yet, for all the progress in this region, one country
-- Nicaragua and its three million inhabitants -- have seen that
dream of freedom trampled. Many Americans have learned over the last
few months what has really been happening in Nicaragua; how a
democratic revolution was betrayed; how a tiny elite has been
creating a totalitarian, Marxist-Leninist dictatorship to satisfy
their own personal lust for power and to give the Soviet Union a
beachhead on the mainland of this continent -- only 2,000 miles from
the Texas border, a clear national security threat.

Yet, despite all the repression and Soviet intervention,
the people of Nicaragua still cling to their dream of freedom. 1In
the best tradition of our founding fathers, they formed a democratic
resistance against tyranny -- one of the largest peasant armies in
the world with more than 17,000 freedom fighters called "Contras."
And as the Contras have grown stronger, the communist regime has
grown shakier.

So, under increasing pressure, the communist leader,
‘Danlel Ortega, recently signed at a summit of Central American
leaders a peace plan that pledged his government to democratic
reform, respect for human rights, and free elections. We welcome the
Guatemala plan, but it falls short of the safeguards for democracy
and our national security contained in the bipartisan plan I worked
out with the Congressional leadership. That is why, as Secretary
Shultz said earlier this week, there should be no uncertainty about
our unswerving commitment to the Contras. It is their effort that
has made the peace initiative possible. At the appropriate moment, I
intend to put forth a $270 million request for Contra aid over eight
months -- 18 months, I should say.

As Secretary Shultz also spelled out, the Sandinista
regime has a long way to go in living up to its pledge
of democratic reform. Only eight days after signing the peace
agreement, Sandinista police used attack dogs, night sticks, electric
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cattle prods, and government-organized mobs to break up a peaceful
demonstration by the Nicaraguan Democratic Coordinadora.

So, too, the six independent Nicaraguan political parties
have called efforts by the communists to manipulate the National
Reconciliation Commission set up under the plan -- "a Sandinista
maneuver to fool the international public."  They accused the
Sandinistas of "violating the spirit of the Guatemala agreements."
And this week we learned that Daniel Ortega will be in Moscow on
November 7th, the date the Central American peace plan is to go into
effect -- celebrating with his Soviet allies the anniversary of the
Bolshevik Revolution.

What the world wants from the Sandinistas are real
democratic reforms, real signs of freedom, such as reopening the
newspaper La Prensa but not censoring its copy or denying it
newsprint. La Prensa and other publications must be free to report;
so must the independent radio stations and TV. Freedom of religion
must be respected. The Sandinistas have said they will allow three
exiled priests to return. But what of the thousands of other exiles?
Return is not enough; they must be free to minister, live, and
organize politically without intimidation.

Genuine free political competition must be permitted.
The secret police, with their neighborhood block committees, must be
abolished and all foreign advisors sent home. The Sandinistas should
know that America and the world are watching.

Until next week, thanks for listening and God bless you.

END 12:11 P.M. EDT
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WHEELOCK STATES FSLN TASKS

September 3--Speaking before several hundred members of
Sandinista organizations, Sandinista Comandante Jaime Wheelock
Roman stressed that priorities for all Nicaraguans are defense
of the revolution and the "economic battle."

Accoriing to Managua Domestic Radio Service, Wheelock said the
people must continue their fight against "the mercenaries"

until they are "liquidated." "We must also strengthen the
armed apparatus, defend our revolution, and patriotically
assume all the socioeconnsmic duties." 1In addition he said, "we

must work for our people's welfare and greater organization."”

The groups, represented by several hundred members, gathered at
the Ramirez Goyena Central Institute in Managua. The mass
organizations work with official government institutions to
broaden Sandinista control over Nicaraguan society and .
facilitate movement toward a one-party state. They include the
Sandinista Defense Committees, turbas divinas ("divine mobs"),
the Sandinista Workers Central (state-organized labor union),
and the Nicaraguan Women's Association--Luisa Amanda Espinoza
(AMNLAE) .

PRIVATE ENTERPRISE DAY IN NICARAGUA

September 8--The Superior Council of Private Enterprise (COSEP)
held its third "Day of the Private Sector" at the Cabrera
theater in Managua. Some 1000 people attended as COSEP leaders
Enrique Bolanos, Gilberto Cuadra, and Ramiro Gurdian delivered
strong messages vowing to hold the Sandinista regime to
promises made in Guatemala.,

Enrigque Bolanos, accepting reelection as COSEP President, said
that if the Sandinistas comply with the accori, Nicaragua would
"win." If they Jo not comply, the Sandinistas would be
replaced with the help of the western democracies, Central
America, and the Contadora group. Bolanos calleld the accord a
"brilliant opportunity” for peace, but also for "action." de
said that fulfillment of the agreement must include a broad and
unconditional amnesty for political prisoners, lifting the
state of 2mergency, free elections to replace those of 1984,
non-FSLN TV and radio stations, return of illegally confiscated
property, and an immediate céase-fire.

Bolanos challenged the Sandinista National Liberation Front
(PSLN) 3eclaring that "liberation means the abolition of the
Sandinista system." Bolanos noted that during his 4 1/2 years
as COSEP President the Organization had succeeded in convinciag
Nicaraguans ani the world that the FSLN was Marxist-Leninist.
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ORTEGA MEETS WITH IRANIAN OFFICIAL

On August 27, Nicaraguan President Daniel Ortega held a meeting
in Managua with Iranian Foreign Ministry Director General for
Economic Affairs and special presidential envoy Mahmud Vva'ezi,
according to the Iranian News Agency. Ortega applauded Iran
for its "struggle and resistance." Ortega added that Iran
could count on the Sandinista government's cooperation for
Iran's future plans. On Augqust 26, Va'ezi also held talks with
Nicaragua's Foreign Minister Miguel D'Escoto and Vice President
Sergio Ramirez. Pointing to the relations between Iran and
Nicaragua, Ramirez said that Tehran-Managua ties are "very
deep, sincere and brotherly," expressing hope to visit Iran
once again.

CEREZO ASKS VICE PRESIDENT TO INTERCEDE

Guatemalan President Vinicio Cerezo has asked Vice President
Roberto Carpio to intercede with the Sandinista government and
request the immediate release of two Nicaraguan civic leaders
imprisoned since August 15. Public attention has been
heightened by a hunger strike in Guatemala by 11 members of the
Nicaraguan Resistance. The protesters have vowed to continue
their hunger strike, begun on August 26, until the Sandinistas
free Lino Hernandez and Alberto Saborio. Nine men and two
women, whose health is reaching a precarious state according to
physicians said the imprisonment is a violation of human rights
and a clear case of noncompliance with the Central American
Peace Agreement signed on August 7 in Guatemala by the leaders
of Guatemala, Nicaragua, Costa Rica, El Salvador and Honduras.
The strikers also stated that the Sandinistas signed the
agreement as a delaying tactic and have no intention of
complying. One of the fasters, Alfonso Sandino, said "the
arrest of Saborio and Hernandez while exercising their civil
rights shows the true nature of the Sandinista regime" and that
this was a "vital political moment for the Nicaraguan
Resistance, not as an organization, but as a symbol of the
struggle for freedom in Nicaragua."

COSTA RICAN VESSEL SEIZED IN OWN WATERS

On September 2, two Sandinista patrol boats entered Costa Rican
waters and captured a Costa Rican Civil Guard vessel near the
Atlantic coast community of Barra del Colorado today. The
Nicaraguan boats also fired at an onshore police post, but
there were no reported injuries. No explanation for the action
was given, and the Costa Rican vessel and four-man crew were
returned a few hours later.
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SOVIETS PLEDGE OIL--ORTEGA TO VISIT MOSCOW

September 7--President Daniel Ortega announced that Soviet leader
Mikhail Gorbachev pledged an additional 100,000 tons of oil to
Nicaragua this year. The announcement came during a meeting
between Ortega and Soviet envoy Vadim Zagladin. The Soviet Union
has supplied virtually all of Nicaragua's oil since 1985, 1In
May, the Sandinistas announced that it would cover only part of
their needs this year.

Ortega also announced his plans to fly to Moscow to celebrate the
70th anniversary of the Russian Revolution on November 7, the day
the Central American peace accord begins. Ortega said his
decision to travel to Moscow followed a personal invitation from
Secretary Gorbachev. Speaking at a joint news conference, vadim
Zagladin pledged Moscow's support for the accord. The agreement
calls for an end to all outside support for Central American
rebels but makes no immediate demand for an end to Soviet
military aid to Nicaragua.

NICARAGUAN OPPOSITION GROUP ASKS COMPLIANCE FROM SANDINISTAS

September 6--As many as 1200 members of the Nicaraguan Democratic
Coordinadora, a coalition of Nicaraguan opposition groups, staged
a peaceful rally to ask the Sandinista government to fulfill
promises of political freedom and an end to press censorship
according to the recently signed Central American peace accord.
Although the meeting was peaceful, Sandinista police refused to
allow the protesters to march through the streets.

Julio Ramon Garcia, a leader of the coordinadora, said the next
day, "The peace plan .represents the falling from power of the
Sand inistas. If they fulfill the agreement they will lose power
because they will have to hold elections they will not win, and
if they do not complete the agreements, they will be forced to
go." According to United Press International, coordinadora Vice
President Ramon Gurdian, remarked, "We are here to demand that
the Sandinistas fulfill the peace plan. If there is no peace
plan in Nicaragua, there will be more blood spilled, blood of
Sandinista soldiers and contra fighters, all Nicaraguans."®
Gurdian said the coordinadora demands a reopening of the
opposition newspaper La Prensa, shut down for the past 14 months
by the government, and reopening of the Catholic radio station.
In addition, the group seeks access to state-controlled airwaves
to deliver its message to the people.
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NICARAGUA RELEASES 2 JAILED CIVIC LEADERS

September 8--After appeals by Central American and U.S.
leaders, President Daniel Ortega released two jailed civic
leaders, Lino Hernandez and Alberto Saborio. Hernandez,
executive director of the independent Nicaraguan Permanent
Commission on Human Rights, and Saborio, president of the
Nicaraguan Bar Association, were arrested by Sandinista police
on August 15 during a peaceful demonstration by the Nicaraguan
Democratic Coordinadora, a coalition of opposition groups.
They were sentenced to 30 days in jail, and on August 26 began
a hunger strike to protest their arrests.

Following their release, Saborio and Hernandez described their
experience to embassy officials. Saborio said he was watching
the coordinadora demonstration when police dogs were brought
into the area. He was beaten and arrested by Sandinista police,
who, he believes, overheard him exclaim that not since the days
of the Spanish Inquisition had dogs been used against the
Nicaraguan people. Hernandez, who heard of Saborio's plight,
sought to aid him but a security agent told him to leave the
area. Hernandez refused, noting that he was not participating
in the demonstration. The security agent again demanded
Hernandez to leave. Shortly thereafter, he was beaten and
attacked by government-organized mobs (turbas) and arrested.
During his arrest, Hernandez said that police shocked him in
the stomach with an electric cattle prod.

Both leaders said they initially were detained together in a
cell at the Enrique Schmidt Police station in Managua.
Hernandez described the police station as having rough walls
and floor and ventilated by a hole in the ceiling. Concrete
slabs served as beds. Mattresses were provided shortly before
their release. During the first 10 days of detention, both
prisoners were permitted visits from family and associates.
However, upon receiving word on the 10th day of detention that
their appeals had been denied, Hernandez and Saborio decided to
stage a hunger strike. At that point, they were separated,
declared incommunicado, and denied visitors. On September 8,
14 days later, they were released.
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Was the Spanish Civil War

“Our Cause”?

Irving Howe

-rhe October 1986 issue of the neoconservative
magazine the New Criterion carried an article,
“Spain and the Intellectuals,” by Ronald Radosh, a
member of the Dissent editorial board. All of us at
Dissent speak and write as individuals; there is no
“party line”; and we accept differences among
ourselves as normal. But Radosh’s piece is so dis-
turbing that I feel obliged to say a few words about
it. His reply to me follows.

The basic thrust of Radosh’s piece, if not its
explicit or clear conclusion, is to question the
politicai-moral rightness of having supported the
Republican side in the Spanish Civil War. Long
regarded as a clash between an antifascist Repub-
lic democratically elected and an insurgent mili-
tary fascism, the war according to Radosh was
actually one between two camps more or less
equally repressive and equally guilty of atrocities.
As the war continued, writes Radosh, the Spanish
Communists and their Soviet masters came in-
creasingly to dominate the Republican side and
introduced a terror against leftist dissidents,

Radosh concludes with a polemic against an
Englishman who fought in Spain, later came to
recognize the destructive role of the Communists,
but still “does not regret his own part in the fight.”
From which Radosh concludes:

Those brave men who gave their lives {fighting for

the Republican side] had allowed themselves to be

part of an ideological and propaganda instrument

X
X

forged by the Comintern [Communist Interna-
tional]. Had they looked closer, they could have
discerned the truth at the time. In 1986, those who
still respond to the Spanish Civil War as simply “our
cause” have no excuse.

The clear implication of all this is that it was
wrong or foolish to have supported the Republican -
side—though by inserting “simply” before “‘our
cause’” Radosh may be trying to leave himself a
way out.”

There were people who did “simply” cheer the
Republic, and by now they should know it wasn’t
all that simple. But there were also liberals and
anti-Stalinist leftists who supported the Republi-
can side not at all “simply.” They did not lie or
romanticize, they knew there were atrocities on
both sides (civil wars are brutal), and they de-
nounced publicly the role of the Stalinists in Spain.

Yet the anti-Stalinist left, including the POUM
(a Spanish left-socialist party) and the Spanish
anarchists, both of whom suffered from the Stalin-
ist repression, still felt that, even as they struggled
for civil freedoms within the Republic, it was
necessary to support and join the military cam-
paign against Franco.

Why? Because the whole of progressive Spain—
the democrats, the unions, the left, most intellectu-
als—had rallied to the Republic and been inspired
by its promise.** Because Franco and his generals
represented the growing power of European fas-

*In a passing remark Radosh seems again either to be
backing away from the logic of his article or to be
uneasy at the thought of facing it. He praises T.S. Eliot
for staying “‘aloof from the foolish chorus of Stalinist
hosannas™ about Republican Spain, but adds that Eliot
was wrong to have opposed lifting the embargo on arms
imposed by the Western powers. This seems quite in
opposition to the bulk of his article—after all, one can
hardly suppose that he took all that trouble just to
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convince the neocon readers of the New Criterion that
Stalinism in Spain was bad.

**Years later Octavio Paz, who fought in Spain and
has long been a staunch anti-Communist, would write
in The Labyrinth of Solitude that he had found in
Spain “a desperate hopefulness. . .. The memory will
never leave me. Anyone who has looked Hope in the
face will never forget it. He will search for it wherever
he goes.”




cism. Because Hitler and Mussolini rushed to Fran-
co's aid.

“Stalin’s cynical goal,” writes Radosh, “was to
steer internal developments in Spain to coincide
with the foreign policy objectives of the Soviet
Union.” To be sure; and Radosh is no more than
half a century behind in saying this. But what
needs to be stressed is that the Soviet intervention
could be effective in good part because of the
cynicism and cowardice of the Western democra-
cies, all of which, in the name of neutrality, allowed
the antifascist side to go down in defeat.

HAD REPUBLICAN SPAIN WON THE WAR, writes
Radosh, “there is little reason to assume that a
Communist-dominated Republic would have
shown any tolerance for dissent or even led to a
subsiding of brutal internal terror.”” This takes for
granted what cannot be demonstrated: that a Re-
publican victory would necessarily have meant
Communist domination. But the great majority of
Spanish Republicans were not Communists and

After-Tax Gap Widens

The gap in after-tax income between the
richest 20 percent of American households and
the rest of the nation hit its widest point in 1984,
according to an analysis by the Center on Budget
and Policy Priorities of the Census Bureau's af-
ter-tax income data for 1984.

The top fifth of U.S. househoids received
423 percent of all after-tax income in the country
in 1984. This is the highest level recorded since
the Census Bureau began collecting these data in
1980.

The top fifth's gain from 1983 to 1984 came
largely at the expense of middle-income house-
hoids. The middle fifth of all U.S. households
received 17.2 percent of the national income in
1984, the lowest level that has been recorded for
this group. The next-to-the-bottom fifth received
11 percent, aiso a new low.

The poorest fifth of all households received
4.7 percent of the national income in 1984; the
same level as in the previous year but lower than
in 1980.

The Census data show that since 1980, the
share of national after-tax income has dropped
for households in every income fifth except for
those in the top 20 percent. While after-tax house-
hold income grew between 1983 and 1984, typi-
cal black, Hispanic, and female-headed house-
hoilds still had less after-tax income than in
1980. a

once the fascist threat had been removed and
thereby the need for military aid from the Soviet
Union lessened, democratically minded Spaniards
might well have been able to reassert themselves.

Can we be certain? No. What we do know, and
what they certainly knew then, is that a Franco
victory meant decades of fascism and an opening to
world war.

Radosh’s argument has its implications. You
might say——some people did—that it was hardly
worth the trouble to defeat Hitler in the Second
World War since one result would be Stalinist
domination of large parts of Europe. That did in
fact happen, but it was not sufficient reason not to
work for the military defeat of the Nazis. Or you
might argue—does Radosh?—that it is wrong or
futile to support the struggle for black liberation in
South Africa since it could lead to Communist
domination. That is a possibility, of course. It is a
risk which in the modern world besets any struggle
against fascism or military dictatorship. But that’s
no reason to decide that black liberation in South
Africa isn't “our cause.” (Without a “simply.”)

Radosh criticizes those who cite Orwell’s state-
ment “that there was much he did not undgrstand
and did not even like about revolutionary Barce-
lona, yet ‘I recognized it immediately as a state of
affairs worth fighting for.’” But this, notes Radosh,
was written early in the Spanish war; later Orwell
exposed “the new reality” of Stalinist terror in
Spain. So he did. But Orwell continued to believe
that the Spanish Republic, with all its faults and
failures, was “worth fighting for.” Here he writes
in 1942;

When one thinks of the cruelty, squalor, and futility
of war—and in this particular case of the intrigues,
the persecutions, the lies and the misunderstand-
ings—there is always the temptation to say: “One
side is as bad as the other. I am neutral.” In practice,
however, one cannot be neutral, and there is hardly
such a thing as a war in which it makes no difference
who wins, Nearly always one side stands more or less
for progress, the other side for reaction. The hatred
which the Spanish Republic excited in millionaires,
dukes, cardinals, play-boys, Blimps and what not
would in itself be enough to show how the land lay. In
essence it was a class war. If it had been won, the
cause of the common people everywhere would have
been strengthened.

That is why we “still respond to the Spanish
Civil War as. . .‘%our cause,”” though neither now
nor then “simply” so. In this century nothing is
“simply”—except perhaps a certain kind of anti-
Communism which in its intellectual style too
closely resembles that which it opposes. a
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FMLN DEFECTOR BIOGRAPHIES

Napoleon Romero Garcia, (Migquel Castellanos)

On April 11, 1985, the Salvadoran National Guard arrested
Napoleon §6§E§6“Carcia, more commonly known by his guerrilla
pseudonym "Miguel Castellanos.” After his arrest Romero
decided to cooperate with the Salvadoran government and
provided valuable information regarding the Salvadoran
guerrillas' activities and their extensive links to the
Sandinista regime in Nicaragua. Romero's testimony
corrobor ates that supplied by many former Salvadoran guerrillas
which detailed Salvadoran guerrilla tactics as well as their

ties with the Sandinistas. Until the time of his capture,
JeerTiTla o hade vadoran
guerrilla ary _General of the Metropolitan Front
of the Popular Liberation Forces (FPL), one of the groups
forming the Farabundo Marti National Liberation Front (FMLN).

His position as the third-ranking commander of the FPL gave him

access to highly sensitive information regarding the inner
workings of the Salvadoran guerrillas.

As Secretary General, Romero provided overall ori tion in
both political and military activities in the Metropolitan

Front in accordance with instructions he received from the
general command of the FPL.

Romero says that the FMLN's principal target is the destruction

of the Salvadoran economic infrastructure such as_ bridges,
warehouses,—and the telecommunications and electrical systems.

Romero has provided a wealth of information concerning the
Sandinista regime's support for the Salvadoran gquerrillas. He
described the routes used to bring supplies into El Salvador
from Nicaragua. He sax§~£g3£_ig_lg§}Aas_mugh as 50 tons of
supplies were delivered every three months. Through 1983 the

shipments were mostly weapons but, according to Romero, the

guerrilTas now have more weapons in stor an personnel to
use_them.

Romero estimates that the FPL receives approximately 80 percent

of its monthly operating budget of U.S. $65,000-100,000 from
the FPL National Finance Commission in Nicaragua. Managua 1s
the collection point for all financial assistance obtatned

abroad by the FMLN/FDR solidarity groups.




Nelson Omar Guerra Trinidad, (Comandante Ernesto)

DOB: 10/22/64

Nelson Omar Guerra Trinidad (Pseudonym: Comandante Ernesto) was
recruited by the people's revolutionary army (ERP) in 1970 but
was not active in the group until he joined the student front
of the ERP's LP-28 Movement in 1979, There he helped organize
small groups dedicated to popular recruitment. Ernesto said he
joined the guerrillas because of the institutionalization of
repression, the economic and social crisis of the country, and
the lack of an alternative.

In December 1979 Ernesto was called to work in a military
squadron full time and in 1980 was assigned to a military urban
co .tando unit. He was involved in kidnapping, murder and tank
robberies. That same year he attended a course in San Salvador
given by Sandinista Army members and participated in the
attacks on major targets in the city such as the U.S. Embassy,
the first brigade, national quard and air forces in 1950, When
the "final offensive” of January 1981 failed, Ernesto withdrew
with the other surviving querrillas to the Guazapa region north
of San Salvador.

In 1980 Ernesto went with seven other guerrillas to Honduras,
where he spent three months working with the Honduran terrorist
group "Cinchoheros." 1In 1981 he travelled to Cuba through
Nicaragua, and there he took an intensive three-month course
for the special forces command and received specialized
training in preparation for the 1982 attack on the air force.
base at Ilopango. He then went to Nicaragua and took a course
in demolitions. 1In December 1981 Ernesto returned to San

Salvador via Mexico to prepare for the attack on the Ilopango
air force base (1982) which was a success.

After further training in Honduras Ernesto was selected in 1982
to command the special forces units in Morazan. There he
participated in the attacks on such strategic targets as the
Microwave relay station and the cuscatlan and "Puente de Oro"
bridges across the Rio Lempa.

In 1984 Ernesto left the special forces and became the
Executive Officer of a western front battalion. Over the next
two years internal problems with his association with the
western front Commander Balta developed. Balta openly opposed
Villalobos strategy of placing strategic forces where they had
already been twice defeated. Contradictions between the
theoretical struggle for the people and the actual behavior of
the guerrillas became increasingly evident to Ernesto during
this time.

In February 1986 the ESAF captured Ernesto who decided to

collaborate with the ESAF and has since been actively
denouncing the FMLN.




Marco Antonio Grande, (Comandante Jose)

DOB: 4/28/58

In 1979 Jose entered the Salvadoran Communist Party (PSC) while
he was a student at the National University where he began his
activities by distributing propaganda and painting slogans on
walls. In 1980 he was offered a scholarship to study
International Relations in the Soviet Union. After arrival in
Leningrad in 1980, Jose found that instead of International
Relations he would be studying scientific communism, which
included studies in Marxist-Leninist theory, dialectic
materialism, historical materialism, and political economic.

In 1982 he left the Soviet Union without completing his degree

and went to Cuba where he studied to be a guerrilla company
commander .

In 1983 Jose went to Nicaragua for a political training course
and returning to El Salvador via Guatemala with false
documents. Seeing what he believed to be the same repressive
political system he went to work in Jucuaran, Usulutan, He was
the political leader of the Jucuaran Platoon and the Chief
Political Leader of the expansion project for the Jucuaran zone

in the southeast front. Jose was also the Political Company
Leader of the Paracentral Front.

Jose says that he saw the Salvadoran political system begin to
improve with free elections held and Human Rights violations
declining. Meanwhile, the guerrillas had become increasingly
dogmatic. The FMLN had eliminated the option for a political
solution and had itself violated Human Rights by using land
mines, trying to destroy the country's infrastructure, and
prolonging the crisis. Fearing that he was increasingly being
considered a deviationist and that he would be executed for not
following the party line as had been Roque Dalton (1975) and
Ernesto Jovel (1980), he turned himself in to the ESAF in 1985.

Luz Janeth Alfaro, (Michelle Salinas)

DOB: 10/27/63

Education: 1981 graduated from High School with a degree in
Business Administration and Accounting.

In 1982 Luz Janeth Alfaro joined the Non-Governmental 4Human

Rights Commission of El Salvador (CDHES) using the pseudonym
Michelle Salinas. She hoped to learn more about the

disappearance of her mother, who disappeared in June of 1981.

During the first year she worked in various positions within
the legal and statistics section where she altered
the declarations of péople who came to complain of violations,
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and where repgg;s_fnom~;he_gug££%;lg§ of their killed in combat
were changeq_gg\gggg_isiziliggg‘_i;lgg_by the army."

In 1983 while part of CDHES she was recruited by the National
Resistance (RN), the political arm of the armed forces of
national resistance, one of the five guerrilla armies that make
up the FMLN., She agreed to become a member of the RN hecause
"of the regimes that my country had had" and because "there

were no signs of democracy or pluralistic ideology."

In November of 1984 the CDHES held the "first congress of Human
Rights in El Salvador," and following the event CDHES named her
as thgE3Eggrgg_gggéigagéég;innssag_gDHES. In 1985 the RN

assig O atten e meeting of the United Nations
Commission for Human Rights in Geneva. CDHES is affiliated
with the International Federation of the Rights of man, a
consulting member of the United Nations, and this gave her
official status to attend the conference to meet the delegates
and lobby for condemnation of the government of El Salvador for
its Human Rights violations. After the conference she toured
Euggge, visiting Sweden, Germany, Holland, Belgium and Denmark
speaking with organizations about Human Rights violations and
soliciting funding for CDHES. The funding provided by the
organizations was used to support the political activities of
the CDHES and also diverted to support the FMLN,

In August of 1985 she left the RN because she no longer
supported the fact that as a member of the FMLN it "manipulated
the pain of the Salvadoran people for economic gain.” 1In
December 1985 she asked to re-enlist in the RN "because of the
non-existence of a democratic space for independent
organizations that permitted me to work for my ideals," and in
January 1986 she was allowed to rejoin CDHES.

When she rejoined, she was sent to the countryside to meet with
the FMLN and receive instructions on the policies of the TDHES
and conduct investigations for the CDHES to be used against the
government. During her time in La Libertad, Chalatenango and
Santa Ana Departments she observed the FMLN's use of minor
children as combatants and to carry military supplies. She was
"revolted" to see children used this way, and asked to be sent
back to San Salvador. In April she returned to CDHES and was

made head of Public Relations again.

On May 20, 1986 she was arrested by the Treasury Police in her
home, who showed her proof of her membership in a terrorist
organization, the RN. After reflecting on her situation for 8
hours she decided to cooperate and asked for the protection of
the government, as "I am a target of the FYLN. Now I have
renounced my membership in the organizations that make up the
FMLN/FDR, but not my principles. I feel obligated to continue
my struggle so that we have a real peace in El Salvador, based
on democracy and respect for Human Rights.”




Dora Angelica Campos, (Violeta)

Age: 32 years

Dora Angelica Campos joined the National Resistance in 1975.
Her Husband, Ernesto Jovel, was one of the original founders of
the National Resistance (RN), which was a splinter organization
of the popular revolutionary army (ERP), the most militaristic
of what now make up the five armies of the FMLN. 1In 1975 each
guerrilla group operated independently. The split was not
friendly, and several leaders were assassinated during the
revolutionary argument. Dora says that after the public
security forces massacred a group of students in front of the
social security hospital in 1975 "in which they killed,
arrested or caused to disappear hundreds of teen-agers, I was
even more convinced of the urgency of deepening the illegal
struggle, to finish a system of government that d4id not offer
alternatives for political and socio-economic change for
Salvadorans.

Between 1975 and 1980 the RN emphasized the "Politicization of
the Masses," and infiltrated unions and other popular
organizations. "The repression of the armed forces against the
workers...brought as a consequence the repodiation of the
Salvadoran people...as the number of deaths, prisoners and
disappeared people climbed every day, causing pain and
suffering in every Salvadoran family."

In 1980 the Cubans enforced the formation of a National
Umbrella Guerrilla Organization, the Farabundo Marti National
Liberation Front (FMLN), which was to unify the five groups
under one revolutionary flag. Ernesto Jovel, Dora Angelica's
common law husband, strongly opposed the entry of the ERP into
the group, and was killed by other guerrilla leaders as a
result of his resistence.

Dora Angelica was told that Jovel had disappeared in a plane
crash. This situation almost drove me to insanity, believing
that he was possibly still alive and ‘'disappeared' (by the
army) ...nevertheless, I justified the suffering as an offering
to the revolutionary movement of my country, which would see a
popular triumph with the taking of power by the dictatorship of
the proletariat, which would once and for all change the
climate of social injustice. After Jovel's disappearance

Dora Angelica was not financially supported by the RN. She
heard nothing further about the circumstances of his
disappearance and had no contact with RN militants.

In March of 1984 she recontacted friends in the RN, "motivated
by 1) a desire to find out more about my husband's death, 2) my
weak but still existing belief in the revolutionary struggle,

and 3) the fact I had two children whom I could not support
because I was a woman and was unskilled, due to my years with




the guerrillas.” She was contacted by representatives of the
RN who suggested she work for co-madres, "the committee of

Mothers of the Disagpeared", where her husband's disappearance
could be put to good use. She worked in a "closed" or

clandestine office in charge of "propaganda" and was given the
pseudonym "Violeta Jovel"”, in honor of her husband. She wrote

radio programs, bulletins and press releases denoucing human
rights violations.

In December 1984 she was authorized to join the propaganda
commission of the party, which was the preparation phase for
her appointment in May 1985 to head the co-madres. As head of
co-madres she was responsible for: The Propaganda Commission,
The Public Relations Commission (to deal with funding
organizations and people important to the cause), The
Organization Commission (charged with mobilizing people for
marches and recruitment for the RN), The Documentation

Commission (in charge of statistics and files of affiliated
members) .

Part of the co-madres' duties were to visit the prison every
day to collect statistics on prisoners held, charges, and
conditions. These were used for denunciations of illegal
arrests for political activities. At the same time, the
co-madres prison visitor collected and passed to Dora the
"grade of militancy,"” i.e. which guerrilla group the person
belonged to and his rank. This Dora passed on to her superior
in the RN for internal gqguerrilla purposes.

At the end of 1985, Dora was also given the responsibility for
finances for the solidarity committee of the RN, of which
co-madres was one organization. Her job was to collect funds
from International Organizations that donated to the co-madres
and others. She was also responsible for coordinating the
activities of RN members in the Non-governmental Human Rights
Commission (CDHES).

At the instruction of the general command of the FMLN, the
different Mothers Committees renewed their coordination
meetings to achieve their goals. The two other "Mothers
Committees", were run by the Popular Liberation Forces and the
Popular Revolutionary Army, while the Communist Party had a
support committee that also cooperated.

In May 1985 she was still unhappy, despite her responsibilities.
She still had no logical explanation for her husband's death,
although she had heard rumors that he had “een "purged" (killed)
by the party for his radical maoist tendencies. She was
opposed to the co-madres technique of conditioning material and
economic aid to the poor to attendance at marches, and she
thought that there should be room for peaceful and legal
movement, rather than a continued military strategy of the
guerrilla groups.



On 29 May 1986 she was arrested by members of the treasury
police who showed her proof of her membership in the RN, After
some interrogation she was left alone to think over her
situation, and she decided to leave the movement "as I honestly
was no longer in agreement with the policy of the RN." She
agreed to talk to the press "to explain to the other members of
the co-madres how they were being used, because the committee
used the denunciations in marches, but never resolved the cases
({brought to its attention).”

On June 13 she was released "which surprised me., Later they
(the treasury police) explained that the decision was made
because I had made declarations against the FMLN/FDR, which put
me in danger if I was sent to prison, where there could be an
attempt to kill me. Bzsides, my confession was taken as a sign
of rejection of the guerrilla movement and incorporation into
the democratic process..."






