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d a National Strategy for Central America
Paul F. Gorman
General, U.S. Army (Retired)

In January, at the request of Senzator Nunn, | testifned before the Senate
Armed Services Comnmittee on national strategy for special operations and

\}&v\/ intensity conflict --the ends and means for dealing with politically
rnolivated saboteurs, terrorists, paramilitary narcotraffickers, and
insurgents. The hearing devolved inte questions and answers on U.S.
support for the Nicaraguan rebels, the so-called "Contras”. Subsequent
press coverage depicted me at odds with Administration policy, although |
repeatedly disclaimed any first hand appreciation of Central America
since | left command two years ago there, and tried to respond on the
plane of national strategy, critical alike of Congress and the
Administration.

Inparticular, | urged that the U.S. "gear for the long haul,” adopt a
long-term policy regarding the principal actors in the region, and pursue
consistently over the years national objectives such as those set forth in
the Report of the National Bipartisan Commission on Central America. No
national strategy can be underwritten by material aid and training meted
out in highly-conditioned spurts, accompanied by repeated challenges to
fundamental policy, and subjected to frequent cliff-hanging votes in
Congress predicated on wholly unrealistic demands for “progress”. If what
we have seen in recent months is all that can be expected in Washington,
if our government is incapable of the patience and persistency required in
treating insurgencies, then we should acknowledge that disability, and
squelch hopes that the United States will support Central Americans
willing to fight and to die for democracy. The trouble is that such hopes
are widespread: in £1 Salvador, Honduras, Guatemala, Costa Rica, and now
in Nicaragua, people expect our support, and many of them --especially 1.2
“Contras”-- have their lives on the line as a resuit.

At the invitation of USCINCSO, | have since the Senate hearing revisited
Hondur:  »d Panama. It was a most useful update for me. | agree with
Genera) vaivin that the Nicaraguan rebels of the FDN now have a fighting
chance to present to the Nicaraguan people an alternative to the
nppressions and militarism of the government in Managua. While a
voncerted effort to Jaunch a wide-spread guerrilla campaign within
Nicaragua did not get underway until after the aid authorized by Congress
began to reach them in late October, they have accomplished much in a
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shert wntie The traiming their key tactical leaders have received, while
aboreviated, was directed at the right learning objectives, and should
stand them in good stead in the months of fighting which iie ahead.
Fighting there will be, for nearly 10,000 FDN gquerrilias, armed and
orga ued for an extended unconventional warfare campaign, are now
operating inside Nicaragua, and a significant number of these have
penetra teo beyond the strategic Rama Road, deep into the southeast. Thelr
overall campaign plan seems sound, and their successful infiltration of
fresh units through and around the government forces massed along the
Honduran border to prevent their reentry, is one dramatic indication of
what they have learned since 1985, when 1ast | tracked their operations

through the intelligence available *o me in USS0UTHCOM.
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It is much too early to form judgement concerning their prospects. Over
the coming years, we will have to watch carefully to discern whether the
troops of the FDN:
-~ Pursue a campaign which avoids engagement with major
formations of the government’'s army, extends and exposes the
security force, and inhibits its control over land and people.

== Earn the support of the people, for this will be the most important
measure of their success.

-- Link their military operations with political initiative, at Jeast
through relating their actions afield to a media campaign directed at
informing the Nicaraguan people of their struggle for a free nation,
preferably through the former plus political cooperation with the
numerous parties trying to bring the government in Managua to accept
a test of ballots rather than bullets, and to settle for the outcome of
verifiably free elections.

Concerning the approval for the $40 million remainder of the §100 million
approved by Congress, | believe that members of Congress ought to vote
conscious of the fact that some 10,000 Nicaraguans are now engaged in a
civil war against the Marxist-Leninist government there, committed,
largely at our instance, to a life-death struggle to win freedom for their
countrymen. They are quite dependent upon logistics which only the United
States Congress can assure them, and the promised additional aid is vital
to their continuing their struggle.

But far more is at stake than the fate of the Nicaraguan rebels: the
neighbors of Nicaragua, in Honduras, in Costa Rica, in Guatemala, and in E]
Salvador, are watching anxiously to see whether Congress supports the
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Nicaraguan gemocratic resistance as an acid test of the U.S. national will

- (.,

to support democracy in Central America. All the democratic governments
there are threatened, all are dependent upon continued U.S. support, and all
have good reason to regard the Marxist government in Managua as inimical

to peaceful resolution of the region's economic, social, and political
problems. The tragedy of the present circumstance 1s that the hubris of a
handful of men handling U.S. policy re Iran is likely to undercut
Congressional support for a Central American policy which overall has
achieved a number of striking successes. Five years ago the following

would have seemed quite unattainable:

Al

America, and the US. is its proponent and protector. Where once we
were perceived as the prime support for authoritarianism, today we
are seen as the main hope for economic and social progress, and as

the shield of freedom.

--The U.S. now has a regional military strategy with both cffensive
and defensive aspects, a strategy which makes possible defense in
depth of U.S. vital interests with minimal forces, encourages and
sustains the advocates of democracy, and dismays and deters
authoritarians of both the right and the left.

--E1 Salvador has not only adopted reformist democracy, but has, with
substantial Congressional support embodied in a multi-year program
of economic and military aid, substantially reduced the numbers of
insurgents, and reasserted control over most of its people and
productive land. Not since Magsaysay's campaign in the Phillipines has
a U.b. supported government been similarly successful against
guerrillas.

--Honduras has been induced to extraordinary generosity toward its
former enemy, E1 Salvador, in training Salvadoran troops on its soil,
and in policing its border areas where Salvadoran insurgents have
sought sanctuary. Its long-standing border dispute with E1 Salvador is
now being peacefully adjudicated in The Hague, Honduras, moreover,
has assumed grave risk by harboring the "contras”, and has accepted
an unprecedented U.S. military presence padhsead. It has nonetheless
continued its land reform and other evolution toward pluralistic
democracy.

--Costa Rica's investments from abroad are up two thirds this year,
and despite recent publicity over President Arias’ refusal to allow
use of his territory for support of the Nicaraguan rebels, military
cooperation with the U.S. is the closest it has been since 1948,
Februery 24, 1957



--Guatemala’s military leaders have adopted enlightensd policies
providing for support by the armed forces of the constitutional,
elected government, and for respect for human rights.

Central Americans thersfore are likely to see continued U.S. support for
the "Contras” as an affirmation that the U.S. will help them to cope
internally with staggering debt-servicing problems, stagnated economies,
and grave threats to security, as well as externally with the menace of the
Marxist militarists in Managua. As far as the Sandinistas are concerned,
the best hope for a negotiated settlement 1ies in their perceiving the US,
Congress as committed to Central America for the long haul, including and
especially continued support for the UNO and the FDN in Nicaragua,

Conversely, should Congress abrogate its commitment to the Nicaraguan
rebels, governments of the four democracies in Central America are likely
o be shaken. This is no "domino theory”, but a realistic assessment of the
fragility of those governments:

El Salvedor President Duarte, pressed now not only by the continuing
war, but by a devastating earthquake, would surely have to contend
with a reinvigorated Left and a vengeful Right, and his base of power,
already eroded, would probably disintegrate,

Honduras With the U.S. wavering, President Azcona would find it more
difficult to restrain further his powerful and restive military, within
which are venal, nationalist, rightist individuals who question
continuing cooperation with the U.S. These men are fully capable of
seeking an accommodation with Managua, to insure against the return
of FDN troops to Honduran soil, to seek respite from threatened
insurgency within Honduras, and to free Honduran forces to face the
Salvadorans, whom they regard as their main threat.

Costa Rica President Arias would be likely to adopt a stance less
critical of Managua, conceivably at the cost of military collaboration
with the U.S,, but businessmen and democratic politicians alike would
loose confidence, and internal security, already precarious, would be
impaired.

Guatemala President Cerezo could expect challenges from his
military, many of whom, already sceptical of U.S. persistence and
concerned over their obdurate guerrilla foes, would be impelied to
regress to direct control of the government, and repressive
counterinsurgency.
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Nicaragua A negative Congressional vote on aid for Nicaraguen rebels
is quite likely to doom efforts to negotiate an end to the civil war,
That war will continue, even intensify, as the Sandinistas throw in
their reserves seeking a final victory. Some portions of the FDN force
may try to reenter Honduras, and, if so, there could be Sandinista hot
pursuit, compiicated by the possibility that the Hordurans will fight
fo keep the "Coniras” out, or to disarm them -- one U.S. supported
force fighting another. In the short run there will be human costs in
casualties among the rebels and the migration of their families, and
political costs in terms of Jost U.S, credibility. And in the Tonger run,
the coliapse of the democratic resistance in Nicaragua could
precipitate a return to authoritarianism in most of Central America,
and by unfettering the Sandinistas for new mischief, bring warfare to
Honduras and Costa Rica as well as Guatemala and El Salvador.

| know that there are some in Congress who profess to believe that it does
not matter to us whether there be a Marxist government in Managua, and
that the U.S. could adopt a strategy of containment, based on extensive U.5,
economic and military commitments to Nicaragua's neighbors. | agree that
commitment is required in any event, but | hasten to point out that the
costs of containment may prove to be intolerably high. More importantly, a
strategy of containment may be seif-defeating by destroying our political
basis for commitment, for some of the governments which could
materialize in Central America in the wake of a U.S. turn-about re the
Contras may be authoritarian regimes, hardly worthy of U.S. support, and
vulnerable themselves to Marxism.

It is my considered judgement that additional aid for the Nicaraguan
democratic resistance is a small price to pay for preserving the gains
realized in recent years by those we support in Central America, and for
keeping open the prospect of negotiated settlement. | believe that denying
that aid would jeopardize all that has been achieved there for democracy
in recent years, arisk wholly disproportionate to the expenditure involved.

But the larger issue remains a national strategy. | advocate that our
strategic objective be pluralistic democracy for all Central Americans,
achieved and maintained by Central Americans. | recommend that we
devote to the attainment of that objective, under the concept of helping
them to help themselves, the full power of the United States --our
political influence, our economic vigor, our military strength, and our
moral authority--not for a few months, or for this session of Congress,
but for the foreseeable future. | urge that Congress adopt a comprehensive,
long-range plan of aid for Central America which would convince friends
and enemies alike that we are committed, that we intend to stay
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committed until every Central American enjoys the right to choose his
government in free elections, and until all governments there enjoy the
peace and prosperity befitting our close neighbors.
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The Nicaragua Debate

he decision by the government of the United

States to send $100 million in aid to the Contras

~will inevitably increase the level of hostilities

and the level of death and destruction in Nicaragua.

1t will also increase the level of protest against U.S. policy
both in the United States and in other countries.

We have been concerned in recent months about the
absence of a systematic presentation of both sides of the
Nicaraguan tssue. Generally, the liberal argument is aired
in the liberal press. and the conservative argument is
presented in the conscrvative magazines. What 1s missing
is the kind of debate about Nicaragua that was fostered
so systematically by the teach-ins of the carly anti-
Vietnam War movement.

It Is our contention that when an understanding of the
arguments made on the other side is absent, public
discussion is reduced to sloganeering. More importantly,
it is hard to change public opinion without uddressing
the considerations that have led people with opposing
opinions to form their conclusions.

[n the fall of 1986 Tikkun brought together four of the
most influential figures in the public debate about Nica-
ragua. Qur purpose was to provide an opportunity for
our readership to hear all sides of the debate in order to

develop a more comprebensive and intelligent under-
standing of the issues. Robert Leiken, a Fellow at the
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, has had
his pro-Contra arguments cited by President Reagan.
His book The Central American Reader will be published
by Summit Books in 1987 William Leogrande, professor
of polititul science at American University, served as
a key consultant to Congressional Derrocrats who led
the struggle against atd to the Contras. Aryeh Neier
da leading figure in the American vl liberties community,
15 u lawver and is currently the Director of The Americas
Watch, an organization that monitors buman rights abuses
throughout the hemispherc Ronald Radosh, a severe
critic of the Sandinistas, is a professor of history at
the City University of New York and be is the author of
The Rosenbery File. Major portions of the debate between
these four men are presented below.

The gencral topic set forward by Tikkun was: What
should the United States policy be in relationship to the
government of Nicuragua and to the Contras, and bow
does that policy reflect on the general set of principles
governing the role of the United States in international
affairs? .

" 4

4
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Aryeh Neier: The United States is a multi-dimensional
power, and it has many things that it can do in the
world in order to try to promote its interests. It can use
military force, or engage proxies in the use of military
forcee, as it has engaged in Nicaragua. [t has tremendous
diplomatic, cconomic, cultural and linguistic influence
in tbe world, and it can bring all of those to bear in
order to try to promote the policies that it considers to
be desirable, or to try to promote the interests that it
considers to be important. My own view is that the
United States should resort to the use of military force
or military force by proxy only as a last resort in
extreme circumstances in which the United States is
attacked, or its security is imminently and clearly in
danger, or in circumstances when it is absolutely neces-
sary to engage in reprisal for some grave abuse against
the United States or against the citizens ot the United
States.

I can also imagine certain extreme circumstances in
which it is appropriate for the United States to inter-
vene militarily when governments are engaged in
abuses of their own citizens. [ recall George McCrov-
ern’s suggestion that we should consider intervention
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in Camb‘#dia at the timne of Pol Pot. It-seemed to me a:
that time that it was o proposal that was at least worth
very serious consideration. Even under those cir-
cumstances, however, onc had to be concerned as to
whether or not one was going to make a bad situation
worse. [t was important to think about the desirability
of not having big powers intervene in the aftairs of
small states. But in an extreme circumstance, such as
what was going on in Cambodia in the late 70%, one
could not dismiss the idea ot military intervention.

Another circumstance in which it seems to me to be
legitimate to intervene militarily is one in which a
power is invading another countrv and engaging in
gross abuses in another countrv. An example of that
would be what i1s going on in Afghanistan todav. [t
seems to me to be legitimate 1o aid the Afghan resis-
tance militarilv against the Soviet Union. [ have dith-
culty in seeing anv of the necessary elements in the
Nicaraguan situation, however, which would warrant
military intervention by the United States, either di-!
rectly or by proxy. .

[ think that US. military intervention is primasttyan’
ctfort to prove that if the Soviet Union can control its

s



part of the world by force, then the United States can
control its part of the world by torce, too. Because the
Soviet Union intervened militarily in Afshanistan in
1979 and impelled the military crushing of Solidarity in
1981, the United States is determined to show that
those countries within its sphere are going 1o be con-
trolled in a somewhat analogous fashion. It scems to
me that it is inappropriate for the United States to
legitimize, or appear to legitimize, that kind of power
over countries that they regard as within their sphere.
I would rather that the United States engage in a more
effective worldwide crusade against Soviet Union ag-
gression in Afghanistan and Poland rather than ape the
Soviet Union by intervening and sponsoring military
intervention in Nicaragua.

Robert Leiken: 1 think it is absurd to regard the United
States’ actions in Nicaragua as aping the Soviet Union
in Afghanistan. Had that been the case, the United
* States would have sent 50,000 or 100,000 troops to
Nicaragua at the time that the struggle against Somoza
occurred. In fact, what happened is that the United
States supported the opposition agamﬂ Somoza.

I also do not accept the characterization of US. aid
to the resistance in Nicaragua as proxy. True, there are
elements of it that scem to indicate a dependent men-
tality, much as there is on the Sandinistagside vs-a-vis
the Cubans and the Soviets. In essence, however, the
vast majority of combatants are hghting for national
popular self-determination. I think it's up to those
of us who want to sec an independent Nicaragua to
struggle against those people in the administration and
in the Contras who want dependency, who do want to
turn this into a proxy force The resistance itself is the
revolt of Nicaraguans ggamst an oppressive- regime.

Let me say that I agree, of course, with the view that
we should not be throwing around our military power
at the drop of a hat. I would not have proposed an
intervention in Cambodia in 1977 We are tacing a
siruation today in which, at the fringes of the Soviet
empire, there are revolts. I think those revolts, in most,
but not all cases, are just. I think they have popular
support, and that we ought to aid those movements for
self-determination, both for our own security interests
and for human rights reasons. We should help support
the creation and consolidation of independent regimes
and support popular self-determination in general. The
fact that a country exists in our backyard or the Soviets’
backyard should not limit its right to self-determination.

In Nicaragua, if there is any hope for national re-
conciliation, it rests on military opposition to the San-
dinista regime being a component of our policy. But I
also think our policy should aim at bringing about
a situation in which there will be negotiations. 1 don't

see that happening without military aid to the Contras.

Ronald Radosh: | think we have to look first at the
Sandinista revolution, its trajectory, and where it has
arrived. Just as the abuses, horrors and tyranny of the
Somoza vears led to the revolution of 1979, the abuses
and horrors of the commandantes led to what has to
be scen as a civil war—not, as the Sandinistas claim,
the US. aggression against Nicaragua. Now, I'm fully
aware that in the beginning the Contra force was put
together by the CIA, trained by the Argentinian junta,
and so forth. But when you get a force of plus 15000
that is continually growing, most of these people are
not the Somoza guard, which may be involved in the
leadership and origins of the Contras, but are essen-
tially Nicaraguan peasants. This is a force that amounts
to far more than the Sandinistas had hghting with them
against Somoza, and these people are men willing o
die for what they believe is a necessary cause.

The Sandinistas were not willing 1o have any serious
political dialogue. They would not allow, even among
themselves (in terms of the differences among the com-
mandantes), meaningful elections where the people
could choose different or alternative courses of action.
What they pursued was a blatant move to control the
whole soctety on the basis of their own private agenda,
which was not made public to the Nicaraguan people
before their revolution.

The cause of the civil war is not the design or
aggression of the United States. The cause is the policy
of the Sandinistas, which has polarized the society to
such an extreme that it has created a broad-based
insurgency made up of diverse elements of the popula-
tion: peasants, devout Catholics, the Miskito Indians,
and young draft evaders. They could have moved in a
different direction and kept the country unified in a
manner that was truly popular. Instead, what they have
done is to create a new oppressive force and a civil war.

The way out of the impasse is the kind of political
pressure that would force the Sandinistas to do what
we hope will be done in El Salvador—thar is, to torce
the government of El Salvador to engage in a serious,
meaningful dialogue with the rebels. The Sandinista
government of Nicaragua has to accept the fact (which
they say is currently unthinkable and they will never
do) that they must engage in a dialogue and discussion
with the rebels fighting them. Despite the origins of
this civil war, the rebels are a legitimate force.

I am not convinced that this means we should, how-
ever, be supporting the rebels; I'm deéeply concerned
that there has been no real meaningful, serious, deep
purge of the Contra leadership, which is filled with
Somicistas, people whose own plan for Nicaragua
would bring it back to something akin to the old order.
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The Contra war, in its own perverted way, gives the
Sandinistas an excuse for repression and an external
source of legitimacy.

A different kind of policy could be pursued that
would’ put the maximum kind of economic/political/
diplomatic pressure against the Sandinistas that might
be as efficient and as satisfactory as support of the
military effort funding the Contras. I think that this has
to be given a serious try before we move into a policy

of supporting the Contras. We're putting the cart before
the horse.

Bill Leogrande: We've already heard an enormous
amount of foolishness in this debate. The current policy
of the United States is very simple: to overthrow the
Sandinista government and to replace it, not with a
non-aligned or independent regime, but with a govern-
ment that would be compliant to the basic policy and
interests of the United States in this hemisphere. The
basic aim behind this policy is analogous to Afganistan.
The Soviet Union went into Afghanistan as it went into
Czechoslovakia, as it went into Hungary, as it was
prepared to go into Poland if worse came to worst, in
order to maintain regimes in its immediate periphery
that were compliant to Soviet policy and Soviet inter-
ests. That’s exactly the same reason the United States is
trying to overthrow the Nicaraguan government. It's
the reason we tried to overthrow the Cuban govern-
ment before. It’s the reason we overthrew the Brazilian
government in 1964, and the Guatemalan government
in 1954, : :

There’s a long, long history of this kind of behavior,
not just on the part of the United States or the Soviet
Union, but on the part of great powers everywhere,
and to pretend that somehow the policy towards
Nicaragua is aimed at the establishment of democracy
is just so much sophistry. Qur Nicaraguan policy is a
specific manifestation of a broader policy called the
Reagan doctrine, which amounts to an effort to use
military torce to roll back the Soviet empire at its
fringes. It is, in that sense, a very radical doctrine, a
sharp departure from basic tenets of U.S. foreign policy
since World War I, which were designed around a
containment policy. The effect of this is to put the
United States in the business of supporting proxy wars
against Third World governments that we don't like.

In the Nicaraguan case, it seems to me that this
policy is wrong and counterproductive. The idea that
the Contras are not a proxy force seems to me to do
violence to our notions of language. The idea that the
Contras have somehow become a broad-based in-
surgency denies reality. I don’t think you can believe
that anybody, except perhaps the CIA people over in
Langley, Virginia, knows whether there are 15,000, 5,000
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or 25,000 Contras. The notion suggested by Mr. Radosh
that this has become a broader based movement than
the Sandinistas led, with more people involved, seems
to me to be wrong. I don't know anybody, including
Arturo Cruz, who would argue that the Sandinistas
didn’t come to power in 1979 at the head of a political
movement which encompassed virtually every sector of
Nicaraguan society. That is to say, the Sandinistas were
indeed a revolutionary vanguard, in the sense of leading
the struggle against Somoza. They were the ones who
defeated the national guard. They had as much legiti-
macy to constitute a revolutionary government as the
founding fathers of this country. Mr. Redosh’s notion
that the Sandinistas, through the abuse and horrors of
the commandantes, have produced a civil war, seems to
me to be silly business, as is the attempt 1o equate the
Sandinistas’ human rights records with those of
Somoza, El Salvador or Guatemala. This notion that
somehow, the Sandinistas have created this “totalitarian
dungeon,” as Ronald Reagan puts it, seems to me to fly
in the face of the facts.

Why is our policy a nonsensical policy? There are
two good sets of arguments to explain this. One set
deals basically with legal issues. These say that the
policy is a violation of our international obligations,
that the administration, because of a lack of domestic
support, has been forced to commit a series of viola-
tions of domestic law, and that the nature of the policy
involves a repudiation of the most basic principles that
are supposed to lie at the heart of what our government
stands for: non-aggression and self-determination. Even

‘beyond this moral argument, however, the policy is

simply ineffective. The Contras have no chance of win-
ning, and even if they did, there is very little likelihood
that they would give us any better of a regime than the
one that’s in power todav. Meanwhile, the pursuit of
this policy raises the danger of wider war. [t destabilizes
civilian politics in surrounding countries and tuels the
regional arms race. It has led to the increasing military
presence of Cuba and the Soviet Union, which has
accelerated over the course ot the war enormously, and
has led to a reduction of domestic political liberty and
pluralism. There is no question in my mind that under
the siege mentality that’s come out of the war, there is
a growing sense inside Nicaragua that many domestic
opponents are a kind of fifth column in league with the
Contras, and in point of fact, many ot them are in
league with the Contras. Many of them are quite open
about their sympathy for the armed opposition to the
Sandinistas, and even more so, about their hopes tor a
direct intervention by the United States.

Neier: [ heard Mr. Leiken talking about security inter-
ests, but | did not hear what those sccurity interests



might be. I can’t see where there is some compelling
need to act upon the basis of protecting the security of
the United States. I also heard him talk about human
rights interests, and yet I didn’t hear what the basis is
for advocating that the United States should intervene
militarily on the grounds of human rights interests.
What I did hear was that we should not have intervened
in 1977 in Cambodia when one or two million people
were slaughtered by the Khmer Rouge, and that the
human rights situation in Nicaragua is so grave that we
ought to intervene. I would point out, however, that
while there have certainly been significant human rights
abuses in Nicaragua, comparable abuses have been
committed in most of the countries in the world. If
intervention is justified by human rights concerns, then
the legitimate question is, why don’t we intervene mili-
warily in all of those countries? Is there something
about the Nicaraguan situation that hasn’t been articu-
lated yet by either Mr. Leiken or Mr. Radosh which
makes it different from the many other places where
governments create a broad-based opposition and
where there are human rights abuses on the scale of
human rights abuses that have prevailed in Nicaragua?

Leiken: Every human rights defender that I know of in
Nicaragua— including those who led the opposition to
omoza, like the Permanent Human Rights Commis-
ion in Nicaragua—regards the human rights situation
inder the Sandinistas today as being far worse than
that under Somoza. Now, when one says that, one is
immediately charged with apologizing for or defending
Somoza. I have no intention of doing that. I think that
the revolution was a vast struggle against Somoza and
a just one. But witlyrespect to trading the right to strike
and the right to ol'rlanize, with respect to the activities
of political parties ‘and to the Church and its ability to
carry out its religious duties, and with respect to the
numbers of political prisoners, there is no question that
the human rights situation in Nicaragua has deterior-
ated since the time of Somoza.

I've been asked what are my criteria for US. interven-
tion. | assume that we are defining intervention here
very broadly, since we are clearly not talking about a
US. invasion of Nicaragua, but rather about assistance
to a popular opposition movement. One criterion has
to do with security. The Sandinistas, since their incep-
tion, have been tied to Cuba and the Soviet Union,
both politically and ideologically, in terms of their
training. One need ouly read the original document of
the Sandinistas. It is the most artless apology for the
Soviet Union one can find, and it was written by the
founder of the organization as a textbook for the or-
ganization. We are not talking about a non-aligned
socialist movement, we’re talking about a pro-Soviet

movement, which in the first year after its revolution
identified its Soviet strategic affiliations. They signed
party to party and state to state pacts with the Soviet
Union in March of 1980. Within the first year they were
in power, Cuban military advisors had occupied the
chief advisory roles in their developing Sandinista army.
Nicaragua is not any old non-aligned Third World
country, but one whose leadership has, over the years,
seen its vocation as affiliating with the Soviet Union
strategically.

What does that mean for our security issues? Central
America is made up of very economically and politi-
cally weak countries. Mexico is now going through a
profound crisis, which is not just an economic crisis,

but a political crisis. The consolidation of a pro-Soviet

regime in Central America in that situation is clearly
one that threatens our long-term security interests.

I would not support aid for the rebels in Nicaragua
if that were the only criteria. My second criterion is
human rights and the existence of a popular movement
against the regime. It is true that the CIA and the
Argentines took remnants of the national guard and
incorporated spontaneous groups which were fighting
against the Sandinistas. But 1 was in the camps in

- Honduras and talked to peasants as well as to what

they call “regional commandante groups” (guerrilla

_leaders) about their origins, and 1 was surprised to

realize that many of them belong to different groups. I
was able to identify six or seven different groups that
I hadn’t even heard about, that had been fighting
against the Sandinistas since 1980 or 1981, some of them
from an extreme leftist position, and some of them
from no particular ideological position at all. It is just
a grotesque caricature of the Contras to regard this as
a national guard-dominated movement. As this resis-
tance has developed, local leaders have _Lemerged.
They're the ones who lead the troops. Of the 50 or 60
regional task force leaders, maybe a dozen at the most
had any relationship with the national guard, and if
they did, they were corporals, sergeants or lower level
people who were drafted into the guard, or in a few
cases, non-commissioned officers who had been there
several years. But most, even of the mid-level leader-
ship, were not guardist.

Radosh: I think that what Mr. Leogrande has done is
to present a very typical, well-stated, and clever argu-
ment which pretends to be an analysis of US. foreign
policy, but really becomes a defense of the Sandinistas.
I find it quite insidious. For example, Mr. Leogrande
would have the Sandinista policy essentially be a re-
sponse to the US. I think that if you begin to look at
the evidence from before the revolution and im-
mediately thereafter, it’s quite clear that this really isn’t
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the case. There is what the New York Times called in
an editorial, “the Nicaraguan march toward Stalinism”
which comes not from the US. pressure which pushes
the Sandinistas, but from their own program, their own
agency, their own ideology. The evidence is clear that
essentially from the minute they took power, they
wanted as much power for themselves and used, as one
observer said, laws, lawlessness, and violence to gain
their ends, and were particularly concerned with crush-
ing all political opposition. In effect, when Mr. Leog-
rande calls all domestic patriotic opposition to the
Sandinistas essentially pro-Contra, he does exactly what
the Sandinistas do: He discredits all internal opposition
to the Sandinistas, whether Contra or not.

Let me read you one part of what Nicaragua is like.
This is a quote that I am sure Mr. Leogrande is familiar
with, but I don’t know if the readers of Tikkun are
familiar with it. It’s from a Nicaraguan patriot, an
opponent of the Sandinistas, who said this before the
Nicaraguan election: “We don’t want a country where
there’s no free press, where our leaders travel sur-
rounded by bodyguards, where power is abused. We
don’t want a country where young people don’t dare
go to the movies, because they are afraid of being
abducted for military service. The Sandinistas seek
enemies under everyone’s bed, and they respond to all
situations with the mentality of a military or the police.
They have assumed the right to control anyone who
does anything else, behaving frequently in a very arbi-
trary manner. This arrogance and abuse of all classes,
it is hard to classify this as revolutionary conduct, and
the people are very much aware of it.” And of course,
as you are aware, that is not said by any of the editors
of La Prensa or the former La Prensa, since it no longer
exists, or by Monsignor Archbishop Obando y Bravo,
or by any Contra leader. It was, of course, said by
Domingo Sanchez Salgado, the presidential candidate
of the old-line Nicaraguan Marxist-Leninist Commu-
nist party, the so-called Nicaraguan Socialist Party.

Now, when you get a coalition in Nicaragua from
conservatives in the business community to communists
like Salgado who know quite clearly what the Sandinis-
tas are doing in their own country, you have an indica-
tion of the roots of what I call a broad-based opposi-
tion. And I think that to blame this on the United
States, rather than on the program, agenda and orienta-
tion of the Sandinistas, is an illusion.

Mr. Neier raised issues about the Contras and their
support. I would rather turn the tables on Mr. Neier
and ask him if he would be willing to go along with
Michael Walzer, for example, who opposes the Contras
but says quite clearly that insofar as we can, we should
make things hard for the Sandinistas politically or
economically? They certainly should not expect the

Americans to bail them out.

I would respect somebody who says, “I am opposed
to the Contras for scores of reasons, but can’t we at
least be clear that American citizens, not to speak of
the government, must stand firmly for the self-determi-
nation of peoples, express our solidarity with the anti-
Sandinista forces, and make it clear that the Sandinistas
are not our friends” What I think Mr. Leogrande is
really doing is not arguing against American policy, but
arguing in favor of the Sandinistas and trying to get us
to support a pro-Sandinista policy, and 1 think that’s
wrong. I have no compunction about saying that we
should be opposed to the Sandinistas, as people who
believe in democracy and self-determination, just as we
should be opposed to the Salvadoran military, or the
old Guatemalan one.

Leogrande: Let me try to get some of the red paint that
you've tried to tar me with off my jacket. You basically
try to frame the issue in terms of whether the Sandinis-
tas are good guys or not, instead of whether the policy
of the United States is right or makes any sense. In fact,
it seems to me that the issues of the nature of the
Sandinista regime and the nature of US. policy are
obviously not totally unconnected with one another, As
Mr. Neier said at the beginning, under certain condi-
tions, if a regime were odious enough, then various
kind.fr,'of interventions, direct or indirect, might be
legitimate. The Reagan administration has worked very
hard to try to demonize the Sandinistas so as to con-
vince people that, yes, indeed, they are so much the
epitome of evil that the threshold justifying intervention
has been crossed.

I think that this is simply wrong. The administration
has lied and distorted the facts, and presented the
Sandinistas as the worst regime in the history of the
region, when in fact, our policy has supported regimes
much, much worse than the Sandinistas. I don’t have
the slightest doubt that if the Contras were to win
tomorrow, the Contra regime would look a lot more
like Pinochet than it would look like Corey Aquino.

The idea that the Sandinista’s human rights record is
without question worse than Somoza’s is very difficult
to respond to. I'm not sure what you say to someone
who looks at the sky and says, “It’s green,” when every-
one knows it's blue. I don’t know anyone who studies
Nicaragua in a serious way or has spent any time ther=
who would come to this conclusion about human rights
in Nicaragua. I don’t know any international human
rights organization that has come to this conclusion. I
don’t see how you can look at Somoza's behavior, the
summary executions of opponents en masse, for exam-
ple, and call the Sandinistas” human rights record worse
than that.
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With regard to the issue of U.S. security, it is certainly
true that the Sandinistas have an ideological inclination
toward Cuba and the Soviets. But how does that
threaten our long-term security? Do we really believe
that the future stability of Mexico depends upon the
nature of the regime in Nicaragua rather than what
Mexico does and how we ourselves respond to Mexico’s
current difficulties? It's the domino theory, dressed up
in 1980’ fashions, but it’s still the domino theory.

With regard to the notion that the Contras now
represent a popular movement, this seems to me to be
the same type of argument as the notion that human
rights abuses in Nicaragua are worse now than they
used to be. It is essentially the same self-delusion that
the United States had at the Bay of Pigs. We were
convinced that if we would put 1500 men ashore, then
the vast majority of Cubans—who actually hated Cas-
tro—would rise up and throw him back into the sea.
We were wrong in Cuba in 1961. We are wrong today
in Nicaragua.

The notion that the national guard does not domi-
nate the Contra movement, that of the top 50 or so
military leaders, only 12 had relations with the national
guard, is a false notion’. A recent look a\zthe biographies
of 47 or so of the top commanders of the Contras
found that no less that 45 of them had national guard
careers in their background. The idea that semehow
these folks really are just honest, demdcrati¢ Nicara-
guans looking for self-determination seems to me to be
a pipe dream.

The Sandinista trajectory has not been the kind of
monolithic irrepressible march toward Marxist-
Leninism that people have tried to characterize it as
being. I think that whether one looks at the Sandinistas’
relationship with the United States or their relationship
with the Soviet Union, or their relationship with their
own domestic opposition, the trajectory is, as one
would logically expect, a complex interplay of -their
ideological agenda and the actual political realities
which they face. It is neither the one in total nor the
other.

Neier: First of all let me say that when one discusses
the governments and.the human rights records, I don’t
think it’s very useful to try to replay history and say if
it weren't for so-and-so it would have been X. I don’t
know that it’s useful to say that even if there had been
no Contra war, the Sandinistas would have been as
repressive as they are; or on the other hand, to say that
if there had been no Contra war, they would have been
much less repressive. I think we have to confront what
we have and a theory that we can deal with.

What we have is a government in the context of a-

guerrilla war which is a severe threat to that govern-
ment, made more severe by the prospect that the

United States will try to see that it is carried to its
conclusion, that it will overthrow the current Nicara-
guan government. Certainly the Sandinistas can’t be
blamed if they think there’s a significant possibility that
they could be overthrown by the war that is now
underway.

I think it’s important to look at the way governments
behave when faced with such challenges. There have
been four other guerrilla wars underway in Latin
America during the period that the Contra war has
been underway in Nicaragua: the Salvadoran war, the
war which is tapering off or ending in Guatemala, the
war in Colombia, and the war in Peru. In each of the
other four guerrilla wars that has been underway in
Latin Amecrica, there have been thousands of political
opponents of the government, and presumed peasant
supporters of the political opponents of the govern-
ments, who have been killed by government forces. Of
those other guerrilla wars, only the Salvadoran war
posed a comparable or greater threat to the survival of
that government. The Colombian war which is reaching
its most intense phase right now, the Peruvian war
which has been intense for some time, the Guatemalan
war which was at its most intense from 1980 to 1982,
never had a reasonable prospect of overthrowing the
governments against which those guerilla forces fought.

The Sandinistas have been repressive as far as dissen-
ters are concerned. I think they committed their great- -
est abuses against the Miskitos in late 1981 and during
1982 when they killed a significant number of Miskitos
and forcibly relocated thousands in 2 highly abusive
manner. But the’ Nicaraguan government’s practices,
obnoxious and abusive as they have been, do not fall
into the category of the murder of thousands that has
gone on in Colombia and Peru, and the murder oftens
of thousands which has gone on in El Salvador;and
Guatemala.

When one deals with such questions as freedom of
the press, I think it's worth noting that in the Salvado-
ran context, one newspaper’s editor and photographer
were hacked to death and another newspaper was
closed after several assassination attempts were made
against the editor and army troops surrounded the
building of the newspaper. In the Guatemalan context,
the Committee to Protect Journalists just published a
list of journalists killed around the world, and over the
last decade Guatemala ranks second only to Argentina
in that period, with some 49 journalists who were
murdered, and except for the possibility that one of
them was murdered by guerrilla forces, all of the others
were murdered by government forces in Guatemala.
Even in the context of Peru and Colombia, journalists
have hardly been immune.

Continued on page 119
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To answer Mr. Radosh’s question, if it were not for
the war context, would I be endorsing a variety of
neasures against the Sandinistas on the basis of their
human rights record, the answer is, “of course” I
believe that the mechanisms that are available to the
United States to exercise pressure on governments that
commit human rights abuses should be used against
the Sandinistas. I have, for example, been highly critical
of the Reagan administration for not opposing loans, in
the multi-lateral development banks, to a variety of
governments that have committed serious human rights
abuses. US. law requires that the US. should oppose
loans to those governments. | :

As far as the human rights record is concerned, 1
think it’s very important to criticize the abuses commit-
ted by the Sandinistas, but we must not criticize abuses
that have in fact not taken place. I have seen, for
example, figures on the numbers of political prisoners
and these figures are utterly absurd to anybody who
has examined the situation in Nicaragua with any care.
There are political prisoners in Nicaragua, there gre
severe abuses in the pre-trial detention mode of thbse
persons who are imprisoned on political grounds, but
let’s deal with reality rather than fantasy.

Leiken: I think that what we just heard was,an exdmple
of the way in which The Americas Watch has confused
the question of human rights with their political stance
and the way in which they are constantly shifting the
two around. In the guise of an objective account of the
human rights situation in Nicaragua, Mr. Neier shifts
the subject to Colombia, Guatemala, and Peru, to other
countries that have guerrilla wars. He approaches the
human rights question in Nir' ragua entirely in terms
of Nicaragua’s external security problems. But human
rights violations are not the result of the war. In some
cases, as in Nicaragua, they are the cause of the war.

The promise of the Sandinistas was that the revolu-
tion would be an alternative, it was going to be a whole
new kind of society. To justify it now in terms of its
being similar to, or not quite as bad as Colombia, or
Guatemala, is abusive sophistry. I think the thrust of
Mr. Neier’s remarks is that we shouldn’t be concerned
about the banning of Lz Prensa since this sort of thing
is a common Latin American practice. I think again,
you are putting a human rights organization in the
service of human rights practices which you should be
criticizing, which you should be opposing, which you
should not be finding ever more sophisticated ways to
make appear less serious or finding ways to shift the
subject from.

Radosh: Mr. Leogrande said that the US. was wrong
about the Bay of Pigs and it is wrong now about

Nicaragua. Well, I would sav that we—not we the US.
government, but we the American Left—were wrong
about Cuba. I can remember using all the arguments
about Cuba that Mr. Neier or Mr. Leogrande use today
about Nicaragua. For example, we thought that Castro
wanted a humanist revolution, neither capitalist nor
communist—a non-aligned Cuba, a Cuba that was not
Marxist-Leninist, but that was free, a different society.
Castro, of course, as it turns out, says he was always a
Marxist-Leninist. He was just hiding his agenda until
the time was ripe. What we have now is a Cuba that is
a militarized society, a vicious police state, a repressive
society. Even Mr. Neier agrees in characterizing it this
way, if L read his recent piece in the New York Review
correctly. He characterizes Cuba as a country with one
of the worst human rights records in the hemisphere,
a left wing equivalent to the authoritarian right wing
regimes, perhaps as terrible in its treatment of political
prisoners.

Cuba did not turn out to be the way we all swore it
was then, and of course we all argue that Cuba’s drift
toward the Soviet Union was the result of the US.
pressure instituted against it. Well, we begin to read,
on the basis of records now coming out years later, and
on the revelations of people like Carlos Frangui, that
that was not the case. In fact, it was a bitter internal
struggle which we were totally blind to, a struggle
between the liberating revolutionaries like Frangui and
the hard-line Marxist-Leninists led by Fidel and Raul
Castro and Che Guevara. What they instituted in Cuba
was a rigid Sovietsstyle state with a unique Cuban
background, which of course the American Left has
always said really made it different, but in fact it was
not different. How much better would it have been, if,
instead of fighting only against the US. policy in Cuba,
we at the time had seen the true situation, and extended
our hand to the democrats who opposed Fidel Castro.
Batista was better. It was a freer country under Batista
than it is under Castro. As horrible as the supposed
Batista tyranny was for years, despite the fact that
Batista was a tool of the US. and the US. had hegemony
and control in Cuba, all of which is true, and despite
Cuba being part of an informal American empire,
things were better for Cubans under Batista than they
are under Castro. I don’t care how many schools and
hospitals Castro has built. As somebody said the other
day, Pinochet is sending out propaganda about all the
schools and hospitals he’s built, too, in Chile. That
cannot be a criteria for deciding whether a society is
good or not.

Mr. Neier is correct in saying that we don’t go to war
simply because a country has a bad human rights
record, that there are scores of countries with terrible
human rights records.
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Indeed, I have always opposed the brutal human
rights records of the right wing authoritarian regimes,
many of them supported by the United States.

I think one of the reasons the situation in El Salvador
has grown slightly better is because Democrats or oppo-
nents of the US. policy were able to mount sufficient
pressure, and Congress said no funding unless the
human rights situation improves. The administration
clearly wanted to ignore the human rights situation.
But now when it comes to Nicaragua, | am quite
disturbed by what I see as a counter tendency. I think,
and I am not clear whether it’s conscious or not, that
people like Mr. Neier are doing exactly the same thing
in reverse, that is to say there is a tendency to whitewash
and downgrade the extent of human rights abuses in
Nicaragua, to “prettify” them.

“
Leogrande: I want the transcriber to be sure to get Mr.
Radosh’s quote “the supposed Batista tyranny” —the
supposed tyranny of Batista and that things were much
better under Batista than they had been under Castro.
The 20,000 people that Batista killed between 1952 and
1959 might think differently about that. Mr. Radosh
said that schools and hospitals are not criteria for
deciding whether or not you have a good society. [
suppose perhaps not, if you have the money to use
private ones, but if you don’t, it seems to me that
schools and hospitals were an improvement over not
having schools and hospitals. It may not be the only
criterion of a good society, but it certainly is what [
count as one criterion for improvement in a society.

But the issue of Cuba actually is more ‘interesting
even than those little short snipes. Radosh says we
should have helped the democrats in Cuba. But the
question is how. The United States government did
everything they could to get rid of Castro except to
send in the 82nd airborne to kill him. They poisoned
his cigar, tried to get the Maha to trv to assassinate htm,
and sent our forces to the Bav of Pigs. We conducted
a covert war against him for close to ten vears, all to
no avail. And the reason it was to no avail was because
even though he was a communist, even though he
jumped into bed with the Soviet Union, the Cuban
people still supported him. Now that might seem odd
to us, we might find that hard to understand, especially
it we didn't know anything about US.-Cupan historv.
But it’s a reality, and I don’t know of “anyone who
doubts that in reality, in 1961 and 1962 and on through-
out the 1960’s, a majority of Cubans suppogstéd their
government, especially supported it in it§” confronta-
tions with the United States. And 1 submﬁt to vou that
we are setting in motion, or have already st in motion,
exactly the same sort of dynamii:_/i/n_/[}l,icurqgua. Our
policy toward Nicaragua today is not and cannot be
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free of the legacy of our historical relationship with that
society, which is one of imperialism. In 1909 we over-
threw the only quasi-independent government tha:
Nicaragua had. We were identified as the enemy by the
George Washington of Nicaragua, Augusto Sandino.
We're the ones who put in power and kept in power
the last dictator, Somoza. However our policy may have
changed in the last ten years, or not changed, we
cannot pretend that that part of our history doesn’r
exist, because Nicaraguans know that prior history.

We are, in fact, continuing a long, long history and
legacy of trying to control the domestic politics of
Nicaragua. [ would suggest that we orght to have a
great amount of humility about our capacity to export
democracy around the Caribbean Basin. The interven-
tions earlier in the centurv were aimed at securing
security and cconomic interests, but the Marines went
abroad under the cloak and banner of democracy. This
was not necessarily a hypocritical move: we really
\thought that we were going to bring democracy to
these unstable, authoritarian little countries. We built
schools, we built hospitals, we held free elections, we
created professional military establishments. And then
we left. And in_our wake we left the dictatorships of
Trujillo in the Dominican Republic, Papa Doc Duvalier
in Haiti, Batista in Cuba, Somoza in Nicaragua. So it
seems to me that we ought to be humble about thinking
that we know better than other people how they should
orgﬁinizc tReir own lives and politics.

Tikkun: There is one issue that I want to throw before
yéu that hasn’t yet been addressed, and that is about
anti-Semitism in Nicaragua. What's the truthﬁof it, and
is it relevant to this policy discussion? Is it irrelevant
that the Nicaraguan government is alleged to be close
to and support the PLO? Should that be something
that a Jewish community in the United States takes into
account when determining its relationsbip w0 the
Nicaraguan revolution?

Leogrande: It is rclevant as one issue in a range of
human rights issues, and obviously a very important
one given the history of anti-Semitism in this century.
The relationship between the Sandinistas and the PLO
goes back a very long time to the very carly vears of the
Sandinistas when the PLO allowed them to send com-
batants to training camps in the Middle East for mili-
tary training. One gets the sense that the Sandinistas’
closeness to the PLO and their hostility toward Israel
is partly a tunction of their general ideological stance,
which is one of solidarity with the Third World revolu-
tionary movements, ot which they regard the PLO as
one. and partly a function of the unigue relationship
that the Somoza regime had with [srael. Somoza was



one-eftht promoters of the establishment of the state
6{\ Isracl, and had quite good and reasonably close
refations with Israel during the 50%s and 60%s. The Is-
raelis in 1977, of course, became a major arms supplier
10 Somoza when the United States cut back its military
assistance to the regime. So 1 think that there are two
elements at work here: there's the ideological element
on the one hand, and the-friend-of-my-enemy-is-my-
enemy element on the other.

Tikkun: The Jewish people of the United States might
take the same reasoning and say, “a-friend-of-my-enemy-
is-my-enemy.” Or should thev? In other words, if that’s
a reasonable position for Nicaragua to take, is it a
reasonable position for Jews to take?

Leogrande: | think it depends concretelv on what the
Sandinista government does in its relationship with the
PLO. If it were to become active directly in the Middle
East, then I think that that becomes a much greater
concern. But it seems to me at this point that that’s a
relatively small aspect of Nicaraguan foreign polit’;lxlr.

Neier: Most of the things which involve the alleged
anti-Semitic acts by the Sandinistas took place prior to
the time that The Americas Watch started mositoring
Nicaragua. We sent our first mission there in March of
1982. The episode involving the burning of the doors
of the synagogue took place in 1978 when Somoza was
still in power and the Sandinistas were a revolutionary
force. Some allege that it was the Sandinistas who did
it; there isn't any way that we can look into that and
make any useful determination. There are also the alle-
gations involving the actions against various prominent
Jews in Nicaragua shortly after the triumph of the
Sandinistas; again, we haven't looked into that. Our
monitoring starts at a later period. The things that one
is aware of in the later period are some anti-Semitic
expressions, particularly in E/ Nucvo Diario, the news-
paper that certainly takes the same line as the party.
Obviously those are obnoxious. So is the anti-Semitic
sermon that was given by Archbishop, now Cardinal,
Elondo. Elondo is the foremost anti-Sandinista, and he
gave a sermon in 1984, which was reprinted in La
Prensa that sounded like an older variety of anti-
Semitism, not the sort of racial anti-Semitism that we've
known for the last century, but the traditional Christian
anti-Semitism of an earlier period. The anti-Semitic
stuff in E/ Nuevo Diario is somewhat similar to the sort
of thing that we get from those who derive an anti-
Semitism out of PLO support or whatever.

Radosh: I think one thing all the Nicaraguan elements

might be united on is anti-Semitism. Connor Cruise *

O’Brien in The Atlantic Monthly cites Sandinista For-
eign Minister Miguel D'Escoto as saying something to
the effect that the Jews killed Christ. So there does
seem to be in all elements of Nicaraguan society a
pervasive anti-Semitism. | would say that it seems that
a great many Nicaraguans from all sides are anti-Semi-
tic—the problem is that the Sandinistas are in power,
and this is compounded by the PLO tie. Again, we
have the Castro analogy. Castro, for a while, always
used to compare Cuba and Israel as small, beleaguered
powers pushed in and forced on themselves because of
neighboring hostile states. Then, when he tried to get
the leadership of the non-aligned Third World move-
ments, he quickly shifted his position without anyone
being aware that he had broken ties with Israel. This
led to the famous UN. “Zionism is Racism” speech,
and he tried to gain leadership in the Third World by
attacking Israel, which is disgusting. The tic with the
PLO is a dangerous one and not to be downgraded,
but to be looked at very closely. It's something to
definitelv be concerned with and not underestimated.
Again, one cannot excuse it by pointing to what we
would consider a backwards or reactionary Israeli pol-
icy of arming Third World dictators. There are peace
movements in Israel who oppose this kind of thing. The
Peace Now forces, for example, are saying to the Israeli
government that Israel should change its foreign policy
and they don't try to excuse Israel’s bad foreign policy
by using the political and military diplomatic alliances
of other countriestlike the Sandinistas’ Nicaragua with

the PLO.

Tikkun: Shifting back to US. policy in Nicaragua,
there’s a set of points that I'd like to ask all of you to
address. Although there are human rights violations in
Nicaragua, the level of abuse is not sufficient to distin-
guish it from dozens of other abusive regimes in the
world. If American policy is to be determined by an
effort to stop human rights abuses, Nicaragua would
not reasonably be the first choice of intervention. Con-
sequently, it seems surprising that Nicaragua is a major
point of our intervention. Further, the US. does not
even attempt to overthrow oppressive regimes that are
overtly antagonistic to the U.S. One might, for example,
think of Syria as a human rights abuser that is clearly
aligned with the Soviet Union, one which is against us
and our interests. So what we have here is something
that has to be understood in terms of a global United
States policy. It is a reversal from a policy of contain-
ment to an aggressive rollback policy on the part of the
United States. The same government that’s pushing this
rollback in Nicaragua is also talking about trving to do
the same thing in Angola. It seems that what we have
in Nicaragua is really the first step in what would be a
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real change in the direction of American foreign policy,
a new move to try to roll the Soviet Union back onto
the periphery. Some of the policy-makers fantasize that
eventually they'll overthrow Soviet regimes in Eastern
Europe. Is there any plausibility in looking at what the
United States is doing in Central America in terms of
rolling back communism?

Neier: I would think much better of the United States
policy in Nicaragua if I thought it were a useful way of
rolling back Communist tyranny. I don’t have any
doubts that it is desirable in the world to roll back
Communist tyranny. I think that probably the largest
number of sufferers—not probably, definitely—of
tyranny ‘in the world are those suffering from Commu-
nist tyranny. Communist ‘tyranny has proven to be
particularly difficult to deal with, and if I thought that
what the U.SS. was doing in Nicaragua served that pur-
pose, I still might not favor exactly what the US. is
doing in Nicaragua, but [ would certainly be inclined
to think more kindly of it. In fact, I think the United
States is not prepared to challenge Communist tyranny
in places that it has largely ceded to the Soviet Union.
My guess is that if you look at all of this in the largest
geopolitical and historical terms, the administration is
exacerbating the problem of Communist tyranny, spe-
cifically Soviet tyranny. I think that the posture of the
Soviet Union in response to a rollback policy would be
all the more to deny efforts being made to create
alternative societies within parts of the Soviet empire.
One of the great struggles in the world today is the
struggle of those movements within the Soviet empire
to create independent existences, alternative cultures.
One of the foremost duties of anybody who is commit-
ted to human rights is to assist in that effort and not
to do the things which geopolitically will help to make
it more difficult for those movements.

Tikkun: So what you're saying is that you think that
Solidarity or other movements in Eastern Europe might
be weakened by the United States’ intervention in
Nicaragua?

Neier: I can remember traveling around Europe when
Martial Law had been declared in Poland and the US.
was broadcasting the “Let Poland Be Poland” film.
Everywhere [ went in Europe I saw posters saying “Let
Central America Be Central America” I think it’s ur-
gent that the world as a whole perceives the difference
between the United States and the Soviet Union, and
that the world opposes the kinds of things that the
Soviet Union does to crush independent and alternative
movements. That’s the largest geopolitical question.
The other question, which I don’t think one can
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evade, is that the means by which the United States is
attempting to overthrow the Nicaraguan government,
if it is presumably a means that is motivated by 2
concern for human rights, makes the human rights
situation worse. That is, the forces we are sponsoring
have selectively targeted Sandinista supporters and
murdered them; they have also engaged in indiscrimi-
nate attacks against civilians. I don’t believe one can be
said to be promoting human rights if one sponsors
forces that engage in those kinds of attacks on civilians.

Radosh: To return to an earlier issue for a moment, .

“would like to argue against aid to Jonas Savimbi in

Angola. Indeed, very responsible Republican conserva-
tives have produced extremely cogent argument-
against aid to Savimbi, emphasizing the shortsighted-
ness of US. policy. But [ think that you can take a
different position on Nicaragua even if you don't sup-
port the so-called Reagan policy.
I don’t analyze the situation in Nicaragua in terms of
the Reagan doctrine. As a historian looking back, I
think a more apt analogy could be made to the Truman
doctrine. The American Left, including myself, always
opposed the Truman doctrine. For example, we op-
posed aid to Greece and Turkey in World War II when
the pro-Communist side lost. 'm aware that the Greek
monarchy was, as we used to say, an “unpopular monar-
chy,” representing a minority of the people, and the
Coti;mun'i_st side had strong support, and it was a civil
waf In retrospect, I'd say the Truman doctrine was
correct. Thank God the Communist side lost in Greece.
We would have another pro-Commdﬁ‘nist, Stalinist re-
ggime, the equivalent of those in Eastetn Europe, if the
Greek Communists had won. It would have been a
disaster. Surely Greece had to go through the periods
of right wing reaction, the general’s coup supported by
the United States, but what was the outcome? A de-
mocracy in Greece led by the Greek Left. You wouldn't
have had that kind of a development if the side I
supported in 1948 and on through the 1950’s had won.
I'm glad they lost. I think, in retrospect, the Truman
doctrine was correct, and, therefore, I think that some-
thing like the Truman doctrine today would be much
more sensible than a Reagan doctrine. Now, as we look
in Nicaragua, I cannot at this point support the Contras
for many of the reasons Mr. Neier states. However, I'm
again deeply saddened that someone like Mr. Leo-
grande or someone from the American Left cannot get
themselves to say anything critical on the smallest level
of the Nicaraguan government. You have a reprehensi-
ble state of emergency, a farcical legal system, a farcical
election, you have people convicted for political crimes.
If you oppose the Contras, you have a responsibility to
tell the commandante, “Stop confusing dissent with



counterrevolution,” to oppose their repressive meas-
ures, and to say, as someone concerned with self-deter-
mination and the right of peoples, “We must oppose
the policy of the Nicaraguan government as being
essentially anti-humane, reactionary and repressive.”

I think Mr. Leogrande would say, “Aid the Sandinis-
tas, welcome them into the family, and let them have
their breathing space for the revolution.” He thinks
everything would get better because their agenda is
basically a good one. That’s where the real disagreement
lies. I think their agenda is Marxist-Leninist, and that
if we stop all kinds of pressure against them, they’d
move in one fell swoop to implement a Cuban-style
state.

Tikkun: Assuming you're right about their agenda,
doesn’t the United States have friendly relations with
countries like China that do have that kind of agenda?

Radosh: The situation in China, judging from the re-
cent works written by outside observers, has changed
considerably for the better towards democracy as a
result of the economic changes and the loosening-up.

Leiken: We cannot approach this question of Nicaragua
by comparing the human rights violations that are
committed there with those committed in other coun-
tries, or by comparing Nicaragua with countries that
are more opposed to the United States. We have to see
that in Nicaragua the human rights abuses are systema-
tic in nature. It is very important to the Sandinistas’
political survival that their human rights violations be
invisible to outsiders and that they be quite systematic
about eliminating their epposition. It’s a much more
scientific practice of human rights violation, and that’s
what makes the Soviet Union and the Soviet empire a
much more dangerous human rights violator on the
international scale; it is systematic and much harder to
expose. We're also talking about the creation of a sys-
tem, of a kind of rule in Nicaragua, which I would
distinguish from China, in that China is not part of the
Soviet empire and, therefore, does not constitute a
security tureat to us, or to other independent countries.

Tikkun: But does Nicaragua actually present a plausi-
ble security threat to the United States? Are the Nicara-
guans really going to come charging up through Texas
and overthrow the most powerful government in the
history of the world?

Leiken: This is why I've emphasized since the beginning
the Nicaraguan strategic connection with the Soviet
Union. Nicaraguans have developed a political relation-
ship with the Soviet Union, and Soviet advisors have
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been involved since very early on in the regime. Thou-
sands of Cubans were involved in both civilian and
military security tasks; Soviet arms were coming in as
early as 1980. It’s the ideological connection reinforced
by the concrete physical strategic connection with the
Soviet Union that poses a threat.

Tikkun: Is the idea that Soviet troops would eventually
land in Nicaragua and be that much closer to the
United States?

Leiken: I don’t think so. There are a number of ways
that the Sandinistas could use to become a strategic
threat, and some of them have already been deployed.
One is terrorism—the Sandinistas right now, for exam-
ple, are {and were in the past) able to blackmail the
Costa Ricans by either threatening to, or actually going
ahead and sponsoring terrorist acts and bombings. In
San Jose right now the new Costa Rican government is
attempting to carry out the promise of an economic
recovery that it made in the election. It is very easy for
the Sandinistas to discourage investments and to make
Costa Rica look like an unstable place through
blackmailing and putting pressure on the regime. The
Sandinistas have sent two forces on two different occa-
sions into Honduras. They were defeated, but the at-
tempt was there. They have sent support to the Salvado-
ran rebels. Finally, I think they would build a large
military machine. If they were to dominate Central
America by a variety of means, by creating movements
in those gountrfes which were not just revolutionary
but pro-Soviet, you could have a United Soviet Socialist
Republic of Central America. Don’t laugh, because the
Sandinistas’ documents in the 1960’s and 1970’s talked
about that as one of their slogans. If you had that on
the Mexican border, coupled with an unraveling polit-
ical and economic situation in Mexico in which leftist
opposition would develop, that opposition coming
from the Left, through Cuban and Nicaraguan and
Soviet indirect support, would become linked with the
Soviet Union. I don’t understand why people have such
a hard time with this. I'm not saying there’s going to be
a conspiracy to unravel, to destabilize, but the Soviets
fish in troubled waters.

Tikkun: Assume that everything you say is true. Why
wouldn't it be a better use of US. resources—our
financial and leadership resources—to go into Central
America and get rid of these troubled waters by provid-
ing economic stability to a sufficient degree so that the.
guerrillas couldn’t fish there anymore? Instead of allow-

. ing repressive or oppressive regimes, or extremes of

poverty, we could get rid of poverty before we had to
engage in military struggles.
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Leiken: This wouldn’t work for two reasons. First of
all, I think we should give economic support to those
countries, but I think it would be an illusion to think
that economic support would be sufficient, particularly
on the levels that will be given by a Congress concerned
with Gramm-Rudman and the deep economic recession
that our country is facing. Secondly, I don’t think that
even larger levels of support could turn those countries;
they're not going to become stable in the near future.

The Soviet empire, particularly in the Third World,
is experiencing a crisis—for the same reasons that the
US., French, and British empires went through a
crisis—because these countries basically want to be
independent. This is a moment in which the Soviet
empire is weakening, and he who thinks that it will
weaken through a policy of economic aid or simply by
encouraging peaceful dissent just doesn’t understand
the nature of the Soviet mood. Just as with the Sandinis-
tas, force is necessary to make the Soviets move; and
just as the Sandinistas were correct in assuming that
only armed struggle would get rid of Somoza, only
armed struggle will weaken the Soviet empire and bring
about what Mr. Neier says he supports—rolling back
the Soviets.

Leogrande: Mr. Radosh wants to know why I can’t find
anything nasty to say about the Sandinistas. First of all,
I have talked about the reduction of liberty in
Nicaragua during the last few years. I agree, for the
sake of the record, with much of the characterization
of the human rights situation that Mr. Neier has put
forward. As for the farcical elections, however, I'd
point out that the Sandinistas got 67% of the vote in
an election which was more open than the election in
El Salvador or Guatemala, and more honest than the
election in Mexico. Which is not to say it was a perfect
election, by any means, but it was hardly the kind of
Soviet-style election that the Sandinistas’ enemies have
tried to characterize it as.

I'd feel a lot more comfortable criticizing the San-
dinistas for their human rights practices if my own
country wasn’t engaged in a war, an illegal war, of
aggression against the Sandinistas. [t seems to me that
my first responsibility as a citizen is to look after my
own house. This notion that the Sandinistas would
behave better internally, be more open, more pluralis-
tic, if we would just pressure them a little more —well,
it is hard to imagine the scenario whereby a government
that has ideological proclivities which are anti-demo-
cratic in some way, will under pressure become more
open when we have a long historical record of regimes
with staunch democratic records and. traditions becom-
ing less democratic under that kind of external pres-
sure. So the logic of this case escapes me, and unless
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we can be shown some plausible way in which this will
work, it seems to me we have a right to be skeptical
about it.

We also have about four or five years worth of
Contra war in which the human rights situation and
political liberty have gotten worse. So we have a certain
historical record to work with which shows that the
situation has in fact not been remedied by the war.

The bigger question I want to address, though, is
why do we hate the Sandinistas so much? Why is the
United States and the people who support the Reagan
administration, and even those like Mr. Radosh who
don’t really support the administration’s policy, why do
we hate the Sandinistas so much? One of the arguments
that has been put forward is that the Sandinistas have
such a terrible human rights record. I think that posi-
tion has been thoroughly demolished, and I don'’t think
anybody would claim that that’s the principle reason
for wanting to get rid of the Sandinista government,
because demonstrably we don't go after regimes with
much more grotesque human rights records and try
and overthrow them. If we were really in favor of
overthrowing governments that are gross abusers of
human rights, we’d have been fighting against the South
Africans a long time ago. No, I think Mr. Radosh has
given us the key to it in his two phrases regarding
Batista’s “supposed tyranny” and “China’s democracy.”
The real definition of democracy in all of this is a
countfy that sides with the United States in the Cold
War. That's what really counts, that’s what we're really
looking for. And I submit to you that this is nothing
new, it is a notion of “The Free World,” of “our side”
versus “their side”; and there’s no such thing as a
non-aligned neutral, there are only people who stand
with us, and people who stand in the “new scientific
system of repression of the Soviet Union,” which is just
another way of saying that there are totalitarians who
are the bad guys, versus authoritarians, who are our
guys and eventually will become democracies. They're
“incipient” or “latent” democracies, a sort of interesting
political teleology which we don't need to go into.

Is it the security threat, then? Mr. Leiken gives us a
long list of things, but at the core is this notion of the
Sandinistas being tied to the Soviet Union. That doesn't
seem to me to be enough, however. You have to. ask
what it is that they might actually or plausibly do that
would pose a threat to the United States. We're told
that they may blackmail the Costa Ricans; they haven't
got anything on us, in terms of blackmailing the Costa
Ricans over the last few years—nobody’s blackmailed
Costa Rica more than the United States. We haven't
used the threat of terrorism, we've used the threat of
withholding economic assistance.

“They’ll subvert their neighbors, they’ll create a large



military machine, they’ll come to dominate Central
America with pro-Soviet regimes, and then they'll go
after Mexico.” I'm reminded of the argument made in
the 1960’ that after South Vietnam, then all of In-
dochina, then Thailand and India, and soon we'd be
fighting on the shores of Australia. It’s just not plausi-
ble; it didn’t work out that way. The security threat the
Sandinistas pose is not a plausible threat. If they were
actively attacking their neighbors, the United States
would be down on top of them with a ton of bricks,
and they know it very well. If they were to allow Soviet
troops or Soviet missiles or anything that could pose a
really direct threat to the security of the United States,
similarly, the United States would be down on them in
a second. The idea that they might interdict the sea
lanes and disrupt oil shipments and so-on is a lot of
foolishness. It simply is not a credible argument. The
only version of that argument that has the slightest
credibility is this notion of interdicting supplies to
Europe in the event of a conflict between NATO and
the Warsaw Pact, and even that is a highly improbable
scenario which can be prepared for, it seems to me, in
other ways than trying to fight counterrevolutionary
wars all through Central America.

The reality is that the Sandinistas don't, in fact, pose
«

a

a very grave threat to the security of the United States.
and what’s even more important than that, what secur-
ity threat they do pose, what legitimate security inter-
ests the United States does have in the region, can in
fact be met short of getting rid of the Sandinista regime.
It seems to me the one thing that has become clear in
the long and agonizing history of the Contadora process
is that if the issue is really Nicaragua's foreign policy, if
it is really Nicaragua’s relationship with Cuba and the
Soviet Union that is so disconcerting to the United
States, then that issue can be solved by Conradoran
agreement. So it's not really the security issue either
that’s at the heart of this. It's not about human rights,
it's not about democracy, it’s not about security, and it's
not even really about the Soviet Union. What it’s about
is colonial empire. It's about the right of the United
States, which it arrogates to itself, to control the destiny
of countries in its own immediate backyard. It’s a kind
of great power arrogance that goes back to the rurn of
the century; it has been clothed in a new anti-Commu-
nist garb in the post World War 1I period, but the basic
outlines of it have not changed since the turn of the
century. It is the rawest kind of great power politics and
promotion of a particular notion of self-interest and I
think it is an erroneous notion of self-interest. ]

LETTERS
Continued from page 5

stuck in that place. And until we move;
beyond, there is no way that we can!
wholeheartedly love God. This is not 2
matter of philosophy or religion, if

these terms refer to something one

practices in one’s head or at special

times. It is a matter of life and death,

everyday life and everyday death.

As for my phrase “a lesser god”: We
can appreciate ordinary Biblical narra-
tives from any number of viewpoints.
But from the point of génuine religious
insight, for someone who has had even
a peep into reality, the narrative be-
comes a lie whenever it introduces
God as a character. “God” is then a
limited being, usually an ill-tempered
or obsessive father figure: Nobodaddy,
as Blake called him. Thus in the

Akedab, on the narrative level, he re-
sembles the tsar who put Dostoevsky
through his terrible mock-execution.
As a parable, though, the story has
deep spiritual meaning. Not as an inte-
gration of love and severity, which are
mutually exclusive; here the Zohar’s
insight seems shallow to me, and quite
mistaken in thinking there can ever be
too much loving-kindness. After all,
killing is not a stronger form of spank-
ing. (“This hurts me, Isaac, more than
it hurts you”) To me, the parable
means that to love God ultimately
means to leave behind wife and chil-
dren and everything we love. As a Zen
master once told me, “First kill your
parents, then kill your lover, then kill
God”

The Book of Job is unusual for a
Biblical narrative in that it presents, in
the Voice from the Whirlwind, a God
who is not a character—who becomes
his own Sabbath vision of the world. If
this God has a name, it is the name
spoken from the Burning Bush: ehveb,
I am. When Job, through his catharsis,
earns the vision and opens his heart to
the terror and serenity of it, he under-
goes a spiritual transformation that no
other Biblical character has under-
gone. He is able to leave behind all his
knowledge of good and evil and take a
large bite from the fruit of the other
Tree (now what was its name?). And
his story becomes the whole story.
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To:
From:
Date:

Subject:

ANTI-DEFAMATION LEAGUE
OF B'NAI B'RITH

823 United Nations Plaza
New York, N.Y. 10017

MEMORANDUM

ADI National Commission

Burton S. Levinson

January 30, 1987

I thought it may be of interest for you to read the congratulatory message
Daniel Ortega, President of Nicaragua, sent to Yasir Arafat. The following text

was broadcast on the Nicaraguan radio several weeks ago.

Dear Commandant Arafat:

On the occasion of the celebration of the 25th anniversary of
the creation of the Palestinian armed forces for the struggle of
national liberation, and on behalf of the FSLN, the people and the
Government of Nicaragua, and myself, I send you our sincere and
fraternal embrace.

Similarly, I am pleased to have a new opportunity to express our
solidarity and firm support for the noble struggle of the Palestinian
people, who fight for their legitimate and inalienable rights over
the territories occupied by Israel.

On this occasion, we reiterate our most vigorous condemnation
and rejection of the genocidal attacks carried out against Palestinian
refugee camps in Lebanon as part of the policy of force and intimidation
practiced by the Zionist regime of Israel and its regional allies.

On this memorable occasion, I take the opportunity to thank the
Palestinian people's solidarity and to express our firm conviction
that our peoples will defeat the unfair, illegal, and immoral aggression
imposed on us because of our invincible determination to be free.

The people of Sandino send their fraternal greetings to the PLO, the
legitimate representative of the Palestinian people.

Fraternally,
Daniel Ortega Saavedra

This unambiguous message is consistent with the Sandinistas' long-term

commitment to the PLO and hatred of "Zionists." Its worrisome implications
for Israel, "its regional allies," and world Jewry are obvious.
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President Reagan

Current
Policy
No. 952

Promoting Freedom
and Democracy in
Central America

Following 1s an address by President
Reagan before the American Newspaper
Publishers Association, Ellis Island,
New York, May 8, 1987.

It’s a great honor to be here with you on
this, the 100th anniversary of your con-
vention. The truth is, it’s always a great
pleasure to be addressing something
older than I am. I'm beginning to feel
right at home here in New York Harbor.
Last year, of course, we celebrated
another centenary—that of the Statue of
Liberty—the generous lady who, for 100
years, now has stood watch over this
gateway to freedom. It couldn’t be more
appropriate that, a year later, we gather
here on Ellis Island to celebrate with all
of you, the ladies and gentlemen of the
fourth estate, who also have stood watch
over our freedoms and who have been
the guardians of our liberty.

You all know what Thomas Jefferson
said of the press—that given the choice
of a government without newspapers or
newspapers without a government, he
wouldn’t hesitate for a second to choose
the latter. Of course, Jefferson said that
before he became President.

You know, it reminds me of a par-
ticular editor who just wouldn’t admit to
any mistakes ever in his paper. Every-
thing in his paper had the weight of
scripture. And then early one morning
he received a call from an outraged
subscriber who protested that his name
was listed in that morning’s obituary
section as having died the previous day.

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

And the editor said, ‘“And where did you
say you were calling from?”’

Well, of course, presidents aren’t
always entirely objective themselves,
like Harry Truman when he read the
reviews of Margaret’s recital. And then
Bill Moyers likes to tell the story of one
day at lunch with President Johnson. Bill
was saying grace when Johnson bel-
lowed, ‘‘Speak up, Bill, I can’t hear a
darn thing.”” And Bill looked up and said,
“I wasn’t addressing you, Mr. Presi-
dent.”” The fact is, if those of us in
government and the press sometimes
think of ourselves as antagonists, it’s
only in the context of transitory events.
The rush of daily business can obscure
for us a deeper truth—that we’re two
complementary institutions, each
drawing life and strength from the other
and that together we hold the sacred
trust of democratic government and
freedom. The life and hope of liberty in
an all-too-often threatening world—that
is our solemn responsibility.

Mr. Jefferson also wrote that the
truth of human liberty is self-evident,
but he knew its success was anything but
s0. It was only the courage and the will
of free men that gave freedom a chance,
and, once established, it was only their
continuing dedication that kept freedom
alive and allowed it to prosper.

The Dream of Freedom

That dream of freedom has a special
meaning to us today as we gather here
on Ellis Island, beneath the gaze of Miss
Liberty. It would be easy to come here

and tell once more the story of those
who have passed through these gates, to
simply celebrate once again the freedoms
Americans enjoy. But my job today is
more difficult. It’s not about those who
came to this land, but it’s about the
dream that brought them here. Today,
another people are in search of that
dream, and theirs, too, is an inspiring
story—one that must speak to the heart
of all who came to this island and cherish
the great lady of this harbor.

1 speak of the people of Central
America. And let me begin in 1981. I
wonder how many remember that when
we first drew attention to the crisis in El
Salvador, we were met with an almost
fatalistic acceptance of communist vie-
tory in that country—if not the whole
region. Democracy, it was said, couldn’t
work in El Salvador: the people were too
poor; they had no democratic tradition;
they didn’t want the chance for democ-
racy that we offered; in fact, their sym-
pathies lay with the communist guer-
rillas, we were told.

But then one day the silent, suffer-
ing people of El Salvador were offered a
chance to choose for themselves—a
national election. And despite the
bullets, the bombs, and the death threats
of the communists, the people of El
Salvador turned out in record numbers,
standing in line for hours waiting to
vote—to vote for democracy.

Congressional observers in that
national election told me of a woman
who was wounded by rifle fire on the
way to the polls because the guerrillas



tried to keep the people from getting
there. She refused to leave the line and
have her wound treated until after she
had voted. And the wait in the line was
hours long. One grandmother, as she
started to the polls, had been warned by
the guerrillas that, if she voted, she
would be killed when she returned from
the polls. She told them, “You can kill
me, kill my family, kill my neighbors, but
you can’t kill us all.”” That was the voice
of Central America—the testimony of a
people determined to be free.

The Threat to Freedom
and Democracy

Much has been achieved since 1981. In a
region in which military dictatorships
have dominated society, democracy is
taking root. A decade ago, only Costa
Rica was a democracy. Today, Costa
Rica has been joined by elected civilian
governments in El Salvador, Guatemala,
and Honduras—only Nicaragua remains
a dictatorship. But while the trend
toward democracy is unmistakable, the
threat to freedom and democracy in
Central America remains powertul
because of Sandinista totalitarianism in
Nicaragua. The aspirations of millions
for freedom still hang in the balance.

The elected leaders of neighboring
Central American countries understand
this; they have personally told me this.
They know the Nicaraguan regime
threatens their own future and the
stability of this hemisphere. They know
that the establishment of a genuinely
democratic system in Nicaragua—with
the full, guaranteed liberties of free
assembly, free speech, and free press—
offers the only real hope for the long-
term peace and security of the region.
They know such a system provides a
check and balance on any government,
discourages militarism, and ensures the
people’s right to choose their own
destiny. And that’s why the views of our
Central American friends and the aspira-
tions of the Nicaraguan people are one
and the same—the establishment of full,
popularly elected, legitimate democratic
rule in Nicaragua. So what we seek for
Nicaragua is simple enough: self-determi-
nation for the Nicaraguan people—the
right to select their own leaders in free,
fair, contested, and regularly scheduled
elections.

The majority of Central Americans
have made this choice. And I have come
here today to say to you that the free-
dom fighters of Nicaragua are fighting
for the same thing that the brave woman
in El Salvador risked her life for:
democracy—real democracy, rooted in
sound, stable, democratic institutions

and ensuring the full range of political
liberties and human rights. And I have
come here to say that the U.S. Government
pledges to the American people what the
freedom fighters have pledged to their
own people: that our objective in
Nicaragua is clear—free elections.

On the other hand, the Soviets and
the Sandinistas have also made a choice,
not for democracy, not for a free press,
and not for free elections but for control
through force. In 1986 alone, overall
Soviet-bloc assistance to the Sandinistas
exceeded $1 billion. These Soviet ship-
ments have made the small country of
Nicaragua an aggressor nation with the
largest military machine in Central
America, threatening the security of the
entire region.

The Challenge to the United States

Make no mistake: the Soviets are
challenging the United States to a test
of wills over the future of this hemi-
sphere. The future they offer is one of
ever-growing communist expansion and
control. And this is the choice before
Congress and our people—a basic choice,
really, between democracy and com-
munism in Nicaragua, between freedom
and Soviet-backed tyranny. For myself,
I'm determined to meet this Soviet
challenge and to ensure that the future
of this hemisphere is chosen by its peo-
ple and not imposed by communist
aggressors.

Now, I could go on for hours about
our negotiations with the Sandinistas,
the Contadora process, and the missions
of my regional diplomatic negotiator,
Philip Habib. But since those first
negotiations back in 1979, in which the
Sandinistas promised a democratic,
pluralistic society, we’ve seen that these
Marxists-Leninists never intended to
honor those promises; we've seen them
use negotiations time and again simply
to delay, to manipulate world opinion.
And that’s why the choice remains the
same: democracy or communism, elec-
tions or dictatorship, freedom or
tyranny.

The debate in this country over Cen-
tral American policy has been direct and
tough—and, yes, even heated at times.
While such debate is healthy, we all
know that a divided America cannot
offer the leadership necessary to provide
support and confidence to the emerging
democracies in Central America.

I do not think there’s anyone in Con-
gress who wants to see another base for
Soviet subversion, another Cuba, estab-
lished on American shores. And yet that
is what is happening right now. It’s now
an issue on which all Americans must
unite; it's simply too important to

become a partisan firefight in the next
election. If we cut off the freedom
fighters, we will be giving the Soviets a
free hand in Central America, handing
them one of their greatest foreign policy
victories since World War II. Without
the pressure of the Central American
democracies and the freedom fighters,
the Soviets would soon solidify their
base in Nicaragua, and the subversion in
El Salvador would reignite. The
Nicaraguans have already infiltrated
operatives even into Costa Rica, and
they’re simply waiting for the signal.
Soon the communists’ prediction of a
“revolutionary fire”’—it’s their words—
sweeping across all of Central America
could come true. Let us not delude our-
selves about the ultimate objective of the
Soviets’ billion-dollar war in Nicaragua.

There is a line attributed to Nikolai
Lenin: “The road to America leads
through Mexico.” I do not intend to
leave such a crisis for the next American
president. For almost 40 years, America
has maintained a bipartisan consensus
on foreign policy. The Democratic
Party—the party of Franklin Roosevelt,
Harry Truman, and John Kennedy—has
stood in firm support of democracy and
our national security. This is no time for
either party to turn its back on that
tradition or on the cause of freedom,
especially when the threat to both is so
close to home.

U.S. Policy Framework

The survival of democracy in our hemi-
sphere requires a U.S. policy consistent
with that bipartisan tradition. So today,
I want to describe the framework of that
policy, a policy that begins with support
for the stable, long-lasting democracy in
Costa Rica and the democracies taking
root in El Salvador, Guatemala, and
Honduras.

The Need for Additional Economic
Assistance. Many in Congress have
stressed the importance of maintaining
sufficient levels of economic aid to assist
those democracies. I couldn’t agree more.
That’s why additional economic assist-
ance must be approved for the four
Central American democracies.

Continuing Diplomatie Efforts.
Second, close cooperation with our demo-
cratic friends in Central America is also
essential, and our policy is to continue
now, as in the past, diplomatic efforts to
achieve a lasting peace. Earlier this
year, President Arias of Costa Rica put
forward a proposal aimed at achieving a
peaceful settlement of the conflict in
Nicaragua. At the center of his proposal
is an insistence on democracy in
Nicaragua. The United States welcomes



this initiative and supports its general
objective. At the same time we have
some concerns which need to be resolved,
particularly on the sequence of imple-
mentation. It’s essential that any cease-
fire be negotiated with the full range of
the opposition. It is our profound hope
that a Central American consensus can
be reached soon and that a process
leading toward freedom in Nicaragua
can go forward.

Congress has expressed its support
for the efforts of the Central American
democracies to achieve a diplomatic
settlement to the regional conflict.
They’ve asked for an increased effort by
the United States to examine ways for a
peaceful conclusion to the civil strife in
Nicaragua. This Administration has
always supported regional diplomatic
initiatives aimed at peace and democ-
racy, whether it be through Contadora,
through face-to-face meetings with the
ruling party in Nicaragua, or through
current Central American initiatives.
Let me say right now that I will lend my
full support to any negotiations that can
build democracy throughout Central
America without further bloodshed.

You know, I recently received a let-
ter signed by 111 Members of the House
of Representatives calling for a major
diplomatic effort ‘‘designed’”’ —their
words—‘‘designed to achieve peace,
security guarantees for all Central
American nations, the promotion of
democratic institutions, and the removal
of Soviet and Cuban military personnel
from Nicaragua.” While I do not endorse
everything in the letter, I certainly join
these Congressmen in calling for the
restoration of freedom of the press,
freedom of religion, freedom to assem-
ble, freedom of speech, and free elections—
all of which are now denied by the
Government of Nicaragua.

Our Senate passed, by a 97-1 vote, a
resolution stating that a “durable peace
is only possible within the context of
democratic regimes committed to eradicat-
ing extreme poverty, to establishing an
effective means for equal opportunity for
all elements of society, and free and
periodic elections.”

So, while Congress gets no argument
from me in seeking a peaceful, diplo-
matic solution in Nicaragua, you can see
the key is democracy and that a majority
in Congress clearly recognized this.
That’s why [ strongly believe there is a
solid basis upon which to build a common
effort with Congress to resolve this con-
flict in Central America. I plan to make
every effort to work toward these goals,
and I hope Congress will join with me.

Supporting Freedom Fighters. And
that brings me to the third element in

our policy—our commitment to, our support
for the freedom fighters who have
pledged their lives and honor to a free
Nicaragua. This Administration’s sup-
port of the Nicaraguan freedom fighters,
in their struggle for peace and demo-
cratic government, will not change unless
the regime in Nicaragua accedes to the
democratic aspirations of the Nicaraguan
people. Every day the Nicaraguan peo-
ple are becoming more outraged by the
repression of their communist rulers.
The democratic Nicaraguan resistance,
including the freedom fighters, today
offers the only political alternative to the
dictatorship of the past and the com-
munism of today. That alternative is
democracy, and it’s winning increasing
support from the people of Nicaragua.

For as long as I'm President, I have
no intention of withdrawing our support
of these efforts by the Nicaraguan peo-
ple to gain their freedom and their right
to choose their own national future. In
the next few months, I'll be asking Con-
gress to renew funding for the freedom
fighters. Again, I stress the danger of
the course argued by some in the Con-
gress: that the most expeditious route to
peace in Central America is abandoning
our commitment to the Nicaraguan free-
dom fighters. Delays and indecision here
at home can only cause unnecessary suf-
fering in Nicaragua, shake the confidence
of the emerging democracies in the
region, and endanger our own security.

We've come a long way in these last
7 years toward understanding the true
nature of the Sandinista regime and its
aggressive aims against its own people
and its democratic neighbors in Central
and South America. A new bipartisan
consensus is forming, one that rejects all
the old excuses. Last year, in an edito-
rial entitled ‘“The Road to Stalinism,”
the New York Times charged that the
“pluralistic revolution” the Sandinistas
promised is ‘‘hopelessly betrayed.”
Stated the Times: “Only the credulous
can fail to see the roots of the police
state now emerging.”

And then my old friend, Tip O'Neill,
in the wake of one of the Sandinistas’
most blatant acts of aggression, declared
that Daniel Ortega was what he had
always said he was, nothing less than a
“Marxist-Leninist communist,”’” intent on
provoking a ‘‘revolution without
borders.”

Well, now the question before the
American people and the U.S. Congress
is, “What do we do about it?”’ Well,
despite almost universal acknowledg-
ment of the brutal, totalitarian, and
subversive intentions of the Sandinista
regime, the renewal of aid to the free-
dom fighters is still a debated question.

But I think there’s increasing recognition
that the freedom fighters are the only
ones who stand between the Sandinistas
and their expansionistic aims; that they
are the major obstacle to preventing all
of Central America from being engulfed
in the communists’ ‘‘revolutionary fire”’;
that the freedom fighters are the only
ones who offer the hope of freedom to
the people of Nicaragua and a chance for
a stable and long-lasting peace in Latin
America. They’re worthy of our support.
So that’s why the upcoming vote in
Congress on whether to continue provid-
ing support to the freedom fighters in
Nicaragua may well be the most impor-
tant vote our representatives cast in
1987 and possibly one of the most impor-
tant cast in their careers in public office.

The Call to Freedom

It's an important question for the press
and media, as well. I can’t help but note
that in the new democracy of El Salvador,
communist-supported guerrillas continue
to try to bring down democratic rule.
There's little or no media attention. Yet,
just across a border in Nicaragua, the
freedom fighters battle against a totalitar-
ian communist regime and are assailed
far and wide as lawless terrorists or
worse. Forgive me, but the story needs
perspective. And that perspective is pro-
vided by the aggressive nature of
Sandinista communism.

Today, the people of Nicaragua know
from experience the reality of Sandinista
communism: the brutality, the poverty,
the oppression. And for that reason they
know what we too often forget—that
freedom is worth fighting for.

It’s the same firsthand knowledge of
oppression and yearning for liberty that
steels the brave Afghan resistance and
gives them the courage to take up arms
against the overwhelming might of the
Soviet military machine; the same knowl-
edge that inspires the brave Angolans
and Cambodians, fighting long wars of
liberation against their Soviet-backed
oppressors; the same knowledge that
drove the Grenadian people to embrace
the American servicemen liberating their
country and throw flowers in their path.
And wasn’t it something to see graffiti
on the walls saying not “Yankee Go
Home,” but when I was there, every
place I looked, it was saying, ‘‘God Bless
America.”

They were all responding to the call
to freedom—a call that has a particular
eloquence among these buildings, on this
island where so many of our ancestors
greeted the sight of Liberty with tears
of joy. We hear the call of freedom in the
work to which you've dedicated your lives,



sounding clearly, proudly, every morning
and evening in the pages of a free press.
Tragically silenced in Nicaragua by the
closing of La Prensa, we still hear that
call in the brave voice of its publisher,
Violeta Chamorro, who makes it clear
that on the subject of freedom, the press
can never be agnostic. She said, “With-
out liberty of the press, there is no rep-
resentative democracy, nor individual
liberty, nor social justice. . .only
darkness, impunity, abuse, mediocrity,
and repression.”

Well, that’s the choice we face:
between the light of liberty or the

darkness of repression. When, after
terrible voyages of sickness and hard-
ship, our ancestors first spied Liberty’s
torch, they knew that light shone for
them—*“those huddled masses yearning
to breathe free.” For those who’ve
known only the bitterness of want and
oppression, that torch burns especially
bright.

Today, the light of freedom is our
sacred keepsake, the promise of America
to all mankind. We must forever hold its
flame high, a light unto the world, a
beacon of hope that extends beyond this
harbor all the way to the jungled hills of
Nicaragua, where young men are fighting

and dying today for the same liberties
we hold dear; all the way into the hearts
of people everywhere who fight for
freedom. B
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Recent moves toward more democratic
systems of government in Latin America
are now a decade-long trend that has led
to the replacement of numerous military
regimes or dictatorships (see map at
centerfold). In the United States during
the same period, considerations of
human rights, the dignity of the indi-
vidual, and the defense of freedom have
led to a widening bipartisan consensus
m support of democracy as a key prin-
ciple of U.S. foreign policy.

These converging trends create a rare
opportunity. If sustained, they could
have profound implications for the future
of the Western Hemisphere. At a
manimum, their continued convergence
can make possible a new era of greater
cooperation in hemispheric relations.

The instability of past Latin
American development and the discon-
tinuity of U.S. policy toward its
neighbors make clear that this long-term
promise is still just a possibility.
Today’s converging trends are real, but
they are also fragile. Latin Americans
continue to struggle with numerous and
urgent obstacles to full democratization,
including appalling differences in the liv
ing standards of rich and poor, inade-
quate economic opportunities, and
political extremism. To help turn today’s
promise into tomorrow’s reality, the
United States also must overcome many
domestic problems and conflicting
priorities that hinder sustained U.S.
support for democracy in Latin America
and. the Caribbean.

Both the democratic promise and the
challenges to it have become more sharply
defined since the Department of State
Jirst reported on the democratic transi-
tion nearly 8 years ago (see “Democracy
wn Latin America and the Caribbean,”
Current Policy No. 605, August 1984).
This report was prepared in the Bureau
of Inter-American Affairs.

Latin America
and the Caribbean

RECENT ACHIEVEMENTS

Since the early 19th century when most
of the nations in the hemisphere
achieved independence, most people liv-
ing in the region found that national
independence did not necessarily bring
individual freedom. Today’s democratic
advances, however, could mark a water-
shed between a past of instability and
authoritarianism and a future of greater
freedom.

Just a decade ago, such a possibility
seemed remote indeed. In 1976, only
34% of the people in the Western
Hemisphere outside the United States
and Canada enjoyed democratic rule.
True, Costa Rica had a strong tradition
of civilian authority, competitive politics,
and model constitutional arrangements
for elections. But Costa Rica’s neighbors
in Central America were presided over

“Man’s capacity for justice
makes democracy possible,
but man’s inclination to
injustice makes democracy
necessary.’’

Reinhold Niebuhr

by generals who had become presidents
either by open use of force or by stage-
managed elections. In South America,
democratic Venezuela and Colombia
were almost as isolated. Led by generals
as different as Chile’s Augusto Pinochet
on the right and Peru’s Juan Velasco on
the left, the continent was almost
defiantly militarized. The promise of
Bolivia’s national revolution of the 1950s
had given way to military dominance, as
had Uruguay’s social democratic utopia.
Even decentralized and moderate Brazil
was under military rule. Individual Latin
Americans bearing witness to torture
and official violence were in exile
throughout the Americas and Europe.
When internal war and repression in
Argentina were followed by surprise
military action in the Falklands/Malvifias
Islands, many saw a pattern that sym-
bolized a region condemned to military
abuse and antidemocratic practice.

In marked contrast, today 91% of
the people of Latin America and the
Caribbean live in nations committed to a
future based on democratic principles. In
10 years, 10 countries have moved, often
dramatically, toward democracy. In nine
of the ten, military presidents have been
replaced by elected civilians: Argentina
(1983), Bolivia (1982), Brazil (1985),
Ecuador (1979), El Salvador (1984),
Guatemala (1986), Honduras (1982),
Peru (1980), and Uruguay (1985). In the
10th country, Grenada, an elected
civilian succeeded two consecutive
autocrats who were themselves civilians
but who had relied on armed thugs to
rule. (In an 11th country, Panama, direct
military rule ended in 1978, but in a
clear setback for democracy in 1985, a
civilian president was pressured to
resign by the military.) In the Caribbean
Basin, the six former British dependen-
cies—Antigua and Barbuda, Belize,
Dominica, St. Christopher and Nevis, St.
Lucia, and St. Vincent and the Grena-
dines—that became independent nations
during the past decade did so as
democracies.

The following examples of electoral
politics where there were none just a
few years ago highlight the progress
that has been made from the Caribbean
to Tierra del Fuego and from Central
America to the Andes.

Argentina. The 1983 presidential
and legislative elections ended a decade
of internal conflict and military rule.
Voter participation exceeded 85% of
those registered in an open contest
among eight political parties repre-
senting the full political spectrum. The
presidential race offered a choice
between candidates from Argentina’s
two major historic movements, Peronism
and Radicalism. In winning, Radical
Civic Union leader Rafl Alfonsin
received the most votes in Argentine
history. In the two ensuing years, voter
registration increased by an additional
4%, and the 1985 legislative elections
again attracted massive participation.

Brazil. Congressional and municipal
elections in 1982 heralded the transition
to civilian government and the resur-
gence of competitive electoral politics in
Latin America’s largest country and the
world’s third most populous democracy
(after India and the United States). The
percentage of adults who voted rose

































large market for narcotics in the United
States, many people have turned to the
drug trade out of economic necessity. In
Bolivia, for example, it is estimated that
approximately 350,000 people, or 5% of
the population, depend directly on coca
production for their livelihood. The 61%
growth rate in Bolivia’s agricultural sec-
tor between 1980 and 1986 was due
almost entirely to increases in coca
production.

Institutional Weaknesses

The civilian institutions eritical to
democracy’s proper functioning are
often fragile, inefficient, or unevenly
developed. Judicial systems generally
suffer from inadequate financial, institu-
tional, managerial, and human
resources. For decades, the press and
media have been strongly influenced by
authoritarian regimes or traditional
elites; journalists typically suffered from
low pay and poor training. The resulting
mixture of servility and resentment
hampers objectivity and professionalism.
The difficulties faced by political parties
in developing national organizational
structures and effective leadership are
compounded by the disruptions and
losses suffered in past repressions. Elec-
toral laws and procedures have been sub-
ject to frequent changes, and there is a
lack of trained electoral administrators.
Finally, but far from least in importance,
the pervasiveness of hierarchical struc-
tures with deep historic and cultural
roots have created ingrained
authoritarian habits even among
individuals and parties with democratic
intentions.

Many of these weaknesses can be
overcome if the current democratic
momentum continues and if those Latin
Americans interested in overcoming
them are able to obtain cooperation from
groups with similar interests. Fortun-
ately, linkages between political parties
in Latin America and the Caribbean and
international political movements are
stronger than ever before. So are direct
party-to-party ties. Many European
political party foundations are active
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throughout the hemisphere. Parliamen-
tary exchanges between legislators in
the hemisphere and their counterparts in
other countries are a growing source of
solidarity, as are similar programs
involving democratic trade unions.

Political Extremism and
Totalitarianism

Latin America’s authoritarian tradition
and the lack of a democratic consensus
have promoted factionalism, intran-
sigence, and fear of instability. On both
the far left and the far right, political
movements have relied on force to attain
objectives.

Dictatorships of the right—typically
closely linked to the military—have
historically been the nemesis of Latin

“There can be no peace, even
if [the Sandinistas] throw all
their artillery and their
helicopter gunships into Lake
Managua, if there is no
democratic opening in
Nicaragua.”

Honduran President
José Azcona,
May 21, 1986

American democrats. While in most
cases not establishing totalitarian con-
trols over all aspects of life, dictator-
ships like those of Gen. Fulgencio
Batista in Cuba and Gen. Anastasio
Somoza in Nicaragua have carried out
some of the cruelest abuses of human
rights in the postwar period. Moreover,
by cloaking abuse in democratic forms
such as plebiscites, artificial opposition
parties, and rigged elections, such dic-
tatorships debase democratic ideas and
procedures and discredit genuine
democrats.

Authoritarianism of the far right has
thus been a major factor contributing to
a new and growing threat to democracy
in Latin America: the threat of com-
munist totalitarianism,

The totalitarian threat takes several
forms. The most obvious is the actual
consolidation of totalitarianism in power
as occurred in Cuba and is happening in
Nicaragua. Like traditional dictator-

ships, totalitarian governments are
highly authoritarian. A key difference is
that they also are systematically hostile
to all activities independent of state con-
trol. By stifling individual enterprise and
driving professionals and entrepreneurs
into exile, these new ‘‘revolutionary
vanguards’ have aggravated their coun-
tries’ social and economic underdevelop-
ment as well as denied the political and
cultural rights of their citizens.

A second threat is subversion. Act-
ing both directly and through Cuba and,
more recently, Nicaragua, the Soviet
Union has provided support—ranging
from propaganda to training and
weaponry—to guerrilla forces and other
terrorist groups in Latin America and
the Caribbean. In El Salvador, such
assistance helped turn what had, in the
1970s, been poorly armed and mutually
antagonistic bands of kidnapers and
bank robbers into what by the early
1980s had become a centrally com-
manded and well-armed guerrilla army
with secure communications.

A third threat is that the totalitarian
offensive will stimulate a new reaction
from the far right. Guerrilla warfare and
other forms of subversion have anti-
democratic consequences even when
their perpetrators do not succeed in seiz-
ing power. In Central America, the guer-
rillas have been stopped by improved
government performance, the outstand-
ing leadership of democrats like
Presidents José Napoleén Duarte of El
Salvador and Vinicio Cerezo of
Guatemala, and U.S. support for
democracy, but persistent subversion
from Nicaragua could still endanger this
progress by stimulating an ugly
resurgence of right-wing extremism. In
Chile, the authorities succeeded in
discovering—before they could be used—
large caches of arms secretly smuggled
in by the Soviet bloe, but the evident
threat of armed insurrection that the
arms represented created new problems
for moderates working for a democratic
transition to replace the military regime
of General Pinochet.






democracy enables U.S. foreign policy to
match (and exceed) what has been identi-
fied as perhaps the strongest element of
Soviet foreign policy: an enduring sense

of direction.

These new perceptions have par-
ticular significance for U.8. policy in
Latin America and the Caribbean, where
many believe that the United States has
sacrificed democratic principles and even
encouraged repressive military regimes
in the pursuit of containment and stabil-
ity at any price. This critical view
ignores the role that U.S. assistance pro-
grams and support for free trade, to
take just two examples, have played in
the fundamental socioeconomic transfor-
mations that have contributed to the
democratic transition. Nevertheless,
cynicism about U.S. purposes has broad
acceptance and contributes to the
ambivalence that many people in Latin
America and the Caribbean express
about relations with the United States.
Now that U.S, policy embodies
democratic values in an explicit, con-
crete, and continuing manner, the
impact on public opinion will, over time,
prove quite substantial.

SUPPORT FOR DEMOCRACY:
PROVEN TOOLS

The United States cannot support

democratization in Latin America unless

it supports the efforts of Latin
Americans. Democracy depends on com-
plex interactions that come in many
forms; it is not an export commodity.
This section considers U.S. efforts to
make more effective use of the proven
tools of statecraft to support the move-
ment toward democracy in the
hemisphere; the following section
describes efforts to create new tools to
bolster democratic institutions and
development.

Diplomacy

Two principal goals of U.S. diplomacy in
Latin America and the Caribbean are to
strengthen democratic government and
to promote peaceful resolution of the
conflicts and tensions that threaten its
consolidation. Diplomatic activity to
advance these goals takes a variety of
forms in many different arenas.

The President and the Secretary of
State, along with other key foreign
policy leaders, enunciate U.S. goals in
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major foreign policy speeches, in
bilateral meetings with their counter-
parts in the region, and in consultations
with our allies. Their visits to the region,
and invitations extended to the
democratic leaders of Latin America and
the Caribbean to come to the United
States, are consciously used to
demonstrate U.S. support for democratic
rule and repudiation of both civilian and
military authoritarian regimes.

The President himself announced the
Caribbean Basin Initiative (CBI) in
February 1982 in a speech before the
Organization of American States. His
message linked the future of democracy
in that part of the hemisphere to
economic development and pledged
major. U.S. support for those dual goals.
On this and other occasions, President
Reagan has stressed that the United
States will not remain indifferent “when
democratic values are at risk.”

Support for democracy also has been
the recurrent and consistent theme in
speeches by the Secretary of State and
the Assistant Secretary for Inter-
American Affairs. At the OAS General
Assembly, in testimony before commit-
tees of Congress, and in statements in
numerous public fora during the past 5
years, U.S. leaders have reaffirmed Jef-

ministers of several independent
English-speaking Caribbean nations in
Grenada in a demonstration of
democratic solidarity.

Visits by the Vice President, the
Secretary of State, and other senior
officials are employed to reinforce our
commitment to democratic civilian rule.
The inaugurations of democratically
elected leaders (among them the
Presidents of Argentina, Brazil, Colom-
bia, the Dominican Republic, El
Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras,
Uruguay, and Venezuela) have become
key occasions for mutual support and
consultations among democratic forces.
The inauguration of President Rail
Alfonsin in December 1983 (at which
Vice President George Bush represented
the United States) became a powerful
and emotional celebration in which
representatives of Spain, Portugal,
Peru, and Ecuador—all countries that
had moved into the democratic ranks
during the previous decade—demon-
strated their solidarity with the newest
member of the international democratic
community.

The state visit to Washington of
President Alfonsin in 1985 was the first
by an Argentine head of state since
1958. The official visit by President

“The objective I propose is quite simple to state: to 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 recon-
cile their own differences through peaceful means.”

President Ronald Reagan,
Address before the British Parliament,
London, England, June 8, 1982

ferson’s maxim that ‘‘the will of the peo-
ple is the only legitimate foundation of
any government.”

Support for democratic institutions
was a main theme of President Reagan’s
visit to Central and South America in
December 1982. Accompanied by
Secretary of State George Shultz, the
President visited two traditional
democratic allies (Costa Rica and Colom-
bia) and Brazil, where congressional
elections had just marked a major step in
the democratic transition. In February
1986, the President met with the prime

Vinicio Cerezo in May 1987 will be the
first ever by a Guatemalan president.
During 1986 alone, the civilian
Presidents of Brazil, Uruguay, Costa
Rica, Honduras, and Mexico made state
or official working visits to the United
States. President Reagan also met at the
White House with Gen. Henri Namphy,
head of Haiti’s National Governing
Council, as a signal of support for the
democratic transition there and for the


















SUPPORT FOR DEMOCRACY:
RECENT INITIATIVES

The National Endowment
for Democracy

The National Endowment for Democ-
racy was established by Congress in
1983 in the belief that private institu-
tions in free societies can contribute to
the development of democracy through
assistance to counterparts abroad. Four
constituent institutes—the AFL-CIO’s
Free Trade Union Institute, the Center
for International Private Enterprise of
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, and the
National Democratic Institute for Inter-
national Affairs and National Republican
Institute for International Affairs
representing the two major American
political parties—administer a broad
range of projects in the region that
emphasize leadership training, civic
education, expanding and strengthening
the linkages among U.S. and regional
political parties, development of elec-
toral machinery, support for democratic
workers’ federations, and promotion of
private enterprise. Although most of the
Endowment’s funds are provided by con-
gressional appropriation, it is an
independent, nonpartisan organization.
In fact, the National Endowment for
Democracy is probably the most con-
crete example of the growing bipartisan
consensus in foreign policy based on sup-
port for democracy as its guiding
principle.

Administration of Justice

The development of independent, acces-
sible, and fair justice systems is a crucial
part of the consolidation of democracy in
Latin America and the Caribbean. The
U.S. Government recognizes this impor-
tant fact and, in the past several years,
has developed an innovative program to
assist democratic Latin American and
Caribbean governments in their efforts
to carry out fundamental judicial
reforms. Collaborative efforts involve
the Departments of State and Justice,
USIA, and AID. The U.S. program first
focused on Central America and is now
expanding to the Caribbean and South
America. Under the program, the United
States has given support for a variety of
practical judicial reform measures
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including training for judges,
prosecutors, and other legal personnel;
improving court administration;
reproducing and disseminating basic
legal materials; training for criminal
investigators; modernization of law
codes; strengthening of case reporting
systems; and support for local bar
associations. In addition, U.S. officials
are facilitating the establishment of
cooperative links between relevant
private U.S. organizations—such as law
schools, bar associations, and law
institutes—and their counterparts in
Latin America and the Caribbean.
Grants to support these activities have
been made to the UN-affiliated Latin

‘American Institute for the Prevention of

Crime and Treatment of Offenders
(ILANUD), the University of the West
Indies, the Inter-American Bar Associa-
tion and Foundation, and private and
governmental agencies in individual
countries.

Electoral Institutions

The consolidation of democratic govern-
ment in Latin America and the Carib-
bean depends in large measure on
increased public confidence in the elec-
toral process and the institutional capac-
ity to administer it. U.S. assistance
seeks to build this capacity in national
institutions through technical assistance,
training, and material resources to help
establish sound laws and procedures,
administer elections, carry out measures
to prevent fraud, and educate citizens
about the voting process. In El Salvador
in 1982, 1984, and 1985, and in
Guatemala and Honduras in 1985, U.S.
assistance for the electoral process—
including provision of special ballot
paper and ink and aid to computerize
voter registration rolls—supported the
democratic transition. AID funds have
also been used to finance training of poll
monitors in Guatemala and to support
teams of international electoral
observers for elections in Honduras and
El Salvador.

In addition to assistance to individ-
ual countries, AID provides support to
technical assistance, training, and
research programs of the Inter-
American Center for Electoral
Assistance and Promotion (CAPEL), a
division of the Inter-American Institute
of Human Rights, located in San Jose,
Costa Rica. The creation of CAPEL was
a Latin American initiative, stemming
from a meeting of foreign ministers in
October 1982. Its services and resources
are available to public and private
institutions and individuals throughout
the region.

Since 1984, increased funding has
allowed CAPEL to expand its programs
rapidly. The center has developed a
roster of electoral experts from the
Americas and Europe who can provide
technical advice and participate in train-
ing courses, research projects, and
observer missions. CAPEL has
responded to requests for technical
advice from Bolivia and Honduras on
improving and computerizing voter
registries; from Guatemala on drafting a
new electoral law; and from Ecuador on
improving the vote counting system. The
center has conducted training courses on
electoral legislation in Guatemala, Costa
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elections. The country’s three major
political parties, the Reformist Party,
the Dominican Revolutionary Party, and
the Dominican Liberation Party, are
represented at all levels of the
government—federal, state, and local.
With the election of Joaquin Balaguer in
May 1986, the Dominican Republic has
now had six consecutive elections at
4-year intervals. This follows a 5-year
period of instability (1961-66) and the
long dictatorship of Rafael L. Trujillo
(1930-61). Two of those elections—in
1978 and 1986—resulted in the transfer
of power to the major opposition party.

Ecuador

Bn erenns aey e tsatamant ot
inauguration of President Ledn Febres
Cordero on August 10, 1984, marked the
first transition in 24 years from one
elected democratic government to
another.

Democratic institutions have had to
survive several potentially destabilizing
events since 1979. In May 1981, Presi-
dent Jaime Roldés died in a plane crash,
but Vice President Osvaldo Hurtado
assumed power in an orderly transition
even though he belonged to a different
party. In March 1986, a disgruntled air
force general, Frank Vargas, staged two
uprisings against the government of
President Febres Cordero. In January
1987, rebellious air force troops suppor-
tive of Vargas briefly kidnaped the presi-
dent and obtained Vargas’ release from
military custody. This incident generated
coup rumors and led to opposition calls
for Febres Cordero’s resignation. In
response, the Ecuadorean Armed Forces
publicly rejected the notion that they
might use the crisis to reimpose military
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rule, and Febres Cordero declared his
intention to complete his term and to
hold elections as scheduled in 1988.
Febres Cordero, a businessman, is a
member of the Social Christian Party
(PSC), which in the 1984 elections joined
several other parties in a coalition called
the National Reconstruction Front to
defeat the presidential candidacy of
Rodrigo Borja Cevallos of the
Democratic Left (ID). Borja is one of
several candidates expected to seek the
presidency in 1988. In the midterm elec-
tions of June 1986, the ID won 17 seats
in the unicameral Congress, giving it the
largest congressional representation of
any political party. The ID and other
opposition parties hold a total of 40 of
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has turned out to be a gradual transition
to democracy despite civil war and
foreign intervention. In 1982, popular
elections were held for a constituent
assembly. Political parties allied with the
guerrilla umbrella organization, the
Farabundo Mart{ National Liberation
Front (FMLN), rejected an offer of
automatic registration for the elections,
and called on voters to stay home. Very
heavy voting was widely interpreted as a
popular plea for peace. When none of the
six participating parties won a majority,
the assembly selected independent
lawyer Alvaro Magaiia Borja to head a
government of national unity.

A presidential election was held on
March 25, 1984. Eight candidates
representing a broad political spectrum
competed in the first round. José
Napoleén Duarte, a founder of the Chris-
tian Democratic Party and former
populist mayor of San Salvador, and
Roberto D’Aubuisson, a retired army
officer and leader of the ARENA
(National Republic Alliance) party,
received the most votes. In a runoff held
on May 6, 1984, Duarte won 54% of the
vote to become El Salvador’s first freely

elected civilian president in more than
50 years; more than 80% of the elec-
torate went to the polls.

International observers attested to
the fairness of both rounds of the 1984
presidential elections. Legislative and
municipal elections, held as scheduled in
March 1985, were again judged by inter-
national observers to have been free and
fair. In a surprise result, the Christian
Democrats obtained an absolute majority
in the Legislative Assembly by winning
33 of 60 seats. The remainder of the
seats were split among ARENA (13
seats), the Party of National Conciliation
(12 seats), and several minor parties. El
Salvador is now preparing for the next
round of Legislative Assembly (1988)
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The parliamentary elections of
December 3, 1984, were the first
national elections since 1976, the first
since the rise and disintegration of the
Marxist New JEWEL Movement, and
the first since the brief 1983 U.S.-
Caribbean military operation to restore
order. Not surprisingly, the elections
took place under the close scrutiny of
several observer organizations. The
observers concluded overwhelmingly
that the elections were free and fair. The
84% voter turnout produced a firm man-
date for the New National Party coali-
tion led by Herbert Blaize. Five other
parties participated in the elections,
including the Grenada United Labor
Party of former Prime Minister Sir Eric
Gairy and the Maurice Bishop Patriotic
Movement, formed by supporters of the
late Marxist prime minister, who had
ousted Gairy in the 1979 coup.
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Panamanian Constitution, in effect since
1972, provides for basic civil liberties;
freedom of the press, speech, and
assembly; and regular, competitive elec-
tions. While Panama is generally viewed
as an open society and constitutional
norms are followed for the most part,
the Defense Forces’ involvement in
governmental affairs is pervasive.

The 1984 elections, the first direct
presidential and legislative elections held
in Panama since Torrijos came to power,
remain a source of friction between the
government and opposition party
leaders. Although more than three-
quarters of Panama’s electorate par-
ticipated in the elections, the vote was
widely perceived as flawed, due to the
prolonged vote tabulation process which
was marked by irregularities. The
resignation in September 1985 of Presi-
dent Nicolas Ardito Barletta, who had
been declared the winner of the 1984
contest, under pressure from the
Panamanian Defense Forces was viewed
as a further setback to democracy.
Barletta was succeeded by Eric Arturo
Delvalle, who had been elected vice
president in 1984.

The Democratic Revolutionary Party
is the largest member of the National
Democratic Union Coalition, the political
organization affiliated with the Panama-
nian Defense Forces. The Panamefiista
Party of Arnulfo Arias is the opposition
party with the greatest mass support,
but historically it has been a major
political force only when Arias has been
an active candidate, The Panamanian
Christian Democratic Party is well-
connected internationally, maintaining
close contact with the Christian
Democratic International. This opposi-
tion party is respected for its ideological
integrity but lacks a significant grass-
roots following.

Paraguay

There has been little change in
Paraguay’s political system since Gen.
Alfredo Stroessner emerged as the
political strongman in 1954 following
several years of instability. The legal
opposition parties are guaranteed one-
third of the seats in Congress but are

effectively powerless. A state of siege is
continuously renewed and human rights
problems persist. Though Paraguay has
few political prisoners, the free exercise
of individual liberties is curtailed, and
opposition media voices remain banned
or under heavy government pressure. In
February 1983, President Stroessner
was reelected to a seventh term that
ends in 1988. The elections resulted in
the ruling Colorado Party officially
receiving more than 90% of the votes
cast. Opposition party officials claim,
however, that the elections were
characterized by impediments to voter
registration, fraud, ballot-box stuffing,
and tabulation irregularities. The United
States strongly supports the evolution of
a more open political system in
Paraguay, in which freedom of the press
and expression are protected and all
democratic parties can participate.

Peru

Peru returned to democratic rule in
1980, ending 12 years of military dicta-
torship. The new constitution, pro-
mulgated in 1979, provides for the
separation of powers among an
executive (president), a bicameral
legislature, and a judiciary; one 5-year
term for the president; a second-round
balloting system in presidential elec-
tions; and enfranchisement of illiterates.
In the 1980 elections, Fernando
Belalinde Terry, whom the military had
ousted in 1968 when it came to power,
was elected president. In April 1985,
Peru again had free and fair elections
for a president, two vice presidents, and
240 members of the two houses of Con-
gress. In July 1985, the Popular Action
Party of President Belatnde turned
power over to the rival American
Popular Revolutionary Alliance Party

(APRA) of President Alan Garcia mark-
ing the first transfer of power between
democratically elected civilian presidents
in 40 years. APRA also gained a
majority in the Congress. Nationwide
municipal elections in 1980, 1983, and
1986 have reinforced the democratic
trend and have recently brought local
self-government to many rural com-
munities for the first time

APRA, founded by Victor Raul Haya
de la Torre in 1924, was Peru’s first
mass political party. Inspired by the
Mexican Revolution, APRA has been
both anti-imperialist and anti-Marxist.
Over the years, it has evolved into a
social democratic party; it champions
integration of all of the disparate
elements of the Peruvian population into
the country’s society. The center-right
Popular Christian Party favors a greater
role for private enterprise in the
economic development of Peru. The
United Left (IU) is a coalition of leftist
parties, including two communist
organizations and entities further to the
left of the communists. In the 1983
municipal elections, the IU won the
mayoralty of Lima, Peru’s capital and
largest city; the APRA candidate won
this position in the 1986 local elections.
Ex-President Belainde’s Popular Action
Party fared badly in the 1985 national
election and became a minority party.

St. Christopher and Nevis

St. Christopher (commonly called St.
Kitts) and Nevis, which became an
independent member of the Com-
monwealth in 1983, has a parliamentary
system of government with an elected
House and an appointed Senate. Prime
Minister Kennedy A. Simmonds, leader
of the People’s Action Movement, rules
in coalition with the Nevis Reformation
Party, led by Simeon Daniel. This coali-
tion government returned to power in a
peaceful, democratic election in 1984.
The leader of the opposing St.
Christopher-Nevis Labor Party, Lee
Moore, lost his seat in the 1984 elec-
tions, thus limiting his ability to
challenge the present government.
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St. Lucia

St. Lucia—an independent nation within
the Commonwealth since 1979—is a
parliamentary democracy in the British
tradition with an elected House of
Assembly and nominated Senate. Elec-
tions are constitutionally due every

5 years and have been free, fair, and
keenly contested. The centrist St. Lucia
Labor Party (SLP) won the first
postindependence election in 1979 but
was brought down by internal squab-
bling and economic decline. The govern-
ing United Workers Party, a conserv-
ative party led by Prime Minister John
Compton, won the 1982 elections. The
Progressive Labor Party, a leftist
splinter group of the SLP, is the only
other major opposition group but is seen
as unlikely to attract any significant
electoral support.

St. Vincent and the Grenadines

St. Vincent and the Grenadines is a
British-style parliamentary democracy
with an elected House of Assembly
(lower house) and an appointed Senate
(upper house). The country has been an
independent member of the Com-
monwealth since independence in 1979.
"Elections are due every 5 years and have
been free, fair, and keenly contested.
Five parties contested the 1984 elec-
tions. The two major parties are Prime
Minister James Mitchell’'s New
Democratic Party and the opposition St.
Vincent Labor Party of newly elected
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leader Vincent Beache. Both parties are
centrist. The three nominally radical
parties that contested the 1984 elections
were resoundingly defeated.

Suriname

Until a violent military coup in February
1980, Suriname was a functioning
democracy with a history largely free of
violence. The last national elections—and
the only ones held since independence in
1975—were the parliamentary elections
of 1977. The new military government,
headed by Lt. Col. Desiré Bouterse,
suspended the constitution and placed
effective power in the hands of a five-
member military authority, subsequently
reduced to its current two members. In
August 1985, Bouterse, the chairman of
the military authority, was made head of
government. In January 1985, a
31-member National Assembly was
appointed; 14 members were nominated
by the military, and 17 were nominated
by the labor unions and a business
association. The assembly was tasked
with drafting a new constitution. The
military authority announced in
December 1986 that the constitution
would be ready by March 1987. The con-
stitution is expected to be submitted to a
popular referendum by September 1987.
General elections are scheduled to be
held no later than March 1988. In July
1986, a new cabinet composed of
representatives of military, labor, and
business groups, as well as of the three
traditional political parties, was
appointed to implement a program of
political and economic reforms. The
nature of this program has not been
further defined.

Trinidad and Tobago

Trinidad and Tobago achieved
independence in 1962, initially retaining
the British monarch as head of state.
The country became a republic in 1976,

replacing the hereditary monarch,
represented by an appointed Governor
General, with a president as head of
state. The government is a Westminster-
style parliamentary democracy in which
the executive and legislative branches
are interdependent; the judiciary is
independent. The nation’s bicameral
Parliament has a maximum term of 5
years. There have been six parliamen-
tary elections since independence. The
first five elections were won decisively
by the Peoples’ National Movement
(PNM), formerly headed by late Prime
Minister Sir Eric Williams. In the
December 1986 general elections,
however, the center-to-left National
Alliance for Reconstruction, under the
leadership of A. N. R. Robinson,
resoundingly defeated the ruling PNM.

Uruguay

Uruguay has one of the longest
democratic traditions in Latin America,
and voting is taken very seriously. The
advent of military rule in 1973, in the
wake of long-term economic decline and
a serious problem of insurgency and ter-
rorism, is seen by almost all Uruguayans
as an anomaly in the country’s political
history. The return to democratic rule,
marked by the inauguration of President
Julio Maria Sanguinetti for a 5-year
term in March 1985, following elections
in November 1984, was supported by the
vast majority of Uruguayans. Voter
turnout was estimated at more than 90%
of the electorate. The victorious Col-
orados won 41% of the vote, followed by
35% for the Blancos and 22% for the
Broad Front. These parties now hold
roughly those same proportionate shares









Additional Information

Recent steps to strengthen the rule of
law in Latin America and the Caribbean
are summarized in U.S. Department of
State Special Report No. 145, ‘“Hemi-
spheric Cooperation in the Admin-
istration of Justice,” April 1986. The
role of the military within a democracy is
the subject of Current Policy No. 844,
“A Democratic Vision of Security,”” an
address by Assistant Secretary of State
Elliott Abrams before the Inter-
American Defense College, June 13,
1986. U.S. support for democracy in
Central America in accordance with the
recommendations of the National Bipar-
tisan Commission on Central America
(the “Kissinger Commission’) is exten-
sively documented in the report to the
President from the Secretary of State,
Special Report No. 148, “The U.S. and
Central America: Implementing the
National Bipartisan Commission

Report,” August 1986. The progress
made in one particular case also is sum-
marized in “Guatemala’s Transition
Toward Democracy,” Public Information
Series, November 1986, Special Report
No. 132, ‘“‘Revolution Beyond Our
Borders: Sandinista Intervention in Cen-
tral America,”’ September 1985,
examines in detail the manner in which a
powerful minority proclaimed itself a
vanguard committed to revolutionary
internationalism and sought to under-
mine elections and democratic reforms.
These materials and others on U.S.
foreign policy and U.S. relations with
Latin America and the Caribbean are
available by writing to the Bureau of
Public Affairs, Room 5815A, United
States Department of State, Washing-
ton, D.C. 20520, or by telephoning
(202) 647-6575.
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