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the foundation of military courts,”
she explains.

The ANPDH has recently com-
pleted investigations on three out of
six major cases of alleged resistance
violations. The cases involved forced
conscription of Sumo Indians, the
execution of Sandinista soldiers in
the Nicaraguan village of Cuapa,
and the kidnapping of Nicaraguan
Mennonite youths.

In the Sumo case, some 18 Nica-
raguan Indian refugees were psycho-
logically pressured into joining an
independent guerrilla band,
although some of them say they
joined voluntarily. The band was
organized by a former FDN Indian
combatant. The ANPDH report was
given to the U.N. High Commis-
sioner for Refugees in Honduras and
the FDN military prosecutor.

In the Cuapa case, patrols from
the FDN Jorge Salazar Command
were charged with entering Cuapa in
August 1985, allegedly executing 11
Sandinista soldiers and one civilian
night watchman. The ANPDH
investigation established that FDN
patrols captured 12 Sandinista
soldiers on August 2, 1985. Of those,
four joined the FDN. The ANPDH
heard testimony that the rest were
taken to a nearby hill and shot. The
results of the recently completed
investigation have been turned over
to an FDN military prosecutor.

In March 1986, the Mennonite
Central Committee claimed that the

FDN kidnapped four Nicaraguan
Mennonite youths. The ANPDH
found no evidence that any of them
were kidnapped by the resistance.
Two voluntarily joined the FDN, and
the other two are reportedly in refu-
gee status in Honduras.

The association is concluding in-
vestigations into other allegations
such as the El Nispero case involving
civilian casualties by resistance
forces. In addition, the ANPDH has
received more than 30 denunciations
from refugees and citizens still inside
Nicaragua against Sandinista hu-
man rights abuses. These have been
turned over to the Inter-American
Commission on Human Rights, Am-
nesty International, and Americas
Watch.

Inquiries into Sandinista abuses
require coordination with outside hu-
man rights monitors since the Sandi-
nista government has denied the
ANPDH access inside Nicaragua.
This denial has made investigations
of resistance violations difficult as
well.

Baltodano worked on an inform-
al basis with the Permanent Com-
mission on Human Rights while
attending the Universidad Centro-
americana. “When the Sandinistas
took power, it was very strange to me
that the office still had so many hu-
man rights cases before it. They
[CPDH] asked me to join it in a for-
mal fashion. Ithought a couple
months would be sufficient to com-

plete the work,” she séys. “I became
aware that human rights violations
were not the result of an abrupt
change in government. It appeared
it was a pattern of conduct or a policy
of the new authorities.”

In October 1985, Baltodano left
CPDH to attempt to create a human
rights office within the Catholic
Church.

“The [Sandinista] government
impeded the creation of this organi-
zation within the Church. They con-
fiscated the office, documents, funds,
and started to persecute the people
involved in that.” Baltodano de-
clined to make public some of the
events that transpired because, she
says, doing so would demoralize the
victims and cause serious reper-
cussions.

In December 1985, Baltodano
went into exile. ]

Sharon Isralow is the editor for the Office of
Public Diplomacy in the State Department’s

"Bureau of Inter-American Affairs. This report
i8 based on a recent fact-finding trip to Central
America.
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Will the capitulation continue?
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any in Congress these

days show half a profile

of courage. They abhor

right-wing dictators. If

they had their way, they would re-

move every last right-wing dictator

at sunup. Facing right, they show
magnificent profiles of courage.

To the left, they bat their eye-
lashes unbecomingly. .

Show them a left-wing Marxist-
Leninist dictatorship, and they have
an gverpowering urge to flirt. With
Marxist-Leninists, they always want
to “negotiate”

This asymmetry reflects true
costs. These days, to oppose dictator-
ships on the right costs no American
blood. Such vaunted potentates as
Anastasio Somoza, the shah of Iran,
Jean-Claude “Baby Doc” Duvalier,
and Ferdinand Marcos have fallen
like overripe rose petals. To oppose
Marxist-Leninists, by contrast,
means a commitment of blood and
treasure. It means “a long twilight
struggle” (JFK). Today’s left chooses
haifway - surrender in advance,
through negotiations. The asymme-
try is clear: the right must be ban-
ished from this Earth; the left must
be negotiated with.

Consider what we have recently
heard from the left concerning
Marxist-Leninist Nicaragua.

James Reston says the president
and his men are lying about Nicara-
gua. He does not specify any par-
ticular lie.

Anthony Lewis says it is “Orwel-
lian” to call the Nicaraguan
“contras” freedom fighters. He
thinks a “contra” regime might be
“worse” than the Sandinistas.

The “contras” make House
Speaker Thomas P. “Tip” O’Neill Jr.
“want to vomit."

Democratic Sen. Edward M. Ken-
nedy of Massachusetts “bears no
brief” for the Sandinistas. He recog-
nizes that they are “Marxist-
Leninists” and that they are “op-
pressing” the church and the labor
unions. But he doesn’t believe in a
military solution, at least not now,
preferring “first” to “negotiate.”

Democratic Rep. Michael Barnes
of Maryland admits that the Sandin-
istas are Marxist-Leninists and that
they are not likely to negotiate
“power-sharing.” He wants to negoti-
ate anyway.

et’s see if we have this straight.
These seem to be the points
made recently by the left of

our day:

1. The Sandinistas are a party
with an army and an ideology. This
single party has outlawed pluralism.
It has thus betrayed the original rev-
olution against right-wing dictator
Somoza. It has put a left-wing dicta-
torship in its place.

. 2. The Sandinistas are Marxist-
Leninists. From the first they have
practiced Marxist-Leninist duplic-
ity. Now they openly oppress the
church, labor unions, and the press.

3. The Sandinistas have estab-
lished “neighborhood committees”
to spy on citizens in every nook and
cranny of the nation. As Anthony
Lewis puts it, they are not “our ideal
of democracy.”

4. Last year, after Congress at first
refused even humanitarian aid to the
“contras,” Daniel Ortega contuma-
ciously flew to Moscow. More re-
cently, in New York, he bought
$3,500 worth of “designer eye-
glasses.”

§. About 23,000 Nicaraguans,
more than twice as many as in Mr.
Somoza’s National Guard, have
openly joined the armed resistance,
endangering their families, and risk-
ing their lives, their fortunes, and
their sacred honor — fighting anew
for the revolution begun in 1979.

6. Massive Soviet military assis-
tance to Nicaragua has heavily
armed the Nicaraguan army and mi-
litia, larger and more potent than
those of Costa Rica, Honduras, Gua-
temala, and El Salvador combined.
This army possesses helicopter gun-
ships, tanks, artillery, communica-
tions gear, and aircraft in a class of
their own.

7. CONCLUSION: Our new left in
Congress says we should “negotiate”
-with the Marxist-Leninist govern-
ment of Nicaragua.

here is only one way that this
conclusion follows from the
facts that precede it. The new
left sees the truth but is intimidated
by it. The left has taken the measure
of Soviet power in Nicaragua, and
has decided to back away. It has di-
agnosed the regime of Daniel Ortega
(with his $3,500 worth of designer
eyeglasses) as Marxist-Leninist. But
it doesn’t want U.S. troops to fight
Marxist-Leninists in Nicaragua.
And it doesn’t want the United States
to help the Nicaraguan resistance to
fight, either.
Here is how they reason:
1. While they are sure the Sandin-
istas are Marsxdst-Leninists, they are

I

not sure the resistance forces oppos-
ing them are completely demo-
cratic. (They do not raise this objec-
tion against the Afghan resistance.)
2. They point out that several (but
not all) of the field leaders of the
Nicaraguan resistance are former
officers under Mr. Somoza. (They do
not raise this objection against Gen.
Fidel Ramos or Defense Minister
Juan Ponce Enrile in the Philip-
pines.)
3. They treat Marxism-Leninism
as another btranch of “progressive”
' movements international, a little ex-

tremist, but able to be reasoned
with. They want to “woo” progres-
sive movements frorm Moscow.
- The problem is, you cannot
strengthen resistance against totali-
tarian power with haif a profile, and

with uncertain trumpet. Six months ™~

from now, without help, the resis-
tance will have beccme more ane-
mic. Rifles cannot prevail against
helicopter gunships. Suicide is not
an enduring motivator of troops.

Everything depends on what the
U.S. Congress believes about
Marxism-Leninism. If the Congress
believes one can “negotiate” with
Marxist-Leninists frem a position of
proven weakness, it will vote “no” on
military aid. If it believes that nego-
tiations with a Marxist-Leninist
power can succeed only through a
favorable correlation of forces, it
will vote “yes.”

The argument is not about negoti-
ations. Philip Habib is superb at that.
It is about negotiaticns from weak-
ness or negotiations from strength.
All the charms of Sen. Christopher

-Dodd, Democrat of Connecticut, and
Rep. Michael Barnes turn pale when
confronted by Marxist-Leninists
with guns.

Nonetheless, the left-wing ro-
mance with Sandinismo continues.
The long, slow capitulation of the
West to Marxist-Leninist fantasies
seems to continue.

The Soap Opera of Progressivism
will no doubt return again next year
with yet another installment. Pity
tpose who yearn for liberty and jus-
tice in the meantime.

Democrats like FDR, Harry Tru-

-man, John F. Kennedy, and Henry M.
-Jackson would have been disgusted.

_Michael Novak is a nationally syn-
dicated columnist and a resident

Scholar at the American Enterprise
Institute.



INTERVIEW, . . CONTINUED

@: Well, could we be sure of the safety and reliability
of our weapons If we abandon all testing — If there were
a compiehensive ban? ’

THE PRESIDENT: No, 1 think the greatest — here’s
where again that their proposal is unfair to us. It's in the.
time that they set. They are ahead of us in modernizing
and -expanding their weapon systems, developing new
ones, We're still playing catch up. They have tested and
are now deploying their modernized and their newer
weapons. For us to stop where we're still playing catch
up leaves us in a position of increased inferiority to
them. And it wouldn't be fair for us until we've made the
same tests comparatively with our — that they have
made with their new and improved modernized weap-
ons. Then we could talk, but with better verification
than we now have — we could talk such a test ban.

. @ Mr. President, on the space shuttle disaster, our
paper had a story last week that the White House had
issued a national security decision directive in 1984
which & 24 shuttle missions a year and operating
in the black for the shuttle program. Do you believe that
the kind of pressure that that put on the space — on the
shuttle program could have been. in any way, responsi-
ble for what happened down there?

THE PRESIDENT: No, and we have never done any-
thing except to approve their schedule. They have told us
what they were capable of doing, and I have put out a
thing like — that we want it by a certain time down the
years here, if possible to have a manned space station.
And this is a program that I've announced and they were
to go aiter it, but we have never, ever — and | — some
of those rumors that came out that we had insisted on

. this particular launching. We have never from here sug-

gested or pushed them for a launch of the shuttle. |
would -— good Lord, | would feel that 1 was way out of my
depth in trying to do that. I am not a scientist and they
are. They're the judge of that.

' @ inmediately after this happened, you responded to
your conversations with the families of some of the vic-
tims and said that you were determined that the pro-
gram would go forward. In view of things that have been
discovered by your commission since then, and in view
of some of the statements by the astronauts themselves
that they had serious reservations about the safety of the
program based on what they learned — two things: do

you think that the public relations aspect of it in which’

teachers, journalists and others would go along should
be continued or curtalled under those circumstances.

.THF PRESIDENT: Well, we want the program. When
I responded to the — [ responded to the families. Every
family — those people that I tatked to in their conversa-
tion — they made it plain to me that they felt this
program had to continue, that this was what their loved
ones, now departed, would have wanted. And they want-
ed me to tell them, and 1 told them., yes, it will. yes, we
have no intention of canceling the program because of
this tragedy.

You know, when you look at it, you have 24 times
right and one accident — one wrong -— you can't cancel
out the program. But | have also said since, and we have
all agreed here, that now that these things are coming
out, that the program must rectify all these shortcom-
ings that had never before been mentioned so that we

know that the safety factor that should be there is there.
@: 'Well, do you think that those civilians should stil

be allowed to —

THE PRESIDENT: Oh, yes, you asked about that.
Yes. You know, from the very beginning — almost the
very beginning, once we established that it was practical
—— there have been people up there conducting experi-
ments — scientists, for example — who are not astro-
nauts, but who are there to carry on the great advances
that have come to us by way of those shuttle experi-
ments — in medicine and other things — are so great
that 1 don't see any reason why this policy should not
continue,

@: And so you think that teachers and journalists and
, those should go, too?
THE PRESIDENT: | think that all of them — you

have to look at each one to see, does it have some value

or is it just publicity. Everything that has been done so
far, there seemed to be a logical value in this. You know.
ihere we have a privately supported junior astronaut
in our country that has become quite a feature
of our educational system and all. And so I think that
you — I think that every case should be looked at as to
what was the possible value of having a civilian along,
but I don’t think we should just blanket it that onl:
astronauts are going up there to loose satellites and do
things of that kind. The experiments that can be con-
ducted and the things that we've learned from that pro-
gram — things that have to do with heart atiments, the
possibility that we now have of a medicine for the first
time to cure diabetes that can only be produced in outer
space.

@: Well, do you think we should build a new shuttle to
replace Challenger or lay off some of those assignments
on unmanned missions? .

THE PRESIDENT: | would — I haven't had a chance
to talk with the people involved there about three [shut-
tles in operation] and what the difference would be be-
tween three and four myself. And | would be more or less
inclined to go by the information that they might have as
to what would be the setback in having 25 percent of the
flying force eliminated.

LARRY M. SPEAKES: Mr. President, we're cutting
into your next appointment here.

@: Could I just — you could use the word “shortcom-
ings,” Mr. President, with the shortcomings that have
come out in the course of this investigation. Is it your
feeling at this point now, after having seen what has
evolved in the course of the presidential commission’s
study. that in fact there were shortcomings in the way
that NASA has handled this particular —

THE PRESIDENT: [ think I'm going to — all I know
are the things that we keep hearing about. I'm going to
have to wait until I actually hear from the commission
and their evaluation of what they've learned. and the
fact that astronauts have satd there were other potential
labilities that they had become aware of. Let’s read out
on all of those.

We do know now that the — while we're still waiting
to have it actually declared what was the cause of this
tragedy — we still know that the rings on those two
particular rockets are affected by cold. Experiments
have revealed that. So, whether that turns out to be the
ultimate cause or not. it ought to be something that we
find an answer to.

@: Thanksa lot.

-
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Democracy, Peace, and
Development Initiative

February 21, 1984

United States Department of State

Bureau of Public Affairs
Washington, D.C.

Following ts an address by Langhorne
A. Motley, Assistant Secretary for Inter-
American Affairs, before the Subcommit-
tee on Western Hemisphere Affairs of the
House Foreign Affairs Committee,
February 21, 198;.

I am pleased to appear before you to
testify on the vitally important Central
America Democracy, Peace, and
Development Initiative Act of 1984.

The exhaustive study made by the
National Bipartisan Commission on Cen-
tral America has enabled us to prepare a
comprehensive response to the many-
sided crisis in Central America. The Ad-
ministration and the Congress are now
in a position to forge a complete pro-
gram of action that meets both im-
mediate operational needs and the re-
quirements of a long-term strategy.

The bill the President has just
transmitted to the Congress embodies
those recommendations made by the
bipartisan commission which cannot be
implemented without legislation. As you
know, the President will implement by
executive action those commission
recommendations that do not require
new legislation. He urges prompt con-
gressional action and support for thig
bill.

This legislative package will help to
stabilize economies and societies plagued
by injustice and violence. At the same
time, it will enable us to take the offen-
sive against poverty and to foster
democratic development, to increase
respect for human rights, and to help
bring lasting peace to this troubled
region so close to the United States.

This prepared statement addresses:

® The report of the bipartisan com-
mission;

e The major elements of the legisla-
tion; and

¢ Some questions of policy and im-
plementation.

The Report of the Bipartisan
Commission

Perhaps the most striking aspect of the
commission’s report is its honesty—its
candor in facing up to the complexities
of Central America. The commission
could have focused superficially on one
or two “critical issues” which, if ad-
dressed in isolation, might have created
the illusion of a broader solution.

To its credit, the commission refused
to oversimplify. It acknowledged that
Central America’s problems are com-
plex, severe, and deeply rooted, con-
cluding flatly that they add up to a
“seamless web” from which no quick
fixes or shortcuts will free us. The U.S.
interests involved, it pointed out, are
both moral and strategic. And they are
threatened by human rights abuse and
by economic misery as well as by Cuban
and Soviet intervention,

The commission’s recommendations
are as comprehensive and direct as its
analysis. It could have insisted on its
mandate to deal with long-term issues
and avoided the difficult questions we
face now. It could have summarized the
policies already being pursued by the
Administration and given us credit for
being on the right track. And it could



have simply praised the peace efforts of
the Central American countries and the
central importance of negotiations

like those underway in the Contadora
process.

But the commission was both
unanimous and unambiguous in con-
cluding that the long term will be far
less manageable if we fail to deal with
existing challenges. It called for U.S.
support for regional efforts like Con-
tadora but said that the United States
also has a special responsibility to con-
tribute actively to the creation of
economic, security, and political condi-
tions required for peace. It concluded
that we are not doing enough and
recommended that the Administration
and the Congress cooperate to ensure
that we provide the resources we and
our Central American friends need to
work successfully together to attain a
lasting peace built solidly on democracy
and development.

The commission refused to accept
precooked judgments and conventional
platitudes. Bipartisan in composition and
nonpartisan in mandate, the commission
approached its task with total in-
dependence. Mr. Chairman [Michael D.
Barnes), you and I can both testify to
the commission’s thoroughness and in-
dependence. We were both asked many
questions. We were asked to identify the
problems and to explain what we
thought was needed to deal with them,
But we were never asked whether this
or that recommendation would “sell.”
We were never asked to compromise our
views for reasons of political or ad-
ministrative expediency.

The commission’s discussions with
Central and Latin American leaders
eliminated the screens created by
distance, paperwork, and partisan
preconceptions and exposed its members
to the region’s realities. They saw for
themselves what is happening in El
Salvador and in Nicaragua and
throughout the isthmus.

From these experiences the commis-
sion developed a perspective on Central
America that combines:

¢ An enlightened understanding of
the capacity of social and economic
frustration to undermine stability and
feed on itself to create yet more un-
happiness and more instability;

¢ A technical knowledge of how
world economic developments can in-
fluence, and at times devastate, strug-
gling economies and an equally informed
insight into how those economies can
renew their growth;

o A sophisticated understanding of
the tactics and tools of the Soviet Union
and Cuba, who would exploit these

vulnerabilities and ultimately threaten
us; and lastly,

e A truly American insight for
responding to the economic and political
realities of Central America in a way
that conforms to our neighbors’ aspira-
tions for peace, democracy, and pros-
perity.

As a result, what emerges from the
commission’s report is the Central
American dynamic itself. It is a dynamic
in which communism, violence, and dic-
tatorship feed on misery, injustice, and
an unfortunate past. It is a destructive
dynamic that oppresses the people of
Central America and will, unless altered,
increasingly endanger the rest of the
hemisphere.

The Central America Democracy,
Peace, and Development Initiative
Act of 1984

To break this destructive dynamic will
require action in support of democratic
self-determination, economic and social
development that fairly benefits all, and
cooperation in meeting threats to the
security of the region. That is the con-
sensus of the bipartisan commission. It
is the basis of the legislative package
now before you.

Specifically, this is what the Presi-
dent proposes to implement the recom-
mendations of the bipartisan commis-
sion.

Economic Assistance. Recognizing
that economic deterioration aggravates
social and political unrest, the commis-
sion recommended an additional $400
million this year for emergency stabiliza-
tion to set the stage for long-term
development.

Our supplemental request for FY
1984 is for $400 million in emergency
funds to halt sharp declines in gross
domestic product (GDP), per capita in-
come, and employment. During the last
several years, per capita GDP has fallen
by 85% in El Salvador, 23% in Costa
Rica, 14% in Guatemala, and 12% in
Honduras. In 4 years, El Salvador has
lost 15 years of economic development.

The commission recommended
almost doubling our projected economic
aid to roughly $8 billion over the next 5
years. This amount, which looks large
until compared to the region’s needs,
would support a comprehensive strategy
to promote democratization, economic
growth, human development, and
security.

Our implementation plan for fiscal
year (FY) 1985-89 calls for a total of
$5.9 billion in appropriated funds and
off-budget guarantee authorities to allow
for $2 billion in insurance and guar-

antees, the latter including housing in-
vestment guarantees and a Trade Credit
Insurance Program to be administered
by the Export-Import Bank.

For FY 1985, we propose a program
involving $1.1 billion in appropriated
funds and $600 million in insurance and
guarantees. Depending on country per-
formance, we estimate that the major
beneficiaries of direct, bilateral aid in
FY 1985 would be El Salvador ($341
million), Costa Rica ($208 million), Hon-
duras ($139 million), and Guatemala ($96
million). El Salvador, which has suffered
over $800 million in guerrilla destruc-
tion, would be the largest single re-
cipient. Two other countries, however,
would receive more on a per capita
basis.

From a functional standpoint, this
FY 1985 proposal includes:

e About $550 million in balance-of-
payments support to finance the import
of critical goods by the private sector;

e $120 million in Public Law 480
food assistance, with local currency pro-
ceeds used to reinforce programs in, for
example, education and health;

® Major labor-intensive construction
of infrastructure and housing;

o Significantly increased support for
education, including literacy and teacher
corps training and scholarships;

¢ Major funding to develop commer-
cial agriculture, the backbone of the
Central American economies, including
assistance to broaden ownership pat-
terns and to increase the availability of
credit;

e Increase funding for activities in
Central America by the private National
Endowment for Democracy;

¢ Funds to strengthen the adminis-
tration of justice in the region as the
surest way to safeguard individual liber-
ties and human rights; and

¢ Support for the Central American
Common Market and its companion Cen-
tral American Bank for Economic In-
tegration to revitalize intraregional
trade and restore economic production
and employment.

Military Assistance. Peace is essen-
tial to economic and humanitarian prog-
ress in Central America. Without securi-
ty, the best economic programs and the
wisest diplomacy will be unable to stop
the opponents of democracy.

The commission recommended sig-
nificantly increased levels of military aid
to El Salvador, warning specifically
against providing “too little to wage the
war successfully.”



his

»-of-
port
or;
30

- pro-
1, for

1ction

rt for
:acher

nmer-
e
ding
at-

ty of

s In
tional

1inis-
he
liber-

rican
1 Cen-
In-

]

tion

essen-
prog-
iecuri-
d the
stop
sig-
ry aid

y
e the

The President’s proposal is as
follows: ’

e For El Salvador: $178.7 million in
FY 1984 supplemental assistance and
$132.5 million for 1985. Added to the
$64.8 million available under this year’s
Continuing Resolution, the FY 1984-85
program for El Salvador would total
$376 million. This program would be
concentrated in FY 1984 in order to
break the military stalemate and provide
as soon as possible a firmer basis for
economic recovery and democratic na-
tional reconciliation in El Salvador.

o For the rest of Central America:
$80.35 million in FY 1984 supplemental
military assistance and $123.4 million
for FY 1985, The lion’s share would be
allocated to Honduras, a democracy that
still faces frequent violations of its na-
tional territory by Salvadoran guerrillas
seeking refuge and using Honduras as a
supply route, as well as by Honduran
guerrillas infiltrated from Nicaragua.
Honduras also faces a direct military
threat from Nicaragua, which has built
up armed forces at least five times
larger than Somoza’s National Guard
and has received some $250 million in
military assistance from the Soviet bloc
since 1979.

The commission recommends that
military aid to El Salvador should,
through legislation requiring periodic
reports, be made contingent upon
demonstrated progress toward human
rights objectives, including free elections
and reduction in death-squad activities.

There is agreement among the ex-
ecutive, the Congress, and the commis-
sion that human rights progress is
essential in El Salvador to ensure a suc-
cessful outcome of war and to protect
U.S. security and moral interests. There
is also a consensus that U.S. assistance
should actively be used to achieve these
objectives.

As this committee knows, the ex-
ecutive branch and the Congress have
not always seen eye to eye on how best
to achieve this shared goal. My ex-
ecutive branch colleagues and I are firm-
ly convinced that a statutory formula re-
quiring determinations at arbitrary pre-
set intervals on an “all-or-nothing” basis
is not an effective approach, Experience
shows that such a formula may actually
trigger hostile action by guerrilla forces
and focus attention on the certification
process rather than on the underlying
problems and their remedies.

We must find a means to condition
our assistance in ways that work. This
requires the flexibility to respond to
specific circumstances as they exist at a
given moment. Recent advances, which

have taken place in the absence of a
legislated certification requirement,
demonstrate that alternatives do exist.

We are ready to work closely with
the Congress to ensure continuing
human rights progress while preserving
the President’s ability to pursue an ef-
fective foreign policy.

Central American Development

" Organization (CADO). The commission

recommended creation of a Central
American Development Organization to
give multilateral form and substance to
economic development efforts.

In line with the commission’s recom-
mendation, the proposed legislation sets
forth principles to guide the negotiations
for establishing this new institution in
conjunction with the Central American
countries and other donors.

The President has indicated that he
intends to respect the principles set
forth in the legislation, both in his
negotiations and in subsequent U.S. par-
ticipation in CADOQ. In line with these
principles:

e CADO would provide an effective
forum for an open dialogue on Central
American political, economic, and social
development, and a continuous review of
local policies and of the uses to which
foreign assistance is put.

¢ Participation would be open to the
United States, other donors, and those
Central American countries that commit
themselves to, among other things,
peace and mutual security, maintaining
or making progress toward human
rights development, building democracy,
and encouraging economic growth
through policy reforms. CADO would in-
clude representatives from both the
public and private sectors, from labor
and business, and be supported by a
small professional staff.

* CADO would make recommenda-
tions on political, economic, and social
development objectives; mobilization of
resources and external resource needs;
and economic policies and structures.
CADO would evaluate country perform-
ance and progress in meeting objectives.

* In this regard, disbursement of
25% of economic assistance funds
authorized under this act and allocated
for each Central American country
would be deferred until both the United
States and CADO have approved. Con-
sistent with the Constitution, ultimate
control of U.S. aid funds would remain
with Congress and the President.

Multiyear Funding. To ensure ef-
fective planning and predictability, the
proposed economic assistance departs
from the conventional practice of seek-
ing authorizations for 1 or 2 years. We

are seeking an authorization that will
beyond FY 1985 and extend through ]
1989. In addition, we are requesting t
appropriations under this authorizatio
be made available beyond a single fisc
year,
The reason for this innovation is
that the bill represents a 5-year pro-
gram. This is what was developed by
commission, and it is supported by ou
own analysis. This approach has the fi
damental virtue of enabling everyone
concerned—both in the United States
and in Central America—to know whe
could become available if performance
standards are met.

Policy and Implementation

Many questions have arisen about this
program.

e Are we asking for too much?

e Will our assistance be used effe
tively?

» Are we seeking a military solut
in E1 Salvador?

¢ Shouldn’t increased assistance
follow a regional settlement?

e Will these additional resources
solve the problem?

Let me take each in turn.

Are we asking for too much!.’ No
In fact, the sums are modest in relati
to need. As the bipartisan commission
underlined, the need for external
assistance is enormous. Physical in-
frastructure has been damaged, healt]
and education systems need expansioi
and investment in productive capacity
essential to employ the region’s growi
labor force.

There are those who counsel that
should provide less economic assistan
But is less than 15% of our proposed
global economic aid budget for FY 1¢
too large a price to pay to alleviate s
fering and serve our interests in Cen
America?

Others advocate a reduction in
military assistance. Yet there is no
reduction in the arms, training, and
other support flowing to the other si
a side that has rejected democracy a
pluralism and utilizes violence as its
chosen means to power.

Still others recommend that we
withdraw altogether, because the sit
tion is supposedly too tough for us,
because regional forces of moderatic
and democracy are allegedly too we
or because they discount the manife
tentions of the antidemocratic force
work. The United States cannot, ho
ever, afford to withdraw and aband
Central America to poverty and cor
munism,




Lastly, there are those who are will-
ing to do something to help, but not
enough. They don’t want to shoulder the
political consequences if those we sup-
port lose, but they are not willing to
concede the assistance needed for them
to win. They refused to make a genuine
commitment and continue to seek “quick
fixes” that fail to address the fundamen-
tal issues of peace, democracy, security,
and honest reform. The commission
rightly singles out this approach as the
most pernicious.

Assistance of $8 billion over 5 years
would be equivalent to about 5% of the
gross domestic product of the region.
This is less than the aid previously made
available to some other parts of the
world.

Another useful measure of the abili-
ty of Central America to absorb these
proposed levels of assistance is the
shortfall in export earnings from coffee
and sugar due to lower prices, plus
higher costs for imported oil. This net
hard currency loss amounts to about
$1.5 billion per year—the same general
magnitude as the proposed assistance.

Moreover, considerable excess
capacity could quickly and easily be
brought back into play, generating in-
creased employment and output. Private
firms need only working capital and im-
ported inputs; in the public sector, high-
priority investment programs that have
been suspended or cut back because of
austerity programs lack only financial
support to be reactivated.

Will the assistance be used effec-

tively? In the near term, the bulk of our-

resources will go to private-sector ac-
tivities, not expansion of government
bureaucracies. In the longer term, we
will also be providing the institution-
building help, training, and technical
assistance that will allow our neighbors
to carry out larger scale programs more
efficiently.

Local policy reform will be required
to receive and ensure effective use of
our funds. We will not subsidize ineffi-
ciency and will strive to create oppor-
tunities and incentives for private-sector
investment. We hope that CADO will be
an effective mechanism to this end. A
key objective of CADO will be to consult
the private sector to identify activities
that will most increase productivity:
neither government bureaucracy nor
handouts but the cutting edge of local
production. ‘

Capital flight was a serious problem
for 3—4 years beginning about 1979.
More recently, however, the central
banks of the region have recognized the
seriousness of the problem and are suc-

cessfully working to prevent capital
flight.

Our AID [Agency for International
Development] missions also are pro-
viding useful advice and technical
assistance to help Central American
monetary authorities meet the challenge.
As a result, outflows have been greatly
reduced.

Are we seeking a military solution
in El Salvador? No. As President
Reagan said last March, “the real solu-
tion can only be a political one,” with the
Salvadoran people deciding their own
destiny through free and fair elections.
That is not a “military solution.” The
military assistance we are requesting
would provide the wherewithal for the
Salvadoran Armed Forces to break the
current stalemate and take and sustain
the initiative to provide a stronger shield
for protecting political and economic
development. This would increase the in-
centives for the FDR/FMLN [Revolu-
tionary Democratic Front/Farabundo
Marti Liberation Front] to enter into
serious discussions with the Salvadoran
Peace Commission about participation in
elections. We doubt this will happen un-
til the FDR/FMLN becomes convinced it
cannot prevail militarily. Passage of our
proposed assistance package, however,
could be a deciding factor in ensuring
participation of important elements of
the far left in the 1985 municipal and
legislative elections.

Though the amount of proposed mili-
tary assistance is larger than that pro-
vided previously, we should bear in mind
that the current military stalemate may
be partly due to the inadequacy and
uncertainty of past assistance. To con-
tinue an inadequate level of assistance
may be tantamount to prolonging the
war,

The amount of military assistance
for El Salvador should also be kept in
perspective: total FY 1984 military
assistance for El Salvador (that provided
in the Continuing Resolution plus the
supplemental request) is 3.6% of our
worldwide military assistance, and the
FY 1985 request for El Salvador is 2.1%
of the global figure. The bipartisan com-
mission stated that “thereis ... no
logical argument for giving some
[military] aid but not enough.” We can
afford the amount we are requesting,
whether in terms of our important in-
terests in Central America or of our
worldwide responsibilities.

Shouldn’t increased economic aid
accompany or follow an overall
regional settlement? The economic
assistance which we are requesting is
essential support for any negotiated
settlement. If we want to give peace a

chance, we must begin now to rebuild
the economies of Central America to
create the climate for peace.

At some point in the future, if all
the parties are ready for settlement, the
peace process could proceed very rapid-
ly. With our full support, Contadora has
already prepared the groundwork for an
agreement in its excellent 21-point Docu-
ment of Objectives, But successful
negotiations must reflect operational
realities. The economies of Central |
America, fragile from the beginning,
have been subjected to the stress of
economic crisis and violence. If a
regional peace agreement is signed, even
with the best intentions of all the par-
ties, it will not succeed if the nations of
the region are suffering from economic
collapse.

Will these additional resources
solve the problem? Resources alone will
not solve the Central American crisis.
But resource predictability can enable
our diplomacy to take more effective ad-
vantage of the interplay between dif-
ferent policy instruments to channel
events toward peaceful solutions, in-
cluding negotiated solutions wherever
possible.

What is needed, in addition to the
provision of adequate levels of economic
and military assistance, is demonstration
by the U.S. of a long-term commitment;
the adoption by Central American
governments of appropriate economic,
political, and social policies/reforms; and
an active and long-term diplomacy for
peace.

Conclusion

This comprehensive policy will require ]
considerable effort and sacrifice. There
are those who are inclined to support ;
only economic assistance. There are
others who are inclined to support only
military assistance. There is, however,
no realistic alternative to the balanced
approach in the proposals before you.

The crisis is acute. Our neighbors in
Central America urgently need the help
of the only country capable of making
the difference. We have a responsibility.
U.S. moral and strategic interests are
both engaged in an area in which we
have historically been involved. Doing
nothing or doing too little are not
responsible alternatives.

Our initiative is based on sound
analysis. It is rooted in the consensus
judgmert that the area’s problems have
both indigenous and extraregional
causes.



Our goals are realistic. The region’s
most progressive, democratic forces
strongly believe that we can work
together successfully to strengthen the
moderate center in Central America.
These same people are convinced that
our active participation will serve both
to defeat communism and to bolster
respect for human freedom in this
critical part of our hemisphere.

The approach is right. There is
broad agreement that effective action
must include a mix of developmental,
political, diplomatic, and security
elements and that these elements must
be pursued simultaneously, equitably,
and humanely. There is no such thing as
a wholly “economic,” a wholly “political,”
or a wholly “military” solution to Central
America’s problems. Economies must be
protected as well as developed. Govern-
ments must be worth defending. Home-

grown poverty and Cuban-directed guer-
rilla warfare are allies of each other; our
policies must take aim at both.

The approach proposed by the bipar-
tisan commission and adopted by the
President does call for greater U.S. in-
volvement in the region, but it is a con-
structive involvement that will eventual-
ly enable Central Americans to stand on
their own and live at peace with one
another. This kind of involvement now
will eliminate the need for greater in-
volvement later.

What the bipartisan commission and
the President propose is not impossible.
It is a realistic and humane response to
a real crisis in a particularly troubled
setting. We have the resources to do it.
The people in Central America want us
to do it. Our enemies—extremists of the
left and the right—will be delighted if
we hesitate.

I hope that your consideration of the
bill will be infused by the bipartisan
commission’s unanimous conclusion, a

conclusion that guided its preparation
and which is worth quoting in full:

The Commission has concluded that the
security interests of the United States are
importantly engaged in Central America; that
these interests require a significantly larger
program of military assistance, as well as
greatly expanded support for economic
growth and social reform; that there must be
an end to the massive violation of human
rights if security is to be achieved in Central
Ameriea; and that external support of the in-
surgency must be neutralized for the same

purpose. B
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sives, according to Alvaro Baldizon. Later
the special units were shifted from the
DGSE to the new Directorate of Special
Operations, which also included the
Interior Ministry’s military combat units.
The DGSE appears to maintain its own
assassination squad and is responsible for
approving the selective assassination of
Sandinista political opponents.

Baldizon, who had served as chief
investigator of the MINT’s Special Investi-
gations Commission that had been estab-
lished to cover up Sandinista human
rights violations, reported that in late
1981 the first of three platoons of Sandi-
nista commandos in the Special Opera-
tions Forces returned from training in
East Germany. Their mission was to
disguise themselves as fighters from the
‘democratic resistance and commit atroci-
ties in order to influence international
opinion against the Nicaraguan
resistance.

“They went into the bush and began
operations as if they were part of the
resistance,” said Baldizon. “They killed
about a dozen campesinos who were known
Sandinista collaborators. They burned
their houses and even set fire to a govern-
ment cooperative.

“At the same time,” he continued,
“small bands of resistance fighters were
beginning to make contact with each other
and unite. This platoon joined up with
these groups. At night, in their camps,
they slit the throats of the real contra
combatants. In this way, they moved from

band to band, wiping them out. At the end
of the operation, Captain Arevalo [the
leader of one unit] was promoted to sub-
comandante, and all of his soldiers were
rewarded with commissions as second
lieutenants.” Baldizon said that by the
end of 1982, two more platoons had return-
ed from East Germany and were sent to
the field in March 1983.

In Qctober 1984, a new unit was inau-
gurated. Selected officers from Special Op-
erations were placed in a squad under the
command of a Captain Morales. Alfredo
Lazo Valdivia, an ex-member of the Nica-
raguan Democratic Force, was assigned as
a guide. The squad began operations near
the Honduran border in Chinandega,
Madriz, Nueva Segovia, and Jinotega, but -
also made selective incursions into Hon-
duras. At the time of Baldizon’s defection,
they still operated in that area, posing as
FDN combatants to ambush civilian
vehicles, threatening and beating up local
peasants, especially those known to have
collaborated with the government.

Fielding these specially trained pla-
toons of Sandinista commandos to perpe-
trate atrocities against innocent people
while disguised as fighters from the Nic-
araguan Democratic Resistance is one of
many tactics the Sandinista government
appears to have used to undermine popu-
lar support for the resistance.

“They are one of Interior Minister
Borge’s greatest treasures,” Baldizon
declared.

The Soviet Union and its allies helped
build and support the Ministry of Inte-
rior. Cuba’s assistance has been espec-
ially important, and East Germany,
Bulgaria, and several other communist
countries have given assistance.

The first Cuban intelligence officers
appeared in Managua days after
Somoza’s fall and assisted in establish-
ing the Directorate General for State
Security (DGSE). The Cubans attached
to the MINT numbered nearly 200 in
October 1981 and doubled by 1983,
most of them in the DGSE. The Cubans
continue to help shape the ministry’s
internal structures and train Nicara-
guans both internally and in Cuba.
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rights abuses.

The Ministry of Interior (MINT) has been the source of widespread and systematic
abuses of human rights in Nicaragua. According to former MINT official Alvaro
Baldizon, Interior Minister Tomas Borge has authorized the executions of hundreds of
dissidents and then assisted in covering up the violations. In 1981, Borge promul-
gated a secret order that standardized the application o “special measures,” or
summary executions, to end what he called the “anarchical fashion” in which the acts
had been carried out since 1979. The directive stipulated that only Borge or his
deputy, Luis Carrion Cruz, could authorize executions and that the requests to apply
“special measures” had to be received at least 72 hours in advance. Select person-
nel—highly motivated, carefully screened and monitored FSLN loyalists—carried out
the orders. Such extrajudicial executions—where the accused had been stripped of all
rights including the right to a trial—stand in stark contrast to Sandinista claims of
having instituted a humane legal system with no capital punishment.

Under these guidelines, according to defector reports and other sources, hundreds
of Nicaraguans—including Indians on the Atlantic Coast and farmers in the north
who resisted relocation—were killed by MINT troops over the past several years. In
1984, Borge instituted the practice of disguising select units of the ministry’s special
troops in opposition uniforms to carry out attacks on the populace and then blame the
rebels for the atrocities. These special MINT soldiers have been accused of perpe-
trating particularly gruesome acts of violence against civilians—in some cases muti-
lating dead bodies—in order to falsely implicate resistance forces in gross human

The MINT has assumed a direct combat
role in operations against the armed oppo-
sition. In 1981, Borge created an elite
force trained in unconventional warfare,
called the Pablo Ubeda Troops, according
to a Sandinista military defector. The
contingent has grown steadily. Initially,
two special units of about 100 men receiv-
ed intensive training from Cuban advisers
in infantry tactics, use of small arms and
explosives, hand-to-hand combat, and field
survival techniques. The force grew to
about 450 combatants in 1983-84 and now
‘numbers some 1,200. For several years,
the Special Troops, along with the MINT’s
assassination teams, have operated under

Borge's direct control in the Directorate of
Special Operations. In October 1986,
according to Sandinista spokesmen, the
Special Troops adopted conventional
military titles—abandoning revolutionary
titles—to accommodate future growth.
The Special Troops often work with their
army counterparts in counterinsurgency
operations. In addition to their conven-
tional combat role, these troops undertake
commando missions for the DGSE. MINT
troops also help train foreign insurgents,
such as members of El Salvador’s
Farabundo Marti National Liberation
Front, Colombia’s M~19 guerrilla move-
ment, and guerrilla groups from Honduras
and Guatemala.

The ministry’s Special Troops are
headquartered at Jiloa on the Chiltepe
Peninsula north of Managua, where they
are trained by Cuban and East German
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advisers. The training facilities at Jiloa
are similar to special forces camps in
Cuba. Other Cuban advisers are said to be
deployed with the Pablo Ubeda Troops
throughout Nicaragua.

B eginning in 1985, Borge moved to
strengthen the Interior Ministry’s grip on
the countryside by gaining control over the
already existing block committees, which
had been supervised by local civilian polit-
ical officials. Under a directive issued in
early 1986, Borge began establishing new
block organizations in the most remote vil-
lages and staffed them with Sandinista
loyalists. New Sandinista police stations
also were established in the small towns,
which reinforced the power of the new
committees. In this way, the Sandinistas
use the police force, a part of the MINT
structure, as political emissaries. As
Borge confidant and police chief Doris
Tijerino explained to a State Security
training program graduation in Managua,
December 19, 1986, “the [Sandinista]
policeman must be a political, ideological
agent capable of enlightening the people
about the problems of the revolution; that
is his integral mission. The behavior of
the policeman must be fundamentally
political....”

Both the police and the local commit-
tees were subordinated to two DGSE
agents assigned to each precinct. Working
through this complex structure, the MINT
has been able to solidify control over a po-
tentially valuable source of local intelli-
gence and strengthen the security forces’
presence in remote areas where the Nica-
raguan Democratic Resistance has enjoyed
popular support.

Since the early 1980s, it appears that
Interior Minister Borge has used his power
base in the MINT to assume control over
areas only tangentially related to internal
security. He has acted to insulate the
MINT from external inquiries into its ac-
tivities, provide his ministry with an inde-
pendent source of income, and make others
on the National Directorate dependent on
him for their financial security.

The DGSE began monitoring the
public mood as early as 1984, making the
intelligence service and Borge key in de-
veloping the Sandinistas’ social and polit-
ical policies, according to a June 1986
defector. In mid-1984, concerned about
their electoral strength, the Sandinistas
ordered the DGSE to conduct ad hoc
opinion polls to measure the opposition’s
popularity and then used the results to
develop a strategy.

Mounting dissatisfaction with Sandi-
nista policies prompted the DGSE to
intensify its polling efforts, and Managua
apparently used the results to make key
policy changes. To run the survey and
analysis operation, the DGSE formed the
Department for Control of the Social
Foundation. Working with two other
DGSE departments, the Anti-Counter-
revolutionary and Territorial Depart-
ments, it assessed the polling results and
other information about potential trouble
areas. Additional data were collected by
security operatives eavesdropping on
street conversations, the defector reported.
Borge admitted publicly in mid-July 1985
to both the existence and the negative
results of these polls. Growing concern
about the popular mood also may have
been an important factor in the regime’s
decision to broaden the state of emergency
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According to MINT defector Baldizon,
when the Sandinista government learned
that a foreign delegation wanted to visit
certain areas of the country, MINT offici-
als were sent out to prepare the way.
People who appeared on MINTs list of
“potential enemies” received visits by
officials and were told to stay away from
the visiting delegation. Some “potential
enemies” were locked up during the visit
as a warning to others of what could
happen to them if they did not cooperate.

MINT security agents pretending to be
photographers, journalists, or relatives of
people in the region to be visited frequent-
ly accompanied the visiting delegations.
In this way the MINT could monitor the
delegations’ attitudes as wellasbe ina
position to steer them to particular places
or people.

Security agents still report visitors’
itinerary to the ministry. The advance
notice allows Borge ample time to arrange
for MINT personnel, pretending to be local
residents, to be present for chance encoun-
ters with delegation members. The “casu-
al encounter” teams, as they are called,
describe to visiting delegations alleged
atrocities by the resistance and the bene-
fits of the Sandinista revolution to Nicara-
gua’s peasants and workers.

Through its role of manager of various
illicit but officially condoned businesses,
the MINT is able to generate funds for
both the Sandinista leadership and MINT
activities. The primary vehicle is the
Heroes and Martyrs Corporation (H&M).8

National Directorate member Henry Ruiz
is its figurehead, but the corporation is
actually controlled by Borge and managed
by his long-time associate, Paul Atha.
H&M, a holding company created as a
department within the MINT in 1984
(replacing the Department of Business),
was formed to run confiscated companies
and project the image that private enter-
prise thrives under Sandinista rule.
Under Atha, H&M moved into import and
export activities, facilitating the acquisi-
tion of scarce luxury commodities from
abroad available only to high-ranking
Sandinista officials.

At present, H&M controls some 25
“private” trading companies and domestic
businesses, including factories, restau-
rants, bakeries, laundries, motels, and
hotels. The corporation’s operating capital
comes from outside the official budget, and
the corporation does not report its profits
to tax authorities. Subsidiaries are pro-
vided hard currency at favorable exchange
rates and can obtain goods in short supply
elsewhere in Nicaragua.

The growth of the MINT over the last
seven years attests to the Sandinista re-
gime’s determination to maintain its pow-
er in the face of mounting popular dissat-
isfaction. In August 1987, U.S. and
Central American diplomatic initiatives
raised the possibility of peaceful change
within Nicaragua. But for that change to
occur, dismantling the Interior Ministry’s
control over the political, social, and eco-
nomic well-being of the Nicaraguan people
will have to be a top priority.
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1For specific cases of Sandinista human rights
abuses, see Permanent Commission for Human
Rights (CPDH) monthly reports of principal cases
received. Also see Sept. 18, 1986, statement by CPDH
and May 1984 CPDH letter to the Inter-American
Commission on Human Rights. Note: The CPDH
does not report cases based on hearsay or newspaper
reports, but requires sworn statements before it will
investigate and report on cases. Many complainants
fear reprisal and, therefore, do not sign formal
affidavits.

2See Statement by Jimmy Hassan, National
Religious Broadcasters Conference, Washington,
D.C.,Feb. 3, 1986 (reprinted in Human Rights in
Nicaragua under the Sandinistas: From Revolution
to Repression, U.S, Department of State, December
1986, pp. 153-157); “Sandinistas Interrogate Oppo-
nents” by Edward Cody, The Washington Post,

Dec. 15, 1985; and "Nicaraguan in Washington Says
He Was Tortured by Sandinistas,” The New York
Times, April 24, 1984.

Accounts of Sandinista torture also were con-
firmed in March 1987 interviews with ex-prisoners
and victims’ family members, whose identities re-
main protected, conducted by U.S, officials. Also see
the April 1985 report of the Lawyers Committee for
International Human Rights, an American organiza-
tion critical of U.S. policy toward Nicaragua, entitled
Nicaragua: Revolutionary Justice, A Reporton
Human Rights and the Judicial System, pp. 103-107.

3See Inside the Sandinista Regime: A Special
Investigator’s Perspective, U.S. Department of State,
Feb. 1986, p.5. Also see the Sept. 17, 1983, Perma-
nent Commission on Human Rights of Nicaragua
report, Unexplained Deaths.

4Humberto Belli, Breaking Faith: The Sandi-
nista Revolution and Its Impact on Freedom and
Christian Faith in Nicaragua [Crossway Books,
Westchester, IL, 1985].

5The Permanent Commission on Human Rights
Report on the Prison Situation, Nicaragua 1985.

€There are many documented incidents of arrest,
interrogation, and torture by DGSE agents, including
a statement by Jimmy Hassan, National Religious
Broadcasters Conference, Washington, D.C., Feb. 3,
1986 (See Human Rights in Nicaragua under the
Sandinistas: From Revolution to Repression, U.S.
Department of State, Dec. 1986, pp. 153-157), the
Permanent Commission on Human Rights’ letter to
the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights,
May 1984, and its Report on the Prison Situation,
Nicaragua 1985. Also confirmed in interviews with
refugees and former prisoners, including one former
prisoner interviewed March 1987, who asked to
remain anonymous. '

"Edward Cody, “Sandinistas Interrogate Oppo-
nents,” The Washington Post, Dec. 15, 1985.

8See Inside the Sandinista Regime: A Special
Investigator’s Perspective, U.S. Department of State,
Feb. 1986, p. 13.
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