Ronald Reagan Presidential Library
Digital Library Collections

This 1s a PDF of a folder from our textual collections.

Collection:

Green, Max: Files, 1985-1988
Folder Title:
[Nicaragua] (10 of 11)
Box: Box 18

To see more digitized collections visit:
https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/archives/digitized-textual-material

To see all Ronald Reagan Presidential Library Inventories, visit:
https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/archives/white-house-inventories

Contact a reference archivist at: reagan.library@nara.gov

Citation Guidelines: https://reaganlibrary.gov/archives/research-
support/citation-guide

National Archives Catalogue: https://catalog.archives.gov/

Last Updated: 10/24/2024


https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/archives/digitized-textual-material
https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/archives/white-house-inventories
https://reaganlibrary.gov/archives/research-support/citation-guide
https://reaganlibrary.gov/archives/research-support/citation-guide
https://catalog.archives.gov/

NATIONAL | NEW YORK, Y 10011
COUNCIL 2129291525
OF YOUNG

ISRAEL

1”3

June 18, 1986 SPECIAL DELIVERY

The Honorable Ronald Reagan
President

The United States of America
The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear President Reagan:

I am enclosing herewith a very interesting article which I
thought would give you additional support for your build-up
of our military position in the United States, and for your
strong support for the Contras in Nicaragua. It is an ex-
cellent article and I think you would appreciate it.

I want you to know that I speak on behalf of our quarter of a -
million members in the Natiomal Council of Young Israel, and

that we support you whole-heartedly on your foreign policy
position regarding Nicaragua and your dealings with the Soviet
Union.

Best wishes for your good health.
Cordially,

DR. HAROLD M. JACOBS
National President

HMJ :sb
enclosure

cc: Dr. Max Green
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Nicaragua: A Speech to My Former
Comrades on the Left

David Horowitz

WENTY-FIVE years ago 1 was one of the
founders of the New Left. I was one
of the organizers of the first political demonstra-
tions on the Berkeley campus—and indeed on
any campus—to protest our government’s anti-
Communist policies in Cuba and Vietnam. To-
night I come before you as the kind of man I
used to tell myself I would never be: a supporter
of President Reagan, a committed opponent of
Communist rule in Nicaragua.

I offer no apologies for my present position. It
was what I thought was the humanity of the
Marxist idea that made me what I was then; it is
the inhumanity of what I have seen to be the
Marxist reality that has made me what I am now.
If my former comradés who support the Sandi-
nistas were to pause for a moment and then
plunge their busy political minds into the human
legacies of their activist pasts, they would instant-
ly drown in an ocean of blood.

The issue before us is not whether it is morally
right for the United States to arm the contras, or
whether there are unpleasant men among them.
Nor is it whether the United States should defer
to the wisdom of the Contadora powers—more
than thirty years ago the United States tried to
overthrow Somoza, and it was the Contadora pow-
ers of the time who bailed him out.

The issue before us and before all people who
cherish freedom is how to oppose a Soviet imperi-
alism so vicious and so vast as to dwarf any pre-
viously known. An “ocean of blood” is no meta-
phor. As we speak here tonight, this empire—
whose axis runs through Havana and now Mana-
gua—is killing hundreds of thousands of Ethio-
pians to consolidate a dictatorship whose policies
against its black citizens make the South African
government look civilized and humane.

Davip Horowitz was the editor of Ramparts magazine and
a founder of the Vietnam Solidarity Campaign. His early
books include Student (1962) and Empire and Revolution:
4 Radical Interpretation of Contemporary History (1970).
More recently he has been the co-author (with Peter Col-
lier) of The Rockefellers: An American Dynasty and The
Kennedys: An American Drama. A somewhat different ver-
sion of the present article was read at Berkeley on April 4
at a conference entitled “U.S./Nicaragua: Exploring the
Possibilities for Peace.”
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A second issue, especially important to me, is
the credibility and commitment of the American
Left. '

In his speech on Nicaragua, President Reagan
invoked the Truman Doctrine, the first attempt
to oppose Soviet expansion through revolutionary
surrogates. I marched against the Truman Doc-
trine in 1948, and defended, with the Left, the
revolutions in Russia and China, in Eastern Eu-
rope and Cuba, in Cambodia and Vietnam—just
as the Left defends the Sandinistas today.

And I remember the arguments and “facts”
with which we made our case and what the other
side said, too—the Presidents who came and went,
and the anti-Communists on the Right, the Wil-
liam Buckleys and the Ronald Reagans. And in
every case, without exception, time has proved
the Left wrong. Wrong in its views of the revolu-
tionaries’ intentions, and wrong about the facts
of their revolutionary rule. And just as consistent-
ly the anti-Communists were proved right.

Today the Left dismisses Reagan’s warnings
about Soviet expansion as anti-Communist para-
noia, a threat to the peace, and a mask for Ameri-
can imperialism. We said the same things about
Truman when he warned us then. Russia's con-
trol of Eastern Europe, we said, was only a defen-
sive buffer, a temporary response to American
power—first, because Russia had no nuclear weap-
ons; and then, because it lacked the missiles to
deliver them.

Today, the Soviet Union is a nuclear super-
power, missiles and all, but it has not given up
an inch of the empire which it gained during
World War II-—not Eastern Europe, not the Bal-
tic states which Hitler delivered to Stalin and
whose nationhood Stalin erased and which are
now all but forgotten, not even the Kurile Islands
which were once part of Japan.

Not only have the Soviets failed to relinquish
their conquests in all these years—years of dra-
matic, total decolonization in the West—but their
growing strength and the wounds of Vietnam
have encouraged them to reach for more. South
Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos, Ethiopia, Yemen, Mo-
zambique, and Angola are among the dominoes
which have recently fallen into the Soviet orbit.
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To expand its territorial core-—which apologists
still refer to as a “‘defensive perimeter’—Moscow
has already slaughtered a million peasants in
Afghanistan, an atrocity warmly endorsed by the
Sandinista government.

Minister of Defense Humberto Ortega describes
the army of the conquerors—whose scorched-
earth policy has driven half the Afghan popula-
tion from its homes—as the “pillar of peace” in
the world today. To any self-respecting socialist,
praise for such barbarism would be an inconceiv-
able outrage—as it was to the former Sandinista,
now contra, Edén Pastora. But praise for the bar-
barians is sincere tribute coming from the Sandi-
nista rulers, because they see themselves as an in-
tegral part of the Soviet empire itself.

ccTHE struggle of man against power
is the struggle of memory against
forgetting.” So writes the Czech novelist Milan
Kundera, whose name and work no longer exist
in his homeland.

In all the Americas, Fidel Castro was the only
head of state to cheer the Soviet tanks as they
rolled over the brave people of Prague. And
cheering right along with Fidel were Carlos Fon-
seca, Tomas Borge, Humberto Ortega, and the
other creators of the present Nicaraguan regime.

One way to assess what has happened in Nica-
ragua is to realize that wherever Soviet tanks
crush freedom from now on, there will be two
governments in the Americas supporting them all
the way. '

About its own arimes and for its own criminals,
the Left has no memory at all.

To the Left I grew up in, along with the Sandi-
nista founders, Stalin’s Russia was a socialist para-
dise, the model of the liberated future. Literacy
to the uneducated, power to the weak, justice to
the forgotten—we praised the Soviet Union then,
just as the Left praises the Sandinistas now.

And just as they ignore warnings like the one
that has come from Violetta Chamorro, the pub-

lisher of La Prensa, the paper which led the fight

against Somoza, and a member of the original
Sandinista junta—"With all my heart, 1 tell you it
is worse here now than it was in the times of the
Somoza dictatorship”—so we dismissed the anti-
Soviet “lies” about Stalinist repression.

In the society we hailed as a new human dawn,
100 million people were put in slave-labor camps,
in conditions rivaling Auschwitz and Buchenwald.
Between 30 and 40 million people were killed—in
peacetime, in the daily routine of socialist rule.
While leftists applauded their progressive policies
and guarded their frontiers, Soviet Marxists killed
more peasants, more workers, and even more
Communists than all the capitalist governments
together since the beginning of time.

And for the entire duration of this nightmare,
the William Buckleys and Ronald Reagans and

-

the other anti-Communists went on telling the
world exactly what was happening. And all that
time the pro-Soviet Left and its fellow-travelers
went on denouncing them as reactionaries and
liars, using the same contemptuous terms with
which the Left attacks the President and his sup-
porters today.

The Left would still be denying the Soviet
atrocities if the perpetrators themselves had not
finally acknowledged their crimes. In 1956, in a
secret speech to the party elite, Khrushchev made
the crimes a Communist fact; but it was only the
CIA that actually made the fact public, allowing
radicals to come to terms with what they had
done.

Khrushchev and his cohorts could not have
cared less about the misplaced faith and mis-
spent lives of their naive supporters on the Left.
The Soviet rulers were concerned about them-
selves: Stalin’s mania had spread the slaughter into
his henchmen’s ranks; they wanted to make totali-
tarianism safe for its rulers. In place of a dictator
whose paranoia could not be controlled, they in-
stituted a dictatorship by directorate—which (not
coincidentally) is the form of rule in Nicaragua
today. Repression would work one way only: from
the privileged top of society to the powerless bot-
tom.

The year of Khrushchev’'s speech—which is also
the year Soviet tanks flattened the freedom fight-
ers of Budapest—is the year that tells us who the
Sandinistas really are.

Because the truth had to be admitted at last, the
Left all over the world was forced to redefine itself
in relation to the Soviet facts. China’s Commu-
nist leader Mao liked Stalin’s way better. Twenty-
five million people died in the “great leaps” and
“cultural revolutions” he then launched. In Eu-
rope and America, however, a new anti-Stalinist
Left was born. This New Left, of which I was one
of the founders, was repelled by the evils it was
now forced to see, and embarrassed by the tarnish
the Soviet totalitarians had brought to the social-
ist cause. It turned its back on the Soviet model
of Stalin and his heirs.

But the Sandinista vanguard was neither em-
barrassed nor repelled. In 1957, Carlos Fonseca,
the founding father of the Sandinista Front, vis-
ited the Soviet Union with its newly efficient totali-
tarian state. To Fonseca, as to Borge and his oth-
er comrades, the Soviet monstrosity was their
revolutionary dream come true. In his pamphlet,
A Nicaraguan in Moscow, Fonseca proclaimed So-
viet Communism his model for Latin America's
revolutionary future.

This vision of a Soviet America is now being
realized in Nicaragua. The comandante direc-
torate, the army, and the secret police are already
mirrors of the Soviet state—not only structurally
but in their personnel, trained and often manned
by agents of the Soviet axis.
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BUT the most important figure in this
transformation is not a Nicaraguan
at all. For twenty years, from the time the Sandi-
nistas first arrived in Havana, they were disciples
of Fidel Castro. With his blessings they went on
to Moscow, where Stalin’s henchman completed
their revolutionary course. Fidel is the image in
which the Sandinista leadership has created itself
and the author of its strategy. Its politburo, the
comandante directorate, was personally created
by Fidel in Havana on the eve of the final strug-
gle, sealed with a pledge of millions in military
aid. It was Fidel who supplied the arms with

which the Sandinistas waged their battles, just as’

he supplied the Cuban general—Zenen Casals—
who directed their victorious campaign (just as the
Soviets supplied the general who directed Fidel's
own victory at the Bay of Pigs). Without Castro’s
intervention, Arturo Cruz and the other anti-
Somoza and pro-democralic contras would be the
government of Nicaragua today.

And it was Fidel who showed the Sandinistas
how to steal the revolution after the victory, and
how to secure their theft by manipulating their
most important allies: the American Left and its
liberal sympathizers.

Twenty-five years ago Fidel was also a revolu-
tionary hero to us on the New Left. Like today's
campus radicals, we became “coffee-pickers” and
passengers on the revolutionary tour, and we
hailed the literacy campaigns, health clinics, and
other wonders of the people's state.

When Fidel spoke, his words were revolutionary
music to our ears: “Freedom with bread. Bread
without terror.” “A revolution neither red nor
black, but Cuban olive-green.” And so in Mana-
gua today: ‘“Not [Soviet] Communism but Nica-
raguan Sandinismo’ is the formula Fidel's imita-
tors proclaim.

Fidel’s political poems put radicals all over the
world under his spell. Jean-Paul Sartre wrote one
of the first and most influential books of praise:
“If this man asked me for the moon,” he said, “I
would give it to him. Because he would have a
need for it.”

When I listen to the enthusiasts for the Sandi-
nista redeemers, the fate of a hero of the Cuban
revolution comes to my mind. For in the year
that Jean-Paul Sartre came to Havana and fell in
love with the humanitarian Fidel, Huber Matos
embarked on a long windowless night of the soul.

The fate of Huber Matos begins with the sec-
ond revolution that Fidel launched.

All the fine gestures and words with which Fidel
seduced us and won our support—the open Marx-
ism, the socialist humanism, the independent path
—turned out to be calculated lies. Even as he
proclaimed his color to be olive-green, he was
planning to make his revolution Moscow red.

So cynical was Fidel's strategy that at the time
it was difficult for many to comprehend. One by

one Fidel began removing his own comrades from
the revolutionary regime and replacing them with
Cuban Communists.

Cuba’s Communists were then a party in dis-
grace. They had opposed the revolution; they
had even served in the cabinet of the tyrant
Batista while the revolution was taking placel

But this was all incidental to Fidel. Fidel knew
how to use people. And Fidel was planning a new
revolution he could trust the Communists to sup-
port: he had decided to turn Cuba into a Soviet
state. And Fidel also knew that he could no long-
er trust his own comrades, because they had made
a revolution they thought was going to be Cuban
olive-green.

Although Fidel removed socialists and the San-
dinistas removed democrats, the pattern of betray-
al has been the same.

To gain power the Sandinistas concealed their
true intention (@ Soviet state) behind a revolu-
tionary lie (@ pluralist democracy), To consoli-
date power they fashioned a second lie (democ-
racy, but only within the revolution), and those
who believed in the first lie were removed. At the
end of the process there will be no democracy in
Nicaragua at all, which is exactly what Fonseca
and the Sandinistas intended when they began.

When Huber Matos saw Fidel's strategy unfold-
ing in Cuba, he got on the telephone with other
Fidelistas to discuss what they should do. This
was a mistake. In the first year of Cuba’s libera-
tion, the phones of revolutionary legends like
Huber Matos were already tapped by Fidel's
secret police. Huber Matos was arrested.

In the bad old days of Batista oppression, Fidel
had been arrested himself. His crime was not
words on a telephone, but leading an attack on a
military barracks to overthrow the Batista regime.
Twelve people were killed. For this Fidel spent a

- total of eighteen months in the tyrant’s jail before
* being released.

Huber Matos was not so lucky, Fidel was no
Batista, and the revolution that had overthrown
Batista was no two-bit dictatorship. For his phone
call, Huber Matos was tried in such secrecy that
not even members of the government were privy
to the proceeding. When it was over, he was sen-
tenced to solitary confinement, in a cell without
sunlight, for twenty-two years. And even as Fidel
buried his former friend and comrade alive, he
went on singing his songs of revolutionary hu-
manism and justice.

MILAN KuNDERA reveals the meaning
of this revolutionary parable of
Huber Matos and Fidel. Recalling a French Com-
munist who wrote poems for brotherhood while
his friend was being murdered by the poet’s com-
rades in Prague, Kundera says: ‘“The hangman
killed while the poet sang.”

Kundera explains: “People like to say revolu-
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tion is beautiful; it is only the terror arising from
it which is evil. But this is not true. The evil is
already present in the beautiful; hell is already
contained in the dream of paradise. ... To con-
demn Gulags is easy, but to reject the poetry
which leads to the Gulag by way of paradise is
as difficult as ever.,” Words to bear in mind today
as we consider Nicaragua and its revolution of
poets.

To believe in the revolutionary dream is the
tragedy of its supporters; to exploit the dream is
the talent of its dictators. Revolutionary cyni-
cism, the source of this talent, is Fidel’s most im-
portant teaching to his Sandinista disciples. This
is the faculty that allows the comandantes to
emulate Fidel himself: to be poets and hangmen
at the same time. To promise democracy and or-
ganize repression, to attack imperialism and join
an empire, to talk peace and plan war, to cham-
pion justice and deliver Nicaragua to a frater-
nity of inhumane, repressive, militarized, and
economically crippled states.

“We used to have one main prison, now we have
many,” begins the lament of Carlos Franqui, a
former Fidelista, for the paradise that Nicaragua
has now gained. “We used to have a few barracks;
now we have many. We used to have many planta-
tions; now we have only one, and it belongs to
Fidel. Who enjoys the fruits of the revolution, the
houses of the rich, the luxuries of the rich? The
comandante and his court.”

To this grim accounting must be added the
economic ruin that Fidel’s Marxism has wrought.
Among the proven failures of the Marxist prom-
ise, this is the most fateful of all. The failure of
Marxist economies to satisfy basic needs, let alone
compete with the productive capitalisms of the
West, has produced the military-industrial police
states which call themselves socialist today. Nica-
ragua, with its Sandinista-created economic crisis
and its massive military build-up, is but the latest
example of this pattern.

Twenty-five years ago we on the Left applauded
when Fidel denounced Cuba’s one-crop economy
and claimed that U.S. imperialism was the cause
of the nation's economic plight. It seemed so self-
evident. Cuba was a fertile island with a favorable
climate, but U.S. sugar plantations had monopo-
lized its arable land, and the sugar produced was
a product for export, not a food for Cubans. The
poor of Cuba had been sacrificed on the altar of
imperialist profit. Whenever we were confronted
by the political costs Castro’s revolution might
entail, we were confident that this gain alone—
Cuba’s freedom to grow food for Cubans—would
make any sacrifice worthwhile. The same illusion
—that the revolution will mean better lives for
Nicaragua’s poor—underlies every defense of the
Sandinistas today.

It is nearly three decades since Cuba’s lib-
eration, and Cuba is still a2 one-crop economy.

But the primary market for its sugar is now the
Soviet Union instead of the United States. Along
with this have come other economic differenccs
as well. Cuba's external debt is now 200 firmes
what it was when Fidel took power. And it would
he far greater if the Communist caudillo had not
mortgaged his country to his Soviet patron. So
bankrupt is the economy Castro has created that
it requires a Soviet subsidy of over %4 billion
a year, one-quarter of the entire national income,
to keep it afloat. Before the revolution, Cubans
enjoyed the highest per-capita income in Latin
America. Now they are economic prisoners of
permanent rationing and chronic shortages in
even the most basic necessities. The allotted ra-
tions tell a story in themselves: two pounds of
meat per citizen per month; 20 percent less cloth-
ing than the allotment a decade earlier; and in
rice, a basic staple of Cuba’s poor, half the yearly
consumption under the old Batista regime.

The idea that Marxist revolution will mean
economic benefit for the poor has proved to he
the most deadly illusion of all. It is because Marx-
ist economies cannot satisfy economic needs—not
even at the levels of the miserably corrupt capital-
isms of Batista and Somoza—that Marxist states
require permanent repression to stifle unrest and
permanent enemies to saddle with the blame.

THIS is also why Castro has found a new
national product to supply to the So-
viet market (a product his Sandinista disciples are
in the process of developing in their turn). The
product is the Cuban nation itself, as a military
base for Soviet expansion.

The event that sealed the contract for this de-
velopment was the moment of America’s defeat
in Vietnam in April 1975. This defeat resulted in
America's effective withdrawal from the crucial
role it had played since 1945, as the guardian of
the international status quo and the keeper of its
peace. :

To the Soviet imperialists, America’s loss was
an opportunity gained. In 1975 the Kremlin be-
gan what would.soon be a tenfold increase in the
aid it had been providing to Cuba. Most of the
aid was of military intent. Toward the end of the
year, 36,000 Cuban troops surfaced in Africa, as
an interventionary force in Angola's civil war. So-
viet aid to Cuba tripled and then quintupled as
Castro sent another 12,000 Cuban troops to pro-
vide a palace guard for Ethiopia’s new dictator,
Mengistu Haile Mariam, who had thrown him-
self into the Soviet embrace with a campaign
which he officially called his “Red Terror.” A
year after his henchmen had murdered virtually
the entire graduating class of the high schools of
Addis Ababa—just the most poignant of Men-
gistu's 100,000 victims—Fidel presented him with
a Bay of Pigs medal, Cuban socialism’s highest
award.
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Ethiopia’s dictator is only one of the interna-
tional heroes who regularly pass through the Cu-
ban base to be celebrated, trained, and integrated
into a network of subversion and terror that has
come to span every continent of the globe. And
in the Sandinista revolution Fidel's colonial
plantation has produced its most profitable re-
turn: an opportunity for Moscow to expand its
investment to the American land mass itself.

Nicaragua is now in the grip of utterly cynical
and utterly ruthless men, exceeding even their
sponsors in aggressive hostility to the United
States. The Soviets may be the covert patrons of

£

the world’s terrorist plague, but not even they’

have had the temerity to embrace publicly the
assassin Qaddafi as a “‘brother” the way the Sandi-
nistas have. The aim of the Sandinista revolution
is to crush its society from top to bottom, to insti-
tute totalitarian rule, and to use the country as
a base to spread Communist terror and Com-
niunist regimes throughout the hemisphere.

The Sandinista anthem which proclaims the
Yankee to be the “enemy of mankind” expresses
precisely the revolutionaries’ sentiment and goal.
That goal is hardly to create a more just society—
the sordid record would dissuade any reformer
from choosing the Communist path—but to de-
stroy the societies still outside the totalitarian
perimeter, and their chief protector, the United
States.

Support for the contras is a first line of defense.
For Nicaraguans, a centra victory would mean

ha o

the restoration of the democratic leadership from
whom the Sandinistas stole the revolution in the
first place, the government that Nicaragua would
have had if Cuba had not intervened. For the
countries of the Americas, it would mean a halt
in the Communist march that threatens their free-
doms and their peace.

N coNcLusioN, I would like to say this

to my former comrades and successors
on the Left: you are self-righteous and hlind in
your belief that you are part of a movement to
advance human progress and liberate mankind.
You are’in fact in league with the darkest and
most reactionary forces of the modern world,
whose legacies—as the record attests—are atroc-
ities and oppressions on a scale unknown in the
human past. It is no accident that radicals in
power have slaughtered so many of their own
people. Hatred of self, and by extension one’s
country, is the root of the radical cause.

As American radicals, the most egregious sin
you commit is to betray the privileges and free-
doms ordinary people from all over the world
have created in this country—privileges and free-
doms that ordinary people all over the world
would feel blessed to have themselves. But the
worst of it is this: you betray all this tangible
good that you can see around you for a socialist
pie-in-the-sky that has meant horrible deaths and
miserable lives for the hundreds of millions who
have so far fallen under its sway.
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MEMORANDUM

National Executive Committee
Nathan Perlmutter
July 23, 1986

Update on Nicaragua and the UAHC

Several months ago, feollowing a mailing to the U. S.
Congress by the Union of American Hebrew Congregations,
in which they flat-out denied Sandinista anti-Semitism,
we reported our findings to the contrary. We then met
with a UAHC spokesman and learned that their denial of
Sandinista anti-Semitism was made without benefit of
discussion with any Nicaraguan Jews.

To the UAHC's credit they have reviewed their position
and revised their conclusions about Sandinista anti-
Semitism -- as reported in the attached memorandum by
our Rabbi Morton Rosenthal. Because the issue continues
to percolate and because a reversal in position is not’
an everyday occurrence, I thought you'd be interested.

NP:gaf
Attachment

cc: Administrative Staff
Regional Directors
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824 United Nahone Plaza ‘ :

New York, NLY, 10017
MEMORANDUM
Jo: Abraham H. Foxman
From: Morton M. Rosenthal
Date: July 14, 1986

Subject: Nicaragua and Cuba: Union of American Hebrew Congregation (UANC)

I met with Albert vérspan and Rabbi David Saperstein today to discuss the
Nicaraguan situation and the situation of Jews in Cuba. 1 want to share with you
the essence of our conversation.

I. Nicaragua:

I laid out for David andy Al, who is David's Super ’ >r, our perception of
the Nicaragua situation. Al reiterated what David said told Nate some weeks
ago. The U.A.H.C. has disavowed, although not publicly, its position on
Sandinista anti-Semitism set forth in a letter dated March 19, 1986 to members of
the U.S. House of Representatives. That letter said that the accusations of
anti-Semitism are “discredited canards.”™ Al pointed out that when this same
letter was sent subsequently to members of the Senate the reference to anti-
Semitism was omitted.

Al and David said that thelr characterization of the charges of anti-
Semitism as “"canards" was due to their reliance upon reportage in the Washington
Post and the New York Times without considered study of the issue by . any member
of the UAHC staff. After objections were raised, they studied all that had been
written by ADL and others and concluded that ADL's position on Sandinista anti-
Semitism is solidly based and correct. After both expressed great respect for
the work which ADL has done on Nicaragua, I asked Al to publicize this change of
position. He promised that he would try to find a proper forum to do so, men-—
tioning the UAHC magazine, "Reform Judaism,"” as a possibility.

Interestingly, both Al and David spoke very critically of the Sandinista
regime. David sald that he had offered the second to a resolution adopted at the
recent convention of the Central Conference of American Rabbis, criticizing the
Sandinistas. Nonetheless, they are both opposed to Reagan Administration policy
towards Nicaragua.

We also discussed Balfour Brickner's actions re Nicaragua. 1 told Al that
Brickner sent his letter for publication in the New Alliance, a vicliously anti-
,Semitic anti-Zionist and pro-Farrakhan publication and I gave him a copy of the

~ New Alliance article and a copy of my reply to Balfour. He and Balfour are

personal friends and Balfour was Al's deputy at UAHC, but Al said that he is
critical of Balfour's endorsement of the Sandinistas and he has voiced this
criticism to Balfour.


















Secretary Shultz

Current

Nicaragua: Will
Democracy Prevail?

Following i3 a statement by Secretary
Shultz before the Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations, Washington, D.C.,

February 27, 1986.

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

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

WHAT IS THE PROBLEM?

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

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

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

Intervention

One of the most striking characteristics
of Sandinista communism is its mes-
sianic impulse to violence. As Congress
has repeatedly and formally found,
Nicaragua has since 1980 been engaged
in unlawful intervention, serving as the
staging ground for arms shipments to
guerrillas in El Salvador. Because so
much attention has been focused on this
arms flow to El Salvador, which has
been sustained and occasionally massive,
it is less widely known that at one point
or another Sandinista intervention has
touched virtually the entire hemisphere.
The map on page 3 depicts the
breadth of Nicaragua's interventionist
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activities. (It also makes clear, inci-
dentally, that the Nicaraguan com-
munists are perfectly serious when they
refer to their policy as one of “interna-
tionalism.”) The map identifies the coun-
tries where the current Nicaraguan
Government has tried to export vio-
lence, by shipping arms, training guer-
rillas, or providing the kinds of support
necessary for terrorist operations.
Managua has become a gathering place
for terrorists from all over the world,
including Europe and the Middle East
as well as Latin America.

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

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

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

Militarization

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

manned by Cubans in key sectors from

training and weapons use to intelligence
and counterintelligence.

The first Cuban advisers entered
Managua with the Sandinistas and took
up positions in Somoza’s bunker less
than a week after he left it. As soon as
the security apparatus was in place,
Soviet-bloc arms began to arrive to give
the Nicaraguan communists the capacity
to repress their own people and to en-
gage in unconventional warfare against

their neighbors without risk of a conven-

tional military response.

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

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

THE RISE OF

resistance responds to a long series

of repressive acts, some of which

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

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

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

Chart |

Nicaragua, not to the resistance.

From May of 1984 until late in
!1985—we11 over a year—the U.S. Gov-
ernment provided no assistance to
Nicaraguan resistance forces. As indi-
cated in Chart 11, the resistance grew
‘by 50%, roughly from 10,000 to 15,000
during a period when there was no U.S.
Government assistance.

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

Adolfo Calero, Arturo Cruz, and

} Alfonso Robelo lead the main resistance

{ organization, the United Nicaraguan Op-
! position (UNO). All three actively op-
posed Somoza while he was still in
power. Calero was jailed by Somoza;
first Robelo theni Cruz became junta
members withrthe Sandinistas until they
could no longer accept betrayal of
democratic principles and of Nicaraguan
national interests.

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

THE RESISTANCE

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

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

Chart 1I (see p. 6) demon-
strates the growth of armed
resistance in the face of the new
Nicaraguan police state. The










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

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

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

urban professionals, Chart Il

the Caribbean over the past 10

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

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

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

i Since the fall of Duvalier in Haiti,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

DEMOCRACY AS THE
HEMISPHERIC ANSWER

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

CONCLUSION

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

prepared by
Susan Alberts, Jostuwa Muravchik, and Antony Korenstein

INTRODUCTION

The seizure of power by Nicaragua's Sandinista National Liberation Front
(FSLN) precipitated an exodus by that country's small Jewish community. This
fact was first brought to light by the Anti-Defamation League, which charged
that Nicaragﬁa's Jews had fled as a result of anti-Semitic persecutions by the
FSLN.

This accusation was vigorously.denied by Sandinista representatives and
subsequently by various American Jewish groups and leaders, many of whom have
defended the Sandinistas' on other grounds as well. Some of these Jewish
figures traveled to Nicaragua and reported that they found no anti-Semitism

there. These denials were echoed in editorials in The New York Times and in

news analyses in the The Washington Post.

The White House brought two of these Jewish refugees to a press briefing,
but some skeptics wondered whether the testimony of these two was sufficient
to sustain the all?gation that the Jewish community as a whole was victimized.

In our attempt to resolve this controversy, we séught to locate the
Nicaraguan Jewish refugees in their current homes in the United States and
Costa Rica, and to ianterview them individually to learn of their experiences
and their reasons for flight. ]

In summary, our finding is that while Sandinista anti-Semitism is not

motivated by traditional religious reasoning or the more radical and racist

theories of the Nazis, it is anti-Semitism all the same. Jew hatred is not a



central tenet of Sandinista ideology. Nevertheless, they persecuted the Jews
as Jews, with no apparent regard for the views or activities of individual
Jews. They were no doubt largely motivated by their hatred for Israel, which
they have long seen as their enemy, their strong support for the Palestine
Liberation Organization, and their views that Nicaragua's Jewish community was
no more than an arm of Israel. This kind of anti-Semitism is apparent in the
conduct, for example, of the Third World and Soviet bloc in the United
Nations; some analysts describe it as "The New Anti-Semitism,"” or "Left=-wing
Anti-Semitism." However this phenomenon is best described, it is clear that

Sandinista anti~Semitism should not be taken lightly.

BACKGROUND

In the mid-1970s the Jewish community of Nicaragua comprised
approximately 50 individuals in eighteen families. The bread-winners were
virtually all engaged in commerce, some Qith rather substantial enterprises
and some with small ones. The community maintained a synagogue and conducted
regular worship services, although it did not have a rabbi. (The
participation of a rabbli is not required for Jewish worship.) The community
displayed some sense of cohesiveness. One of its members was designated as
its president, and some interviewees said their social lives revolved around
the synagogue. The community felt a sense of emotional attachment to Israel
similar to that of Jewish communities everywhere. One member was the
"honorary consul” of the state of Israel, which maintained only part—-time
diplomatic representation in Nicaragua.

Today, the entire community lives outside of Nicaraguan, with the
exception of one individual, Jaime Levy, a French citizen beyond the age of

seventye.



Susan Alberts succeeded in interviewing members of 13 of the 18
families. Members of two other families initially agreed to grant interviews
but later reversed their decisions; one of tﬁese expressed fear of provoking
reprisals by the Sandinistas. Members of two of the five families with which
we have not had contact, the Gorn and Preiss families, have previously given
extensive public accounts of their experiences, and these‘correspond closely

to those given by our interviewees.

WHOM TO BELIEVE

We have no means of'evaluating definitively the accuracy of the details
of each of the individual accounts we heard, but the stories were.all
compatible. In their general outlines, and in many specific details, they
were mutually corroborating, and in no significant respect were they
contradictory. In addition to these first person accounts, we found other
evidence corroboréting details of their stories. (For example, Mauricio
Palacio, a gentile Nicaraguan formerly employed by Fred Luft, one of the
Nicaraguan Jews, is now himself in exile in the United States after having
grown disillusioned with the Sandinistas =— with whom he once covertly
collaborated. He has given a signed statement confessing to his part in the
1978 arson attack against the Managua synagogue.) |

In the past, Sandinista representatives and sympathizers have challenged
the Qeracity of one or another individual Jews whose complaints have been
publicized. We find it impossible to imagine that the fifteen stories heard
from refugees living in different countries and cities could have been
fabricated and still be as mutually consistent as these are. Indeed we found
no reason to doubt the veracity of any of the individuals we interviewed; the

only challenge to their accounts comes from the Sandinistas or their



sympathizers. On the other hand, we found evidence of mendacity on the part
of the Sandinistas, and many efforts by the Sandinistas to manipulate and
mislead their American sympathizers. (Examples of mendacity: the Sandinistas
first said that certain FSLN officials, such as Ambassador Tunnerman, are
Jewish. Tunnerman apparently has some Jewish ancestry, but is a professing
Catholic. The Sandinistas first claimed that the Managua synagogue was
confiscated because it had been the personal property of Abraham Gorm, btut
records show clearly that it was the communal property of the congregation.
Example of manipulation: the Jewish Human Rights delegation that visited
Nicaragua in August of 1984 on behalf of the New Jewish Agenda met more than
once with Mateo Guerrero, a top staff member‘of the government-sponsored
Nicaraguan Commission for Human Rights. Guerrero, now a refugee himself, told
us that he had been summoned by Deputy Foreign Minister Victor Hugo Timoco in
advance of the delegations' arrival and was simply “instructed to tell them

that there had been no persecution of Jews.")

PERSECUTION AND FLIGHT

It is sometimes alleged that Jews left Nicaragua after the revolution
because they lost their positions or their property —-= or that the Sandinistas
may have turned against them simply because they sought to retain privileges
they supposedly enjoyed under the old regime. In fact, the Sandinistas'
hostility to the Jews was evident well before the revolution, and Jews were
given no opportunity to make peace with the new regime.

Harassment of Jews by the FSLN began during the year prior to its seizure
of power. Many or most Jewish families began receiving abusive and
threatening telephone calls. Some report that they received such calls

daily. All said the calls were frequent. All reported that the callers used



foul and abusive language and made specific derogatory references to the
Jewishness of the respondent. The callers identified themselves as
Sandinistas and made death threats both against the heads of households and
against their children. Similar threats and abuse were also conveyed in post
cards and in graffiti sprayed on Jewish homes and places of business. Some
told of receiving warnings from friendly employees with links to the
Sandinistas, and a few told of being followed or approached with threatening
messages by men on the street whom they did not recognize.

These various threats were underscored by an event that occured during
Friday night services in December 1978. That night, an incendiary device was
hurled at the synagogue, igniting its wooden doors. When some of the
worshippers emerged from the building they were confronted by a carload of
armed men, recognizable to them as Sandinistas, who pointed guns at them and
ordered them back inside. Eventually, the Sandinistas drove off and the fire
was extinguished without the building being destroyed or any of the
worshippers bteing seriously injured. According to the testimony of the
Sandinista defector Palacio, the aim of the incident was not to injure but to
further intimidate the Jews. 1In this it was successful.

As the fighting between FSLN insurgents and Somoza's National Guard
reached its climax in the summer of 1979, several Nicaraguan Jews left the
country. When the Sandinistas triumphed, these individuals, as well as a
couple of others who coincidentally found themselves out of the country on
business at that moment, faced a decision about whether to try to return. One
who did return was Abraham Gorn, an elderly businessesman and reputed friend
of the first Somoza (who had ruled the country until the mid-1950s). In 1979,
Gorn was president of the Jewish community. Shortly after his return, he was

imprisoned by Sandinista authorities for a few weeks, during which time he was



compelled to sweep streets. Upon his release he sdught refuge in the Costa
Rican embassy and secured safe passage out of the country with the assistance
of the Costa Rican goverunment.

Another who attempted to return after the revolution was Sarita
Kellerman. Her husband, Oscar, whom the couple deemed to be in greater
danger, remained in the United States. Night after night, she says, her house
was searched by uniformed armed men claiming to look for weapons, who pocketed
whatever of her possessions met their fancy. After a few weeks, she too left
the country permanently.

Those Jews who remained after July 1979 reported suffering a pattern of
pe?ty harassment which within a year or two impelled them to leave. The
threatening phone calls apparently did not continue after the Sandinistas came
to power. But against the background of these threats, the large PLO and
Libyan presence that soon materialized in revolutionary Nicaragua was
frightening to the remaining Jews, especially because Sandinista newspapers on
several occasions allowed their anti-Israel tirades to shade over into
explicit anti-Semitism. (To cite but one example: on July 17, 1982, the

official government newspaper El Nuevo Diario carried an editorial which

declared that "...Zionism is a nefarious doctrine that vexes all the countries
of the world: banks and finance are in the hands of descendants of Jews,
eternal protectors of Zionism. In this way controlling economic power they
control other power, as now occurs in the United States.”)

In addition, the stragglers receilved occasional hints of greater
perils. Some were told by acquaintances that Sandinista authorities were
looking to arrest them or intended to arrest their colleagues or relatives if
they returned to the country. One Jewish store—owner was told by a customer

he knew that the prosecutor's office, where the customer worked, "had a file



on everyone in the Jewish community.”

Within a few years, all the remaining Jews left, except for Jaime Levy
(and one who died). Virtually all had their property confiscated under a
decree aimed at people who "adhered™ to Somocism, (a hopelessly vague
accusation rarely applied with anything approaching due process), or a decree
declaring forfeiture of property rights for anyone who remained out of the
country longer than six months, a situation that soon applied to all Jews
since all (except Jaime Levy) were afraid to return. In addition, the
synagogue was confiscated.

Since the Anti-Defamation League first publicized this situation, the
Sandinistas have made public offers to return the synagogue to the community
and even to return the property of a few of its members if they wish to return
to Nicaragua. But the offer is hollow since clearly no Jews dare to return.

‘As one put it: "That would be walking into the wolf's mouth.”

SUMMARY

The entire community of individuals who identify themselves as Jews fled
Nicaragua, with the exception of one individual, leaving behind almost all
their property. The flight was motivated by threats and abuse directed
against them as Jews, as well as by persecution that they suffered in common
with many gentile businessmen. But clearly not all persons involved in
business were harassed and threatened in the manner of the Jews. In fact, the
Sandinistas have sought to convey an impression of moderation by boasting how
they have urged some businessmen to stay. Although Sandinista defenders often
rebut the charge of anti—Semitism by saying the Nicaraguan Jews were harassed
because they were businessmen, in other arguments they make much of the claim

that a large part of the Nicaraguan community remains in private hands. The



Jews have clearly suffered more than most: because of their fears, they fled,

and because of their flight,

These simple facts have
American Jews, who are eager
those who dismiss the charge

troubled because it has been

they lost their property.

been denied by some Americans, includiag some

to deflect criticism of the Sandinistas. .Some of
of Sandinista anti-Semitism are evidently

used to support U.S. aid to the Nicaraguan

resistance forces —— a policy with which they disagree. But as Jaime Levy's

son, Gabriel, put it to us from his home in Houston, "You can be against what

President Reagan is doing in Nicaragua, but that's no reason to deny the truth

about what happened to the Jews."
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INTRODUCT ION

The seizure of power by Nicaragua's Sandinista National Liberation Front
(FSLN) precipitated an exodus by that country's small Jewish community. This
fact was first brought to light by the Anti-Defamation League, which charged
that Nicaragua's Jews had fled as a result of anti-Semitic persecutions by the
FSLN.

This accusation was vigorously'denied by Sandinista representatives and
subsequently by various American Jewish groups and leaders, many of whom have
defended the Sandinistas' on other grounds as well. Some of these Jewish
figures traveled to Nicaragua and reported that they found no anti-Semitism

there. These denials were echoed in editorials in The New York Times and in

news analyses in the The Washington Post.

The White House brought two of these Jewish refugees to a press briefing,
but some skeptics wondered whether the testimony of these two was sufficient
to sustain the allggation that the Jewish community as a whole was victimized.

In our attempt to resolve this controversy, we ssught to locate the
Nicaraguan Jewish refugees in their current homes in the United States and
Costa Rica, and to interview them individually to learn of their experiences

-

and their reasons for flight.
In summary, our finding is that while Sandinista anti-Semitism is not
motivated by traditional religious feasoning or the more radical and racist

{theories of the Nazis, it is anti-Semitism all the same. Jew hatred is not a



central tenet of Sandinista ideology. WNevertheless, they persecuted the Jews
as Jews, with no apparent regard for the views or activities of individual
Jews. They were no doubt largely motivated by their hatred for Israel, which
they have long seen as their enemy, their strong support for the Palestine
Liberation Organization, and their views that Nicaragua's Jewish community was
no more than an arm of Israel. This kind of anti-Semitism 1s apparent in the
conduct, for example, of the Third World and Soviet bloc in the United
Nations; some analysts describe it as "The New Anti-Semitism,” or "Left-wing
Anti-Semitism."” However this phenomenon is best described, it is clear that

Sandinista anti-Semitism should not be taken lightly.

BACKGROUND

C In the mid-1970s the Jewish community of Nicaragua comprised

L approximately 50 individuals in eighteen families. The bread—-winners were
virtually all engaged in commerce, some &ith rather substantial enterprises
and some with small ones. The community maintained a synagogue and conducted
regular worship services, although‘it did not have a rabbi. (The
participation of a rabbi is not required for Jewish worship.) The community
displayed some sense of cohesiveness. One of its members was designated as
its president, and some interviewees said their social lives revolved around
the synagogue. The community felt a sense of emotional attachment to Israel
similar to that of Jewish communities everywhere. One member was the
"honorary consul” of the state of Israel, which maintained only part-time
diplomatic representation in Nicaragua.

Today, the entire community lives outside of Nicaraguan, with the

exception of one individual, Jaime Levy, a French citizen beyond the age of

seventy.



[ Susan Albarts succeeded in interviewing members of 13 of the 18
families. Members of two other families initially agreed to grant interviews
but later reversed their decisions; one of these expressed fear of provoking
reprisals by the Sandinistas. Members of two of the five families with which
we have not had contact, the Gorn and Preiss fawmilies, have previously given
extensive public accounts of their experiences, and these correspond closely

to those given by our interviewees.

WHOM TO BELIEVE
We have no means of evaluating definitively the accuracy of the details
of each of the individual accounts we heard, but the stories were.all
compatible. In their general outlines, and in many specific details, they
were mutually corroborating, and in no significant respect were they
contradictory. In addition to these first person accounts, we found other
y evidence corrobor#éing details of their stories. (For example, Mauricio
Palacio, a gentile Nicaraguan formerly epployed by Fred Luft, one of the
Nicaraguan Jews, is now himself in exile in the United States after having
L grown disillusioned with the Sandinistas -=— with whom he once covertly
collaborated. He has given a signed statement confessing to his part in the
1978 arson attack against the Managua synagogue.) |
In the past, Sandinista representatives and sympathizers have challenged
the veracity of one or another individual Jews whose complaints have been
publicized. We find it impossible to imagine that the fifteen stories heard
ffrom refugees living in different countries and cities could have been
, fabricated and still be as mutually consistent as these are. Indeed we found
“no reason to doubt the veracity of any of the individuals we interviewed; the

only challenge to their accounts comes from the Sandinistas or their



sympathizers. On the other hand, we found evidence of mendacity on the part
of the Sandinistas, and many efforts by the Sandinistas to manipulate and
mislead their American sympathizers. (Examples of mendacity: the Sandinistas
first said that certain FSLN officials, such as Ambassador Tunnerman, are
Jewish. Tunnerman apparently has some Jewish ancestry, but is a professing
Catholic. The Sandinistas first claimed that the Managua synagogue was
confiscated because it had been the personal property of Abraham Gorm, but
records show clearly that it was the communal property of the congregation.
Example of manipulation: the Jewish Human Rights delegation that visited
Nicaragua in August of 1984 on behalf of the New Jewish Agenda met more than
once with Mateo Guerrero, a top staff member-of the government=sponsored
Nicaraguan Commission for Human Rights. Guerrero, now a refugee himself, told
us that he had been summoned by Deputy Foreign Minister Victor Hugo Tinoco in
advance of the delegations' arrival and was simply "instructed to tell them

that there had been no persecution of Jews.")

PERSECUTION AND FLIGHT

It is sometimes alleged that Jews left Nicaragua after the revolution
because they lost their positions or their property —~-= or that the Sandinistas
may have turned against them simply because they sought to retain privileges
they supposedly enjoyed under the old regime. In fact, the Sandinistas'
hostility to the Jews was evident well before the revolution, and Jews were
given no opportunity to make peace with the new regime.

Harassment of Jews by the FSLN began during the year prior to its seizure
of power. Many or most Jewish families began receiving abusive and
threatening telephone calls. Some report that they received such calls

daily. All said the calls were frequent. All reported that the callers used



foul and abusive language and made specific derogatory references to the
Jewishness of the respondent. The callers identified themselves as
Sandinistas and made death threats both against the heads of households and
against their children. Similar threats and abuse were also conveyed in post
cards and in graffiti sprayed on Jewish homes and places of business. Some
told of receiving warnings from friendly employees with links to the
Sandinistas, and a few told of being followed or approached with threatening

messages by men on the street whom they did not recognize.

L These various threats were underscored by an event that occured during

Friday night services in December 1978. That night, an incendiary device was
)hurled at the synagogue, igniting its wooden doors. When some of the

worshippers emerged from the building they were confronted by a carload of

{ armed men, recognizable to them as Sandinistas, who pointed guns at them and

\

ordered them back inside. Eventually, the Sandinistas drove off and the fire

was extinguished without the building being destroyed or any of the
L )

worshippers being seriously injured. According to the testimony of the
Sandinista defector Palacio, the aim of the incident was not to injure but to
further intimidate the Jews. In this it was successful.

As the fighting between FSLN insurgents and Somoza's National Guard
reached its climax in the summer of 1979, several Nicaraguan Jews left the
country. When the Sandinistas triumphed, these individuals, as well as a
couple of others who coincidentally found themselves out of the country on
business at that moment, faced a decision about whetherbto try to return. One
who did return was Abraham Gorn, an elderly businessesman and reputed friend
of the first Somoza (who had ruled the country until the mid-1950s). In 1979,
Gorn was president of the Jewish community. Shortly after his return, he was

imprisoned by Sandinista authorities for a few weeks, during which time he was



compelled to sweep streets. Upon his release he sought refuge in the Costa
Rican embassy and secured safe passage out of the country with the assistance
of the Costa Rican government.

Another who attempted to returun after the revolution was Sarita
Kellerman. Her husband, Oscar, whom the couple deemed to be in greater
danger, remained in the United States. Night after night, she says, her house

{ was searched by uniformed armed men claiming to look for weapons, who pocketed
whatever of her possessions met their fancy. After a few weeks, she too left
the country permanently.
Those Jews who remained after July 1979 reported suffering a patterm of
l'pe.t:ty harassment which within a year or two impelled them to leave. The
threatening phone calls apparently did not continue after the Sandinistas came
to power. But against the background of these threats, the large PLO and
Libyan presence that soon materialized in revolutionary Nicaragua was
frightening to the remaining Jews, especially because Sandinista newspapers on
several occasions allowed their anti-Israel tirades to shade over into
explicit anti-Semitism. (To cite but one example: on July 17, 1982, the

pfficial government newspaper El Nuevo Diario carried an editorial which

@eclared that "...Z2ionism is a nefarious doctrine that vexes all the countries
)

Af the world: banks and finance are in the hands of descendants of Jews,
eternal protectors of Zionisme In this way controlling economic power they
Lontrol other power, as now occurs in the United States.”)

In addition, the stragglers received occasional hints of greater

' perilse Some were told by acquaintances that Sandinista authorities were

looking to arrest them or intended to arrest their colleagues or relatives if

L they returned to the country. One Jewish store—owner was told by a customer

he knew that the prosecutor's office, where the customer worked, "had a file



t on everyone in the Jewish community."”

Within a few years, all the remaining Jews left, except for Jaime Levy
(and one who died). Virtually all had their property confiscated under a
decree aimed at people who "adhered” to Somocism, (a hopelessly vague
accusation rarely applied with anything approaching due process), or a decree
declaring forfeiture of pfoperty rights for anyone who remained out of the
country longer than six months, a situation that soon applied to all Jews
since all (except Jaime Levy) were afraid to return. In addition, the
synagogue was confiscated.

Since the Anti-Defamation League first publicized this situation, the
Sandinistas have made public offers to return the synagogue to the comﬁunity
and even to return the property of a few of its members if they wish to returm
to Nicaragua. But the offer is hollow since clearly no Jews dare to returmn.

‘As one put it: "That would be walking into the wolf's mouth.”

SUMMARY

The entire community of individuals who identify themselves as Jews fled‘
Nicaragua, with the exception of one individual, leaving behind almost all
their property. The flight was motivated by threats and abuse directed
against them as Jews, as well as by persecution that they suffered in common
with many gentile businessmen. But clearly not all persons involved in
business were harassed and threatened in the manner of the Jews. In fact, the
Sandinistas have sought to convey an impression of moderation by boasting how
they have urged some businessmen to stay. Although Sandinista defenders often
rebut the charge of anti-Semitism by saying the Nicaraguan Jews were harassed
because they were businessmen, in other arguments they make much of the claim

that a large part of the Nicaraguan community remains in private hands. The



Jews have clearly suffered more than most: because of their fears, they fled,
and because of their flight, they lost their property.

These simple facts have been denied by some Americans, including some
American Jews, who are eager to deflect criticism of the Sandinistas. ‘Some of
those who dismiss the charge of Sandinista anti-Semitism are evidently
troubled because it has been used to support U.S. aid to the Nicaraguan
resistance forces == a policy with which they disagree. But as Jaime Levy's
son, Gabriel, put it to us from his home in Houston, "You can be against what
President Reagan is doing in Nicaragua, but that's no reason to deny the truth

about what happened to the Jews."
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NICARAGUAN RESISTANCE o~

The Nicaraguan Resistance was formed in April 1987, replacing
the Unified Nicaraguan Opposition (UNO) as the anti-Sandinista
insurgents' umbrella group. Now known as the Nicaraguan
Resistance, it includes:

-The UNO/FDN (Nicaraguan Democratic Force), Southern.
Opposition Bloc, Atlantic Coast.indigenous groups,
and several other resistance organizations formerly
allied with UNO. .

-A seven-man directorate (six are currently seated)
which oversees all resistance activities.
Directorate members include former Southern Bloc
leader Alfredo Cesar, former UNO Director Alfonso
Robelo, and recently exiled Social Christian party
representative Azucena Ferrey.

-The resistance assembly elected the directorate and
serves as a consultative organ. Its 54 members come
from the various groups represented on the
directorate,

-An agreement in which the military wing of the
resistance is under civilian control, a longstanding
demand of moderate rebel leaders.

By opening up the directorate and the assembly to previously
unrepresented elements opposed to the Sandinistas, the
resistance hopes to enhance its effectiveness inside Nicaragua
as well as in international relations.

-In connection with the recent peace proposal by
Costa Rican President Arias, the NR has expressed a
willingness to discuss a peaceful solution to the
regional situation.



NICARAGUAN RESISTANCE LEADERSHIP

AZUCENA FERREY

Age 42, The newest member of the directorate, Ferrey was a
long-time opponent of Somoza and now opposes the Sandinista
regime. A member of the Social Christian Party, Ferrey began
supporting the resistance struggle because of Sandinista
resistance to democratic change. In 1983, the National
Congress of the Social Christian Party elected Ferrey as Second
vice-president, with responsibility for foreign affairs, and in
1985, as Third vice-president with responsibility for finance
and administration. In April 1987, Ferrey participated in
meetings of the Nicaraguan Social Christians in exile.

ALFREDO CESAR

Age 36. Cesar is a former Sandinista supporter and official.
Following the triumph of the revolution, he served as both the
Minister Secretary of the ruling Sandinista Junta and as
Minister of the Internal Reconstruction Fund. He also became
head of the Nicaraguan Central Bank. In 1982, he denounced the
Sandinista government as Marxist and went into exile. He led a
small resistance group known as the Southern Opposition Bloc,
based in Costa Rica. Cesar graduated in industrial engineering
from the University of Texas at Austin in 1972, In 1975, he
obtained a master's degree in finance from Stanford University,
where he taught as an assistant professor.

ALFONSO ROBELO

Age 47. Robelo was a one—-time member of the Sandinista
dominated Governing Junta of National Reconstruction. In 1980,
he resigned his post in the junta and denounced the swing
towards totalitarianism under the Sandinistas. Because of the
Sandinistas' refusal to share power democratically, he joined
the armed struggle. Robelo participated in the founding of the
anti-Sandinista Democratic Revolution Alliance. He later served
on the directorate of the United Nicaraguan Opposition. Robelo
graduated in chemical engineering from Rensselaer Polytechnic
Institute in Troy, New York,



-

ADOLFO CALERO

Age 55. Calero is the longest-serving resistance official.
Calero was an opponent of dictator Anastasio Somoza and was
jailed briefly in 1978 for joining an anti-government business
strike. After Somoza was overthrown, Calero became a
Sandinista opponent, predicting they would create a Marxist
dictatorship rather than the pluralistic society they
promised. The Sandinistas saw an adversary in Calero and
forced him into exile in 1982. 1In exile he decided that armed
struggle was the only effective means of liberating his
country. Calero served as president of the Nicaraguan

Dem cratic Force (FDN). He was a former member of United
Nicaraguan Opposition directorate. A businessman, he was a
manager and stockholder in Coca-Cola of Nicaragua. The
Sandinistas took over the company in 1983. Calero received a
degree in business administratrion from Notre Dame University,
Indiana. In 1972, he received the degree of Doctor of Law from
the Central America University in Managua.

PEDRO JOAQUIN CHAMORRO

Age 35, Chamorro is the son and namesake of Pedro Joaguin
Chamorro, Sr., assassinated La Prensa publisher and anti-Somoza
leader. A Sandinista opponent, young Chamorro left Nicaragua
when the Sandinistas stepped up their harassment and censorship
of La Prensa, which they closed indefinitely in July 1986. His
mother Violetta Chamorro is the publisher of La Prensa, his
sister Claudia is the Nicaraguan Ambassador to Costa Rica, and
his brother Carlos is the editor of the Sandinista newspaper

Barricada. Chamorro obtained a degree in political science

from McGill University in Montreal. 1In 1976, he obtained a
master's degree in business administration from the Central
American Institute of Business Administration.

ARISTIDES SANCHEZ

Age 41. In 1969, Sanchez obtained a Doctor of Law degree from
the Central American University. 1In 1970, he was named
Counselor of the Nicaraguan Embassy to the Vvatican. 1In 1980,
Sandinista repression forced him into exile in Guatemala, where
he dedicated himself to helping organize resistance forces. In
1983, Sanchez participated in the founding of the Nicaraguan
Democratic Forces (FDN), a nationalist movement to further the
struggle against the Sandinista regime., He was a member of the
political junta of the FDN. Later, this was restructured into
a directorate of seven members, of which he became General '
Secretary
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