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AMENDMENT TO THE INTELLIGENCE AUTIIORIZATION
ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1983

May 13, 1983.—Ordered to be printed

Mr. BoLaxp, from the Permanent Sclect Committee on Intelligence,
submitted the following

REPORT -
together with

ADDITIONAL, MINORITY, AND ADDITIONAL
DISSENTING VIEWS

[To accompany H.R. 2760]

The Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, to whom was re-
ferred the bill (H.R. 2670) to amend the Intelligence Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 1983 to prohibit United States support for mili-
tary or paramilitary operations in Nicaragua and to authorize assist-
ance, to be openly provided to governments of countries in Central
America, to interdict the supply of military equipment from Nicaragua
and Cuba to individuals, groups, organizations, or movements seeking
to overthrow governments of countries in Central America, ha.vin%
considered the same, report favorably thereon and recommend the bil
do pass with amendments.

AMENDMENTS

The amendments adopted by the Committee are as follows:

On page 2, line 15, strike “or against.”

On page 2, line 17, after “Sb)”, strike everthing through line 18
and insert in lieu thereof the following:

“This section shall take effect upon the date preseribed in the classi-
fied annex to the Committee report accompanying this bill.”.

On page 3, line 14, after “ragua”, insert the following: “or any other
country or agents of that country.”

On page 3, line 21, after “a”, insert “friendly”.
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QVERVIEW

The Committee’s action on FLR. 2760 comes at a time when U.S,
foreign policy towards Central America is at the forefront of discus-
sion 1n the Congress and throughout the nation, Attention has been
focused on events in that troubled region not only because of their
daily depiction in news reports but because of the President’s April 27
address to a joint session of the Congress, As the President so force-
fully noted, éentral America has a strategic importance to the United
States, yet some Central America nations friendly to the United States
are now under attack. The danger of a broader regional conflict looms.

The focal point of United States effort in Central America is of
course El Salvador. There a strong insurgent coalition threatens the
elected government supported by the United States. El Salvador’s
many troubles have their root cause in the serious economic, social and
political shortcomings of the long-entrenched Salvadoran social order.
U.S. aid to El Salvador is weighted towards helping to restructure
Salvadoran economic, social and political models, but it is a sad fact
that such reforms are impractical in a climate of unrest and denial of
basic services. Both are caused by the activities of Salvadoran insur-
gents who, unwilling to limit their attacks to military targets, have
launched successful and very damaging attacks on the power, water,
and transportation infrastructure of E] Salvador.

The success of the insurgents in El Salvador has not been matched
by political victories. It is not popular support that sustains the insur-
gents. As will be discussed later, this insurgency depends for its life-
blood—arms, ammunition, financing, logistics and command-and-
control facilities—upon outside assistance from Nicaragua and Cuba.
This Niearaguan-Cuban contribution to the Salvadoran insurgency is
longstanding. It began shortly after the overthrow of Somoza in
July, 1979. It has provided—by land, sea and air—the great bulk of
the military equipment and support received by the insurgents.

Ne U.S. security assistance to El Salvador can ignorve this chain
of support. However, neither El Salvador nor its close neighbors
possesses the capability to interdict arms supplies reaching the insur-
gents. These nations have neither the financial resources, the know-
how, nor the trained personnel to conduct effective interdiction activi-
ties in their own territory.

U.S. policy has not been directed at providing these nations with
the necessary interdiction capability. Rather encouragement and sup-
port has been provided to Nicaraguan exiles to foster insurgency
within Nicaragua. The end purpose of this support has been stated
to be the interdiction of arms flowing through Nicaragua into Ll
Salvador. It has also been explained as an attempt to force the San-
dinists regime in Nicaragua to “turn inward”—away from its support
of the Salvadoran insurgency. Later, other goals—*bringing the San-
dinistas to the bargaining table” and forcing the scheduling of
“promised elections™ were added as ends to be achieved.

Those ends have not been achieved. Rather, entirely opposite results
have been produced. Sandinista commitment to the Salvadoran insii="
gents has strengthened. The Salvadoran insurgents themselves have
become more, not less, militarily active and may have increased in
number, Their activities are well supplied and often well coordinated.
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More ominous is that the Sandinistas have stepped up their support
for insurgents in Honduras.

In Nicaragua itself, as military claslies between insurgents and gov-
ernment forces have increased, even domestic opponents of the San-
dinistas have come to support the government in the face of a U.S.-
sponsored threat. The Nicaraguan government has declared a state of
siege and assumed martial law powers. This situation only promises
to continue. The prospect for real elections seems dim.

Throughout these developments, U.S. diplomacy has been unable
to find a formula for discussing with Nicaragua the problem of its
attempts to export revolution. First bilateral and now multi-lateral
approaches have failed to bring the Sandinistas to point of even
admitting its arms trafficking activities. Those negotiations which
offer some present prospect of hope for cither bilateral or multi-
lateral talks emphasize strongly the unproductive and indeed counter-
productive nature of outside sponsored insurgencies on the peace
process. An observation that seems called for is that if Nicaraguan/
Cuban sponsored insurgents will not force the Salvadoran govern-
ment to negotiate with the insurgents, the same will be true in the case
of a U.S. sponsored insurgency and the Nicaraguan government,

The fact of U.S. support for the anti-Sandinista insurgents has
had further unfortunate repercussions. Having twice sent U.S. troops
to Nicaragua in_this century, this country has once again been cast
in the role of interventionist, The United States has allied itself with
insurgents. who carry the taint of the last Nicaraguan dictator,
Somoza. It has, in effect, allowed the spotlight of international oppro-
brium to shift from Sandinista attempts to subvert a neighboring
government to a U1.S. attempt to subvert that of Nicaragua. If ever
there was a formula for U.S. policy failure in Central America, it
would involve two elements: (1) acts that could be characterized as
U.S. interventionism in Nicaragua; and (2)) an alliance with the fol-
lowers of Somoza. Both characterizations can now be made. The isola-
tion within the international community that Nicaragua should feel
has been diminished by this doubly insensitive involvement by the
U.S. in Nicaraguan affairs.

As it watched the development of the Nicaraguan insurgency and
as members of the Committee concluded that U.S. policy was employ-
ing the wrong means to achieve it cbjectives, the Committee sougﬁt
alternative solutions to achieve the same ends. It attempted restraints
on the range of activities supported by the U.S. Two attempts of
this kind were the language of the fiscal year 1983 Intelligence
Authorization Act which sought to limit insurgent activity to arms
interdiction, and the Boland Amendment, an amendment to the fiscal
year 1983 Defense Appropriations Act that prohibited assistance for
tho purpose of overthrowing the government of Nicaragua or provok-
ing a military exchange between Nicaragua and Honduras.

Both proved ineffective as moderate curbs on insurgent activity
or U.S. policy. Hostilities within Nicaragua intensified. There was no
discernable effect on the arms flow. Throughout, executive branch offi-
cials made little effort to mask U.S. support, going so far in April,
1983 as to encourage media discussion.

Faced with these circumstances, the Committee met several times in
April, 1983, to consider alternatives. What emerged from these dis-
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cussions was a strong consensus on U0.S. security interests in Central
America and agreement on U.S. goals for the region fully consistent
with those later enunciated by the President in his April 27 address.
The Committee supplemented its discussions by hearing from Secre-
tary of State Shultz and CIA Director Casey. Some members met with
the President.

Following the President’s address, the Committee amended and
then adopted I.R. 2760. The bill is a twofold approach to the prob-
lem of arms shipments from Nicaragua to the Salvadoran insurgents.
It would deny funding now and in the next fiscal year for any direct
or indirect support of military or paramilitary activities in Nicaragua.
Support could continue for a period of time following enactment of
the Ei]l, but for the purpose of permitting insurgents who wished to
make an orderly withdrawal from Nicaragua. The time period speci-
fied is a time certain but remains classified for the protection of those
who choose to withdraw., v

The second part of the bill proposes an alternative approach to arms
interdiction. $30 million in fiscal year 1983 and $50 million in fiscal
year 1384 would be authorized to be made available to friendly nations
in Central America to develop programs or establish the capability
to prevent the use of their territory, or international territory, for
shipment of military equipment to insurgents in any Central American
country. These funds would grant assistance in addition to that already
requested for military aid to nations in this region. Assistance neces-
sary to establish capabilities to interdict arms also could require the
use of U.S. military trainers or advisors, No assistance provided under
this part of the bill could be transferred to insurgents seeking to over-
throw or destabilize any government.

H.R. 2760 is a comprehensive approach crafted to fit within exist-
ing U.S. policy initiatives, by directly countering the threat of Nicara-
guan and Cuban arms support to the Salvadoran insurgents. It
addresses the most basic security concern listed by the President—
preventing the export of revolution from Nicaragua and Cuba—as it
returns U.S. policy to a position from which it can assail this activity
without fear of criticism. It thus wouid turn the tables on the Sand.-
inista regime in Nicaragua. Tt is their support for revolution that
would then bear the brunt of international scrutiny and the renewed
criticism of their Latin neighbors. Tt wonld place a:iditional pressure
on Nicaragua to negotiate within the framework of one of the several
regional proposals now heing put forward. With the cessation of out-
side support for insurgents, it would once again allow the internal
focus in Nicaragua to shift to political, social and economic problems—
and to the accounting that the Sandinistas must give to the people of
Nicaragua. ) ,

In adopting H.R. 2760, the Committee did not seck to usurp the
President’s duties as director and expositor of foreign policy. It
sought only to change the means of achieving the President’s goals—
with which it was in agreement. The Committee recognizes that its
proposal for arms interdiction assistance is 2 new variation of 11.S,
security assistance. and that the program envisioned by H.R. 2760
is an expensive one. Nonetheless, TI.R. 2760 is the onlv comprehensive
solution on which the Committee could agree that addresses both the
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problem of Nicaraguan and Cuban agaression and an end to .S,
policy failures in Nicaragna.

ACTIVITIES OF CUBA AND NICARAGUA

The Committee has regularly reviewed voluminous intelligence
materials on Nicaraguan and Cuban support for leftist insurgencies
sinco the 1979 Sandinista victory in Nicaragua. The Committee’s re-
view was indicated not only because of the importance of Central
American issues for U.S. foreign policy, but because of decisions
which the Congress was called upon to make on questions of aid to
countries in the region. The Committee has encouraged and supported
a full range of intelligence collection efforts in Central America.

Full discussion_of intelligence materials in public reports would
pose serious security risks to intelligence sources and methods. Neces-
sarily, therefore, the Committee must limit its treatment of Cuban
and Nicaraguan aid for insurgencies to the judgments it has reached.
Such judgments nonetheless constitute a clear picture of active pro-
motion for “revolution without frontiers” throughout Central Amer-
ica by Cuba and Nicaragua.

The Committee has not come newly to its judgments. On March 4,
1982, after a major briefing concerning the situation in El Salvador,
the chairman of the Committee made the following statement :

The Committee has received a briefing concerning the situa-
tion in Kl Salvador, with particular emphasis on the question
of foreign support for the insurgency. The insurgents are
well trained, well equipped with modern weapons and sup-
plies, and rely on the use of sites in Nicaragua for command
and control and for logistical support. The intelligence sup-
porting these judgments provided to the Committee is
convincing.

There is further persnasive cevidence that the Sandinista
government of Nicaragua is helping train insurgents and is
transferring arms and financial support from and through
Nicaragua to the insurgents. They are further providing the
insurgents bases of operation in N icaragua. Cuban involve-
ment—especially in providing arms—is also evident.

What this says is that, contrary to the repeated denials of
Nicaraguan officials, that country is thoroughly involved in
supporting the Salvadoran insurgency. That support is such
as to greatly aid the insurgents in their struggle with gov-
ernment forees in 151 Salvador. ‘

On September 22, 1982, the Committee released a staff report of its
Subcommittee on Oversight and Kvaluation entitled “U.S. Intelli-
gence Performance on Central America: Achievements and Selected
Instances of Concern.” That report noted :

The intelligence community has contributed significantly
to meet the needs of policymakers on Central America. Qver
the last two years perhaps its greatest achievement lies in
determining with considerable accuracy the organization and
activities of the Salvadoran guerrillas, and in detecting the
assistanee given to them by Cuba and other communist coun-
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tries. Although amounts of aid and degrees of influence are
difficult to assess, intelligence has been able to establish beyond
doubt the involvement of communist countries in the in-
surgency.

At the time of the filing of this report, the Committee believes that
the intelligence available to it continues to support the following judg-
ments with certainty :

A major portion of the arms and other material sent by Cuba
and other communist countries to the Salvadoran insurgents
transits Nicaragua with the permission and assistance of the
Sandinistas.

The Salvadoran insurgents rely on the use of sites in Nicaragua,
some of which are located in Managua itsel f, for communications,
command-and-control, and for the logistics to conduct their fi-
nancial, material and propaganda activities.

The Sandinista leadership sanctions and directly facilitates all
of the above functions.

Nicaragua provides a range of other support activities, includ-
ing secure transit of insurgents to and from Cuba, and assistance
to the insurgents in planning their activities in 1 Salvador.

In addition, Nicaragua and Cuba have provided—and appear
to continue providing—training to the Salvadoran insurgents.

Cuban and Sandinista political support for the Salvadoran insur-
gents has been unequivocagle for years, The Committee concludes that
similarly strong military support has been the hidden compliment of
overt support. As the Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-American
Affairs, Thomas O. Enders, stated (April 14, 1983) to the Committee
on Foreign A ffairs:

Tn 1980 (just as in 1978 Castro had brought the three main
Sandinista “factions together in Havana), Cuban agents
brought five guerrilla factions from Kl Salvador together in
Managua, worked out a unity pact among them, then set up a
joint command and control apparauts in the Managua area
and organized logistic and training support on Nicaraguan
soil. Since that time, the great bulk of the arms and muni-

tions used by the insurgents in El Salvador have flowed
through Nicaragua. :

Another area of serious concern to the Committce is the significant
military buildup going on within Nicaragua. The President and other
executive branch officials have addressed this subject publicly and ex-
haustively., Considering the small population of Nicaragua—two and
one half million people—and its weakened economic status—such a
buildup cannot. be explained away as solely defensive. ‘Within the
Central American isthmus, it poses a botential threat.to its neighbors.
The substantial Nicaraguan support for the Salvadoran insurgents
offers no assurance that the Sandinistas will constrain their growing
military might within Nicaragua’s own borders,

Such_a conclusion can be extrapolated from those discussions be-
tween the United States and N lcaragua about Sandinista support for
the Salvadoran insurgents, According to Mr. Enders’ April 14 testi-
mony, three such discussions—in August, 1981 ; in the spring of 1982;
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and in October, 1982—have already rendered fruitless U.S. efforts to
end Sandinista support for the Salvadoran insurgents. While the
Committee has reason to question certain elements of the U.S. negotiat-
ing posture, it is certainly clear that Nicaragua, backed fully by Cuba,
has committed itself to continue full support for the insurgency in
El Salvador.

U.8. POLICY RiESPONSE

Tha President, in his April 27 address, outlined the basic goals and
elements of U.S. policy for Central America, The Committee also has
elicited descriptions of U.S. policy in the region. The basic thrust of
that policy, as explained to the Committee over a two year period, is
to stop the spread of communism by revolution. The threat of com-
munism is en:bodied in the efforts of Cuba, Nicaragua, and less openly,
the Soviet Union itself,

Specific U.S. efforts to defeat communist expansion in Central
America are directed at certain changes in regional conditions, but
they focus on El Salvador and N icaragua. By trying to bring Nicara-
gua. into regional negotiations with its neighbors, U.S. policy seeks
to realize: regional improvements in democratization; removal of all
foreign military advisors; an end to cross border subversion and
acquisition of heavy weapons from outside the region; and interna-
tional monitoring of frontiers,

Congress and the public are more familiar with other U.S. programs
of economic and security assistance to Central American nations. El
Salvador has been the nation most threatened by insurgency and its
nmilitary and socio-cconomic troubles are the most familiar points of
concentration in debate about U.S. policy for Central America. There
has been a hidden program of Central American policy, however,
which has important consequences for the viability of the public
aspects of the policy. This hidden program is the nominally covert
provision of U.S. support and training to anti-Sandinista insurgents,

The Commiittee is cognizant of the great amount of news veporting
and speculation about the nature of this covert program, The Commit-
tee is constrained in addressing these stories, some of which are
accurate. Because of security constraints, this report can contain no
further information about the actual facts of the program. A report
on the program is required in order to understand the recommenda-
tions of the Committee embodied in H.R. 2760. The Committee has
determined that, in order to protect mtelligence sources and methods
and the lives of those involved in the program, such a report should
be given by the Committee in a secrot session of the House. The
unanimous decision of the Committee was to request such a secret
session in the near future. most probably in connection with Honse
consideration of H.R. 2760, While this report therefore cannot de-
seribe the program further. it ean provide some outline of the Com-
mittee’s consideration of the program and the conclusions reached
In connection with the Committec's recommendations.

COMMITTEE OVERSIGHT

From the Committee’s first briefing, in December, 1981, on the pro-
gram to support anti-Sandinista msurgency. serious concerns were
expressed by members of the Committee. These concerns went to

-

*
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the number and tactics of the insurgents to be sapported, whether
these insurgents wounld he under U.S. control and the possibility of
military clashes between Nicaragua and Honduras,

Five days after this first briefing, the Chairman of the Committee
reiterated these concerns in a lefter te the principal executive branch
briefer. He emphasized that the concerns were shared by members of
both parties and asked that they be addressed by senior policymakers.
Significantly, he indicated that the Committee would require brief-
ings on the program at regular intervals, a requirement considered
important within the Committee because of uncertainties expressed
in this letter. .

In April, 1982, following several such briefings, the Committee
considered the fiscal year 1983 intelligence authorization budget bill.
At a mark-up of the bill on April 5, 1983, the Committee considered,
but rejected, motions to strike all funds for the program. Instead,
the Committee adopted language in the classified annex to the report
accompanying the bill that limited the uses to which funds authorized
for the program could be applied. The program was to be directed
only at the interdiction of arms to the insurgents in El Salvador.
Funds in the program were not to be used to overthrow the govern-
ment of Nicaragua or prevoke a military exchange between Nicaragua
and Honduras. The committee insisted upon these restrictions in con-
ference with the Senate on the authorization bill and they were
retained, with modifications. Responsible executive branch officials
- were knowledgeable of, and participated in, these revisions. The con-
ference report on the fiscal year 1983 intelligence authorization bill
was filed and approved by both Houses in Augnst 1982,

Throughout the period following its April budget markup, the
Committee received additional briefings on this program. Then, in De-
cember, 1982, an amendment in the House was offered to the FY 83
Defense appropriations bill which would have prohibited any form
of support for the anti-Sandinista insurgents. Not without some mis-
giving, the chairman of the Committee 'proposed a substitute to that
amendment prohibiting support “for the purpose of overthrowing the
government of Nicaragua or provoking a military exchange between
Nicaragua and Honduras,” a restriction identical to that contained in
~ the classified annex to accompany the conference report on the fiscal

vear 1983 intelligence authorization act.

The substitute amendment referred to above was adopted by the
House by a vote of 411-0. In offering the amendment, the Chairman
of the Committee noted that it was the duty of the Intelligence Com-
mittee to insure that activities involving lethal force did not get out
of control.

The effect of the amendment adopted by the House—and sub-
sequently accepted in the conference on the fiscal year 1983 continuing
resolution—was to reinforce the restrictions of ‘the fiscal year 1983
intelligence conference report while permitting continuation of the
program. At the time of the adoption of the Committee, there was
still a belief by the majority of members of the Comimittee that the pro-
gram could be restrained within acceptable limits,

Following the enactment of the continuing resolution, the Com-
mittee increased the frequency of its briefings on the program. By the
time of the first such briefing, however, Committee members ‘were
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expressing rencwed distress at the number of insurgents supported by
the program, the serious nature of fighting then occurring within
Nicaragua, and the lack of success in meeting the program’s goals.
In this period also, executive branch briefers discussed other goals and
gave different emphases to the program than those originally described
to the Committee.

By the beginning of April, 1983, press accounts of the program’s
contribution to the anti-Sandinista insurgency, which had been oc-
curring for more than a year, had greatly unmasked any pretense of
the program’s covertness. Some of these accounts may have been de-
liberately encouraged by executive branch officials.

By this time also, the question of whether the program was com-
plying with legislative directions was fully before the Committee.
In exploring this question, and in reviewing thoroughly the 17 months
of the program’s operation, the Committee heard from the Secretary
of State and the Director of Central Intelligence. A forerunner draft
of H.R. 2760 was circulated within the Committee in mid-April. In
two meetings of the Committee concerning the program, votes or de-
terminations were deferred, in the last case in order to hear the Presi-
dent’s April 27 address to the Congress on Central America. A meet-
ing scheduled the day following this address was also adjourned with-
out decision on H.R. 2760, Finally, on May 3, 1983, the Committee met
and ordered reported H.R. 2760, as amended.

CONSIDERATION OF AMENDMENTS

Tho Committee adopted several amendments. The first amendment
struck from Sec. 801(a) the words “or against,” thus rendering the
prohibition on the expenditure of funds in that section a ban on
either direct or indirect support for military or paramilitary opera-
tions in Nicaragua, instead of “in or against Nicaragua.” The Com-
mittee did not adopt this change to lessen the effect of section 801 (a),
but rather to remove any doubt that the section could be read to pro-
hibit acts by a recipient of section 802(b) aid within its own territory
or international territory to indirect arms, no matter what the na-
tionality of the arms traffickers. The amendment also served to remove
the argument that the section could prohibit the collection by the
United States of intelligence about Nicaragua and its provision to
any recipient nation. The amendment did not “water down” the pro-
hibitions of section 801(a) because the words “directly or indirvectly”
still apply to the ban on military or paramilitar operations in Nicara-
gua. Thus activities outside Nicaragua which have the effect of sup-
porting military or paramilitary operations inside that country are
not permitted by section 801 (a).

The Committee also adopted an amendment which sets a time period
from the enactment after which the provisions of Sec. 801 (a) take
effect. This period is set forth in the classified annex to this report.
The purpose of this amendment was to provide for as orderly a with-
drawal as possible of anti-Sandinista insurgents within Nicaragua
without providing Nicaraguan forces with the exact timetable for
such a withdrawal.

The Committee also adopted an amendment providing that grant
security assistance authorized by section 802(b) could be provided to

H.Rept. 98-122 we- 2
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friendly Central American nations to interdict arms shipments from
or through countries other than Cuba and Nicaragna. Lastly, the
Committee adopted a clarifying amendment correcting a drafting
error.

The Committee considered two other amendments, the first of which
would have made the effective date of section 801(a) hinge on the
end of Sandinista arms, training, command-and-contro! or logistical
support for the Salvaderan insurgeats. The second amendment modi-
fied the first to make the effective date of section 801(a) depend on
the Sandinistas agreement to a verifiable agreement to cease such
support. - ‘

This second amendment was debated fully by the Committee. In
rejecting it, the Committee did not reject negotiations to stop the ex-
port of revolution. The Committee fully supports negotiations—
regional or bilateral or both-—which seek this end. What it was un-
willing to do was to condition an end to support for the anti-San-
dinista insurgency upon possible negotiations of the kind which the
executive branch has been reluctant to enter into with Nicaragua. The
Committee has been disturbed by a lack of vigor in those diplomatic
exchanges that have occurred. The Committee doubted the likelihood
of Sandinista agreement in the face of what they consider an effort
to overthrow them. Members of the Committee made this observation
based on the effect this program had had on Sandinista conduct to
increase, rather than decrease, support for the Salvadoran insurgents,

Members of the Committee also questioned the willingness of the
executive branch to reach agrecment with Nicaragua on the issue of a
verifiable end to arms shipments. Based on frequent presentations to
the Committee, it seemed unlikely that the executive branch would
limit its demands to an end of Sandinista support for the Salvadoran
insurgents. Present policy also seeks to force internal Nicaraguan
political changes and military reductions. The record of failed dia-
logue with the Sandinista regime is a long one, and although the
Committee hesitates to criticize executive branch handling of U.S.
diplomatic relations in this area, it must observe that the record
suggests a reluctance to modify in any way the present executive
branch view of an optimal Central American solution. International
perception of U.S. intransigence has further limited 17.S. negotiating
efforts. '

The Committee rejected the amendments in question in the belief
that continued support for the anti-Sandinista insurgency is con-
trary to U.S. interests. It strengthens internal and international sup-
port for the Sandinista regime; undermines the reputation of the
United States abroad by calling into question U.S. support for the
principles of international law; and polarizes this nation on foreign
policy. This malkes it very difficult to gain support for func:: v a strong
U.S. posture in Central America, particularly in El 5.l ador, the
real cockpit of action in the region. ‘

COMMITTEE JUDGMENTS

Although the Committee must curtail severely its discussion, judg-
ments concerning the program of support for the anti-Sandinista in-
surgency are necessary as a base from which to discuss the recom-
mendations of H.R. 2760.
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In its final review of the program, the Committee asked three
questions:

Is the program consistent with the law and with the direction of

the Congress?

Is the program a wise one?

Is the program successful ? )

While individual members give different emphasis to each of these
questions, the following answers can be given.

As to the first question, the law says that the program may not have
the purpose to overthrow the government of Nicaragua or provoke
a military exchange between Nicaragua and Honduras, The fiscal year
1983 intelligence authorization conference report directs that funds
may be used only for the purpose of the interdiction of arms. The

- Committee has reached the point where it is unwilling to assure the
House that the present program meets both these requirements. The
reasons for this judgment are as follows: i

The activities and purposes of the anti-Sandinista insurgents ulti-
mately shape the program, Their openly acknowledged goal of over-
throwing the Sandinistas, the size of their forces and efforts to in-
crease such forces, and finally their activities now and while they were
on the Nicaraguan-Honduran border, point not to arms interdiction,
but to military confrontation. As the numbers and equipment of the
anti-Sandinista insurgents have increased, the violence of their attacks
on targets unrelated to arms interdiction has grown, as has the inten-
sity of the confrontation with Sandinista troops.

These groups are not controlled by the United States, They con-
stitute an independent force. The only element of control that could
be exercised by the United States, cessation of aid, is something that
the executive branch has no intention of doing. :

There are certainly a number of ways to interdict arms, but develop-
Ing a sizable military force and deploying it in Nicaragua is one which
strains credibility as an operation only to interdict arms.

Finally, and most importantly, the program has not interdicted
arms, While this goes as much to whether the program is effective—
the third question posed by the Committee—it aiso bears on compli-
ance, if only because the only real results have been a challenge to
the regime and heightened tensions with Honduras. In 18 months the
Committee has not seen any diminishment in arms flow to the Sal-
vadoran guerrillas, but rather repeated border clashes followed recent-
ly by heavy fighting well inside Nicaragua. In the process, innocent
lives have been lost.

The second question is—is this wise? The Committee is forced to
respond in the negative. Inflicting a bloody nose on nations achieves
a purpose no different with nations than with individuals. It tends to
instill a deep desire to return the favor. The Sandinistas are no dif-
ferent. Their policies have not softened. They have hardened. Eden
Pastora, the former Sandinista “Commandante Zero,” and now an
opponent. of the Sandinistas, has said that this program helps the
Sandinistas in power. It tends to bind the Nicaraguan population—
even those with little enthusiasm for the Sandinistas—together
against the threat of attack. It is the best guarantee that the free
elections the executive branch says it wants will not take place, and
that the Cuban influence it secks to diminish will grow,

»
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Besides that, however, this is no longer a covert operation. The
public can read or hear about it daily. Anti-Sandinista leaders ac-
knowledge U.S. aid. Executive branch officials—in both official and
unofficial statements—have made no secret of the elements of the
program.

Finally, the Central Intelligence Agency, which until recently had
a right to feel that it had regained some of the public confidence lost -
during the period of the mid-70s, is once again the subject of public
scrutiny. It is being asked to continue an action whose principal ele-
ments are known to all the world. This again offers much food for
propaganda to the Sandinista regime. It hurts the CIA. which is
merely executing pelicy. It has put CIA witnesses—who do not make
policy—in the increasingly uncomfortable position of trying to sell
the program to an increasingly skeptical Congress.

The last question is—has this operation heen successful? Some
reasons listed above go to why the Committee believes the program
has been counterproductive—why it achieves the very results the ex-
ecutive branch seeks to prevent—but the acid test is that the Sal-
vadoran insurgents continue to be well armed and supplied. They have
grown in numbers and have launched more and longer offensives. All
this requires an uninterrupted flow of arms.

What also have increased, of course, have been even larger and
more serious military exchanges between the paramilitary groups
and Nicaraguan forces. The Committee does not view these exchanges
as having impeded the arms flow. In fact, as they increase, there is an
exponential growth in the loss of innocent life and the added pos-
sibility of clashes hetween Honduran and Nicaraguan troops. Neither
results are legitimate nor justifiable.

A closing but timely note to these judgments can be made from the
report of the Senate Select Committee To Study Government Oper-
ation With Request To Intelligence Activities (the Church Commit-
tee). In its discussion of paramilitary programs like the one that is
the subject of this report, the Church Committee observed:

-

There are two principal criteria which determine the mini-
mum success of paramilitary cperations: (1) achievement of
the policy ‘goal; and (2) maintenance of deniability. If the
first is not accomplished, the opreation is a failure in any
case; if the second is not accomplished, the paramilitary
option offers few if any advantages over the option of overt
military intervention. On balance, in these terms, the evidence
points toward the failure of paramilitary activity as a tech-
nique of covert action.

The above discussion sets forth how the Permanent Select Commit-
tee on Intelligence answered the questions it has posed, but a solution
is also called for. No member of the Committee believes that .nding
support for the anti-Sandinista insurgency will by itself induce a
corresponding end in Sandinista support for the Salvadoran insur-
gents. The Committee does not wish to impose a unilaterxl restriction
on U.S. policy. Rather, it seeks to end an ineffective program which
does real harm to the image of the U.S. as a defender of democratic,
peaceful change. That ineffective program must be replaced by a
scheme of security assistance with direct U.S. participation, openly
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offered and received, that aims to create a capability among friendly
nations where none now exists.

The Committee has been told that an end to the program of support
for the anti-Sandinista insurgency could cause a cataclysmic reorienta-
tion of nations friendly to the United States. Those nations, this Com-
mittee has been warned, would seek accommodation with Nicaragua
and Cuba in the face of a failure of will by the United States. Floods
of refugees would flock to the United States because of the Committee’s
recommendation. .

The Committee finds these arguments lacking in merit, for its rec-
ommendation would replace the present “covert” program with open
commitments, backed by substantial amount of aid, to provide its
friends in the region the means to keep their borders secure. That is
a reaffirmation—and a stronger one—of U.S. commitment than con-
ducting a secret war. The United States has a substantial stake in Cen-
tral America, which the President has set forth to the nation. For the
price of a somewhat larger security assistance program, U.S. foreign
policy can regain the high, firm ground it must maintain to bring
the scrutiny of world opinion upon Nicaraguan and Cuban adventur-
1sm in Central America. Such scrutiny—and its self-interest in strong
economic relations within a prosperous Central America—are what
will bring Nicaragua to the bargaining tabie.

The Committee, of course, can only recommend the favorable adop-
tion of the security assistance program proposed by H.R. 2760. That
power lies with the Committee on Foreign Aflairs, which must recon-
cile the bill with the full U.S. range of assistance in Central America.
The Committee feels compelled to note, however, that Sandinista sup-
port for the Salvadoran insurgents continues to be important for the
continuation of that insurgency. To ignore this key link is to provide
an important military edge to these insurgents. Ending the U.S. pro-
gram supporting anti-Sandinista insurgency will not alone change this
aspect of Sandinista policy. The Committee agrees with the executive
branch that U.S. commitment to its friends in Central America must
be seen as strong and enduring. Such commitments balanced by eco-
nomic assistance and political reform, and coupled with one or more
of the peace initiatives now being advanced within the region, offer
the only real prospect of preventing the export of revolution. The
_United States must therefore cease providing its adversaries the specter

of another “Bay of Pigs,” of renewed Latin intervensionisin, and re-
structure its support for democracy in Central America. The discus-
sions now sponsored by the Contadora group of nations presently offer
the hest iramework for restructuring the U.S. approach to Central

America along these lines. Such an effort should be encouraged and
then implemented.

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYS:S
Section 801 (a)

This subsection prohibits the obligation or expenditure of any
funds appropriated in either fiscal year 1983 or fiscal year 1984 to the
Central Intelligence Agency or any other part of the United States
government involved in intelligence activities intended for, or result-
ing in, directly or indirectly, support for military or paramilitary
operations in Nicaragua by any foreign country or by any group, or-
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ganization, movement, or individual. Because the prohibitions apply
to any obligations or expenditures which direetly or indirectly support
military or paramilitary operations by those entities in Nicaragua, it
prohibits support of entities located outside Nicaragua which operate
within the territory of Nicaragua. Even indirect support, such as
training, which is provided exclusively outside Nicaragua, but which
is given in preparation for military or paramilitary activity in
Nicaragua, is prohibited.

At the same time, section 801(a) does not prohibit the collection,
production, or analysis of intelligence by U.S. intelligence elements,
nor the provision of such intelligence to friendly foreign countries, as
long as such activity does not support military or paramilitary oper-
ations in Nicaragua by any foreign nations or other entity.

In time of war, or'in the case of a commitment of U.S, military
forces during a period covered by a report from the President under
the War Powers Resolution, support for military or paramilitary
operations to compliment those by U.S. forces may be appropriate.
Such might be the case if Honduras or Costa Rica were attacked by
Nicaragua. In such an event, the President would no doubt request
a relaxation of the strictures on foreign insurgencies. Such an adjust-
ment undoubtedly would be accomplished expeditiously.

1t is also important to note that this section in no way limits the
ability of the United States to provide assistance—under section 802
or any other provision of law—which would help any friendly Cen-
tral American nation in policing its sovereign territory. Thus, U.S.
military or other assistance to any such country could be used within
its borders or in international territory to defend that country or to
prevent the use of its territory by those who seck to illegally trans-
ship arms or materially support uprisings against it.

Section 803(b)

This subsection provides that subseciion (a) shall take effect at a
time certain after the date of enactment of the bill. The period of
time is set forth in the classified annex accompanying the bill. The
time period is estimated by the Committee to be a reasonable time for
the orderly withdrawal of forces whose logistical support would be
cut off by the action of subsection (a). The specific time period is
« classified so as to forestall hostile military action against such forces
during or towards the end of the period in question. Thus, it is hoped
that withdrawal can be accomplished in a less vulnerable fashion than
might result if the withdrawal period were known publicly.

Section 802(a)

This subsection states that it is the finding of Congress that, absent
a state of war, providing military equipment to entities seeking to
overthrow Central American governments is a violation of interna-
tional law, including the Charters of the United Nations and the
Organization of American States, and the Rio Treaty of 1949; and
that Cuba and Nicaragua are engaged in such actions, which threaten
the independence of El Salvador and threaten to destabilize all of
Central America; and that Cuba and Nicaragua refuse to stop such
actions. These findings are borne out by the facts set forth in the body
of the report.
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Section 802(b)

This subsection authorizes the President to provide to any friendly
Central American country grant security assistance specifically de-
signed to assist such country to acquire the capability to prevent the
transfer of military equipment from or throngh Cuba or Nicaragua
or any other country or its agents which the President decides is
intended to be used to overthrow that or any other Central American
government. The President sets the terms and conditions of such as-
sistance and is also required to determine which entities or individuals
seek to overthrow the government of any Central American nation.
The President may delegate his responsibilities under this subsection.
The Committee would expect that the Secretary of State would be
the appropriate official should the President do so.

The grant assistance authorized by this subsection must be openly
provided. Tt is, as such, another form of 11.S. security assistance,
although perhaps unique in its purpose. Such assistance therefore
should be administered and reported to Congress, as far as possible,
in the same manner as other U.S. security assistance programs. The
subsection specifically prohibits attempts to conceal U.S. sponsorship
of the assistance programs contemplated by this bill,

The Committee understands that the types of grant assistance which
could be offered under this subsection cover a broad spectrum. Such
assistance may include, but is not limited to, support for detection,
tracking, blocking or preventive action by recipient nations to help
prevent arms trafficking through their territory or international ter-
ritory. In the first category—detection efforts—would be included the
purchase of sensors, surveillance or reconnaissance equipment, train-
ing in their use, and the operation of such equipment.

The second category—tracking efforts—could embrace the purchase
of radar or other intelligence collection equipment, training or advice
on its use or in other tracking efforts, as well as operations involving
implementation of this equipment and training.

The third category—blocking efforts—could include erection of
barriers or other engineering devices, and advice or training in the
erection and use of such devices.

The last category—preventive action—would take into account any
border patrol or interdiction-type missions, training or advice in
the development of such techniques, and any military, police, customs,
or other activities that serve the purpose of preventing arms traffick-
ing. This category could also include any efforts to support multi-
lateral or bilateral, verifiable, and reciprocal agreements to bring
about a halt in the fighting in Central America. An example in this
last area might be the kind of international policing force recently
rerglestec} by Costa Rica from the Organization of American States.
U.S. assistance under this subsection could be used by Costa Rica
to defray the cost of maintaining such a force. :

The Committee feels that such agreements offer the best hope for
curbing externally-supported insurgencies and wishes to endorse and
encourage the concept of a regional peace initiative.

A friendly foreign country is understood by the Committee to be a
country considered by the President to be a country friendly to the
United States at the time the President decides to furnish assistance
under this subsection to that country.
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The Committee expects that much of the assistance—particularly
training, technical assistance or advice—provided under the authority
of this subsection could involve the use of U.S. military personnel.
It should be emphasized that, since the program of assistance en-
visioned by this subsection is intended to supplement other types of
security assistance, any outstanding rvestrictions on the numbers of
U.S. military advisors permitted within a recipient country would
constrain significantly the efficacy of that program. Accordingly, any
such restrictions should be reviewed by the Committee on Foreign
Affairs with this in mind. 3

The Committee is also compelled to note that the Sccretary of
Defense has indicated that, in his view and that of the Joint Chiefs of
Stafl, the goal of providing friendly Central American nations with
the capability—which they would then exercise—to effectively inter-
dict the Nicaraguan/Cuban arms flow through their territory con-
templated by this subsection may be very difficult to achieve. None-
theless, the aim of the programs to be established by subsection (b)
is to provide—through initial training, assistance, and advice—
recipient nations with the capability to eventually do the task of arms
interdiction on their own. This is why the bill authorizes funds only
for fiscal year 1983 and fiscal year 1984. The Committee intends that
this program be reviewed before continuation in later years so that
questions like the number and need for U.S. military advisors can be
revisited by the Congress. In other words, the Committee views the
capabilities transfer authorized by this bill to be a transfer process
which will at some point in the forsecable future no longer require
direct U.S. assistance or training.

Section 802(c)

This subsection conditions the provision of any U.S. assistance to
any friendly Central American nation upon the stipulation of that
country that it will not use any such assistance to destabilize or over-
throw the government of any other Central American nation or pro-
vide any such assistance to another nation, individual, or entity that
seeks to destabilize or overthrow the government of another Central
A merican nation.

The Committee wishes to emphasize that activities by any recipient
nation within its own territory to defend itself or prevent the use of
such territory for the transfer of military equipment intended to be
used to overthrow any Central American government does not fall
within the concepts of destabilization or attempting to overthrow an-
other government. Rather, such activity, or actions clearly incidental
thereto. is self-defense or the exercise of a police power which is the
right of any sovereign nation. This is true even if the individuals
affected by such defensive or policing actions are naticnals—even
military personnel—of another nation.

In time of war. the same will also hold true. As long as a recipient
nation’s efforts are to defend itself and its territory, it cannot be con-
sidered to be attempting to destabilize or overthrow another country’s
government. Rather, its efforts would be aimed at the defeat of another
country’s military forces. not the overthrowing of that country’s gov-
ernment. Numerous modern examples—Turkish action in Cyprus,
Israel’s incursion into Lebanon, and Britain’s recovery of the Falk-
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land Islands—serve to reinforce this point. The Committee -intends,
in short, that this subsection be interpreted in the same vein as are
comparable provisions of the Foreign Assistance Act and the Arms
Export Control Act. Therefore, when questions arise as to the nature
of activities or anticipated activities engaged in by recipient nations,
what is called for are consultations and clarifications with recipient
naticns. The reports of any U.S. advisors involved in assistance pro-
grams contemplated by this bill can assist in such discussions.
Section 802(d)

This subsection would require the President to provide to Congress
an unclassified report describing the nature of assistance proposed
to be provided to a particular foreign country under subsection (b).
Such reports are required to be provided at least 15 days prior to the
actual provision of such assistance, thus allowing for congressional
inquiry about the proposed aid. ] )

While the report required by the subsection is the only one stipulated
by the bill, the Committee expects that the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs will from time to time require information from the executive
branch so as to review the progress and accomplishments of assistance
programs in recipient countries. Such oversight, as well as reviews by
the Committee on Appropriations, is necessary to ensure successful im-
plementation of arms interdiction assistance. Budget requests beyond
fiscal year 1984 would require the preparation of justification mate-
rials similar to those provided for other security assistance programs.

Section 802 (e)

This subsection authorizes appropriations in fiscal year 1983 of $30
million and in fiscal year 1984 of $50 million for the provision of the
assistance proposed by the bill.

Two aspects of these figures require comment. First, the Committee
recommends the sum of $50 million in fiscal year 1984 principally on
tho basis of a full year's comparable expenditures in a number of re-
lated areas. This estimate also allows for inflation and a modest margin
of unforeseen cost escalation. Thus the figure represents the Commit-
tee’s rough estimate of what a comprehensive arms interdiction assist-
ance program would cost, but is based upon what ongoing comparable
efforts would amount to in fiscal year 1984.

While the Committee’s cost estimates are rough ones, it is clear that

some endeavors appropriate for arms interdiction in the rough jungle
terrain of Central America will be expensive. Two such approaches
the Committee feels have merit are radar and barrier fencing.
. Much of the arms row flowing from Nicaragua to El Salvador has
in the past gone vis small planes or helicopters. The necessary radar
equipment to acquire and track such air traffic is expensive. For in-
stance, the TPS-43, the radar system now in Honduras, is the same
radar used by the Argentine forces at Port Stanley during the Falk-
land Islands conflict. That search and surveillance radar, with an
effective range of 300 miles, costs $10 million with neeessary support
cquipment and requires 20 trained personnel for its operation.

In the area of fencing, it is apparvent that in discrete areas where
such barriers can be effective, it will take miles of fencing to cordon
off key land supply routes. The Committee does not contemplate

H.Rept. 98-122 --- 3
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fencing entire borders. Nonetheless, a single fence line constructed in
the United States can cost $168,000 per mile on level ground; the cost
of a double fence could escalate to $227,000 per mile, The Committee
would anticipate that costs for similar fencing in the often rough
terrain in Central America could be similarly expensive.

For the fiscal year 1983 figure, the Committee has estimated that
a half year's effort would be provided, assuming approval of the bill
within a reasonable time. The additional $5 million represents an esti-
mate of up-front logistical, equipment, and transportation costs that
likely would arise with the initiation of such a program in fiscal year
1983.

The second point to be made is that the Secretary of Defense has
indicated to the Committee that an effective interdiction program in
Central America may be more costly than contemplated by the bill.
The Committee, as of the time of the filing of this report, was at-
tempting to seek further clarification of this statement.

Further details of the cost estimates in fiscal year 1983 and fiscal year
1984, as well as the letter of the Secretary of Defense, are included in
the classified annex to this report.

CoxyMrTTEE PositioN

On May 3, 1983, the Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence,
a quorum being present, approved the bill with amendments and or-
dered it favorably reported by a recorded vote of 9 to 5.

OversigHT Fixpings

With respect to clause 2(1) (3) (A) of Rule XI of the House of
Representatives, the Committee has held extensive briefings, hearings,
and meetings regarding the nature and conduct of intelligence activi-
ties that would be affected by this legislation. This review and the
recommendations of the Committee are summarized in the body of
this report and its classified annex and will be further amplified in

a secret session of the House of Representatives at an appropriate
time in the future.

Fiscar. YEar Cost PROJECTIONS

With respect to clause 2(1) (3) (B) of Rule XTI of the House of
Representatives and section 308(a) of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974, this legislation does not provide new budget authority or
tax expenditures. The Committee estimates. pursuant to clause 7(a) (1)
of Rule XIIT of the House of Representatives, that the outlays which
will occur in fiscal year 1983 will not exceed $30 million and that out-
lays which will occur in fiscal year 1964 will not exceed $50 million.
This bill does not authorize expenditures beyond fiscal year 1984 and
the Committee would anticipate that additional legislation would be
required if expenditures beyond fiscal year 1984 are necessary. The
executive branch has not submitted any budget estimates with which
the Committee can compare its own estimates.
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CongressioNnaL Boncer Orrice ESTIMATE

With respect to clause 2(1)(3) (C) of Rule XI of the House of
Representatives, the Committe has received no report from the Con-
gressional Budget Office.

RecomMENDATION OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS

With respect to clause 2(1) (3) (D) of Rule XI of the House of
Representatives, the Committee has not received a report from the
Committee on Government Operations pertaining to the subject of
the bill.

INFLATIONARY IMPACT STATEMENT

Pursuant to clause 2(1) (4) of Rule XI of the House of Representa-
tives, the Committee has attempted to determine the inflationary im-
pact of the bill. .

The Committee finds no adequate method to identiigy the inflationary
impact of the bill. Further, the bill does not provide specific budget
authority but rather an authorization for appropriations. Hence, any
inflationary impact would depend on the amounts actually appro-
priated and the strain that short supplies of materials, production

capacity, or other economic resources would place on industrial ca-
pacity or financial markets.

Cuanges 1IN ExistiNg Law Mane BY THE Birw, As REPORTED

In compliance with clause 3 of Rule XIIT of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill, as re-

Ported, are shown as follows (new matter printed in italic, existing
aw in which no change is proposed is shown in roman) :

INTELLIGENCE AUTHORIZATION AcT FOR FiscarL YEar 1983

TITLE I—INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES

* * ¥ * * * *

TITLE Vi:II—PROHIBITION ON COVERT ASSISTANCE
FOR MILITARY OPERATIONS IN NICARAGUA; AU-
THORIZATION OF OVERT INTERDICTION ASSISTANCE

PROHIBITION ON COVERT ASSISTANCE OR MILITARY
OPERATIONS IN NICARAGUA

Sec. 801. (a) Nome of the funds appropriated for fiscal year 1983
or 198} for the Central Intelligence Agency or any other depart-
ment, agency, or entity of the United States involved in intelligence
activities may be obligated or expended for the purpose or which
would have the cffect of supporting, directly or indirectly, military
or paramilitary operations in_Nicaragua by any nation, group,
organization, movement, or individual.
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(b) This section shall take effect upon the date prescribed in the
classified annex to the Committee report accompanying this bill.

AUTHORIZATION OF OVERT INTERDICTION ASSISTANCE

Sec. 83z, (@) The Congress finds that—

(1) in the absence of a state of declared war, the provision of
military equipment to individuals, groups, organizations, or
movements seeking to overthrow governments of countries in
Central America violates international treaty obligations, includ-
ing the Charter of the United Nations, the Charter of the Organi-
zation of American States, and the Rio Treaty of 1549; and

(2) such activities by the Governments of Cuba and Nicaragua
threaten the independence of El Salvador and threaten to de-
stabilize the entire Central American region, and the Govern-
ments of Cuba and Nicaragua refuse to cease those activities.

(b) The President is authorized te furnish assistance, on such terms
and conditions as he may determine, to the government of any friend-
ly country in Central America in order to provide such country with
the ability to prevent use of its territory, or the use of international
territory, for the transfer of military equipment from or through
Cuba or Nicaragua or any other country or agents of that country to
any dividual, group, organization, or movement which the Presi-
dent determines seeks to overthrow the government of such friendly
country or the government of any other country in Central America.
Assistance under this section shall be provided openly, and shall not be
provided in a manner which attempts to conceal United States in-
rolvement in the provision of such assistance.

(¢) Assistance may be provided to a friendly foreign country under
this section only if that country has agreed that it will not use any
assistance provided by the United States under this section, the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, or the Arms Fxport Control Act to de-
stabilize or overthrow the govermment of any country in Ceniral
America and will not make any such assistance available to any na-
lion, individual, group, organization, or movement which seeks to de-
stabilize or overthrow any such government.

(d) At least 15 days before providing assistance te a foreign coun~
try under this section, the President shall submit an unelassified report
which describes the proposed assistance to the Speaker of the Ilouse of
Representatives and to the chairman of the appropriate committees
of the Senate.

(e) There is authorized to be appropriated to the President to carry
out *this section 830000000 for the fiscal year 1983 and $50,000,000
for the fiscal year 198}



ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF HON. DAVE McCURDY

There is a ccmpelling case for continued American involvement in
Central America, and I fully support President Reagan’s request for
additioral military and economic aid to our ailies there. At the same
time, I am seriously concerned about the direction our present in-
volvement is taking. The Administration has been disingenuous in
maintaining that the sole purpose of its covert assistance is to halt
the flow of weapons into Nicaragua. In doing so, it has seriously
damaged prospects for Congressional approval of overt as well as
covert aid. ‘ .

Covert activity should be a tool of overall policy, not a substitute for
it. But it has not been demonstrated to me that our government has a
well thought out policy with respect to Nicaragua. As a supporter
of the President on much of his defense posture, and as one who
believes that the President is our chief national spokesman on foreign
affairs, I was willing to give him the benefit of the doubt throughout
the Committee’s deliberations on this bill. Had he been willing to
impose reasonable restrictions on covert operations within Nicaragua—
in order to prevent indiscriminate attacks on civilian and economic
targets, for example—and had he shown some good faith efforts in
negotiating with the Nicaraguan government, it might have been
possible to develop an alternative to the Committee bill. On three
separate occasions, however, the highest officials in the Administra-
tion rejected direct offers of compromise. Just one week after he told
a Joint Session that “Congress shares both the power and the respon-
sibility for our foreign policy,” the President publicly reiterated his
refusal to accept any conditions on U.S. assistance.

Valid objections can be made against the first section of the Com-
mittee bill, which prohibits covert action within Nicaragua. The
Sandinista government poses a clear threat to the security of its neigh-
bors and to the United States. With help from the Soviet Union and
Cuba, it is supplying aid and arms to rebel factions in Kl Salvador,
and is attempting to export Marxist revolution throughout Central
America. These considerations, however, are na* sufficient to warrant
giving the Administration carte blanche for the unlimited arming and
equipping of thousands of anti-Sandinista troops whose aim is to
overthrow their country’s government. At best, it is hypocritical for
us to condemn subversion in El Salvador and encourage it in Nicara-
gua. The recent slayings of a West German physician and twelve of
his helpers near the Honduran border prove all too convincingly that
such activity is not being restricted to military targets.

We should have learned from our experience in Southeast Asia that
without a clearly defined policy, without public support for that pol-
icy, and without realistic limits on the use of force, we can easily
be sucked into a bottomless pit. As Machiavelli wrote, “Wars are
begun at will but not ended at will.” Anti-Sandinista leaders them.-
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selves have said that a point has been reached, or soon will be, at which
there is no turning back and the war cannot be stopped.

T hope the overt interdiction assistance outside of Nicaragua that
is authorized in the second section of the Committee bill will help
reduce the risk of open war, but it is not a solution to the underlying
problem. We must begin serious regional talks to find that solution.
More than one-quarter of a billion people live in Latin America;
Nicaragua, a nation of fewer than three million people, cannot stand
alone. Regrettably, the United States has lost what leverage it may
have had with the present regime in Nicaragua. Nevertheless, we
should continue to urge the Nicaraguan government to call for free
elections and a free press, as we must continue to encourage the growth
of democratic institutions in El Salvador and other countries in the
region. We should be under no illusion that these goals can be accom-
plished quickly. or by economic assistance alone.

Unless the President and Congress can work together, we risk
damaging our relations with other Latin American countries. Regard-
less of the fate of this particular legislation, T urge the President to
make good on his commitment to “lay the foundation for a biparti-
san approach to sustain the independence and freedom of Central
America.”

Dave McCurpy.



ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF HON. LOUIS STOKES

Although I support fully the recommendation of section 801 to
cut off any funds for military or paramilitary activity in Nicaragua,
I have serious reservations about the committee’s advice to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs that it should authorize additional foreign
assistance funds for arms interdiction by nations in the region.

I understand that the thrust of H.R. 2760 is to provide a compre-
hensive approach to the question of Nicaragua, both its efforts to
arm the Salvadoran rebels and the insurgency which our country has
supported against Nicaragua. I agree with the positive, bipartisan
spirit that underlies this approach, Where I part company with
the approach of H.R. 2760 is in the judgment underlying section 802,
that more foreign assistance funds will be either effective or helpful
to the people of the region.

My expectation, and that of my colleagues supporting H.R. 2760, is
that the principal recipients of interdiction aid are likely to be El
Salvador and Honduras. It is unclear to me that these nations, utiliz-
ing border patrols or even sophisticated detection and surveillance
equipment, will stem the flow of arms through the extremely rugged
terrain along much of the IHonduran-Nicaraguan border. The activity
of the Salvadoran insurgents hasn’t been stopped by efforts to date
and there is no reason to expect they will be appreciabi};7 affected by the
as-yet-undefined efforts contemplated by HL.R. 2760.

More importantly, both El Salvador and Honduras are underserv-
ing recipients of the significant amounts of aid proposed. In the case
of El Salvador, the abuse of human rights goes on. The most helpful
sign to which the administration can point 2t present is an abatement
in the numbers of murders in that country.

The Salvadoran judicial system is not known for meting out justice.
Its accomplishments lie in protecting from the reach of justice those
who abuse justice and deny 1t to others. Underlying this aspect of Sal-
vadoran society seems to be a gennine apathy to an incredible, harmful
profusion of killings and torture—not just of U.S. citizens—but of
thousands of fellow Salvadorans.

The Salvadoran military today poses as real a threat to the hoped-
for reinstitution of democratic government as it ever has to the rebels.
Salvadoran officers are running a 9-to-5 war in which the momentum
is shifting to the rebels because of the way the military treat innocent
bystanders and civilians. Often army units terrorize the population in
a way that the rebels never do.

Finally, Salvadoran commitment to basic social and economic justice
can also be questioned. The land reform program does not present as
rosy a picture to Salvadoran peasants as President Reagan paints.

If El Salvador were to receive additional aid under H.R. 2760,
it would go to the military. In light of what I believe the situation
to be at the moment, the use of which the Salvadoran military will
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put this money will not help solve the problems which I enumerate.
Until they begin to do so, I will not support new military aid to
El Salvador.

In Honduras, it is U.S. policy to encourage the nascent return to
democratic, civilian rule. Already the tension caused by the insur-
gency launched from the Honduran territory against Nicaragua, while
threatening peace between the two countries, seems to increase daily
the strength and influence of the military.

I am concerned that the emerging democratic forces in Honduras
could become overwhelmed by the military if we pump in more mili-
tary aid. I fear more security assistance will not further strengthen
Honduran democracy, but only the military who so long have ruled
this country.

Because I believe that H.R. 2760 represents a sincere and compre-
hensive attempt to answer the problems posed by Nicaraguan support
for Salvadoran rebels, and because I know the bill would go to the
Committee on Fereign Affairs, I voted for the bill. I commend Chair-
man Boland and my colleagues who support the bill but I urge my
colleagues who serve on the Committee on Foreign Affairs to most
carefully weigh the questions I pose and those that will occur to others
as they examine this proposal.

Clearly, the most important part of the bill is ending covert assist-
ance to insurgents seeking to overthrow the Government of Nicaragua.
Nicaraguan problems are their own and the United States has no
business bullying them into compliance with a U.S. version of de-
mocracy. The United States should move slowly in this region and
with a full realization of the memories Central Americans have of
past U.S. intervention and the pitfalls that lie in the modern versions
of that same course.

Louis Stoxkes,



MINORITY VIEWS ON H.R. 2760

The problems which confront Central America are extremely com-
plex. There are no easy answers and there is no panacea to the region’s
problems. We are of the opinion that H.R. 2760 does not adequately
address these complexities.

In recent days focus on a few areas of disagreement may have over-
shadowed a most importent and significant point about which this
Committee finds itself in substantial, if not total agreement. First,
we wish to strongly associate ourselves with the findings in the Com-
mittee report regarding the activities of Nicaragua and Cuba. There
is incontrovertible and convincing evidence that Nicaragua is aiding
the efforts of guerrilla insurgents to overthrow the government of
El Salvador. We agree wholeheartedly with the Chairman’s statement
of March 4, 1982, “that there is further pervasive evidence that the
Sandinista government of Nicaragua is helping train insurgents and
is transferring arms and financial support from and through Nica-
ragua to the insurgents (in El Salvador). They are further providing
the insurgents bases of operations in Nicaragua. Cuban involvement
especially in providing arms is also evident.” Additionally, the Chair-
man stated that “contrary to the repeated denials of Nicaraguan offi-
cials, that country is thoroughly involved in supporting the Salva-
doran insurgency. That support is such as to greatly aid the insur-
gents in their struggle with the government forces in El Salvador.”
We are in absolute agreement with the conclusion of the Committee
report with regard to the actions of Nicaragua and Cuba. We, too, are
convinced—

That Nicaragua is exporting revolution in Central America and
contributing to the destabilization of the entire region;

That there is & disturbing and significant military buildup
going on in Nicaragua;

That Nicaragua poses a serious threat to all its neighbors in
Central America; and

That the substantial Nicaraguan support for the Salvadoran
insurgents offers no assurance that the Sandinistas will constrain
their growing military might within Nicaragua.

It should be abundantly clear to even the most skeptical of individ-
uals that the Sandinistas consider their commitment to Cuba far more
impolrtant than their commitment and promises to the Nicaraguan
people.

COMPLIANCE WITH THE (BOLAND AMENDMENT) LAW

We feel it should be noted that, however well intended, the origina-
tion of H.R. 2760 was predicted on the assumption that the Admin-
istration was not complying with the spirit and intent of the Boland
Amendment. Concerned about this allegation, we have reviewed the
Committee transcripts and the legislative history created on the House
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floor and are convinced that there has hesn no violation of the law.
First, the House voted on a proposal which would have denied funds
for the purpose of carrying out military activities in or against Nica-
ragua. That proposal was defeated. Secondly, the House voted on a
proposal which would have denied funds to groups or individuals
known by the United States to have the intent of overthrowing the
Nicaraguan government. That, too, was defeated. There should be no
doubt that the House, objected to a prohibition of funds based on the
intent of the groups or persons receiving the funds. In the other body,
a similar amendment was rejected which would have prohibited funds
in support of regular military forces or paramilitary groups operat-
ing in Central America. If either of these propesals had been aodpted,
US. aid to the anti-Sandinistas would have been illegal. However,
neither amendment prevailed. The substantially different language
proposed by Chairman Boland was approved by a vote of 411 to 0.
We hope to share with the Hous- in a secret session additional classi-
fied documentation reflecting the Committee’s understanding of the
conseguences of the Boland language. The wording of the Boland
amendment on its face, in our view, clearly allows aid to the anti-
Communist guerrilla forces in Nicaragua for purposes other than
overthrowing the Sandinistas, which the other amendments wouid
have barred. The Boland amendment was a compromise which did not
contemplate a total prohibition against our U.S. presence in Central
America.

One may wish to argue with the U.S. policy determination in this
matter or wish to change our policy altogether but we think one
should begin with the premise that the President has not violated
either the spirit or the letter of the law.

NEGOTIATIONS

The United States’ relations with the Sandinista/Nicaragua gov-
ernment had tenuous beginnings. Despite the initial misgivings, the
United States and Nicaragua recognized the mutual benefits of good
relations and significant efforts at negotiations have been made. The
Carter Administration adopted a policy of “friendly cocperation”
and included the provision of “effective and timely assistance.” The

revious agministration urged that the Nicaraguan revolution should
judged by its actions and that the change in government was a
matter of loss of confidence in the former incumbent government
rather than the work of the Cuban-Soviet based intervention. Based
on that assumption from July to September 1979 the U.S. provided
a total of £216 million in emergency relief and recovery aid_to
Nicaragua. By January 1981, direct U.S. assistance to the national
government of Nicaragua totaled $118 million and, in that timeframe,
muliilateral lending institutions also provided an additional $262 mil-
lion in aid from the Inter-American Development Bank. The last
administration had hoped that through our encouragement and
economic assistance the Nicaraguan government would transform
itself from a revolutionary exporter to a free and democratic society
by using the U.S. aid to bolster the private sector.

In September 1980 President Carter certified to Congress that

Nicaragua was not supporting violence or terrorism in Central
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America, thus meeting the requirements of section 533 of the Foreign -
Assistance Act. At that point in time, several Members of Congress
asserted that in making the certification, the President was ignoring
our intelligence reports which indicated that the Nicaraguan govern-
ment was assisting the leftist Salvadoran guerrillas. After several
months of reviewing the facts, the Carter Administration reversed
itself and decided that evidence warranted the cutoff of the remain-
ing aid and quietly suspended disbursement of the funds in late 1980.

This administration, following on the heels of the previous admin-
istration’s actions, reviewed this situation once again prior to revok-
ing the section 533 finding. Only after well-documented evidence of
Nicaraguan assistance to the Salvadoran guerrillas did this adminis-
tration suspend disbursement of funds. On April 1, 1981, the U.S.
claimed that the Nicaraguans were providing political and logistical
help to the Salvadoran guerrillas. Because of the deterioration of the
relationships of the two countries, in August of 1981 Assistant Secre-
tary of State Thomas O. Enders visited Nicaragua in an attempt to
negotiate with the Nicaraguans. This administration conveyed to the
Nicaraguan government at that time that the U.S. was willing to
resume aid if certain conditions were met; the most basic of these
conditions being that the Nicaraguan leaders cease their support of
guerrillas in El Salvador. Also discussed at that time was the United
States’ desire that Nicaragua stop its military buildup and guarantee
political pluralism. The Sandinista government made no substantive
response to the American overture and, after a very brief period, the
Sandinista government revealed their answer in continuing support
for the Salvadoran gaerrillas.

On March 23, 1982, Honduras presented a six-point regional peace
plan calling for, among other things, a halt ‘o the arms trafficking
and mutual pledges of nonintervention. Nicaragua made no substan-
tive response. A gain, April 1982, U.S. Ambassador Anthony Quainton
delivers an eight-point pronosal to reduce tensions which included
a joint pledge of noninterference and called for the end to Nicaraguan
support for insurgencies. The Nicaraguan government responded but
did not address the U.S. plan. Again, October 4,1982,in a multilateral
call for negotiations, eight regional democracies set forth the essential
conditions for peace in Central Ameriea, Nicaragua refused to discuss
conditions. On February 24. 1983, Costa Rica, Honduras, El Salvador,
and Guatemala offered a meeting of regional foreign ministers, includ-
ing Nicaragua, to discuss resolution of conflict in Central America.
The five other Latin states would also attend the meeting as observers
and the U.S. was not to be a participant. Nicaragua did not respond.
Finally, in late April all five Central American countries, including
Nicaragua, attended a meeting sponsored by the Contadora foreign
ministers (Mexico, Panama, Venezuela, and Colgmbm). Nicaragua
refused to participate in any multilateral negotiations. o

During the period in which bilateral and multilateral negotiation
attempts were initiated, the anti-Sandinista opposition groups were
also trying to open a dialogue with the Sandinista government. There
have been numerous other attempts, public and not so publie, to bring
the Nicaraguans to the negotiation table without success. There should
be no doubt that this administration and other Central American gov-
ernments have endeavored, and will continue to endeavor, in good
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faith to negotiate a peaceful cessation of the hostilities in Central
America.

It has only been recently, and partially due to our successful efforts
to interdict arms supplies from Nicaragua and to force the Nicara-
guans to turn internally and seek solutions to their own problems, that
we have been successful in communicating to the Nicaraguans that
we are serious about our commitment to support stable, peaceful gov-
ernments in the region. Our willingness to make the point that the
Nicaraguan/Cuban influenced government will not be allowed to
operate freely in imposing their will upon other countries, now offer
some real and present prospect of hope for either bilateral or multi-
lateral talks.

FOREIGN POLICY

As we stated earlier, we are of the opinion that H.R. 2760 does not
adequately address the myriad of complex issues any effective Cen-
tral American foreign policy must address, This bill would deprive
the executive branch of authority to conduct a critical and effective
element in its policy to thwart the emerging threat of Cuban/Nicara-
guan sponsored insurgencies in Central America. The President, the
Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense, the Director of Central
Intelligence, and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staft have all
clearly articulated the need for this program to counter the Cuban-
sponsored insurgencies. The bill restricts the options available to the
President in combating hostile activities directed at peaceful Ameri-
can states. As the President so clearly expressed in his April 27, 1983,
address to Congress, the United States seeks:

(1) a reciprocal and verifiable withdrawal of foreign military
and security advisors and trooups;

(2) a verifiable reciprocal agreement am.ong Central American
nations on the renunciation of support fsi lnsurgencies on
neighbors’ territory; -

(3) a verifiable reciprocal agreement on the nonimportation of
offensive weapons into Central America; and

(4) to encourage full participation in the political processes
of the Central American nations,

This bill does not further the accomplishment of any of these eri-
tical objectives; rather, the legislation poses additional dangers both
to human lives and the credibility of present and future American
commitments.

In establishing the interdiction fund—Does the Committee suggest
that, rather than attempting to disarm or neutralize Nicaragua, we
must endeavor to arm every friendly country in Central America to
the point that they can protect themselves against invasion? What
about Costa Rica, which has no standing army?¢ This is not consistent
with the President’s goal to seek reciprocal agreements among Central
American nations on the renunciation of support for insurgencies
on neighbors’ territories. There are also those who may feel that in-
ereasing military arms to a country strengthens the hand of the mili-
tary and could conceivably discourage full participation in the poli-
tical process by encouraging a stronger and more repressive military
presence in any simall Central American nation. This too is not in
accord with the President’s policy goals.
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H.R. 2760 establishes an overt interdiction assistance program to
be made available to friendly nations in Central America to develop
programs or establish the capability to prevent the use of their ter-
ritory for the shipment of military equipment to insurgents in any
Central American country. By definition, these funds would grant
assistance in addition to that already requested for military aid to the
nations of the region. This does not support the President’s policy
against the importation of offensive weapons into Central America.
1n addition, the Committee report suggests that additional assistance
may be necessary to accomplish and establish the capabilities to inter-
dict arms. Does the Committee mean to suggest that in order to pro-
vide “adequate” arms Interdiction assistance that additional %.S.
military advisors have to be committed in Central America? This is
inconsistent with the goal expresscd by the President to seek recip-
rocal and verifiable withdrawal of all foreign military and security
advisors and troops in Central America.

The U.S. cannot attempt to protect the Sandinista government from
the people of Nicaragua absent U.S. support for anti-Sandinistas.
'There are no assurances that the people of Nicaragua will not continue
to fight an oppressive marxist government. A majority of the members
of the Committee may believe that their approval of H.R. 2760 reflects
an act of highest statesmanship, committing tl.. United States to a
policy of peace. Nothing could be further from the truth. In handing
the Sandinistas a legislatively engineered victory, we can only assure
the American people that in the long run a i;igher price will be
extracted in increased human suffering and loss of life in Central
America.

The Committee report gives the impression that the presence of
anti-Sandinista insurgents in Nicaragua has not been successful. To
the contrary, given the limited goals and the operational objectives,
the program has in fact been successful. This program has only been
in place for little over a year and as referred to by the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, the program is a successful one. Also, in making the state-
ment that the program has not interdicted arms, one should look at
the defnition of the word “interdict.” Webster’s New Collegiate Dic-
tionary defines “interdict” as “to forbid in a formsl or aut roritative
manner; to destroy, cut or damage, as in enemy line of supply, by
firepower; to stop or hamper an enemy.” This does not necessarily
carry with it the connotation that actual arms munitions should be
scized and be in the possession of the interdiction force. The question
of “how many bullets have you interdicted ?” is totally inconsistent
with the nature cf the action. Deterring arms shipments or imposin
an increased difficulty in transporting arms shipments is successfu
interdiction. ) . .

Another question which has been asked is: “Is this action wise”s
Our country has a nearly 2,000-mile long unfortified border with
Mexico, whose southern border would well be engulfed in the confla-
gration emanating from the neighbors to its south in Central Americu.
Two-thirds of our foreign trade in petroleum passes through the
Caribbean to reach Europe. In the event of crisis, half of our supplies
to our NATO allies must pass through the Caribbean, Hostile control
of the region through client marxist states could give them the power
to choke the United States’ economy and diminish our ability to assist
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our NATO allies. A secure, stable, and democratic Central America is
critical to the security of the United States.

The Committee report rejects the notion that “floods of refugees
may flock to the United States because of the Committee’s recom-
mendation.” We submit that it will not necessarily be what the Com-
mittee has done but what the Sandinistas will do that brings refugees
to the United States. Presently 10 percent of the entire El Salvadoran
population resides in the United States and Nicaragua's immediate
neighbors must also fee! some ambivalence toward the spillover of
Nicaraguans. Approximately 6,000 Nicaraguans are presently living
in exile in Costa Rica. In Honduras the flow of refugees from
Nicaragua continues to rise. Last year some 15,000 Miskito Indians
fled to Honduras rather than accept forced relocation by the Nicara-
guan government. Additionally, there are approximately 20 to 30
thousand Nicaraguans in refugee camps in Mexico at this very
moment. The defection of Central American refugees has steadily
increased in our border states of Texas, Arizona, and California. This
trend will continue and escalate unless there is a cessation of the
hostilities in Central America.

During consideration of H.R. 2760, we took the position that it
was not unreasonable to insist that the effective date of the operative
provision of the bill hinge on the Sandinistas ending their arms train-
ing, command/control, or logistical support for the Salvadoran in-
surgents. During consideration of the other major amendment, we
did not think it unreasonable to request that Nicaragua cease the
export of arms and revolution to other Central American countries
prior to Committee action to unilaterally restrict U.S. conduct with-
out regard to the Nicaraguan behavior in Central America. Adoption
of either of the previously mentioned positions:

Would have been beneficial in protecting any of our friends
in Central America against Nica.raguan/éuban backed insur-
gencies in their countries;

Would not have deprived the United States of an important
tool to thwart Cuban insurgencies in Central America;

Would have provided an incentive for the Nicaraguan govern-
ment to negotiate an end to the hostilities; .

Would have provided maximum flexibility for all parties in-
volved and would not have provided a sanctuary for the Nica-
raguan/Cuban based guerrillas who could then strike out with
impunity against their neighbors.

The Sandinista Nicaraguan government marks the first foothold of
marxism on the mainland in our western hemisphere. At this point
in time, with only a modicum of help from the United States, democ-
racy can flourish in Central America, as demonstrated by the demo-
cratic nations of Costa Rica, Honduras, Belize, and by the positive
steps already taken in El Salvador and Guatemala, Some of us,
having had the opportunity to travel to Central America and talk to
the leaders of these governments, can reflect firsthand their fears that
if America does nothing and permits the marxist and, more important-
ly, the Cuban-influenced government backed by Nicaragua to create
haveoe in El Salvador, that subversion will take place in their own
countries next. When the Sandinistas betrayed the purpose of a revolu-
tion and turned to Cuba, the waning insurgent movements in El Sal-
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vador and Guatemala were revived. If those countries should fall to
the left, it is probable that frail Honduras, with its indefensible bor-
ders, and Costa Rica, with no army of its own, would be next on
the guerrilla hit list. We wonder what will be the thoughts and the
concerns of the ITondurans and the Costa Ricans if we decided to
prevent further aid to anti-Sandinista paramilitary groups. We have
grave concerns that with the stakes so high and with the uncertainty
of U.S. resolve, the governments in Central America would be un-
willing to work with us in the overt program to reduce the flow of
external support to the Salvadoran guerrillas.

J. K. Roninson.

G. WiLniam WHITEHURST.
C. W. Bur Youne.

Bos Srume.

BiuL Goobring.



ADDITIONAL DISSENTING VIEWS ON H.R. 2760 BY
CONGRESSMAN C. W. BILL YOUNG

H.R. 2760 was reported out by the House Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence on May 3, 1983, by a partisan vote of 9 to 5.
Its purpose is to prevent U.S. support for paramilitary activities
against the government of Nicaragua. Originally presented as a re-
sponse to alleged U.S. government violations of the Boland amend-
ment, that issue was soon bypassed by events. On April 12, 1983,
Senator Golc "vater, Chairman of the Select Committee on Intelligence,
issued a statement making it clear that the Boland amendment had
not been violated. The Boland amendment prevents the U.S. from
engaging in activities for the purpose of overthrowing the govern-
ment of Nicaragua er intended to cause a war between Nicaragua and
Honduras. ,

Despite the fact that the Boland amendment was not violated, news-
paper stories claiming such violation were the impetus for the develop-
ment of H.R. 2760. The bill which would prevent American support
for paramilitary operations in Nicaragua fails to address the major
problem in Central America—Nicaraguan involvement in the para-
military activities against its neighbors. This Nicaraguan involve-
ment is part of the Cuban government’s program to support insur-
gencies throughout Central America aimed at overthrowing the gov-
ernments in that area. The purposes of the United States are: to
convince the government of Nicaragua to cease supplying assistance
to insurgenci.s in the neighboring countries; and to keep the promises
they made to the Organization of American States that there would be
free elections and a pluralistic society in Nicaragua. The insurgency
in Nicaragua aids only the first American purpose. It helps create a
situation where the Nicaraguan government is compelled to recognize
that it is not immune from retaliation when it supports insurgencies
in the neighboring states. At the same time the insurgency is a means
of convincing the Nicaraguan regime that it is necessary for it to come
to the bargaining table to settle the disputes in Central American
peacefully.

U.S. support to some of those fighting in Nicaragua has had the
desired effect of interfering with the Nicaraguan ability to supply
arms to the insurgents fighting against its neighbors. It has also en-
couraged other groups within Nicaragua to take up arms agai st the
Sandinista dictatorship. None of the groups, however, thes: supperted
by the United States and those who have taken up aims indepen-
dently, are strong enough to overthrow the Nicaraguan government.
But, the combination of forces has forced the Nicaraguan govern-
ment to “look inward” and has reduced its ability to provide supplies
to be used in violence against its neighbors. That, of course, is what
interdiction means—preventing the flow of supplies. Those who try
to quantify interdiction based on counting captur2d arms simply do
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not understand the term. What they are saying is like asking a man
who takes his vitamins everyday, how many colds he prevented last
year.

All of the groups fighting in Nicaragua have had the experience of
getting substantial support from the local populace. This is true on
the last Coast where two separate groups of Miskito indians are fight-
ing against the Sandinista regime, in the northern and central areas
of the country where the FDN is fighting and in the south where
Pastora’s ARDE group is fighting. The only area of Nicaragua un-
touched by the insurgencies has been the west coast, particularly, the
area sround Managua. Both the insurgercs and newsmen who have
been in Nicaragua with insurgent forces report the widespread sup-
port for those forces in the local villages, and the large numbers of
people volunteering to serve in the insurgent forces. A withdrawal of
American support to those fighters who receive it would result not
only in their demoralization, but in the demoralization of other groups
fighting the Sandinista dictatorship. The net result of that would
be the severe persecution of those peasants and villagers who have
provided support to the insurgent groups by the dictatorship. The
persecution will result in either a bleod bath or large scale exodus
of refugees or both. Large numbers of Central American refugees
from communism would further destabilize that area. There would
glso be substantial numbers of refugees trying to enter the United

tates.

The arguments made by the majority in the section of the report
entitled, “Committee Judgments” are neither logical nor are they con-
sistent with the information that has been provided to the Committee
by the intelligence community. On the three questions asked : (1) Isthe
program consistent with the law under the direction of the Congress?
(2) Is the program a wise one? (3) Is the program successful? The
answers to all three are, yes.

The argument is made in regard to question (1), that since the
FY 83 Intelligence Authorization Conference Report states that the
funds may be used only for the purpose of interdiction of arms,
therefore, the U.S. government is in violation of the law, this is simply
incorrect. As pointed out above, interdiction of arms does not mean
merely capturing arms, it means interfering with the ability of the
government of Nicaragua to send the arms to the terrorists and insur-
gents in the neighboring countries. This, in fact, is what has been
happening. Therefore, the answer to question (3) is also, yes, since
the program has successfully interfered with the ability of the Nica-
_raguan government to provide supplies and logistics to nsurgent
groups in neighboring countries.

In regard to question (2) the majority answers that the program
is not wise because it has hardened Sandinista attitudes. In fact, this
has not happened. The persecutions inflicted by the Sandinista dicta-
torships on the Miskito Indians and the Catholic clergy as well as
their suppression of freedom of press, religion and speech began long
before this program was put into effect. The Sandinistas have not in-
creased their violations of human rights, they have simply continued
their program of suppressing the people of Nicaragua and violating
their promises to the Organization of American States.
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The majority also quotes Eden Pastora as saying that this program
helps keep the Sandinistas in power. Pastora did believe that at one
time when there were hit-and-run raids by the FDN. He no longer
believes it. The insurgent forces are now operating deep inside Nicara-
gua. The political leadership of Pastora’s group, ARDE, has made

ublic statements indicating that they wish to cooperate with the
‘DN forces. In an interview over Panama City Radio Continente
broadcast on April 18, 1983, Alphonso Robelo, the leader of Pastora’s
Nicaraguan Democratic Revolutionary Alliance (ARDE), and a
former member of the Sandinista government Junta was asked about
the FDN. He answered, *Yesterday I had a magnificant opportunity
to fly from San Jose to Mexico with Newsweek reporter, James Le
Moyne. He had been in Nicaragua with the FDN. He lived and shared
with them for a period of seven days. He is a very serious objective
man, a graduate of Harvard University, stc, He said that among the
forces with which he coexisted—some 400 men—there were 12 former
national guardsmen or 3 percent of the FDN combatants that he saw.
I honestly believe that the FDN includes a minority of the people for-
merly connected with the National Guard. The overwheiming majority
are peasants and small farmers who have seen how Nicaragua is being
enslaved and thef’ have either gone to Honduras or have risen in arms
in Nicaragua. They are the ones fighting.” In answer to as whether
there is cooperation between ARDE and }'DN, Robelo answered, “The
FDNX, the organization that has infiltrated all the troops into Nicara-
gua, has a new political directorate which includes six civilians and a
former military man. As leader member of the ARDE Revolutionary
Directorate, I have already held talks and contacts with the civilians,
'They have been personal and private contacts, but a line of communica-
tion already exists; it must be gradually developed.”

On Apnl 26, Panama City Circuito RPC television broadcast an
interview with Adolpho Calero, a director of the FDN. Calero stated
in answer to a question about Eden Pastora’s group, “Commander
Cero, my friend Pastora, leads the Demccratic Revolutionary Alliance,
ARDE, we are not yet coordinated, but we have the same goal. I hope
that we will reach an understanding very soon.” While ARDE and
FDN are clearly of different political tendencies, both support a
democratic solution in Nicaragua as do a number of the other, smaller,
fighting groups. While none of them, or all of them together, would be
strong enough to overthrow the Sandinista government, they are
capalﬁe of creating enough problems for that government to force it
to negotiate with its neighbors, perhaps even to cease repressing its
own people. The fact that the forces fighting against the Sandinista
regime are not capable of overthrowing it was recognized even by
Ortega of the Sandinista National Directorate. In a broadcast over
Managua Radio on March 21, 1983, he said, that the anti-Sandinista
forces “fighting in the interior of Nicaragua . . . do not have regular
combat weapons, such as, artillery, tanks and armored personnef car-
riers. They only have a few infantry weapons. . . .” He went on to
say, “this prevents them from carrying out even mediwn-scale military
actions on a regular battlefield. They are practically restricted to
fighting an irregular mountain war.” i

If the insurgents should force the Sandinista government to negoti-

ate on free elections and the democratic rights of the people of Nicara-
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gua, this would be consistent with one of the suggestions of the Lino-
witz Commission in its pamphlet, “The Americas At A Crossroads,”
published in April 1983, which said, “we favor dialogoue : between
the governments of El Salvador, Nicaragua, and Guatemala and the
respective opposition movements in those countries.” : -

An end to all the fighting in Central America, not only in Nicaragua
is the goal of all Members of this Committec. That goal could best be
achieved not by simply ending U.S. support to those fighting in Nicara-
gua but in forcing the Nicaraguans to the conference table to solve
the problems of the region. In April 1982, the U.S. government pro-
posed an eight point program to Nicaragua for solving the problems
of the region. Nicaragua ignored it. Those points were ;

1. The cessation of Nicaraguan support for insurgencies
in neighboring countries. In addition to an end to arms traf-
ficking, training, and other support for Salvadoran guerril-
las, this would include the closing of the FMLN command
and control center in Managua.

2. A U.S. statement pleading to enforce our laws forbid-
ding the training activities of exile groups that might
attempt to overthrow the Nicaraguan government. ,

3. A joint Nicaraguan-U.S. statement pledging non-inter-
ference in each other’s affairs or in the affairs of others in the
region, and pledging adherence to the OAS and U.N. charters
and to the Rio Treaty.

4. A regional ban on the importation of heavy offensive
weapons. Foreign military advisers would be reduced within
the region, and military and security forces would be reduced.

5. International verification of the arms limitation pro-
posal. This would include visits to Nicaraguan airports, mili-

tary installations, ports, and borders by representatives of the
OAS or other regional organizations.

6. The resumption of U.S. aid to Nicaragua, and additional
trade concessions such as the Caribbean Basin Initiative.

7. The exchange of artists, musicians, baseball teams, and
other cultural groups in order to improve the climate of bi-
lateral relations, The opening of a bi-national center in

‘Nicaragua, and the provision of scholarships for Nicaraguan
students who wish to study in the U.S.

8. The reaflirmation by the Nicaraguan government of its
previously stated commitments to pluralism, free elections,
and a mixed economy.

During the House Permanent Select Conimittee on Inteiligence
markup on H.R. 2760, this Congressman, (C. W. Bill Young) sug-
gested an amendment that would have resulted in the cessation of
hostilities in Nicaragua after “a verifiable agreement is reached that
the government of Nicaragua ceases activities to provide arms, train-
ing, command and control facilities or logistical support to military
or paramilitary operations in or against any government in Central
America.” This amendment was defeated by a party-line vote. I intend
to introduce it again during the floor debate on H.R. 2760. It is an
equitable and fair solution to the problem. The ending of all violence

in the area is what all of us want. Simply ending the violence in
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Nicaragua while allowing it to continue in El Salvador will encourage
the Nicaraguans to increase the violence against their neighbors. Any
other solution will only result in Nicaragua being encouraged to con-
tinue its program to destabilize Central E;‘nerica. 'The resultant blood-
shed and refugee problems must be avoided. The patten of Cuban
support to insurgencies is consistent throughout Latin America. The
Cubans insist that the small terrorist groups, many of them having
received Cuban training in the past, must unite before they can receive
Cuban support to engage in a full-scale insurgency. This pattern was
successful in Nicaragua and is not in use in El Salvador and Guate-
mala and most recently in Honduras.

Havana Radio’s international service in Spanish of February 12,
1982, commenting on the alliance of the Guatemalan guerrilla groups,
said, “the history of our Americas’ revolutionary struggle shows that
unity is a key factor for victory. Unity, as has beer justifiably said,
does not merely mean the joining of forces, but also the multiplication
of forces in the noble goal of the national liberation of our father-
lands.” The commentary goes on to say the case of El Salvador “also
confirms the importance of the peoples’ unity in the just and necessary
struggle.”

The President of Honduras, President Suazo, in speech on April 2,
1983, over Tegucigalpa Voz de Honduras Network said, “if we con-
sider the fact that if the Salvadoran guerrillas win, Nicaragua will
be free to give logistical support to subversives here, then the Salva-
doran guerrillas might strengthen this count?"s subversives, perhaps
with the support of the U.S.S.R. and Cuba. If Central America falls,
Mexico will follow, and then the problem belongs to the United States.
We have maintained, and we will continue to maintain, close relations
with the United States, because we believe that it defends democracy,
not only in America, but in other countries as well.” This public state-
ment. by President Suazo is similar to the private statements that he
and other Honduran and Salvadoran government leaders made to a
delegation of Members of the House Permanent Select Committee
on Intelligence which visited their countries in April 1983. The coun-
tries of the region fear Cuban and Nicaraguan supported insurgencies
and hope that the United States will provide them with the support
needed to resist these threats.

The leaders of the government of Nicaragua have made no secret
of their intentions. Ernesto Cardenal, now the Minister of Culture in
Nicaragua, said in a broadcast over Havana Radio July 30, 1978, “a
single revolution is on the way in America, and Cuba 1s at the van-
euard.” Cuban and now Nicaraguan support is a major factor In
Central American insurgency. The flow of arms, a secure command
and control center, and a privileged santuary are all needed by the
insurgents. Nicaragua provides these things on behalf of Cuba and
the Soviet Union. .

Before Cuban support was provided to the insurgency in Nicaragua
that created the Sandinistic government that exists today, the Cubans
insisted that the various factions of the Sandinista movement must be
united into one insurgency. When this was accomplished, they re-
ceived the support needed to overthrow the Somoza regime. Shortly
after their victory, the same pattern was followed in El Salvador, On
December 16, 1979, the small terrorist groups in El Salvador united
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with the El Salvador Communist Party at a meceting in Hanava,
Cuba, to organize the IFarabundo Marti Liberation Front. In a letter
addressed to Comrade Fidel, the leader of the various groups that
came together in Havana wrote, “Today we can tell you, Fidel, that
thanks to your help, to the help of your party comrades, and to the
inspired example of the revolutionary people of Cuba, we have wn-
dertaken a transcendental step by signing an agreement with very
solid bases upon which we begin building the coordination and unity
of our organizations.”

Guerrilla documents captured in El Salvador show that regular
reports on their progress are made to Manuel Pineiro, the head of the
American Department of the Central Committee of the Communist
Party of Cuba. Pinciro, foriner head of the Cuban intelligence service,
the DGI, runs the American Department, which is'tlie covert action
arm of the Cuban apparatus and is responsible for support to insur-
gencies throughout Latin America. The role of the Nicaraguan regime
in this activity can be seen in the documents captured in El Salvador.
On January 26, 1981, then-U.S. Ambassador to El Salvador, Robert
E. White, wrote to then-President Duarte and provided him with an
analysis of the captured documents. Ambassador White’s letter and
analysis follow:

[Ambassador White’s letter :]

EmMBAsSY OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
San Salvador, Jaruary 26, 1981.
His Excellency Ing. NarorLeaN Duarte,
Presidente de lz Junta
Revolucionatia Gobierno,
San Salvador.

Dear Mr. PresmexT: Please find attached a summary of the docu-
ments we discussed at my house today, January 26. The summary deals
with the question of foreign involvement in supply of the insurgency.

I hope this summary is useful to you. With wara regards.

Sincerely,
Rorerr E. Wurre, Ambassador.
Attachment.
: SUMMARY
“Esmeralda’s” role.

DRU logistics representative in Nicargua (code name “Vladimir”),
reporting to DRU, November 1, indicated that some 300 to 400 tons of
military supplies would have arrived in “Esmeralda” (Cuba) by the
following week and would soon be arriving in “Lagos” (Nicaragua).
'This was in addition to the more than 109 tons of military supplies that
“Viadimir” said had already reached “Lagos.” In a separate document
dated September 26, 1980, reporting on a DRU Joint General Staff
(EMGC) meeting, an ERP representative (code name “Jonas”) in-
dicated that there were 130 tons of military supplies stored in “Lagos”
(Nicaragua)—on a sixth part” of the materiel that had been com-
mitted by others to the DRU.

In addition to being logisties transit point and font of political
advice, “Esmeralda” helped plan guerrilla military offensive. Un-
dated, unsigned report of trip to “M.” (clearly a Managua visit in
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mid-July 1980 in view of context) indicates that Salvadoran insurgent
Joint General Staff (EMGC) delegation would depart soon for
“la H.” (Havana) to have “specialist” put finishing touches on plans
for guerrilla offensive. In separate September 26 document, ERP
representative “Jonas” indicates that “Comrade Ramon” was unable
to give report to EMGC on progress of planning offensive since “writ-
ten materials” had been left in “Managua and Havana.” (Comment:
This is rare occasion in which plain language place names appear on
these docaments.) The same report indicates that EMGC itself was
located for some time in “Cuba.”

Role of FSLN

Literally dozens of references in captured documents indicate
definitely that code name “Lagos”—transit point of arms for Salva-
doran insurgents—is, in fact, Nicaragua. The documents point to the
initially wavering, but later heavily involved participation of the
FSLN in the supply effort by “C. de Frent.” (comrades of the Frente)
without specifying names.

FSLXN role in early part of 1980, according to documents, was
largely facilitative. June 17 DRU report from Managua indicated
that one “Gustavo” of FSLN (may be identical with “G.” identified
in another document as assistant to “Comrade Bayardo”) arranged
contact for insurgents with Panamanian arms traffickers in March. As
late as mid-July, ERP visitor indicates that FSLN appeared to be
reluctant to forward arms or to allow arms pick-ups from Nicaraguan
coast. On July 23, 1980, however, “Comrade Bayardo” (presumably
FSLYN directorate member Bayardo Arce) told visiting Salvadoran
insurgent Joint General Staff (EMGC) delegation that urgent guer-
rilla ammunition request had been approved, meeting had been set up
with FSLN “military commission,” and that, if insurgents would be
receiving help through Nicaragua, FSLN had given thought to pos-
sible “triangular” arrangement in which arms from “socia ist” coun-
tries would be absorbed by Sandinista army (EPS). Nicaragua in turn
would pass its Western-manufactured arms to the Salvadoran guer-
rillas. (Comment: Note that at time of this meeting Fidel Castro was
in Nicaragua.) .

By the beginning of November 1980 (after the FSLN renewed ship-
ments following the one-month suspension), the Nicaraguans began
pushing more supplies on the insurgents than the latter could handle.
Code name “Rodrigo,” reporting to the DRU in early November 1980,
indicated that Nicaraguan deliveries were exceeding DRU reception
capabilities and that Nicaraguans were sending dangerously over-
loaded boats. (Judging from documents, large-scale deliveries also
began to move in November from Nicaragua by trailer-truck through
Honduras and by air.) “Rodrigo” travelled to “Lagos” to ask for bet-
ter FSLN coordination and supervision of shipments. In the mean-

time, DRU logisties representative in Managua, “Vladimir,” pointed
out to Salvadaron insurgent leadership, November 1, that it was neces-
sary to enhance DRU capabilities to receive and distribute deliveries
since not only does the FSLN regard the arms as a “hot potato” but
also, “. . . all the countries of the socialist camp have dug deep to help
us with all the requests we had made and some doubled the promised

help. This is the first Latin American revolution- which they have



39

unconditionally moved to help before it (the revolution) has taken
power.” Vladimir urged the DRU—the “last link” in the supply
“chain”—to set up its absorption pace.

Source of supply

One of captured documents (minutes of DRU meeting of August 30,
1980, prepared by ERP representative, code name “Ana Maria”
provides listing of arms and non-weapon assistance commitments pro-
vided by Vietnam and other Communist nations (Czechoslovakia, -
Bulgaria, GDR, Hungary, and Ethiopia) during June-July 1980
overseas trip of Salvadoran Communist Party (PCS) Chief Shafik
Handal. This separate, independent account confirms Shafik’s own
report of Communist assistance commitments. Account of DRU meet-
ing indicates that Vietnamese arms (and possibly other Communist
assistance) were supposed to arrive in “Esmeralda” on September 5.

What is “Esmeraldaf”

Previous analyses have speculated that references to “Esmeralda”
in earlier captured documents may have related to an Ecuadorean
port. New documents, however, suggest that “Esmeralds,” in fact, is
code name for Cuba: (a) report to DRU sent by “Marcial® (code
name for Salvadoran FPL leader Cayetano Carpio), “Jonas” and
~Eduardo,” August 31, from “Lagos” (code name for Nicaragua)
indicates that FARN organization, at that time defecting from DRU,
was asking “management of Esmeralda” to convoke meeting to dis-
cuss its differences with rest of DRU. Marcial and company indicate
that they also would inform “Esmeralda” directly of a problem with
- FARN. A “Comrade Mait.” (presumably a representative of Cuban
CP Ceaniral Committee Americas Department) indicated to “Marcial”
that “Chief of this department in Esmeralda” wanted to call Septem-
ber 4 meeting to discuss problem of split. Subsequent Qctober 8 letter
from Marciai openly addressed to Manuel Pineiro, Chief of Americas
Department of Cuban CP Central Committee, thanks Cuban for his
advice and suggestions following FARN defection; (b) Minutes of
DRU meeting of September 24, 1980, indicate that “Marcial,” during
visit to “Lagos” (Nicaragua) in previous months, met with “Comrades
of Esmeralds,” “Esmeraldan” comrades visiting Nicaragua are listed
as follows: “C.M. and Abr” (Letters “b” and “r” are lower case—we
believe this refers to Comrade Manuel Pineiro and Abren, respectively
Director and Central American Department Chief of Americas De-
partment of Cuban Central Committee), “C. Br.” (We presume this
refers to a2 Cuban functionary visiting Nicaragua in company with
Castro), and “C en P.” (word “en” is in small case. This probably
refers to Commandante en Jefe Fidel Castro—the Cuban leader’s
formal title.) _

On March 4, 1982, the House Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence received an extensive briefing concerning the situation in El
Saivador. Subsequent to the briefing, Committee Chairman Edward
P. Boland made the following statement to the press.

The Committee has received a briefing concerning the sit-
uation in El Salvador, with particular emphasis on the ques-
tion of foreign support for the insurgency. The irsurgents
are well trained, well equipped with modern weapons and
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supplies, and rel.}v on the use of sites in Nicaragua for com-
mand and control and for logistical support. The intelligence
supporting these judgments provided to the Comnittee is
convincing. .

There is further persuasive evidence that the Sandinista
government of Nicaragua is helping train insurgents and is
transferring arms and financial support from and through
Nicaragua to the insurgents. They are further providing the
insurgents’ bases of opcration in Nicaragua. Cuban involve-
ment—especially in providing arms—is also evident.

What this says is that, contrary to the repeated denials of
Nicaraguan officials, that country is thorvughly involved in
supporting the Salvadoran insurgency. That support is such
as to greatly aid the insurgents in their struggie with govern-
ment forces in El Salvador.

Chairman Boland’s statement was very carefully written to make
the facts clear concerning Cubsn and Nicaraguan support to the Sal-
vadoran insurgency and at the same time to protect the very sensitive
sources that were then and are continuing to provide U.S, intelligence
with information on the Cuban and Nicaraguan role. That kind of
careful handling of sensitive information has not always been true in
the executive branch. In 1980, while this Committee was being told
by CIA that all of the information concerning the shipment of arms
from Cuba to Nicaragua was so sensitive that it could not be revealed
publicly, executive branch officials were revealing the information
to the Nicaraguan government. One of the documents captured in
El Salvador consists of a report from one Salvadoran guerrilla leader
to another dated September 30, 1980, concerning his conversations in
Nicaragua with officials of the Nicaraguan government. He reported,
“Last 27 September, a meeting with Gustavo was held in which he
informed us of the front’s (Sandinista National Liberation Front)
decision to suspend shipments during a peried of approximately one
month. They brought up a security problem beginning with a meeting
which they say they had with one James Cheek, a representative of
the North American Department of State. They say that he mani-
fested knowledge of shipments via land through Nicaragua; in small
vehicles, and that we carried out attempts by sea. They raise the
question of possible bad management of the information on the part
of the personne! working on this and that they are going to carry out
an investigation.” The congressional oversight provisions of the Na-
tional Security Act of 1947 give the House Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence responsibility together with the executive branch
to protect the sensitive source information that the U.S. government
receives. The minority members have given full support to the actions
of the Chairman of the House Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence to ensure the protection of that information.

On August 22, 1982, Honduran authorities raided a Salavadoran in-
surgent safe house in Honduras. Among the Salvadoran guerrillas
captured was Commander Alejandro Montenegro, an important offi-
cial of the Salvadoran insurgency. A major campaign was undertaken
by the Salvadoran insurgents and their supporters in neighboring
countries to secure the release of Montenegro. In a broadcast over
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Havana television on October 14, 1982, Margarita Gonzalez, the Sal-
vadoran insurgents’ representative in Cuba, announced a worldwide
campaign to secure Montenegro’s release. Among the actions taken
was & barricade and hostage/terrorist situation undertaken by Sal-
vadoran terrorists in Honduras. On March 8, 1983, Panama, City tele-
vision broadcast an interview with Montenegro in which he revealed
that he had broken with the Salvadoran insurgency and was willing
to reveal the details of its foreign support. He said, “Support in the
form of military training is received through both Cuba and Nica-
ragua but mostly Cuba. Many leaders, many group chiefs have trained
abroad, more specifically in Havana.” When he was asked iow the
trainees got to Havana, he answered “Communication is established
with Honduras which is used as a bridge to get to Managua by land.
They go from San Salvador to Tegucigalpa, then to Managua, and
from there to Havana.” When asked what the situation was before
the Sandinista government took power in Nicaragua, he answered
“Prior to the existence of the current Nicaraguan government, train-
ing was not given abroad. In other words, everything began more
massively, we might say, after 10 January, after the N lcaraguan rev-
olution triumphed in 1979. From 10 January 1981 to this day, Cuban
support has bezn more effective and Managua is used as a bridge.”

This revelation of the Cuban/Nicaraguan support for the insur-
gency in El Salvador resulted in an announcement by the Salvadoran
Insurgents over their Radio Venceremos on March 13, 1983, reputiat-
ing their former leader Montenegro, But the announcement also con-
tained significant information concerning the goals of the Salvadoran
insurgency. The insurgents boasted that, “The high morale of our
forces is based on the capacity of our strategic commands to conduct
war from the very scenes of war, aiso in the capacity shown by the
same strategic commands in meeting the material and political needs
of this war with international help.” They attempted to explain the
fact that their leaders were outside of EI Salvador by saying, “We
have conducted important logistical operations in clandestinity, which
have served to provide our forces with arms and ammunition for long
periods of time.” This admnission that the arms and ammunition were
provided from abroad came only in response to the revelation by the
former El Salvadoran guerrilla leader, Montenegro. Even more sig-
nificant is the statement that the support from abroad is imporiant to
maintain the morale of the guerrillas fighting in El Salvador. The
declaration of the insurgents also contained a description of the tactics
they are using. According to them, “Sabotage has a strong impact on
the economy. . . . Sabotaging ihe economy within the framework of
a war is not terrorism. It is a weapon used in any military confronta-
tion . . . we will centinue to wield the weapon ‘of sabotage, blowing
up bridges, interrupting power, transportation, sabotaging caulking
and cotton production, cutting off communications, and doing all that
is necessary to achieve the people’s victory.”

More on the Nicaraguan involvement in the Salvadoran insurgency
and the fact that the command and control apparatus was in Nica-
ragua was revealed by a bizarre series of events that began in Managua
on April 6, 1983. On that date, a Salvadoran guerrilla leader named
Melida Anaya Montes was murdered. She was also known as Com-
mander Ana Maria and was the second in command of the Popular
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Liberation Forces, the largest of the guerrillan groups united in the
Farabundo Marti Liberation Front. The announcement of her murder
was broadcast on the night of April 6, 1983, by Managua radio. The
revelation that one of the top leaders of the Salvadoran guerrillas was
living in Managua created serious problems for the Nicaraguan gov-
ernment. On April 8, a press conference was called by Interior Minis-
ter Thomas Borge and the Chief of State Security Lenin Cerna. Borge
anuounced that the Sandinista police and security organizations had
been ordered to use all their resources to investigate the death of Ana
Maria and that Lenin Cerna had been placed- at the head of the
investigations.

According to Borge the death of Ana Maria “could place Nicaragua
in a difficult situation, because we would have to admit that 2 member
of the KNLN Divectorate resided in Managua, as is being said in all
the media, in order to accuse Nicaragua of supporting the Salvadoran
revolutionaries.” Borge accused the CIA of murdering Ana Maria
and said, “I do not need to present specific proof. I do not need to say:
‘Here is the murder, because everyone knows who the murderer is.””
The accusation that the CIA was the culprit in the murder was also
made by the FNLN United Revolutionary Directorate in an April 7
broadcast over Managua's Radio Sandino which stated, “This treach-
erous crime committed by the sinister hands of the U.S. Central Intel-
ligence Agency, CIA, shows in a tangible way the desperation of
imperialism which is attacking our peoples.” The funeral services for
Ana Maria were addressed by the leader of her faction of the Salva-
doran insurgency, Caystano Carpio. Carpio admitted that at the time
of the murder he was at a far away place—in Libya—and he immedi-
ately rushed back to Managua for the funeral service. He said, “the
Central American peoples struggle is one single struggle . . . when
we achieve victory we will be arm in arm and strugg'ing for the total
liberation of Central America.” )

On April 21, Managua radio released a statement of the Nicaraguan
Ministry of the Interior in which they announced that they had solved
the murder of Ana Maria. It was not the CIA that did it. According
to the Nicaraguan secret police authorities, a group of Salvadorans
had been arrested for the murder, and the mastermind of the crime
was “a member of the central command cf the People’s Liberation
Forces, FPL of El Salvador, where he held a top position very close
to Companero Salvador Cayetano Carpio, Commander Marcial, top
leader of that revolutionary organization.” According to the Nica-
raguans, as a result of the revelation that the real culprits were his
close associates, Carpio committed suicide. However, there are those
who believe that he was “suicided” as part of the internecine struggles
of the Salvador insurgents. The deaths of Carpio and Ana Maria
brought to public notice the fact that the entire leadership, the com-
mand and control structure, of the Salvadoran insurgency, is not in
El Salvador but in Managua, Nicaragua—that is, when leaders are not.
on visits to Libya. On April 25, 1983 five Members of the House Per-
manent Select Committee on Intelligence met in Manaqua with Borge
and other leaders of the Sandinista regime who denied that the Sal-
vador Command and Control headquarters was in Managua. This
Member (Cong. Young) offered tc take them to the site. They changed
the subject.
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The “unity” arrangements that were successful in Nicaragua ana
are currently being employed in El Salvador are also underway in
Guatemala. On February 10, 1982, Havana radio announced that the
guerrilla groups in Guatemala had united to form one “patriotic na-
tional revolutionary unity front of Guatemals.” On February 11,
1982, a meeting was held in Havana with the participation of the
diplomatic representatives of the communist countries and Latin
American revolutionary movements, At that meeting the Gautemalan
insurgents reaflirmed that they had united the various groups into one
insurgency. At the meeting Oscar Gonzalez speaking for the Salvador
insurgents said that the Central American revolution is a united one
and that the victory of onc country is a victory of all. He stated that
Guatemala, El Salvador and Honduras would all have their hour of
liberation and that the revolution in Nicaragua was the first flame
in that process. The military attaché of the government of Vietnam
pledged firm support for the Guatemalan struggle. For over a year
the auatemalan insurgents have engaged in armed clashes with the
police and militarr and have en aged in numerous terrorist actions.

On April 8, 1983, Managua radio announced that the same kind of
“unity” Ymd been created in Honduras. According to Managua, “four
Honduran political-military ovganizations announced the creation of
the United Revolutionary Coordinating Board to go ahead with the
struggle in Honduras.” Communiques of the Honduran insurgency
have been broadcast over Rudio Managua and have appeared in the
Sandinista newcpapers, El Nuevo Diario and Barricada in Managua.
The April 21, 1983, issue of Barricada carried a Honduran insurgent
announcement that, “the democratic paths of the people’s struggle
having been exhausted, we declare a people’s revolutionary war on
the military-Psuedo liberal dictatorship, its puppet army and North
American imperialism.” Honduras like El Salvador has a demo-
cratically elected government. The insurgencies in each case sup-
ported by the Nicaraguans are intended to overthrow those democratic
governments.

Even in peaceful and democratic Costs Rica, the police have con-
fiscated weapons and explosives in the homes of Communist Party
functionaries and members of the small terrorist groups supporied by
the Cubans and Nicaraguans. One example of this was the announce-
ment which appeared in the San Jose newspaper, La Nacion of
March 28, 1983, that the government had confiscated M-14 and M-1
rifles, ammunition and grenade-launchers in the possession of the
brother of a communist parliamentarian. The newspaper stated, “Ac-
coeding to reports these weapons only represent the smail part of the
arsenal which the rural guard has been unable to confiscate despite its
meritorious and patriotic work. While Nicaragua is preparing agores-
sion against our country, its local accomplices are trying to destabilize
the government as part of an overall plan against Costa Rica that was
launched by international communism several months ago.” The Presi-
dent of Costa Rica, Luis Alberto Monge, was quot«:j on San Jose radio
on April 24, 1983, as referring to the “repeated aggressions agsipst
the nation’s sovereignty by the Nicaraguans.” And he said, “T feel that
the constant violations of Casta Rican territory by the Sandinists are
unlawful, harmful and therefore unacceptabie.” The international
press reported on May 3 that President Monge had asked for a OAS
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peacekeeping force on the Costa Rican/Nicaraguan border to prevent
further Nicaraguan incursions against this country,

H.R. 2760 will do nothing to stop this Cuban/N icaraguan assault on
Central America. T oppose this bill in its present form and will work

to amend or defeat it.
C. W. B Youna.

O



