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JhiiLAU DLALES FURELIUGN PULICY TUWARD dIiCARAGUM
CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Jnited States interests in Central America nave
remalned more or l|ess constant throughout this century.
ine United States wants to keep hostile powers out of the
area. wants to maintain stapiiity in the countries ot tne
area in ways amenabie to U.S. interests, and finaiiy aesires
open access to economic markets.! Nownere in Centrat
America nave tnese interests peen more tnreatened tnan in
Nicaragua. ror example, since (912, Nicaragua nas seen ne
U.>. MACINeS invoivea inh a twenty year war for ne
eiimination ot panditry and the estap!lisnment ot a stapie
government. Then snortiy after the marines aeparteaq,
Nicaragua founa 1tseif unaer the control of a famiily ot
aictators that stayed in power for forty vears. Now for the
iast ten years a Marxist-Leninist government has led or
misiea the Nicaraguan people.2 These events in Nicaragua,
represent much frustration for the policy makers in the

Unitea States,

p—m —— s
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ine purpose ot tnl!s research paper 1S tO taxke a 00k at
U.5. torelign poiicy as 1t appiies to Nicaragua. Primary
empnasis wiil pe on the rast ten years: nowever, a rather
aetailea look at the pre-1980°s is necessary to provide an
nistoricai packgrounda and tc set the stage for tne
assessment. In the last chapter of this report, the author
Wil provice nis own views on the past anda the future ot
U.S.-Nicaraguan reijations.

Por stuaents ot toreign poilcy,., the past ten years or
poOsSt-50moza perioqa in Nicaragua 1S an i1geai case study. Al
tour instruments of power -- poiiticai, economic,
socio-psSycnoiocgtical, ana miiitary -- were usea inh an atltempt
To intiuence tne Nicaraguan government. U.S. foreign poilcy
approacnes 1n Nicaragua changed during the perioa from an
1ni1tial pitarerail focus to ending the decade with one
empnasizing a muitilateral approach. The success or failure
of U.S. foreign policy in the 1980°'s may not be known for
some time, but given the important conflict resolution
initiatives now underway, this review appears to be both
timely ana necessary.

This research paper was not (ntended to address every
transaction in U.S.-Nicaraguan foreign relations. It wiii
tocus on policy changes, ways the instruments of power were
empioyed, and an evajuation of the Nicaraguan reaction to

U.S. poticy. T[he goal is to pe factual ana intformative.
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CHAFTER 11

THE SOMOZA RELATIONSHIP

The year 1933 marked three significant events in
J.S5.-Nicaraguan relations. First, the U.S. Marines ieft
after naving spent almost twenty years heilping Nicaragua
poulid a staple government. Second, |iberal leader Juan
sacasa won the Presicentiai election ana appointed nis
niece's nuspana, Anastasio (Tacho) Somoza as
Jirector-general ot the U.S. Marine trainea Nationa: Guara.
rinatiy, the U.S. aaopteq a foreign poiicy ot
non-intervention ana noninterference.l

ine most i1mportant of these events may be tne
appointment of Tacho Somoza. Somoza was ambitious ana
snrewa. tHe naa served as interpreter for Henry Stimson,
Herbert Hoover‘’s Secretary of State, and seemed to
unaerstand éhe benefits of ties with the United States.
Somoza used his National Guard first to defend Sacasa; then
10 1936, he used them to seize power. For the next forty
three years, the Guard would remain loyal to the Somoza
family.

As Somoza ousted his unclie, the Unitea States sat
siient. The policy of noninterference was jndeed Just that.

Secretary of State Corcdel!i Hull said it this way,

Page 4
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:T nas tor many vyears been saia that tne
Jnitea States has sought to impose (1S own
views upon the Central Amer:can states. ana
tnat to this ena, it Nas not nesitated to
intertere or intervene !N their i1nterna:
attalrs. iNnisS CriticlsSm Ras peen mage pact.-
culariy i(n regard to Our reiations witn
ri.caragua. we, tneretore, cesire not on:y T
cerrain, !n tact, from any 1nter:erence. ou:l
3.8S0 from any measure wnicn mignt seem o
give tne appearance ot Such 1nterterence.-<

o)

OCMCIa piayeq tne siient U.o. response iike a tine:y lunec
TWsSicai inasIirument. maxkling it appear that the U.>. conacneaq.

approcvec, Oor even insiructea nim.> Thus, the somoza AQyrnasty

.acno somoza ruied for twenty years using nis ottice
tor protit as weii as tor power. From 1936 througn 1945,
somoza ruiea without U.S. interference, but his oppressijive
government ana his personal control over the Nationa: Guara
dia not piease U.S. policy makers.4

In (945 tollowing the death of President Rooseveit ana
Qeparture of Secretary of State Hull. the U.S. cnangea i:s
PCiiCY Ot noninterterence to a policy that permitted some
opporiunitlies to intiuence hicaraguan poiitics. 1lhe vu.s.
spent Ine next severai years encouraging Somoza to step acwn
ang reiinguish control! ot the Nationa: Guarda. 1Tnhese ettfor:s
were not successtul .2 By the early 1950‘'s, the E£isennower
Aaministration viewed the existence of communists in the
government of Guatemala as a serious threat to the Unitea

States ana gave (ess weight to the performance of Somoza as
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3 QiCLator and more IO Nis joyalty. AS a resuitl ne u.3.
negotiatea a miiltary alag agreement with Nicaragua ana tne
ventrai ihtezlzgence Agency (CiA) pegan training ouatemaian
repeis on Nicaraguan $o0ii.® in June iv¥54, the Guatema!an
government was overthrown. Somoza, who haa neiped the U.S.
against Guatemala, quickly lost U.S. support when he sought
to train Costa Rican exiles for a similar overthrow ot Costa
Rican President Jogse Figueres. (Figueres haa sponsorea
assassination plots against Somoza’>. In response to tne
lack ot support Somoza receiveda from the Unitea States he
compiainea: "What aavantage Qo we get from peing frienaiy?
You treat us ilke an old wife, We woula rather pe treatea
iike a young mistress."’

1n Septemper 1956, Anastasio Somoza was assassinatea by
a young Nicaraguan poet. HiS two sons, who haa been taugnt
TO view their country as their estate, moved quickly to
repiace their father. Luis Somoza, age 34, a graauate of
Louisiana State University became President anda his brother
Anastasio Somoza, Jr.(callea Tachito), a graauate of West
Point, pecame Director of the Natjional Guard.

Luls Somoza proved to be an ostensibly more genjial ana
accommodating politiclian then his father or orother. He
worked closely with the Unjited States anga eagerly
volunteered facllitles on Nicaragua‘s Carlibbean coast to
serve as a staging area for the U.S. to train Cupan exiles

gestined for the Bay of Pigs.®
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ine ear:y 19Y60°s aiso proveda to pe a perioca of
unprecegenteq eCcoOnoOmMic pProgress. Thanks to the Aiiiance tor
rrogress ana tne Centra:) American Common Marxe:, :investments
1N siicaragua were at an aj: time nigh.

LUiS SomozZa aieda of a neart attack in Aprit 196+, Lust
tWwo montns atter nis prother Tacnito nad peen eiectea

sresiqQent. lfacnito, teit an unusual cioseness (O the unitec

es. witn tne exception ot tour years, ai! oOr nis

3]

=Ryt

«

Scncs:i.ing nNaa peen in the states. [N Nis memo.rs ne wrozle
NeMI IO wicaragua. L ioved the U.S5. MOre tnan any piace .n
ire wor.c."” He was even gesScriped as a man wno was reiaxea

wiln Americans, yet auctnoritative to Nicaraguans wno were
nOT mempers ot ni1s tamily.+Y

facnito, like his tather, majntainea formal controi of
Tne suarda ana the government simultaneousiy. He rulea witn
an :(ron nana ana authorizea the Guard to abuse and torture
poiitical prisoners. Despite his lack of respect for numan
rignts, ne did develop a close rejationship with the Nixon
Aaminisiration. Nixon, like Somoza, saw the woria as
aivicea petween communists and non-communists. Nixon
appo.ntea jurner Sheiton as U.S. Ampassaaor to Nicaragua,
ana sneiton quickiy opecame a configant of Somoza.l!
.Ncsugneout the Nixon presigency, Somoza piayea on the
communist Inreat, and the U.$. responded with support.

swever, in 1v72, the aownfail of Somoza began.

Page 7




'
)

[ SER—_——

In iv?2, Mapagua was hit py an eartnguaske tnat left
nunareds ot thousanas ot Njicaraguans nomeiess ana eignt to
ten tnousana qead.!< [ne Unitea States ana otner
internationai communities responded with miliilons in
numanitarian reconstruction aid. Somoza ana the Guara
turned this nationai tragedy 1nto a financiai gain tor
tnemseives Oy thelr management or mismanagement of the aia
money. AS a resuit, the bond petween Somoza anda tnhe Guard
grew cioser, whiie the Guard pbecame increasingly isolateaq
trom the Nicaraguan population. Somoza also lost the
support of the business community as a result of his
exploltation of the earthquake.l!3 In fact, within
Nicaragua, Somoza was quickly losing the support of aimost
everyone except the Guard and Ambassacdor Shelton. In 1973
tne U.S. recallea Snelton, and the Somoza-U.S. relationsnhip
|mmeqgdiateiy cnangea.

The day atter President Nixon resigned, Secretary of
State tenry Kissinger appointed Wiiliam D. Rogers as
Assistant Secretary of State tor Inter-American Affairs. Mr.
Rogers acceptea the appointment on the condition that ne
coula make basic changes in policy and personnei, inciuaing
ambassadors.l4 Turner Shelton was replaced by James
Thepberge and a new era in poliicy quickly followed.

The new policy underscored two points. Flirst, the U.S.

wouia now be neutral both publicly and privately in all its
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acT.dns (meaning iis actions wiln Somoza ana ine .eacers o
a growing opposition witnin picaragua.’) Seconda. the u.S5.
WOL: G MONLITOr much more closei1y the disStripution of money
proviceda py tne Agency for International Devejopment. J.3.
poticy naa snifted trom tne collaporationist poiicy ot
sneiton IO a variation ot the noninterference ana neuira:lty
poiicy of tne Roosevel:-Truman years.l®

ine opposition o Somoza wWas lea primariiy DY a grcup
Ta.ieqa Ine :zrente Sandainista de Liperation Nationa: (roLis.
rormeg o tne ear:iy LYoy s, the £fSLN initialiy posed no rea;
inrfesr o0 tne somoZas. .Jhe rOLN mempers caiied tnemseives
S3ANGINIST33. 3tler AUgUSTO (Cesar Sanalno, an anti-iankee
NlCaraguan revoiutionary nationalist auring tne (9Yzu-s
-.%oU S. ifhe.ir movement positea a Marxist interpretation ot
Nisiory Witn an i1ntense hatred ot Somoza, the National
Luarc. ana the United States. After the 1972 earthquake,
support tor revoiution in Nicaragua clearly increasea.

wuring cthe period 1972~-77, the National Guard was
s:mply too powerful and the Sandinistas too small and pooriy
organizea to overthrow Somoza. Meanwhile Somoza haa
aeveloped a totaily corrupt political system. The Somoza
tamiiy controliea the nation‘s military, its poiltics, ana
an expanding share ot the nation’s economy.16 in 1977,
J.S.~Nicaraguan policy would make yet another change as

«lmmy Carter pecame Presiaent of the Unitea States,
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Jimmy cCarter came to office with two policies that naa
an 1mpact on U.5.-Nicaraguan relations. The first was
stated in Carter's inaugurai aadress, wnen ne sala tnat tne
Uhi:leqa States opposed overtnhnrowing estapiisnea governments.

"we Wiii not act aproaa inh ways that we wouia not toierate

at nome."l Later, in a speecnh at Notre Dame, ne outilnea
rnis pian tor the aavancement of human rights ana cemocracy.
Inis quote may weil nave peen directea at somoza. “Being
contigent, we are now free of that 1norcinaté fear ot
communism, whicn once ied us to embrace any daictator who
Joinea us in that tear.“18 Human rights quickly pbecame the
tocai point of U.S. foreign policy. The goal of the Carter
Administration was to put teeth in a 1973 Congressional
initiative that would reduce or eliminate foreign aid to
countries violating human rights.

Somoza’'s initial reaction to U.S. pressure regarding
numan rights seemed positive. His direction to the Natiocnai
gsuara to curp abuses was confirmea by both Amnesty
internationai and the Catholic Church. He also openea n:s
Cacinet to make it more proadly representative, enaeaq
censorship, and lifted the state of siege he had imposea
pack in 1974, following a Christmas raid by the Sandinistas.
Tne United States response to these concessions was a wait
and see attitude., The United States was not ready to grant
Somoza aid and announced It would not provide aid until

furtner progress was made in human clghts.
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.ne 5zNAinistas saw tne ena oOf martlai [ aw anc ne J.o.
erIcris 1O gemocratlize Nicaragua - not as an opporsIunlity.
CLI a8 3 tnreat. numperto Urtega, a Sandinista ieaqer s5a:ca
thal tney iooked at the progressive steps taken py Somoza
ana knew these would have an adverse effect on sei.ing ne
revoiution. So they cecidea to speea up the oftensive.i”
More 1mportant!/y, the Sandinistas went public witn a new
goai. “"Ineir goal was not to install a communist
government, put mereily to overthrow the iong-ruiing Somoza
Kegime ana estapiish democracy through tree eiecticns. <Y

yne ot the principl!e (eaders ot tnhe Nicaraguan
OppPOSitl.Oon was redro Joaquin Chamorro. Mr chamorro. a
gescencant or tnree Nicaraguan Presiqgents ana pubiisner ot
tne nalion’ S leaaing newspaper, was assassinatea on U
January i¥s8. wnlie the responsipility for Lhamorro s gea:n
couia never pe qQlrectly attributea to Somoza or the riationa:
Guara, tnis event energized the anti-Somoza movement. C(ver
lU.U0U peopie attended his funeral, which was fol iowed by
tnree aays of bloody demonstration throughout the nation.
*The Guarg responded in a heavy-handed manner; its ruthless
mop-up operations in five citles left 3000 dead."2! Somoza,
tn an effort to siow the swell of opposition, announcea nis
intention to leave both the Presidency ara the Nationai
Guara at tne end ot his term in 1981. Whiie thisS was a

snrewa tactic, it was not successtul.
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in May 1¥78, the Carter Agmini{stration proviceda two
icans tor basic numan needs to Nicaragua - one tor
equcation and the other tor nutrition. In doing so the

State UJepartment jssued this statement.

The U.S. reiterates its poiicy of strict non-
intervention 1h tne internal political attairs ot
nNlcaragua ang our continuing adesire tor a steaay
non-vioient transition to genuine gemocratic ruie.
Approvai ot A.[.D. projects tor the neeqay 1S not
intenceq as an expression of potiitical

support .<2

ine American press and the sandinistas, however, saw It as
support for Somoza.
By tne summer of 1978, pressure for Somoza to step down

was not Jjust coming from the Sandinistas. Carios Anares

Perez, the Presicdent of Venezuela saiaq,

Somoza, if you don‘t accept my advice to leave
Nicaragua and give way to a democratic soiution
and to an agreement between the National Guara
and the guerrilias for the rise of a government
that wouid grant liperty in Nicaragua, you will

pe the greatest criminal in Latin America. Every-
one 1S against yog. You will not pe savea from
peing overthrown.23

Somoza aia not sStep adown, and guerrilila activity increasea.
for example in August 1978, Egen Pastora ana a group ot
twenty-tive Sandinistas captured the National Palace ana the

1500 peopie in jt. To regain the Palace, Somoza was

pressured into releasing political prisoners, giving the
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S3nQiNiStas casn. ang permiiting a :OnNg cCommunique to pe
puUc:. .3Snea i tne newsSpapers and reaga over ITNe racic., iNat
cOommun.que encouraged tne Guara to .Oln the 5anainistas :n
ine.r siruggie to overtnrow somoza. [ne Sanainistas were
rapiaiy gaining support within Nicaragua. Ana as tne
contll¢ct 1n Nicaragua worsened, human rights became a iess
ettective tooi for protecting U.S. interests in Nicaragua.
AS a resuit the United States pegan tocusing on a hNicaragua
Wwitnhout Somoza.

Tne Unitea States spent the tall months of 1978
gepating wnat direction its poiicy shouid take in Nicaragua.
rour options were discussed: neutraiity: disassociat:i:on
trom Somoza: Support tor Somoza: or meaiation.<4% pMea:iation i
Wwon, and tne unitea States spent the next year
D:aying e:tner a ieaaing or supporting role in meaiation
gearea to removing Somoza ana to instaliing a gemocrat:c
government. However, SOmoza iooked at mediation as an
opportunity to puy time while he sStrengthen nis Nationai
guara. At the same time Sanainista leadership lookea at
meq;ation as an effort by Yankee imperialists to steal the
revoiution from the Nicaraguan people.25 Thus meaiation.
wnich had included the governments of Guatemaia ana tne
Dominican Republic made nc headway. To put adaitionai
pressure on Somoza, the United States announcea tnhe

toliowing steps. ;
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- tne U.S, military group would be withdrawn ana
the miiitary assistance program, which nhaa pbeen
suspended, wouid be terminated:

- no new aid programs would pe considered ana
two ioan projects would be hela up, but those
programs that were ‘well adavancea’ and aimea at
‘the pasic human needs of the poor: wouid

continue:
- aii Peace Corps volunteers would be witharawn;
anaQ

- tne size of the U.S. Embassy wouid be reaucea
py more than half.26

inese sanctions appearea to have hag an impact on somoza,
DUt they Q1A not persuage Nim to step down. [nree events,
nowever, 4la convince nim that it was time to leave.

guring tne summer of 1979 (when U.S. leadership was
giving priority to signing the SALT Treaty, anda to state
visits to Japan and South Korea) the foreign ministers of
Venezuelia, Colompia, Ecuador, Peru, and Bolivia were meeting
to aiscuss Nicaragua. The Andean Pact, as it was called,
declareda the Sandinistas legitimate combatants in a state of
pelligerency. In Costa Rica, a five member Junta was named
that would serve as the head of the Provisional Government.
Finally, the Sandinistas launchea a major offensive into
Nicaragua from Costa Rica. The Unitea States played aimost
no roie in influencing these events. Somoza resigned Juty
17, 1979.

The Somoza aynasty ended much as it haa begun, with the

Jnitea States watcning. Unfortunately the Unitea States haa
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peen pranged pro-Somoza, a tag it didn’t want ana couian’ t

sSnaxke.
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CARTER ADMINISTRATION - PUST SUMOZA

AS the Sandginistas came to power in Nicaragua, the
Carter Agministration geared itself to avolid another Cuba.

inere was consensus on U.S.-Nicaraguan objectives:

Internal: to assist the revolution to fuifiii its
stated promigses of political pluralism, elections
and a vigorous private sector, and conversely, to
recuce the chances that revolution wouid pecome
communist;

Strategic: tO deny the Sanainistas an enemy ana
Thus a reason tor relying on Cupan ana soviet
military assistance; and

xegionail: TO make clear tnat a gooa rejationsnhip
with the U.5. was contlngent on Nicaraguan non-
lntertference 1IN the internal attairs ot its
neignpors.l

Ine plan tor achieving these opjectives appears

gesigned to avoid confrontation. The U.S. plan calleqa tor

. « » raplialy seeking to establ ish good relations
with the regime; providing emergency food and
relief supplies; develioping a long-term aid
program; working with friendly democratic govern-
ments in the area and Europe, encouraging them to
helpful as well; and finding ways to heip the
moderates In and outsice the government, who were
more likely to favor a democratic Nicaragua.2

The mocerates in government mentioned ({n the pian were

part of a tive-memper Junta which was to heaa the Government
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ot National Reconstruction. Although the Junta was the
executive pranch, it shared legislative responsibility with
tne 33 member Council of State. The Council of State
timitea ¢rSLN mempership to no more than twelve. So there
was reason tor the United States to be optimistic apout a
gemocratic process peginning in Nicaragua.

‘0 tne tal ot 197Y, the State Department aescripea tne
diigaraguan political situation as peing 1n flux. Some ot
tne sanalnista ieaagersnip wanted to {eada Nicaragua toward a
Marxist moae!, arawing on Cuban aavice ana support. Others
wantea to restructure their country in an independent,
piuraiistic tashion.3 [n an effort to influence the process
and neip the people of war torn Nicaragua, the Sandinista
government for its first eighteen months of existence
received more U.S. foreign assistance than did any other
government.4 The only condition to receiving the aid was
tnat the Sandinistas would not engage in terrorism or
ettorts to overthrow governments in neighboring states.
wniie the J.S. was using its economic instrument of power,
the sSanainistas were offering a socio-psychological
response.

nere are two exampies of how Nicaragua responaea to
U.5. etforts.

Shortly atter the Nicaraguan Red Cross
igentified the United States as the largest

donor of food and medical supplies to Nicaragua,
the revolutionary government's minister of social
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we.tare tailea even to mention tne Unitea sStates
wnen laentifylng tne aonors ot emergency a;a.o

unger tne new regime, hicaraguan Scnool
cnilidren were taugnt to sing the FSLN Antnem wnicn
inciugec tne iine: 'We snhai! tight against tne
Yankee, tor ne is the enemy ot numanity. ' ®
BY tne time Carter was about to ieave office, 1t was
acceptea tnat the FSLN was heavily influenced py Marx ana
Castro. There was also evidence that large amounts ot
weapons qaestinea for the guerrillas in El Salvador were
transiting Nicaragua. Thus Carter suspended aid to
Nicaragua.7 Despite this, the Sandinistas responded
positively to Carter’s human rights objectives and even

outlawea the ceath penaity. The FSLN was aigso successtul in

cuitivating good relations with Latin America ana Europe.
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CHAPTER IV

iHr REAGAN YEARS - A MILITARY SULUTICN

wnii,e tne Larter Aaministration otterea aid as a tirst
Step towara a new, respectfuil relationship with the FSLN,
Ronaia Reagan chose a more confrontational approacn. His
campalgn piratform had even called for the termination of
aia to Nicaragua. Alexanaer Haig, Reagan‘'s Secretary of
State, said when the adminigtration took office they nad two
toreign policy messages: first, a warning to the Soviets
that their time of unresisted adventuring in the Thirad World
was over; ana second, that U.S. relations wouid be evaiuatea
not by a government‘s resgpect for human rights but by its
trienasnip with the U.S. government.l! Reagan, much iike
Eisennower ana Nixon before him, tended to have a singie
laeociogical view of the world - communist ana non-communist.

Meanwniie in Nicaragua the Sandinista revolution was
peginning to look just like an exchange of one set ot
autocratic rulers for another. Before the Sandinistas came
to power, they had promised free elections, political
piuralism, and nonalignment. What actually happened was
that the Sandinistas moved to squeeze the democrats out of
the governing Junta and officlally declared Marxism-Leninlsm

as their guiace. They restricted political opposition,
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placea i1mits on the press and restrictions on the cnurch.

Even tnhe Nicaraguan economy which had recejived unprecedentea

ievels of economic assistance was in real decline.2

Konata Reagan’s approach to the Sandinistas clearly
empnasizea the military instrument of power from the
peginning. He saw Cuba and Nicaragua as security threats
ana wanted them stopped. In March 1981, he authorizea the
CiA to unaertake covert actions in Central America to
interaict arms tratticking to Marxist guerriilas attempting
To cvertinrow the government in El Satvagor. By early 1985,
KReagan naa upcated nis foreign policy objective to inciuce
repiacing or supstantlaily altering the Sandinista regime.
when asked it that meant overthrow the Sandinistas, nhe

responqgaedq:

Not if the present government would turn around
anda say uncle . . . . We’re savying we‘'re trying
to give those who fought a revolution to escape a
dictatorship, to have democracy, and then had it
taken away from them by some of their fellow
revoljutionarijes . . . . We want them to have a
chance to have that democracy that they fought
for. I don‘t think the Sandinistas have a aecent
leg to stand on. What they have done |is
totalitarian. It is brutal and cruel. And they
have no argument against what the rest of the
people in Nicaragua want.

The means by which the CIA hoped to accompliish their

opjectives was a group called the Contras who initially
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numeered tive hunared and eventually grew to over eighteen
thousanda.

lhe Contras were ana stiil are today mace up ot tormer
mempers ot Somoza's Nationa! Guard, teamea with unhappy
tarmers ana otner smali counterrevolutionary groups
inciuaing some of the original anti-Somoza revoiutionaries.
rresigent rKeagan chose to cai! them treeaom tignters. 1o
suppiement tne Contras and attempt to intimiqcate Nicaragua,
the uUnited States took additional action. The United States
tinancea a moderate puildup of the Honauran armedqa forces,
puiit runways and pases in Honduras capable of hanaling U.S.
forces and pegan joint U.S.-Honauran mijitary maneuvers.
The U.S. Navy also pegan a series of exercises off the
Central American coast. All of these exercises were part of
an ongoing strategy ajimed at pressuring the Nicaraguan

government and keeping real the threat of a U.S. sponsorea

direct invasion.4 At home senior Defense Department ana CIA
leacers kept the threat of U.S. invasion alive with comments
l1ke "Nicaragua is not immune to invasion."®
ine Sandinistas ana Contras have been fighting since
rate 1981, with most of the fighting occurring between
1982-87. The author came to view the Contras as
representing a foreign policy endas-means mismatch. The
Contras may have stood a chance of stoppling arms flow to the

El Salvadorian guerrillas, but once the objective was

eniarged - publically - to include removing the Sandinistas
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trom power. ine means were insufticient for the task. Any
increase in tne means woulid nave most [ikeiy invoivea U.S.
troops.® Tne U.sS. Congress was always reluctant to support
tne Lontras and, in the author’s opinion, would never have
supportea committing U.S. troops for offensive operations
uniess the FSLN did somethling really stupid.

There were sgtrong arguments in support of the Contra
ettort wnich said that a long war of attrition would weaken
the regime, provoke increased repression, and win sufficient
support from Nicaragua‘s discontented population; and that
sooner or later, the regime would be overthcown or
seit-qestruct. Likewise, the argument against the use of a
military torce against the Sandinistas had credibility. By
estap!isning a pole of opposition outsiace Nicaragua, the
LContras weakened and delegitimized opposition forces insice
tne country. As a resuit, much of the disaffection ana
opposition was arawn outward rather than aliowed to ferment
aomesticatly.”’

The policy of using the Contras to achieve U.S.
objectives had two opponents -- the Sandinistas and the
Unitea States Congress. The Sandinistas bullt the largest
military force in Central Amerlcan. It included over
120,000 men backed by 3,000 Cuban advisors and quality
equipment from the Soviet Union. The Nicaraguans Justifiea
the pbulidup as preparation for an U.S. invasion. They only

nad to iook at their history, the U.S. lnvasion of Grenaaa,
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the puiia up in Honauras, or listen to senior U.S. ofticiails
to fina Justification for a large military torce.B

Tne U.S. Congress was an equally tough opponent for tne
Contras in spite of the tough pattlie Ronald Reagan fougnt
1n support of tnem. President Reagan’s approacn was Soclo-
psychotogical. His tool was an information olitz. Reagan
usea every opportu.ity, to inciude prime time teievision
oroadcasts, to talk apout the communists in ticaragua ana
Lupa. <(Many ot these proaacasts were carriea on Nicaraguan
teievision.) He engaged in a verpal war with pnrases iike:
“the Lommunist threat," his own personal promise to "“fignt
to the enda,” and gave warnings that if the Contras faileaq,
tnere would be Soviet bases on continental soll. He also
said that the Soviet Unlon might be " . . . the dominant
power in Central America." Meanwhile, Secretary of State
George Schuitz was accusing the Sandinistas of having links
with terrorists in the Middle East and of dealing with arug
merchants tn Latin America; he even called the Sandinistas
“. . . a cancer that must be removed."'’ Aaaitionaliy,
Reagan was lopbbying Congress for support. These were high
ri1sk approaches for Reagan, as he was turning the removal ot
the Sandinistas into a personal objective. He sought to
intiuence a variety of aualences tor a variety of reasons:
ne hoped, of course, Congress would fund Contra operations:
ne pushed Central America to alienate Nicaragua; he wangeu

to motivate the Contras; and flinally, he wantea to let the
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sanain:stas xnow now ne felt apout them. Overaijl n1s verpa!
war was successtul. However, Congress never tuliy supported
tne LONIras ang many resStrictions were placed on their
tunaings.lV gfor the past two years Contra funaing has peen
tOor numanitarian, not military objectives.

Ine Contras aid not achieve the military victories
necessary to aefeat the Sandinistas. They had, however,
peen successful in spreading Sandinista troops more thinly
over more territory. They had become proficient in sabotage
actions, especially against the country’'s power supply.

They haa forcea the Sandinistas to continue a most unpopular
aratt. And they had severely sStralned an already cripplea
Nicaraguan economy.l!l! These successes were not
insigniticant when Jjoined with economic and dipliomatic

ettorts occurring auring the same period.

Wniie the military instrument of power clearly had the
lead in U.S. Nicaraguan foreign policy, the economic
instrument played an important supporting role. Economic
pressure on the Sandinistas fell lnto two categories, credit
ana trade. Soon after taking offlice, Reagan cut off U.S.
credit ana grants to Nlicaragua and persuaded many private

and muitilateral leaders to follow sujit. For examplie, the
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woria Bank suspencea crealt to Nicaragua in 1982, and tne
interAmerican Development Bank did the same in 1983.

This creait pboycott had a near term effect on the
economic future of the Sandinistas. It forced them to turn
to the socjalist block tor aid. It raisea the cost of
creait by forcing Nicaragua to replace 1ow interest
muitinational tocans with nigher i1nterest pilaterai loans.
Ana finally, 1t retarded the Sandinistas apiiity to i1nvest
in geveiopment projects.l2

in 1¥85, the U.S. compounded Nicaragua’'s economic
probiem by imposing a trage boycott. Ihis was significant,
pecause a supstantial part of Nicaragua‘s machinery is ot
U.S5. manufacture. The most immedlate impact was seen in the
unavaiiabllity of spare parts.!3 A}l U.S. ports were ciosed
ana a ban was placea on technological imports. These crecit
ana trade boycotts also had an impact on Nicaraguan’s
bilateral arrangements for fuel. For example, pboth
Venezuelia and Mexico cut off Nicaragua’s credit when the
Sandinistas defauited on obligations of 830 million and $500
miiiion respectively. The result was higher pricea fuel
from the Soviet Union ana Cuba.l4

In general, it was true that the combination of U.S.
sanctjons, poor economic policies by the Sandinista, ana the
Contra war proauced a severe economic crisis. The
Sanainistas haa one of the worlid’s highest external debts

(1t exceedea sSix billjion) on a per capita basis, and in 1988
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they naa a rate of infiation estimated at 16,000%.!2 The
compinea effec: of the Contras and a decilning economy gave
Nicaragua cause to seek a aipiomatic solution to repair

tneir rejationsnip with the Unitea States.

Tne Reagan Administration’s objective was to get rild of
tne Sandinista government. It, therefore, had little
Interest in negotiating with Nicaragua unless negotiations
couia leaa to the disappearance of the Sandinistas.
Assistant Secretary of State for InterAmerican Affairs
Eiliot Aprams explained negotiations with Nlcaragua this
way: “The Sandinistas are communists . . . such agreements
are j1es." He acgaed, "It [s preposterous to think we can
sign a qQeal with the Sandinistas to meet our foreign poiicy
concerns and expect it to be kept.'l!® These comments
reflected, In this author’s opinion, the Reagan approach to
a dipiomatic solution in Nicaragua.

There were, in fact, bilateral and multilateral
negotiation efforts. Nine bllateral meetings took place in
Manzanilio, Mexico in 1984. But that was followed by almost
three years without bllateral talks. There were also

muitilateral discussions, led by the Contadora countries of
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Coiomcla, Mexico, ranama, and Venezuela, ana iater ,joinea Dy
Argentina, Brazil, Peru, ana Uruguay. Eacn ot the Contaagora
initiatives stresseq democracy in Nicaragua. However,
issues that centeread around the U.3. unwillingness to nait
tne Contra war and the Sandinistas unwlllingness to
negotiate airectly with the Contras prohibited the success
ot the Contaaora effort. The multilateral approach dia not
lenqa itself well to the ultimate goal of the Unjitea States -
tne removal ot the Sandinistas. By the 1987 timeframe tne
Sanainistas, witn their economy on the verge ot coiiapse,
were reaay to negotiate. A peace plan offerea py Costa
Rica's rresiagent roperto Arias, andgd signed py the tive
presiaents ot the Centra: American region, opened tne qaoor
tor a soiution to Nicaragua’s proplems. For the remainqer
Ot Ronala Reagan’s presidency, the Arias Peace Plan formea
the toundation for U.S.-Nicaraguan reilations. The two
countries were talking, if not directly, at least through
Presiaent Arlas.

During much of 1988, Ronald Reagan kept the Contras and
Nicaragua out of the limelight. This was done ln part In
response to requests from George Bush’s presidential
campaign managers who did not want Nicaragua to become a
campaign issue. George Bush dld, however, support the
toreign policy of Reagan and the Contras.l?

By the time Reagan left office, Congressionai support

for miiitary actions by the Contras was gone and the pulk ot
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the twelve thousand plus Contras fighters had withdrawn to

pase camps in Honauras.
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CHAPTER V

BUSn AND ESQUIPULAS i

george Busn came to office wlth stralgnhttorwara
objectives on Nicaragua and Central America. Simply statea
these opjectives were to help form a democratic government,
to ena supversion of neighbors, and to enda Soviet-ploc
miiltary ties that threaten U.S. regional security. The
tool tor achieving these objectives has been the Arias Peace
Plan or the Esquipulas II Agreement, as [t was aiso cal!eaq.
In otner woras, Busn supported a Central American soiution

to a Centrai American problem.l

Lsquipuias il callea for establishing a iasting
regiona! peace through democratization, national
reconcliiation, amnesty, cease-fires, free elections,
cessation ot assistance to irregular torces, and the aeniatl
of territory tor aggression against one another s countries.
Inere were a number of reasons for the Bush Aaministration
to pe optimistic: elections were hela on February 25 of
this year; the Soviet Union appeared more interested in
improving its own economy than exporting revolution; and the
Centrail American leaders appeared serious about giving peace
a chance. In fact, to keep the peace process alive the
leaders of Nicaragua, El Salvador, Honduras, Guatemala, and

Costa Rica helda three summits in 1989. These were vital as
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they pin-pointead opjectives ana put teeth into the peace
concept.

An ocutgrowth of these summitg was the establ ishment of
the international Commission for Assistance and Verification
C¢CIAV) ana the United Nations Organization for Central
America (UNUCA)>. The CIAV consists of small groups from the
UN ana OAS who are working directly with the Contras and the
rMLN TO taciiitate aemopbilization and repatriation.

ine JnUCA came to |l1te (n Novemper 1989 when the UN
voiea 10 sena 3 65 man peace keeping force to Central
AMEr 1<¢a Witn neaaquarters i1n Honauras. The force is to
prevent repei intlItration as well ad United Grates,
Nlcaraguan or any other foreign ald to guerrilias in
Nicaragua, El! Saivaagor, or eisewhere. The group will
inciuge 260 solalers and observers from Canada, West
Germany, Spailn and Latin Amerlica, along with 360
technicians. The force’s six-month, renewable mandate
inciucded monitoring Contra bases in Honduras to ensure they
were not used to launch attacks on Nicaragua. The fact that
the Unitea States voted |In favor of thls force was another
signal that Bush was wiiling to accept a multllateral
approach to peace in Nicaragua.2

0f the two instruments of power used most effectively
Dy Reagan (military and economic) and inherited by Bush,
oniy the economic sanctions were maintainea to date; ail

tunaing for the Contras expired 25 February 1990.
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CHAPTER VI

SOME CONCLUDING REFLECTIONS

In the United States, the executive branch is
responsible for establishing forelgn policy, and the
legigliative branch funds the execution of foreign policy.

An excellent example of this process is the U.S.-Nicaraguan
relationship of the 1980°‘s. During the 1980’'s Ronald Reagan
was twice ejected President. He campaigned on a
conservative, anti-communist, strong defense platform. He
saw tne Marxist government in Nicaragua as a security threat
to the United States and even went on prime time television
to spread the wora to ail Americans. He clearly showed a
ti1e petween the Soviet Union, Cuba, and Nicaragua. To stop
the activities of the communists in Nicaragua, he decided to
support a group of freedom fighters - the Contras - with
training, organization, and money. Fof this popular
President, the Contras were the best answer to topple the
Sanainista government.

The majority of the legislative branch did not see the
solutlion to Nlcaragua in the same way as did the President.
Throughout the period 1981-1988, the Congress |imited ana/or
restricted Contra funding. Said another way, the Congress
tola the President that his policy did not represent the

wiil ot the people. The citizens of the United States dia
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not view tne Nicaraguan threat as seriously as the
Presiagent. This denial of support for the President,
wnetner right or wrong, isS a unique feature i1n our
qemocracy.

wniie the apove example demonstrates one ot the
reaiities ot cgemocracy, Lt also leaves an unanswered
quesiion. Wwhy Qaia the Americans vote tor a President wno
sSaia ne wanted to Stop communism anda then not support him
wnen ne triea? The author does not have the answer put
peiieves 1t falls in one of the following cétegorles: a
iack of interest in Latin America in general, to include the
presence of communism;:; a focus on the ldea that the only
important [(ssues are East/West issues; a lack of interest
1n foreign policy period; or perhaps, Americans did not feel
the element of power Reagan chose to be the correct one.
Increasea emphasis on the political-diplomatic instrument of

power may welil have received more support.

In refiecting on U.S.-Nicaraguan relations in the
1980‘'s several thoughts come to mind. First, the U.S.
relationship with the Somoza famlily, which was actually more
fear of the ajlternative than pro-Somoza, lnevitably gave the

Sanainista revolution an anti-imperialist, anti-U.S. thrust.
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Loglc says that once in power the Sandinistas would lose
mucn ot tnelr revoilutionary support if they warmed to the
Unitea sStates. So tfrom a toreign policy perspective, It
seems nat the oniy win-win solution woulid be a muitiijatera!
approacn. [lo choose a bilateral relationship woula make tne
Sanainistas appear pro-United States, or the Unitea States
appear pro-Marxist.

A secona opservation reference the Contras needs to be
acaressea. The U.S. initiative of ensuring that Nicaragua
aid not inrect its neighbors through the export of
supversien aml violence was a good objective. While the
author pelieves a multilateral effort headed by the
organization of American States would have been the best
approacn to stopping cross-porder activities, the Contras
were a reasonapte alternative. The Congress generally
supported the anti-arms flow objective. Only when removing
tne Sanain:stas clearly pecame the malin focus did the
congress pegin seeing a commitment larger than they could
support. [he compination of economic sanctions ana frozen
poraers woul!d have significantly isolated Nicaragua.

Even with only partial support, this strategy had some
success. Here two points should be made. Flirst, the author
bel ieves that once the Contras started offensive operations
they did indeea hurt the in-country, unarmed political
opposition. The Contra war was a ready made excuse for

emergency measures. Secondly, the stopping of arms flow to

A
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guerriiias trying to overtnrow an estapiished government 1S
Seen as a gooa all-American, anti-communist activity,
espec:ally, if the OAS or UN would show concern. But once
the Contiras accepted the objective of helping to remove the
Sanainistas -~ the vision shifted from a good one in [ine
with Unitea States values to imperialism.

Finally, a dlscussion of pllateral and multilatera’
reiationships is needed to complete this paper. As statea
eari.ier, the piiateral approach was a no-win approach. It
was favored, nowever, pecause it meant fewer voices
recommenaing compromise. It was unreasonable to expect the
sanainistas to self-gestruct just because the Unitea States
aian‘t iike them. A multiiateral approach to dipiomacy
wouid not have achieved the ultimate goal - removal of the
sanainistas - put would have placed great pressure on
Nicaragua for change. Change may have been possible without
the appearance of bowing to the United States directiy.

The recent elections in Nicaragua can only be read one
way. The people in Nicaragua are ready for a change. They
want peace and want a better quallty of life. Violeta
Chamorrco and the National Opposition Union will assume power

from Daniel Ortega and the Sandinistas in itate April 1990.
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Recommendations for the Fytyre

The center of gravity in Nicaragua is its economy. For
tne Cnamorro government, political stability wili pe tiea to
economic growth. The United States can and will heip
Nicaragua, but the United States must be cautious in i1ts
approacn. The election and stoppage of arms shipments were
not the result of bilateral U.S.-Nicaraguan negotiations.
They were the result of a muitilateral effort - the Arias
ann.. The Unitea States will find the UN, OAS, and
Contaaora Group the best facilitators for future change in
Central America, including Nicaragua.

The Bush aaministration can bilaterally help the
Chamorro government merely by lifting the trade and credit
sanctions imposed in 1985. Likewise, an Initial aid package
or "seed money" is appropriate to start the economic
recovery process. Future humanltarian ana economic
assistance efforts, however, should be managed via the OAS
ana the Inter-American Development Bank. It must pe
realized that direct U.S. financlal assistance, bilatera! or
muitiiateral, will be limited due to budget constraints
within the United States and the growth c¢f new democracies
worlgwide that will compete for U.S. aid. The United States
must use its influence to gain European, Japanese, and other

foreign support for OAS economic Initiatives as well as
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tnpvestment in centrar America. Finai responsipiiity tor
eccnomic recovery i1n Nicaragua, nowever, goes Not peiong to
tne uniteqa States or tne OAS; it pelongs to the Chamorro
government ana the peoplie of Nicaragua.

Two other near term actions are needed in Nicaragua.
Tne externai qebt and standing military must both pe reaucea
in cost and size. To reduce (ts external aebt, which
exceeas $6 billion, Nicaragua should follow the lead of
Costa Rica ana Mexico which recently restructured their
gepts by working directiy with commercial banks unaer the
vision of the Braay Plan.

ine Nicaragua army, iargest {n Central America, snouia
pe reaquced to a moderate detfensive force. To maxke th:s
possipie the Contras shouia dispand immealaggly, thus
eiiminating sandinista concerns of renewea vicience., ONUCA
sSnouia oversee security in the region. As the Nicaraguan
armea forces aiminishes, trade schools shouid be establishea
to retrain these human resources into a toundation for
economic reform. Aid alone wiil not rebulla Nicaragua’s
economy; the artisans, professionals, and managers, who fled
auring the Sandinista regime must be replaced. "Human
capital® |s essential to economic recovery.

Finally, the United States should expana diplomatic
relations with Nlcaragua. Diplomatically, the Unitea States
should look for areas of mutual benefit. Human rights

shouid be non-negotiable. The 1990‘'s are going to be very
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aifficult in Nicaragua. However, after almost a century of
oppression, the pre-1980°'s Sandinista promise of piuralism,
nonal ignment, and a mixed economy appear to be at last on

the horizon.
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