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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, March 19, 1986 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
The SPEAKER. Today we have the 

distinct pleasure of having one of the 
renowned clergy of the world praying 
for this House, the Reverend Dr. Billy 
Graham, Evangelist, Montreat, NC. 

PRAYER 
The Reverend Dr. BiJly Graham, 

Evangelist, Montreat, NC, offered the 
following prayer: 

Our Father and our God, we thank 
Thee for the privilege of pausing at 
the beginning of this session to turn in 
prayer to Thee, knowing that Thou 
dost hear the prayers of all who come 
to Thee in faith. 

We confess we live in a troubled, 
confused, and dangerous world, and in 
our hearts we know we are not ade
quate to solve the problems that face 
us. We confess that our own lives 
often mirror the troubles of our world. 
Give us the humility and courage, 0 
God, to confess our sins and turn to 
Thee for the forgiveness and wisdom 
we so desperately need. 

We commit this day's deliberations 
into Thy hands. We are reminded 
from the Scriptures that the legisla
tors of a nation are called to be "min
isters of God for good" <Romans 13:4). 
We pray that this may be fulfilled in 
every thought, word, and action of 
this body, knowing that some day we 
must all give account to Thee. Help us 
not to seek what is easy or self-serving, 
but what is right and just in Thy 
sight. May each Member today be mo
tivated by the wisdom, peace, justice, 
and compassion of God the Father, 
the Son, and the Holy Spirit. Above 
all, in the midst of our busyness give 
us the discipline daily to deepen our 
faith and to seek first in our lives Thy 
Kingdom and Thy righteousness. This 
we pray in the name of our Lord and 
Savior. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex

amined the Journal of the last day's 
proceedings and announces to the 
House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the 
Journal stands approved. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, pursuant to clause 1, rule I, I 
demand a vote on agreeing to the 
Speaker's approval of the Journal. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the Chair's approval of the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. DREIEH. of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present 
and make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify 
absent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-yeas 265, nays 
119, answered "present" 3, not voting 
4 7, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Applegate 
Archer 
Asp in 
Au Coin 
Badham 
Barnard 
Bateman 
Bates 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Berman 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner CTN> 
Bonior<MI> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown CCA> 
Broyhill 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton CCA> 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Carr 
Chapman 
Chappell 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coelho 
Coleman <TX> 
Combest 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coyne 
Crockett 
Daniel 
Darden 
Daschle 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
DioGuardi 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan <ND> 
Dowdy 

[Roll No. 611 

YEAS-265 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 
Eck.art COH> 
Eckert <NY> 
Edwards CCA> 
English 
Erdreich 
Evans <IL> 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Fish 
Flippo 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford CTN) 
Fowler 
Frank 
Fuqua 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gordon 
Gradison 
Gray CIL> 
Gray CPA> 
Green 
Guarini 
Hall <OH> 
Hall, Ralph 
Hamilton 
Hartnett 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Hertel 
Hillis 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Jeffords 
Jenkins 
Johnson 
Jones <NC> 
Jones <OK> 
Jones CTN> 
Kanjorski 
Kasi ch 
Kastenmeier 
Kemp 
Kil dee 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lantos 

LehmanCFL> 
Levin CMI> 
Levine <CA> 
Livingston 
Long 
LowryCWA> 
Lujan 
Luk.en 
Lundine 
MacKay 
Manton 
Markey 
Marlenee 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCain 
Mccloskey 
McColl um 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
McEwen 
McHugh 
McKinney 
Mica 
Miller CCA> 
Miller CWA> 
Mine ta 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moore 
Morrison <CT> 
Morrison <WA> 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Packard 
Panetta 
Pease 
Perkins 
Petri 
Pickle 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Ray 
Regula 
Reid 
Richar lson 

Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rose 
Rowland <CT> 
Rowland CGA> 
Roybal . 
Rudd 
Russo 
Sabo 
Schneider 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sharp 
Shelby 
Sisisky 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith CFL> 
Smith CIA> 

Armey 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boulter 
Brown CCO> 
Burton CIN> 
Carney 
Chandler 
Chappie 
Cheney 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coleman <MO> 
Conte 
Courter 
Craig 
Crane 
Dannemeyer 
Daub 
De Lay 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
Dornan <CA> 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards COK> 
Emerson 
Evans CIA) 
Fawell 
Fiedler 
Fields 
Frenzel 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Goodling 
Gregg 

Smith<NE> 
SmithCNJ) 
Snyder 
Spratt 
St Germain 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Stump 
Sweeney 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauzin 
ThomasCGA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Trafica.nt 
Traxler 

NAYS-119 

Udall 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitley 
Whitten 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
YoungCMO> 

Gunderson Roemer 
Hammerschmidt Rogers 
Hansen 
Hendon 
Henry 
Hiler 
Hunter 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
Kindness 
Kolbe 
Kramer 
Lagomarsino 
Latta 
Leach <IA> 
Lent 
LewisCCA> 
LewisCFL> 
Lightfoot 
Lloyd 
Lott 
Lungren 
Mack 
Martin CIL> 
Martin CNY> 
McCandless 
McGrath 
McKernan 
McMillan 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller com 
Mitchell 
Monson 
Moorhead 
Nielson 
Oxley 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Penny 
Roberts 

Roth 
Rouk.ema 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schroeder 
Schuette 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Siljander 
Skeen 
Slaughter 
Smith, Denny 

COR> 
Smith, Robert 

CNH) 
Smith, Robert 

COR> 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stangeland 
Strang 
Sundquist 
Swindall 
Tauke 
Taylor 
Thomas CCA> 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weber 
Whitehurst 
Whittaker 
Wolf 
YoungCAK> 
YoungCFL> 
Zschau 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-3 
Hefner 

Addabbo 
Anthony 
Atkins 
Barnes 
Campbell 
Carper 
Clay 
Collins 
Coughlin 
Dingell 
Edgar 
Feighan 
Ford CMI> 
Franklin 
Frost 
Garcia 

Holt Kleczka 

NOT VOTING-47 
Gaydos 
Gingrich 
Gonzalez 
Grotberg 
Hayes 
Heftel 
Hubbard 
Kaptur 
Kennelly 
Leath <TX> 
LehmanCCA> 
Leland 
Lipinski 
Loeffler 
Lowery CCA> 
Madigan 

Mikulski 
O'Brien 
Owens 
Pepper 
Porter 
Rangel 
Rostenkowski 
Savage 
Scheuer 
Shumway 
Solarz 
Vander Jagt 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wright 

0 This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 0 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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So the Journal was approved. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate insists upon its 
amendment to the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the 
Senate to the joint resolution <H.J. 
Res. 534), "Joint resolution making an 
urgent supplemental appropriation for 
the Department of Agriculture for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1986, 
and for other purposes," disagreed to 
by the House, agrees to the further 
conference asked by the House on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and appoints Mr. CocHRAN, 
Mr. McCLURE, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. 
ABDNOR, Mr. KASTEN, Mr. MATTINGLY, 
Mr. SPECTER, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. BUR
DICK, Mr. STENNIS, Mr. CHILES, Mr. 
SASSER, Mr. BUMPERS, and Mr. HARKIN 
to be the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The message also announced that 
the Senate insists on its amendment to 
the amendment of the House to the 
amendment of the Senate to the 
amendment of the House to the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill 
(H.R. 3128), "An Act to make changes 
in spending and revenue provisions for 
purposes of deficit reduction and pro
gram improvement, consistent with 
the budget process." 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE 
SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
MONTGOMERY). The Chair will receive 
two 1-minute speeches. 

REV. DR. BILLY GRAHAM 
<Mr. WATKINS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Speaker, after 
the resurrection, St. Mark tells us that 
Christ appeared before the 11 as they 
were eating, and he upbraided them 
for not believing those who had seen 
him after he had risen. St. Mark 
quotes him as saying: "Go ye into the 
world and preach the Gospel to every 
creature• • •." 

Mr. Speaker, no man in history has 
ever touched so many lives with the 
word of Christ as Billy Graham. Since 
his first crusade in 1949, he has literal
ly spoken to millions in person and 
many millions more through televi
sion, movies, his magazine, newspaper 
columns and 12 books, many of which 
continue to sell to those seeking inspi
ration. 

Reverend Graham is the son of a 
dairy farmer and sees Christ as a 
living and loving Christ and preaches 

an essential message in all of his ser
mons, regardless of the language of 
the listeners. That message is: Man re
belled against God and so he was sepa
rated from God by sin. Christ died, 
was buried and rose again, and men 
need to repent of their sins and receive 
Him as their Savior. 

Reverend Graham is an activist. He 
has led his crusades in 63 countries 
around the world. He has been invited 
as a guest of Presidents, back to Harry 
Truman's days, and, Dr. Graham, we 
welcome you in the House of Repre
sentatives today. 

Mr. WHITLEY. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WATKINS. I yield to the gentle
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. WHITLEY. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to join the gen
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. WAT
KINS] and my good friend, the gentle
man from Indiana CMr. COATS], who 
are president and vice president re
spectively of the House Prayer Break
fast Group, in welcoming Dr. Billy 
Graham here as our guest chaplain 
this morning. 

Dr. Graham is a native and resident 
of my State of North Carolina. We are 
very proud of him, and we are delight
ed to have him here today. 

REV. DR. BILLY GRAHAM 
<Mr. COATS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. COATS. Mr. Speaker, I also 
would like to add my voice to those of 
my colleagues and welcome the Rever
end Dr. Billy Graham and to thank 
him for his opening prayer for this 
session. 

Many of you know of the lifetime 
work of Dr. Graham and the impact 
that he has had on millions of people 
throughout this world. It is a distinct 
honor and pleasure to have him here 
today. 

I want to extend an invitation that 
all of you have already received, but a 
reminder, that Dr. Graham will be 
speaking to a joint gathering of House 
and Senate Members in the Hart 
Senate Office Building at noon, and 
each Member of the House is invited 
to attend. We hope that you can be 
there. 

Dr. Graham, welcome to the House 
of Representatives. We are delighted 
to have you with us today. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, 

family responsibilities required me to 
miss rollcall No. 60. Had I been here, I 
would have voted "aye." 

JOSEPH P. ADDABBO FEDERAL 
BUILDING 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill <H.R. 4399) to 
designate the Federal building located 
in Jamaica, Queens, NY, as the 
"Joseph P. Addabbo Federal Build
ing." 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey? 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I do so for the pur
pose of having the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. HOWARD], the chair
man of the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation, explain 
the bill, and I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. HOW ARD. I thank the gentle
man, the ranking minority member of 
our Subcommittee on Public Buildings 
and Grounds, for yielding to me, to ex
plain this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, JOSEPH PATRICK ADDAB
BO has served with distinction in this 
body since 1961. He is one of the most 
highly respected Members of this 
body. 

I know him as an outstanding legis
lator and a warm, compassionate 
friend. It can be truly said of JosEPH 
ADDABBO he has never said an unkind 
word about anyone. Quiet, effective, 
dedicated, he has done an outstanding 
job for his country, his home State of 
New York, and for the district he has 
so ably represented so many years. . 

He personally was involved in bring
ing a Federal building to Jamaica, 
Queens, a rundown, debilitated section 
of New York City. He was the one 
whose desire and drive made this pos
sible. The Federal building is almost 
completed. It will be the fulcrum for 
the economic growth in the entire 
area. This is typical of the way JOSEPH 
ADDABBO worked. No building can be 
more properly named than this one. 

It is a pleasure and privilege to co
sponsor H.R. 4399 and support the 
naming of the building in Jamaica, 
Queens, for JOSEPH ADDABBO. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con
sent for the immediate consideration 
of the bill <H.R. 4399 > to designate the 
Federal building located in Jamaica, 
Queens, NY, as the Joseph P. Addabbo 
Federal Building. 

D 1030 
Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman for that explanation. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 

bill H.R. 4399; a bill which would des
ignate the Federal Building in Jamai
ca, Queens, NY, as the "Joseph P. Ad
dabbo Building." 

Our dear colleague, who now, unfor
tunately, is hospitalized at Walter 
Reed Hospital, has served as a distin
guished Member of the House for 
more than a quarter of a century. 
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When first elected in November 1960 

to the 87th Congress, he was the 
youngest Democratic Member in Con
gress to serve under the Kennedy Ad
ministration; he now ranks 21 in se
niority in the House. 

During his tenure in the House, he 
has served on numerous committees 
and has chaired the Defense Appro
priations Subcommittee since 1979. 

Congressman A DDABBO has been a 
leading advocate for protecting and 
educating our Nation's youth and has 
supported numerous bills to prevent 
child abuse, improve child care serv
ices, and Federal aid to elementary, 
secondary, and urban universities. 

In addition, he has worked for con
tinued improvements in Federal pro
grams affecting the health, safety, and 
welfare of citizens throughout the 
country. 

Born and educated in Queens, NY, 
in both his public and private life, his 
work has been dedicated to improving 
the quality of life for his constituents. 

It would be a fitting tribute, if, at 
this time, we would designate the Fed
eral building in Jamaica, Queens, in 
his honor. 

I would urge my colleagues to sup
port the passage of H.R: 4399. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 4399 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION OF BUILDING. 

The Federal building located at Jamaica 
Avenue and Parsons Boulevard in Jamaica, 
Queens, in the State of New York, shall 
hereafter be known and designated as the 
"Joseph P. Addabbo Federal Building". 
SEC. 2. LEGAL REFERENCES TO BUILDING. 

Any reference in any law, regulation, doc
um~nt, record, map, or other paper of the 
United States to the building referred to in 
section 1 is deemed to be a reference to the 
"Joseph P. Addabbo l<'ederal Building". 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. HOW ARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on 
this legislation and to express special 
tribute to our colleague, the gentle
man from New York CMr. ADDABBO]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman from New Jersey CMr. 
HOWARD] is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New York CMr. 
BIAGGI]. 

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, as the 
author of H.R. 4399 I am proud that 
we are moving toward its passage in 
the House. I warmly commend the es
teemed chairman of the Public Works 
Committee, Mr. HOWARD, for his advo-

cacy of this legislation and commit
ment to the man it honors, our col
league JOSEPH PATRICK ADDABBO. I am 
also proud to note that the measure 
has 81 original cosponsors. I must also 
note the fa.ct that one of JoE ADDAB
Bo's closest friends in the House, the 
distinguished gentleman from Florida 
CMr. CHAPPELL] was inadvertently 
omitted from the list of original co
sponsors but intended to be. 

I introduced this legislation last 
week as a manifestation of the respect 
and deep affection I and so many 
others in this House hold for JoE AD
DABBO. We are honoring more than a 
colleague. We recognize in JoE ADDAB
BO a quiet greatness that has made his 
26-year career in this House so impor
tant. JoE has served productively and 
with great principle since his first elec
tion in 1960. The people of Queens 
have been provided with the highest 
caliber of service by JOE ADDABBO 
throughout the years. JOE during his 
years as chairman of the Defense Ap
propriations Subcommittee acquired a 
national reputation. Yet he does not 
let the trappings of power cause him 
to be removed from his constituents. 
He has served them for so long and so 
well that they are really part of an ex
tended Addabbo family in Queens. JOE 
is as good as he is because he mirrors 
the people he represents in the House. 
He has unparalleled integrity and an 
uncompromising commitment to the 
high moral values and principles. 

We are inspired to act today on 
behalf of a colleague and friend who 
has inspired so many of us in our ca
reers in the House of Representatives. 
When we think of JOE ADDABBO, we 
smile, we feel good because that is how 
he has made us feel over the years. We 
talk about a sweet man, kind to all and 
totally unassuming in his nature and 
actions. 

Without any question, JoE's star 
shines brightest from his work as 
chairman of the Defense Appropria
tions Subcommittee. He tangled with 
one President over Vietnam, another 
over Nicaragua. He has taken on the 
military on their most vulnerable 
point-waste. He helped to kill fund
ing for the B-1 bomber and to stop 
procurement of MX missiles. Yet 
through it all, no matter the level of 
difference, JoE ADDABBO could disagree 
without being disagreeable. 

As many of my colleagues are aware, 
JoE admitted last week that he has 
been waging a 6-year battle with 
cancer. JoE's nature was such that no 
one knew. Did he let it slow him 
down-no. Did he let it get him down
no. JoE ADDABBO loves his life, his 
work, his country, and the people he 
represents too much to be any other 
way. He never wants to burden people 
with his problems-no matter how se
rious. That is his nature. That is a 
measure of the greatness of the man. 

JoE has spent almost one-half of his 
life as a Member of the House of Rep
resentatives. He loves this institution 
and those who serve in it. In turn 
Members on both sides respect and 
have genuine affection for JOE. Few 
serve with greater distinction. 

I so fervently hope that this colle
gial legislative gesture will give him 
some joy in the knowledge that we 
who serve with him are thinking of 
him with love. 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Spe·aker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BIAGGI. I would be delighted to 
yield to the gentleman from New 
York. 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of H.R. 4399, which names the Federal 
building in Jamaica, Queens, after our 
colleague, JOE ADDABBO. 

In my years as a Member of this 
body, and as a life-long resident of a 
community bordering his congression
al district, I have been proud to call 
Joe a friend and colleague. No one is 
more deserving of the honor bestowed 
in H.R. 4399. JoE was respected 
throughout the Metropolitan New 
York area for his strong leadership on 
defense issues and countless other se
rious matters affecting our region and 
the Nation as a whole. 

The residents of the southwest part 
of Queens have been fortunate to call 
JoE ADDABBO their Representative. His 
tireless support for community devel
opment in the Jamaica business dis
trict, his efforts on behalf of St. 
John's Law School, and countless 
other activities have made JoE's name 
a household word in his district and in 
surrounding communities. I can think 
of no better tribute to JOE'S years of 
service than to name a building in his 
honor, in the midst of the community 
he has served with honor and distinc
tion. 

Mr. YOUNG of Missouri. Mr. Speak
er, I rise in strong support of H.R. 
4399, a bill to designate the Federal 
building located in Jamaica, Queens, 
NY, as the "Joseph P. Addabbo Feder
al Building." 

Mr. Speaker, as a cosponsor of this 
legislation, I can state unequivocally 
that this is a small tribute to pay to 
the Honorable JOSEPH ADDABBO be
cause without his strong persistence, 
construction of this building would 
not be a reality today. The building is 
scheduled to be completed in the fall 
of this year and will serve as the 
northeast payment center for the 
Social Security Administration. 

Mr. Speaker, as my colleagues are 
aware, JOE ADDABBO was first elected to 
Congress in 1960 and it has been my 
privilege to serve with him in the 
House for 10 years now. To date, he 
has compiled a legislative record on 
behalf of all Americans that will be re-
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membered with respect and gratitude. 
He is a man of incredible integrity and 
intelligence and is held in high esteem 
by his colleagues. He enjoys the over
whelming support of his constituents 
who appreciate his diligence in press
ing forward with legislation which has 
brought about 11. Veterans' Administra
tion hospital in Queens, a hospital on 
Ellis Island specializing in drug addic
tion treatment, improved educational 
programs, cleanup of th~ New York 
Harbor, establishment of the Gateway 
National Recreation Area, and im
proved transit for New York. His 
record in the House is so full of land
marks and achievements and I doubt 
that the people of New York will ever 
have a better champion of their inter
ests. He loves his State and he serves 
its people well. 

As chairman of the Defense Appro
priations Subcommittee since 1979, 
Congressman ADDABBO has played a 
significant role in bringing about a 
strong defense system for our Nation. 
He has served on the Agriculture and 
Legislative Subcommittees of the Ap
propriations Committee, and presently 
serves on the Treasury-Post Office 
and Military Construction Subcommit
tees. 

As a former member of the Veter
ans' Affairs Committee, Mr. ADDABBO 
takes a special interest in the welfare 
of veterans. He has sponsored numer
ous bills helping veterans in the areas 
of education, housing, and employ
ment. 

Mr. Speaker, unfortunately the Hon
orable JOE ADDABBO is not with us 
today to hear all these accolades due 
to the fact that he is hospitalized, 
however, I sincerely look forward to 
his return to the House. 

Mr. MANTON. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to 
join my colleagues in honoring our distin
guished colleague, Joe ADDABBO, by passing 
H.R. 4399, a bill to rename the Federal build
ing in Jamaica, Queens, New York, as the 
"Joseph P. Addabbo Federal Building." 

The dedication of this building is a fitting 
tribute to a man such as Jee ADDABBO, who 
has so ably represented the people of the 
Sixth Congressional District of New York. With 
his 24 years' seniority in the House and his 
high-ranking position as the chairman of the 
Defense Appropriations Subcommittee, Joe 
has a litany of accomplishments to his credit. 
He has been a voice of moderation in appro
priating our defense dollars. Even during the 
administration's largest ever peacetime in
crease in defense spending, Joe has shown 
courage in opposing the executive branch 
when its plans seem too expensive or too 
likely to risk war. 

Mr. Speaker, we all know that Joe has 
spoken not only from his own ideology, but 
also on behalf of his constituency, who have 
wholeheartedly endorsed his work in the Con
gress. He has personified the highest stand
ards of personal integrity and unselfish devo
tion to public service. His constituency has re
peatedly sent him back to Washington be-

cause of his dedication and leadership capa
bilities. 

When I was elected to the Congress in the 
fall of 1984, Joe AooABBO was always avail
able to assist me in any way possible. He was 
influential in helping me obtain the one vacant 
Democratic seat on the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries Committee and also a seat on the 
Banking Committee. Both these committee as
signments are important for the people of my 
district. 

Mr. Speaker, Joe AooABBO has been a 
skillful legislator who has always been a good 
friend and political adviser to me. He has con
sistently aided those in our society who most 
need our concern and assistance. It is appro
priate that we show our appreciation to Joe 
by naming a Federal building in his honor. The 
Joseph P. Addabbo Federal Building will serve 
as a lasting tribute to a man who has given so 
much of his time and energy toward public 
service. 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in support of H.R. 4399, a bill to name the 
Federal building in Jamaica, NY, as the 
Joseph P. Addabbo Federal Building. This leg
islation is a proper and fitting gesture to an 
outstanding Member of Congress, who trag
ically lies in a coma as we meet here today in 
the,Chamber he loved so well. 

Mr. Speaker, JOE ADDABBO served the 
people of Queens and the citizens of our 
great Nation through some momentous times 
in American history. From the Gre<!t Society, 
to the Vietnam era, on through Watergate, 
and on to the Reagan years, Joe has been a 
voice-sometimes a lonely voice, but always a 
strong and consistent one-of quiet decency 
that has stood out in this House. As a leader 
in the fight for a strong but sane military, and 
as the dean of the New York City delegation, 
Joe AODABBO has won the respect and admi
ration of the U.S. Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, the contributions that Joe Ao
DABBO has made to this Nation and this Con
gress have been a credit to the people of 
Queens. Particularly in the field of foreign af
fairs and military readiness, Joe became an 
acknowledged leader whose counsel is al
ready sorely missed. From the early 1970's, 
when he sponsored the first anti-Vietnam war 
resolution ever to pass this House, to his 
recent support of a Nicaraguan peace process 
and opposition to covert military aid to the 
Contras, Joe consistently challenged our 
Nation to choose negotiations over weapons; 
to choose peace, rather than war. Joe has 
been a staunch opponent of overpriced, un
tested weapons such as the MX missile, and 
he has used his position as Chairman of the 
Defense Appropriations Subcommittee to 
force both Democratic and Republican admin
istrations to look more carefully at our military 
priorities. 

Mr. Speaker, it is particularly appropriate 
that a building in the community and county 
Joe so ably represents be named for this ex
emplary lawmaker and this outstanding Ameri
can. Joe ADDABBO has spent 25 years fight
ing for the men, women, and children of 
Queens. His commitment to his constituents 
was proven once again as recently as 1984. 
In that year, party leaders-anticipating a 
tough election-urged ADDABBO to move to a 
safe district. Joe AooAeeo responded by stay-

ing and fighting it out on his own turf, and pre
vailed by better than a 2 to 1 margin. 

Therefore, I fully support H.R. 4399, a small 
but important tribute to a truly great Congress
man. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 

PERMISSION TO FILE FURTHER 
CONFERENCE REPORT ON 
HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 534, 
URGENT SUPPLEMENTAL AP
PROPRIATION, DEPARTMENT 
OF AGRICULTURE, 1986 
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Appropriations may have until 
midnight tonight to file a further con
ference report on House Joint Resolu
tion 534, making an urgent supplemen
tal appropriation for the Department 
of Agriculture for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1986, and for 
other purposes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
consideration of the joint resolution, 
House Joint Resolution 540. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

PRESIDENT'S REQUEST FOR AS
SISTANCE FOR NICARAGUAN 
OPPOSITION 
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, pursu

ant to section 722(n) of Public Law 99-
83 and the order of the House of 
March 13, 1986, I move that the House 
resolve itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the 
joint resolution <H.J. Res. 540) relat
ing to Central America pursuant to 
the International Security and Devel
opment Cooperation Act of 1985. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Mississippi CMr. 
WHITTEN]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
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IN THE COMMITrEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the 
joint resolution, H.J. Res. 540, with 
Mr. WHITLEY in the chair. 
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The Clerk read the title of the joint 

resolution. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. With

out objection, the first reading of the 
joint resolution is dispensed with. 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to sec

tion 722(n) of Public Law 99-83, the 
gentleman from Illinois CMr. MICHEL] 
will be recognized for 5 hours and the 
gentleman from Mississippi CMr. 
WHITTEN] will be recognized for 5 
hours. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois CMr. MICr:EL]. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, my colleagues, first I 
want to say how proud I am to have 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. 
JACK MURTHA, as a cosponsor of this 
legislation. 

Both JACK and I are combat veterans 
of different wars have shed some 
blood for our country and know full 
well what war is, and it is hell, wheth
er it be a small war or a big war; and 
particularly at the f oot-slogger level 
where we have seen it at its worst and 
with all it gory details. 

I mention this only because it has 
been said from the Speaker on down 
that our President and those of us 
who support him in this issue will 
never be satisfied until we send Ameri
can boys down to fight in Nicaragua. 

Let me put the notion to rest at the 
very beginning of this debate. That is 
the last thing good friend, the gentle
man from Pennsylvania, JACK 
MURTHA, and I would ever recommend 
to our colleagues, and I know the 
President shares this view. 

The bipartisan resolution before us 
would provide $100 million in aid to 
the freedom fighters in Nicaragua; $70 
million of that aid, presumably mili
tary, will be at the discretion of the 
President, $30 million of this package 
will be for humanitarian aid, $3 mil
lion of which is specifically earmarked 
for improvements in human rights. 

Now, we are considering this legisla
tion under an expedited procedure 
that provides for 10 hours of debate 
and a straight up or down vote. 

There will be no opportunity for 
amendments, so the issue will have to 
be decided on what we have before us. 

Let me now sketch out the nature of 
the problem in Nicaragua. It did not 
begin yesterday or just a few years 
ago. It has its roots deep in the history 
of Central America. 

The poverty and social injustice that 
have long plagued the region can be 
traced to cultural and economic causes 
that go back centuries; but we cannot 
confuse these issues, important as 
they may be for understanding the 
historic background with the urgent 
problem now confronting us, the Com
munist takeover of Nicaragua. 

Communism does not cure poverty 
or social injustice. It just makes that 

condition more available to the 
masses. 

Let us take a quick look back to July 
23, 1961, when three Nicaraguans, 
Carlos Fonseca, Tomas Borge, and 
Silvio Mayorga, founded the Sandi
nista National Liberation Front. It was 
founded, and remains, a classic Lenin
ist vanguard party, what you and I 
frankly call Communist. 

For 17 years the Communist Nicara
guans did not capture a town or 
threaten Somoza in any real way. 
They attracted a mere handful of left
ist fanatics, and as Lenin put it, 
"useful idiots." Remember that the 
next time you hear someone condemn 
the Contras, for example, as I heard 
Mr. Tom Wicker the other night on a 
national program, for never capturing 
a town in 4 years. The Sandinistas had 
17 years. They never captured a town. 
During the fight against Somoza, the 
Nicaraguan Sandinistas had to have 
front groups to hide their true Com
munist nature. They recruited busi
nessmen, such as Adolfo Colero and 
others like Arturo Cruz and Alfonso 
Robelo to join with them as "bour
geois" respectable allies. Colero had 
been jailed by Somoza. Robelo and 
Cruz actually became part of the 
ruling junta; but they, and many 
others, quickly discovered the true 
Communist nature of the Sandinistas 
and had to flee. These three are now 
the civilian leader of the Contras. 

And today we find ourselves wres
tling with the problems that the tri
umph of communism in Nicaragua has 
caused. 

We will be told during the debate 
that the President's policy in Central 
America has not worked. 

I disagree. It has worked in El Salva
dor, in Guatemala, in Honduras, 
where we now have democracies. It 
can work in Nicaragua if we give it a 
chance. But all we have done within 
the last 2 years is tie the President's 
hands with restrictions and conditions 
that foreclose that policy from moving 
forward. 

Let me tell you about some policies 
that really have not worked, policies 
that came from many of the same 
ones who now lead the fight against 
Contra aid. 

In 1979, they told us all we needed to 
do was send aid to the Sandinistas and 
it would turn them away from the 
Soviet Union and Cuba. We sent them 
$118 million right off the bat; but that 
did not work. The Sandinistas went 
right ahead putting in place the mech
anism of a Communist state, even as 
we were sending them the aid. 

We were told that the Nicaraguan 
elections in 1984 would be fair and 
that democracy would be alive and 
well in Nicaragua. 

Why, those elections were a farce. 
The Communists strengthened their 
grip. 

We were told that if we simply 
stopped giving aid to the Contras, the 
Communists would respond by improv
ing human rights. 

For well over a year ~·e did not give 
the Contras one dime, and the reward 
for that was an increased level of re
pression by the Sandinista regime; so 
that did not work. 

During this same period, we were 
told by many of the same people who 
are against giving Contra aid that the 
people of El Salvador should accept 
Communists into their government 
before elections; but the people of El 
Salvador said they wanted a real de
mocracy and President Reagan be
lieved them. They have a democratic 
government now, and let us not forget 
that we sent not only military assist
ance, but 55 military advisers to El 
Salvador to help get that job done at 
that time; so the argument that de
mocracy could not be achieved by El 
Salvador was wrong, tragically wrong. 

We are now told we must try negoti
ations without military aid. 

Let us cut out the rhetoric and get 
to the truth about negotiation. The 
Communists in Nicaragua have con
sistently refused to enter into talks 
with the Contras, as we and .the 
Catholic bishops of Nicaragua have 
asked them to do, and if the Commu
nists do not want to talk with the Con
tras, no negotiation is worth the paper 
it is written on. 

You can send diplomats to Central 
America until you are blue in the face 
and if the Communists feel no pres
sure to negotiate with their own fell ow 
countrymen, you can forget diplomacy 
as a means of containing the Commu
nist threat. 

As our good friend, Ambassador 
Philip Habib said-

I've been dealing with Communists for 25 
years. If you send me down there without 
something in my tool box, the Sandinistas 
will laugh at me. 

Ambassador Habib wants military 
aid to the Contras. 

Either we do it our way or their way. 
Communists do not understand good 
intentions. You first have to get their 
attention, and only the Contras can do 
that. 

One other point. We are told that 
various Central American ant. South 
American governments do not agree 
with our policies. Well, how many 
times have I heard them privately tell 
me the opposite of what I have seen 
them quoted publicly, and quite frank
ly, I am not surprised. They have 
looked at the vacillating, on again, off 
again policies of the Congress for 6 
years and they are hedging their bets. 
If I were in their place, I might be 
saying the same things publicly, even 
if I felt differently. 

Let the Contras bring the fight ef
fectively to the Sandinistas and then 
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we will see how these governments 
react. 

If we do not help the Contras, the 
Communists will have won total victo
ry. Nicaragua will fade from the televi
sion news shows. It will disappear 
from our front pages. 

The Communists will quietly begin 
to settle accounts within Nicaragua, 
meaning assassinations, concentration 
camps, total takeover of the churches, 
the whole savage, destructive strategy 
of fear that Communists always 
employ when the world is looking the 
other way. 

Let me finally off er you the defini
tive argument for aid to the Contras. 
It is simply a list of countries. It is not 
a complete list, but it will suffice. 
Listen to the litany of sorrow: 

Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, Ukraine, 
Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, 
East Germany, Romania, Bulgaria, 
North Korea, Vietnam, Cambodia, 
Cuba, Angola, Afghanistan. 

And you know, once a year we pay 
lipservice to what we call the captive 
nations resolution around here. Do we 
want to add another name to that list? 
Would it not be better to stop a nation 
from falling into captivity than to say 
a few ritual words about them after 
they become captives? 
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I have not even mentioned th~ Com

munist arms buildup, the denial of 
human rights on a wide scale, the po
litical prisoners, the terrorist connec
tions, the persecution of the church. I 
will wait for my colleagues to describe 
these facts in detail. 

I look forward to the debate because 
it will enable each side ample time to 
ask questions and hopefully to have 
those questions answered and an
swered effectively. But most of all, I 
look forward to this debate because I 
believe the bipartisan resolution that 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania, 
CMr. MURTHA] and I are presenting is 
good for our country, it is good for 
this hemisphere, and I believe once it 
gets a fair hearing, eventually our 
point of view will prevail. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Illinois CMr. MICHEL] has con
sumed 9 minutes. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, much of 
the debate over the President's request for 
aid to the democratic resistance in Nicaragua 
revolves around United States objectives for 
the region. I want to make it perfectly clear 
from the outset, the United States seeks only 
a negotiated settlement for a peaceful resolu
tion of the crisis facing Central America. Re
questing military assistance for the Contras 
does not contradict that objective. It is a nec
essary ingredient in the formula to get the 
Sandinistas to negotiate. Pressure on the San
dinistas was the catalyst for the Sandinistas to 
participate in Contadora in the first place. It is 
needed to pressure them to conclude a com
prehensive, enforceable and verifiable agree
ment. 

U.S. policy for Central America has been 
clear from the beginning of the Reagan ad
ministration. Our objectives have been, as the 
President so clearly stated in his speech 
before Congress, April 27, 1983: 

1. Support for democracy, reform, and 
human freedom in each country; 

2. Renewal of economic development and 
growth to address the root cause of turmoil 
and conflict; 

3. Security for the democratic govern
ments in Central America; and 

4. Support for a political solution to the 
conflicts in Central America, by way of a 
peaceful dialog internally and among the 
countries of the region. This fourth objec
tive is also reflected in the Contadora effort 
for a regional settlement as outlined in the 
document of 21 objectives. 

In spite of what critics have said, our policy 
has been working. The advance of democracy 
in the region has left Nicaragua as the only 
military dictatorship in Central America. 

The United States and the OAS helped the 
Sandinistas come to power in Nicaragua 
based, in part, on their promises for democra
cy, human rights, a mixed economy and non
alignment. Our policy in Nicaragua is based on 
getting the Sandinistas to live up to those 
promises. We seek specifically the withdrawal 
of all foreign military personnel: The Cubans, 
Bulgarians, Libyans, the PLO and other "inter
nationalists;" we seek a more equitable mili
tary balance between Nicaragua and its neigh
bors; we seek an end to Nicaragua's support 
for insurgency and subversion in Latin Amer
ica; and we seek internal reconciliation and 
democratic pluralism within Nicaragua. 

All of these objectives are part of the Con
tadora negotiations. We seek, just as strongly 
as the Latin nations and the administration 
critics, a negotiated solution in Central Amer
ica. We only ask them: "How do you get the 
Sandinistas to negotiate?" 

I believe the most effective way to get the 
Sandinistas to conclude an agreement within 
Contadora is to retain the one reason they 
have to negotiate: The presence of the demo
cratic resistance in Nicaragua. If the Contras 
didn't exist, the Sandinistas would have no in
centive to come to the bargaining table. 

As we debate the President's request for 
aid to the democratic resistance in Nicaragua, 
I regret that this has become such a partisan, 
political issue. 

We in this Congress have as our first re
sponsibility defending our Nation. The security 
of the United States depends on our ability to 
counter the spread of Marxist-Leninist re
gimes, whether in Cambodia-14,000 miles 
away; in Afghanistan-10,000 miles away; or 
in Nicaragua-900 miles away. 

Our security depends as well on our ability 
to assure our allies that our commitment to 
their security is just as strong as to our own, 
whether to the ASEAN nations, to NA TO or to 
the Organization of American States. 

In the past, we have responded quickly and 
decisively against overt threats to our security. 
Covert threats posed by Communist subver
sion in Vietnam, Angola, and now in Nicara
gua have challenged our country because the 
Soviets have found that the way to advance 
their objectives is through disguise and subter
fuge. We must not be blind to the Soviet 

threat in Nicaragua. It is just as real as the 
threat in Afghanistan. 

The National Bipartisan Commission on 
Central America, and I emphasize the word 
"bipartisan," unanimously concluded: 

The use of Nicaragua as a base for Soviet 
and Cuban efforts to penetrate the rest of 
the Central American isthmus, with El Sal
vador the target of first opportunity, gives 
the conflict there a major strategic dimen
sion. The direct involvement of aggressive 
external forces makes it a challenge to the 
system of hemispheric security, and, quite 
specifically, to the security interests of the 
United States. This is a challenge to which 
the United States must respond. 

The Bipartisan Commission on Central 
America emphasized the crisis in Central 
America is "nonpartisan, and it calls for a 
nonpartisan response." Reflecting that spirit, 
the Commission conclusions have become 
known as the Jackson plan, after the late 
Democratic Senator, whose concern for Amer
ica's security rose above party politics. The 
Jackson plan concluded that three principles 
should guide U.S. policy in the region: 

First, the first principle is democratic self-de
termination; 

Second, the second principle is encourage
ment of economic and social development 
that fairly benefits all; and. 

Third, the third principle is cooperation in 
meeting threats to the security of the region. 

Sadly, the Bipartisan Commission conclud
ed: 

The present international framework for 
dealing with challenges to the mutual secu
rity of the Americas is weak. 

There are those who say we must leave the 
solution of the crisis in the region to the latins, 
and that would be appropriate if we were 
dealing in Nicaragua only with the internal re
pression of an authoritarian regime. But, 
adding the Soviet Union's strength to Nicara
gua makes the challenge greater than the 
latins alone can meet. The Jackson plan 
states: 

The Soviet and Cuban threat is real. No 
nation is immune from terrorism and the 
threat of armed revolution supported by 
Moscow and Havana with imported arms 
and imported ideology. 

We believe the democratic resistance in 
Nicaragua is the only viable means to counter 
the Sandinista efforts to entrench the Soviet 
presence on the American mainland. The 
democratic resistance is also the only reason 
the Sandinistas need to negotiate. Do not 
eliminate the only incentive for the Sandinistas 
to negotiate! 

I urge you to vote in favor of the President's 
request for aid to the democratic resistance 
and thereby support both the cause of peace 
in Central America and the security interests 
of the United States. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 hour to the gentleman from In
diana [Mr. HAMILTON], chairman of 
the Select Committee on Intelligence; 
1 hour to the gentleman from Mary
land CMr. BARNES] from the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs; 1 hour to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin CMr. 
AsPINl, chairman of the Committee on 
Armed Services. 
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Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con

sent that each of these gentlemen may 
yield time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin CMr. OBEY]. 

Mr. OBEY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to rise in 
opposition to the resolution being pre
sented here today. The question is not 
whether the Sandinistas are bad. The 
question is not whether the United 
States has interests in Central Amer
ica. It is obvious that the Sandinistas 
are not the kind of government that 
Nicaragua needs, and it is obvious that 
we have interests in the region. 

The question is whether or not $100 
million in aid to the Contras is going 
to achieve the laudable goals of the 
administration. This is not a question 
of whether we def end or pursue the 
interests of the United States. It is a 
question of how. It is not a question of 
whether we would like to see the San
dinistas out or see them change the 
way they operate. It is a question of 
whether or not giving $100 million to a 
second-rate military operation called 
the Contras is likely to achieve that 
goal. I think people who have looked 
at it clearly feel that the answer is no. 

Certainly, $100 million is not enough 
to topple the Sandinista regime. It is 
certainly not enough pressure to con
vert convinced Marxists into reasona
ble negotiators. It is enough, however, 
to get the United States into a lot of 
trouble. It is enough to get the United 
States on the slippery slope to direct 
military involvement in Central Amer
ica. 

What happens, I ask my colleagues, 
if we provide $100 million to the Con
tras, the Contras then get into a mili
tary situation in which they get clob
bered, they are in trouble, and they 
are about to go down. At that point, a 
number of questions will be raised. 

Will we provide logistic support for 
them at that point? Will we provide 
additional command and control sup
port for them at that point? What role 
would our American forces in Hondu
ras and other places then be asked to 
play? 

We have heard a lot from the White 
House and from proponents of this 
resolution about the consequences if 
we do not provide this $100 million. 
What we ought to ask also is what are 
the consequences if we do? What 
comes next? 

This obviously is not the last chap
ter. Pressure is not a policy; it is a 
tactic. What is that tactic leading to if 
we approve this? That is the question 
we ought to ask. 

When I have an opinion about an 
issue and people who are a lot closer 

to it than I am have a different opin
ion, I think prudence requires that I 
take their views into consideration and 
give their views much more weight 
than I would have otherwise. 

We ought to do that same thing in 
Central America. The administration 
says we need to provide $100 million to 
the Contras to defend El Salvador, to 
def end Guatemala, to def end Costa 
Rica, to def end eventually Mexico, but 
what are those democracies telling us? 

The new President of Costa Rica is 
telling us, "Do not do it." The new 
President of Guatemala is telling us, 
"Do not do it." The President of 
Mexico is telling us, "Do not do it." 
The new President of the oldest de
mocracy in Central America, Costa 
Rica, a good ally of ours, has said to 
us: "If you have an extra $100 million 
laying around, do not give it to the 
Contras. It is a waste of money. You 
will not achieve your goals. What you 
ought to do if you have an extra $100 
million is to give it to the democracies 
in the region to help them build up 
their economies and to help them sta
bilize their social structure so that 
they are stronger opponents to Marx
ism from any source, Cuba, Nicaragua, 
or anywhere else." 

We ought to listen to them. We 
ought to give more than lipservice to 
negotiating efforts that they are 
trying to conduct. 

The United States of America, with 
our great tradition, should not be in 
the business of funding a grinding, 
low-level, dirty little war under condi
tions in which, at best, we can play to 
a tie. We cannot win with $100 million. 
I think everybody knows that. We 
should not be conducting or financing 
a military operation against a country 
with whom we have diplomatic rela
tions. 

I have one other point to make. I 
have a great deal of regard for the 
gentleman from Illinois. I think he is 
one of the class acts in this House. I 
have tremendous respect for him. I 
hope people recognize today that if 
Members want to disagree on the 
merits, fine; be my guest. That is in 
the best traditions of this House. But 
let us not have any attack on people's 
motives. Let us not have any attack on 
people's patriotism. This is not an 
issue of whether we care about this 
country. All of us care about this 
country. 

The issue is how we think we best 
def end the interests of the United 
States. Let us grant that today. Those 
who do not during this debate will not 
be bringing shame onto ther oppo
nents; they will be bringing shame 
onto themselves. I hope that we keep 
the debate at reasonable levels and I 
hope that debate adheres to decent 
standards as we move through a very 
crucial issue facing this country. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. LAGOMARSINO]. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding this time to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, I wonder if the gen
tleman who just spoke would respond 
to me on my time? 

The gentleman talked about the at
titude of Central American leaders. I 
have in hand here a document which 
specifically shows where a Latin Amer
ican high governmental official says 
privately the United States should 
support the Contras, although he 
cannot say it publicly. If the gentle
man would care to see this, I would be 
happy to show it to him. Unfortunate
ly, since the document is classified 
"Secret" I cannot make it part of the 
official RECORD. 

Would the gentleman like to see 
this? 

Mr. OBEY. If the gentleman will 
yield, I would be happy to respond to 
the gentleman by saying when we in
vaded Grenada, the regional powers 
signed a statement asking us to do 
that. 

I wonder if the administration could 
get those regional powers in Central 
America to sign a similar statement 
before we proceed with our operation 
in Nicaragua? 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. The gentle
man does not want to see this, I pre
sume. 

Mr. OBEY. Absolutely. I will see 
that or anything else the gentleman 
has. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. HUNTER]. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the Republi
can leader for yielding this time to me 
just to make a brief response to the 
analysis of the situation by the gentle
man from Wisconsin CMr. OBEY]. 

Mr. Chairman, let me say that the 
one question that this House must 
consider today was completely ignored 
by the gentleman's speech that he just 
made on the floor, and that is, what 
are we going to do with 12 Hind-D hel
icopter that have miniguns that fire 
3,000 rounds per minute? That is the 
kind of thing that demoralizes the 
Contras as well as all of Nicaragua 
neighbors in Central America. 

What are we going to do with the 
150 Russian tanks? The gentleman has 
not considered the very strong possi
bility of Nicaragua having a devastat
ing military effect on their neighbors 
and he offers absolutely no solutions 
to that problem. 
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That is the problem that I hope that 

the Members of the House address 
today. How are we going to confront 
the Soviet and Cuban presence in Cen
tral America? 



March 19, 1986 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 5457 
I think the gentleman from Illinois, 

Mr. MICHEL, made that point very 
strongly. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WALKER]. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, just one other point I 
think we ought to make in regard to 
the remarks of the gentleman who 
just spoke in the well, and that is 
under the standard enunciated in the 
well for helping freedom fighters, we 
would not be able to provide any aid to 
the Afghan freedom fighters. 

It seems to me where valiant people 
are fighting for their freedom, this 
Nation does have some responsibility. 
I do not think we can stand and take 
the attitude that the gentleman has 
enunciated in his remarks that there 
are no freedom fighters anywhere 
unless they are a first-rate force that 
has a chance of winning, and that 
then we help them. Obviously the 
Afghan freedom fighters would have a 
real problem actually winning against 
the Soviets. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. I would say he has hit on a 
very good point. The question is not 
whether or not the Contras can win 
militarily. The question is whether or 
not they can win the more important 
battle of stopping the Sandinistas 
from undermining the democratic 
countries which surround them. 

Mr. WALKER. The gentleman is ab
solutely correct, and I appreciate the 
gentleman from Illinois yielding this 
time. 

Mr. MICHEL. I think the gentleman 
makes a very good point. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as 
he may consume to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. ZscHAul. 

Mr. ZSCHAU. Mr. Chairman, today 
and tomorrow, we will be discussing 
and making a decision on what I con
sider to be the most critical foreign 
policy issue that we will be facing this 
year. In this debate, we will be pre
senting the information, background 
on the history of the Central Ameri
can problems, the facts surrounding 
the current situation, and most impor
tantly, we will be focusing on the long
term implications of the decision that 
we make here tomorrow. 

We had a similar debate last year 
about 11 months ago. We talked about 
whether or not we should provide mili
tary assistance to the Contras. At that 
time, there was an agreement on both 
sides of the aisle that the Sandinistas 
were presenting a threat to their 
neighbors, that they were repressing 
their own people, and that something 

had to be done about the problem. 
The question was: What? 

Last year, a proposal was made by 
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
BARNES] and the gentleman from Indi
ana [Mr. HAMILTON] which I cospon
sored, that was based on the belief 
that a military only policy was too 
narrow and that we ought to pursue 
diplomatic options as well. The 
Barnes-Hamilton substitute empha
sized diplomacy and pulled back on 
the military approach. We hoped that 
it would be an approach that could 
build a consensus in the Congress and 
forge ahead in a new diplomatic direc
tion rather than relying totally on a 
military approach. 

The Barnes-Hamilton substitute was 
defeated by the House, but it provided 
the intellectual basis for the McDade
Michel amendment which was passed 
last June to provide $27 million of hu
manitarian assistance to the Contras 
in order to keep the democratic oppo
sition alive, to emphasize diplomacy, 
to provide reports on a regular basis 
that would determine whether or not 
the diplomacy was working, and to 
provide expedited procedures for this 
request we are considering now. The 
McDade-Michel amendment was de
signed to give diplomacy a chance to 
work. The results have been disap
pointing and disturbing. The Sandinis
tas have stopped pretending that they 
are interested in the Contadora proc
ess. They proposed suspending the 
talks last December. Nicaragua was 
the only country in the OAS General 
Assembly to vote against a resolution 
urging the Contadora process to go 
forward. They have continued their 
military buildup with advanced equip
ment including MI-8 and MI-24 heli
copters. They have used Cubans in 
combat. They have continued to sub
vert their neighbors. They have 
clamped down further on their own 
people with a state of emergency last 
October, prevented the freedom of 
worship by the Catholic Church and 
other religious groups, and perpetrat
ed greater repression in the country. 
In short, the McDade-Michel ap
proach of diplomacy without military 
support doesn't work. 

So our question this year, 11 months 
later, is: What do we do now? I suggest 
that we can receive some guidance 
from a similar foreign policy decision 
we made in 1983-the deployment of 
the cruise and Pershing missiles. It 
was argued then that if we deployed 
the cruise and Pershing missiles, the 
Soviets would walk out of the arms 
talks and the arms race would be esca
lated. We were urged not to deploy the 
missiles because it would upset the So
viets. 

There were others then whose 
wisdom prevailed who said if we give 
the Soviets what they want without 
getting anything in return they would 

have no incentive to negotiate serious
ly with us. 

We deployed the cruise and Per
shing. The Soviets walked out of the 
arms talks, but they are back and they 
are negotiating. They are proposing 
the complete elimination of European 
missiles on both sides-the very same 
proposal that President Reagan had 
made originally. 

The lesson of that foreign policy de
cision is that our resolve to be strong 
and our resolve to be firm, while pur
suing constructive negotiations, works. 
The lesson is that negotiations only 
succeed if we have the resolve to be 
strong. 

It is exactly the same in the case of 
Central America. If the Sandinistas 
believe that they can with impunity 
subvert their neighbors, repress their 
own people, increase the military 
buildup, and ignore the Contadora 
process, they will do so. We must pro
vide an incentive for them to negotiate 
in order to make diplomacy work. 

The President's request for $100 mil
lion would provide the contras with 
the capability and the confidence to 
make the Sandinistas realize that 
their only hope is to pursue the course 
of diplomacy rather than continuing 
their subversive and repressive actions. 

I have discussed the President's re
quests with a number of my col
leagues. They have asked the follow
ing questions: 

Is the United States serious about 
negotiations? If we look at the report 
accompanying this bill you will find 4 
pages; pages 19 to 22, the chronicle of 
the man~· efforts that the United 
States has made on the diplomatic 
front. Ambassador Philip Habib has 
just returned from a trip to Central 
America, and he has reported that 
those negotiations are continuing. 

What are our objectives in Central 
America. Do we have a plan? Absolute
ly. Our objectives are: First, to achieve 
internal reconciliation within Nicara
gua, and second, for Nicaragua to stop 
the threat that they pose to their 
neighbors. These objectives are not 
just our objectives. They are objec
tives of the neighboring Central Amer
ican countries. 

Do we have a right to insist that 
there internal dialog in Nicaragua? 
Absolutely yes. That government came 
into power based on a pledge to the 
Organization of American States that 
they would have free and fair elec
tions. Had we been told that they were 
going to implement a Cuban-style 
Communist state, they would not have 
gotten the support of the OAS. All we 
are asking is that the Government of 
Nicaragua live up to that original 
pledge. 

Why are the other Central American 
countries not supporting our aid for 
the Contras? They are. Those coun
tries understand the need for pressure 
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in order to make the negotiating proc
ess work. President Duarte of El Sal
vador has said that the Contras pro
vide a necessary and effective barrier 
to the threat that the Sandinistas 
pose to his country. 

As the gentleman from Illinois, the 
distinguished minority leader, indicat
ed earlier, the other Central American 
nations can't afford to be out in front 
and support our policy when they 
might then find that our lack of com
mitment pulls the rug out from under 
them. 

The gentleman from Wisconsin CMr. 
OBEY] asked the question: Can this 
policy be successful? There is no guar
antee that this program will be suc
cessful. But I can guarantee that if we 
do not pursue the support of the Con
tras at this time, the result will be cer
tain and far more tragic. If we do not 
continue the pressure on the Sandinis
tas to make the negotiating process 
work, the Sandinistas will crush their 
internal opposition, consolidate a 
Soviet-Cuban supported totalitarian 
state, and provide a Soviet base on the 
Isthmus of Central America threaten
ing not only their neighbors, but also 
the Western Hemisphere. 

As we pursue this debate, let me sug
gest that we ask ourselves: What is the 
outlook for Nicaragua and the Nicara
guan people if we do not support the 
President's request to keep the pres
sure on? What is the outlook for Cen
tral America if we do not support the 
President's request? Have we not 
learned our lesson that we need to be 
strong and we need to use incentives in 
order to make diplomacy work? 

Last year, we agreed that the Sandi
nistas present a problem to our Cen
tral American neighbors. Last year we 
agreed that we wanted to give diplo
macy a chance to work. 

This year we should agree also that 
diploma.cy in Central America will 
work only if the Sandinistas realize 
that their approach to repressing their 
own people and threatening their 
neighbors will not succeed. The Sandi
nistas must realize that, with the sup
port of the American people, the 
democratic opposition is a credible 
force and, the ref ore, negotiations 
toward internal reconciliation and a 
peaceful settlement in the region is 
their best hope. 

I urge all of my colleagues who want 
to see a diplomatic solution in Central 
America to support the President's re
quest for the $100 million of assistance 
to the Contras. 

Ms. FIEDLER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ZSCHAU. I am happy to yield to 
the gentlewoman from California. 

Ms. FIEDLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would just simply like to tell the gen
tleman how pleased I am that you 
have decided to vote with us on this 
particular issue, and I hope that many 
oth~r Members who have taken a dif-

f erent position in the past like you will 
listen carefully to the arguments 
which you have presented, ana that 
you will help to influence some of 
those because I think that the margin 
of victory tomorrow when we cast our 
vote will be by people like yourself 
who have had some questions in the 
past, who are willing to move forward 
in terms of providing this particular 
aid at this time. I hope that it will not 
be just limited to this aid, because I 
have a feeling we are going to need it 
for a very long time. Those of us from 
the State of California clearly recog
nize, as we see the inflow of refugees 
coming up through our borders, how 
important it is to provide this aid to 
the Contras in order to help establish 
democracy in Nicaragua. 

I would like to thank you for the 
vote that you will cast and work ag
gressively with you on the floor to 
make certain that your switched vote 
is not the only one, but there are 
others besides yours that we can count 
on. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time have we consumed on this 
side of the aisle? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Illinois CMr. MICHEL] consumed 
23 minutes and the gentleman from 
California CMr. ZscHAul consumed 11 
minutes. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Indiana CMr. JACOBS]. 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, before 
I discuss the merits of this policy 
issue, I want to say a few words about 
the smear campaign that was 
launched by the Subcommunicator of 
the White House, Mr. Buchanan. 

First I want to say that the gentle
man from Illinois, BOB MICHEL, the mi
nority leader, has a distinguished 
record both in the Congress and in the 
military, and I do not believe he would 
question the motives of any other 
Member of this body in taking a stand 
in any debate in this body. I especially 
want to single out my neighbor to the 
north in Indiana-polis, the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON]. You will 
not find a stronger advocate for the 
President's position than that of DAN 
BURTON of Indiana, and you will not 
find Mr. BURTON of Indiana casting as
persions upon the loyalty or the patri
otism of any Member of this body. 

But I hear it said from Mr. Buchan
an, whose biography says he was a sin
cere admirer of Joseph McCarthy-I 
suppose there is not much question 
about that anymore-I hear it said 
that those who think U.S. Military in
volvement in what General McArthur 
might have called the quicksands of 
Latin America, favor communism, 
favor the Sandinista government. It 
might be fair to ask what about our 
President who at one time was a 
strong supporter of the Contras in 
China, the Nationalist Chinese. Is the 

fact that our President has abandoned 
the Contras in the sense of their mili
tary struggle to overthrow the Com
munist government in China, does 
that mean that President Reagan is in 
sympathy with communism in China? 
Is the fact that President Reagan lob
bied Congress to pass a law that allows 
American firms, including his former 
employer, General Electric, to sell nu
clear technology to the Communist 
government in China, does that mean 
that President Reagan is in sympathy 
with the Communists in China? 
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This Member cast a vote against 

that law. I think it is unwise; but this 
Member is not saying that President 
Reagan is disloyal. What about the 
Contras in Cuba? Here is Nicaragua in 
our backyard, about 1,000 miles; here 
is Cuba in our frontyard, about 90 
miles. Here is Cuba for 25 years trying 
to export revolution to Latin America 
and South America. Here is Cuba; 
much stronger, much bigger, much 
more established than the Nicaragua 
Communists-getting nowhere fast in 
Latin America, except in the case of 
Somoza for whom Nicaraguans were 
willing to exchange anyone. 

Now, why is President Reagan not 
supporting the Contras in Cuba? 
Much stronger military power. I have 
an idea that even though they are 
much stronger than the Communists 
in Nicaragua, they are still not strong 
enough even to get our Marine Corps 
base to leave their own country. 

You may remember that ·cartoon, 
speaking of the Subcommunicator at 
the White House-you remember that 
cartoon of Mauldin's, where a fell ow is 
walking down the street in France 
with his fists doubled up, Willie saying 
to Joe: "He ain't no combat man, he's 
lookin' for a fight." 

Some people have said "war wimps"; 
some people have said even "warrior 
voyeurs"; some people have said 
"stateside bugle blowers," but this 
whole thing has brought out the poet 
in me, and I have paraphrased that 
famous verse from Judson Haggerty of 
Indianapolis. 
It talks a good fight, 
This bird from the right, 
But won't raise a feather to help 
When they go o'er the sea 
He has a bad knee 
And can only stay home and yelp. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I will read two 
quotations for you. One, on October 
21, 1964: 

We are not about to send American boys 
9,000 or 10,000 miles away from home to do 
what Asian boys ought to be doing for 
themselves.-President Lyndon Johnson 

July 20, 1966: 
More manpower will be required. • • • On 

the military front our troops under General 
Westmoreland are giving an excellent ac
count of themselves. • • • We shall persist. 
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We shall send General Westmoreland such 
men as he shall require and request. 

Here we go again. Gulf of Tonkin 
Day. 

They say if you want to find out 
what a cowboy will do when he gets 
drunk, you find out what he did the 
last time he got drunk. 

We ought to know by now that when 
they send the guns, it does not take 
long before they send the sons. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 additional minute to the gen
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. JACOBS. In the past century 
and a half our country, our beloved 
country, has invaded Central-Latin 
America a total of 60 times, according 
to the U.S. News & World Report. 

At the occasion of the Bay of Pigs 
invasion in Cuba, President Reagan 
and other colleagues of his called-I 
do not want to say that President 
Reagan specifically said that John F. 
Kennedy was a coward, but it was the 
general line of the right in this coun
try that John F. Kennedy was a 
coward; John F. Kennedy, disabled in 
World War II in battle, was a coward, 
they insisted, because he did not send 
American troops to back up the Con
tras in Cuba when they were failing. 

Well, if they criticized President 
Kennedy for not sending in troops to 
back up the Contras when they failed 
in Cuba, what do you suppose they 
will do themselves when these Somoza 
Contras fail in Nicaragua? 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JACOBS. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. The 
gentleman has a combat record in 
Korea second to none in this House, 
and we respect his point of view over 
here, and I would like to make the 
gentleman privy to our counsels over 
here on this debate today-not once, 
at the moment of highest frustration, 
have I ever heard one Member of my 
party disparage the patriotism of any 
single member of your great party 
that is in the majority in this House. 

We respect those viewpoints. There 
has been a lot of passion on the out
side, but the collegiality we hold to
gether in this House, I have never 
heard it breached. 

Mr. JACOBS. I thank the gentleman 
for his statement, I acknowledge what 
he says, I admire the gentleman be
cause I do not know anybody who is 
more sincere in his position; it is an 
honest. disagreement between the two 
of us. I do not know anybody who is 
more honest in his position and in 
those heavy emotions who has, I 
assume, not even been tempted to 
impugn the loyalty of any other 
Member, and I repeat my admiration 
for the decency of my colleague to the 
north in Indianapolis, Mr. BURTON, in 

whose district, by the way, I receive 
my mail, because my mailbox is across 
the road. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. MCCLOSKEY]. 

Mr. McCLOSKEY. Mr. ChairILan, I 
rise today in strong opposition to the 
request for $100 million in military 
and other aid to the Contra guerrillas. 

One does not have to be sympathetic 
to the increasingly repressive Sandi
nista-Marxist regime to realize the pri
mary issue on this vote is not whether 
or not one is opposed to that regime. 
We all lament its failures. The ques
tion is what is wise policy given our 
own diplomatic and security interests. 
Decent respect for the opinions of 
mankind and the lives and safety of 
untold thousands of people, largely in
nocent of the greater struggle, should 
also weigh heavily with us. 

This package is hardly necessary for 
our diplomatic or security interests. It 
off ends numerous allies, particularly 
in Latin America and Europe, and un
dercuts the Contradora process. This 
military aid request does not promise 
peace but only protracted military in
volvement and death, injury, disfigure
ment, and dismemberment of untold 
thousands. We should stand with the 
U.S. Catholic Conference and the Soci
ety of Jesus in rejecting this unwise 
package and more vigorously pursue a 
just peace. 

Mr. WALKER. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. McCLOSKEY. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. WALKER. Why would not we 
stand with the cardinal of the Catho
lic Church in Nicaragua who is very 
firmly opposed to that which is going 
on within his own country, and be
lieves that we need to have a demo
cratic resistance within that country? 

Why would the gentleman mention 
the groups that he did and not suggest 
that we ought to stand with Cardinal 
Obando y Bravo. 

Mr. McCLOSKEY. I would tell the 
worthy gentleman from Pennsylvania 
that in any broad, diverse and to some 
degree pluralistic group there is going 
to be a difference of opinion on these 
issues; indeed as is the case on both 
sides of the House floor today. 

The simple fact is that there is 
strong religious community sentiment, 
particularly in the United States; 
Catholic, Evangelical, and otherwise, 
including very definite and detailed 
statements from the Society of Jesus 
and the U.S. Catholic Conference who 
have contacted my office. The cardinal 
has not. They sincerely hold that 
viewpoint. 

Mr. WALKER. Will the gentleman 
yield further? 

Mr. MCCLOSKEY. Yes, I will. 
Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle

man. 

Is the gentleman aware that 95 per
cent of all the nuns and priests in the 
Catholic Church in Nicaragua stand 
with the cardinal? 

Mr. McCLOSKEY. I am not aware 
of that particular figure, and I would 
question its source. 

Mr. WALKER. Well, if the gentle
man will yield, it is the cardinal who 
told us that. 

Mr. McCLOSKEY. I am sure that is 
the cardinal's worthy view, but I have 
received dozens of reports otherwise 
from Maryknoll priests and nuns visit
ing Indiana, coming back from Central 
America. So I would say opinion on 
that is mixed. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
have no requests for time at present, 
and I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HILLIS]. 

Mr. HILLIS. Mr. Chairman, Presi
dent Reagan's request for $100 million 
from the present defense budget in 
military and humanitarian assistance 
to Contra forces in Nicaragua is un
doubtedly one of the most controver
sial requests which an American Presi
dent has made during the last decade. 
The decision which this Congress 
makes on House Joint Resolution 540 
will have great political and military 
repercussions during this and forth
coming generations. 

It is not coincidental that one of the 
most important military decisions 
reached by any President in the 
second half of this century involved 
this same area of the world. The 
action which President John F. Ken
nedy took to contain what he deter
mined to be an unacceptable risk to 
the security of this hemisphere stands 
as one of the most courageous acts 
which a modem President has ever 
taken. President Kennedy's convic
tions and courage set the tone for for
eign policy decisions made by the 
United States and the Soviet Union 
for much of the cold war era. His deci
siveness and willingness to confront 
and deal with the unacceptable has 
been hailed by historians as an histori
cal turning point, and rightly so. It 
put an end to one grave Soviet inter
vention in our hemisphere. 

President Reagan's request for 
Contra assistance bears many of the 
same characteristics of this earlier de
cision. It will also set the tone for our 
foreign policy for the coming decade. 
It is in essence a confrontation of the 
superpowers-1980's style. It is not as 
dramatic or perhaps as clearly defined 
as our earlier confrontation over 
Cuban missiles; but nevertheless it 
deals with and involves a long-term 
threat to our hemisphere. My col
leagues, make no mistake about it: 
The Soviet Union is following the 
action which we will take in this Con
gress just as closely as it followed the 
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responses taken by President Kennedy 
and our Government in 1962. 

Once again, the U .S.S.R. is attempt
ing to establish a Soviet center of in
fluence on the mainland of the Ameri
cas where it can by proxy, create and 
support subversion in Central and 
South American countries. It is an old 
and familiar pattern. If the Soviets are 
successful in this threat, they will di
rectly affect the stability and integrity 
of a number of fragile regional democ
racies, some of which with our encour
agement have very recent beginnings. 
Ten years ago less than one-third of 
Latin American people lived under 
democratic governments; now this 
figure is over 90 percent. Are we will
ing to expose these people to the risks 
of Daniel Ortega's subversive govern
ment? 

It is no secret that Nicaraguan Presi
dent Daniel Ortega has invited a sub
stantial number of subversive groups 
to use his country as a base for their 
future operations. These groups in
clude 200 Soviet and 7 ,500 Cuban advi
sors. There are also advisors from East 
Germany, Bulgaria, and Libya. And 
these are just for openers. Joining in 
the broad effort to solidify a Commu
nist beachhead in Nicaragua are agita
tors. From the PLO, Basqueeta terror
ists, the German Baader-Meinhoff 
Gang, the Argentine Montoneros, and 
the Italian Red Brigades. The effect 
which activities supported by the San
dinistas have had is already evident. 
They include a continuing number of 
subversive actions in El Salvador, Hon
duras, Costa Rica, and Colombia. It is 
their every intention that Marxism be 
on the march throughout the Ameri
cas. 

We must convince Daniel Ortega 
and his Soviet sponsors that we will 
not allow this to continue. He must be 
convinced to include democratic ele
ments in his government. 
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Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HILLIS. I would be happy to 

yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 
Mr. KASICH. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
Mr. Chairman, I think the gentle

man makes a very important point. 
We had a speaker here not long ago 
who talked about the fact that the 
Cubans have been trying to foment 
revolution throughout Central Amer
ica. But would the gentleman agree 
that we have got Cubans present in 
Nicaragua, we have Cubans fighting in 
Angola, Cubans fighting in Ethiopia? 
So there is a very high price to pay 
when the Soviets dump the kind of 
money and support into Nicaragua 
that they have dumped into Cuba. 
What the gentleman points out is the 
overwhelming support from the Soviet 
bloc people. 

Does not the gentleman believe that 
with that kind of tremendous support 
of the Soviet bloc that there is a price 
to pay on the part of Nicaragua in 
terms of taking orders from the Soviet 
Union just like the Cubans have in 
sending their people to Angola and 
Ethiopia and Nicaragua to be the van
guard of the Soviet Union? 

Mr. HILLIS. That is very true, and I 
appreciate the contribution of the gen
tleman on that point. 

I want to proceed by saying that not 
surprisingly, in another area, the San
dinista record on human rights has 
not been encouraging. Since the 
Cubans arrived in 1979 we have wit
nessed the steady erosion of basic 
human and civil rights-in essence, ex
changing a rightwing dictatorship for 
a leftwing dictatorship. Since then 
censorship has been imposed, elections 
postponed, an opposition leader mur
dered, and Indian villages burned. The 
Pope was insulted at the same time 
that church leaders were being at
tacked. After a dubious election, gen
eral civil rights were suspended. It can 
only be imagined what the future 
human rights policy of Daniel Ortega 
will be if the Contras are defeated. 

Our Government has encouraged 
President Ortega to comply with his 
government's stated objective in 
1979-the creation of democratic gov
ernment. We supported Nicaragua 
with foreign assistance after the over
throw of Somoza. After over 6 years it 
has become clear that Daniel Ortega 
will only include democratic elements 
in his government if military actions 
by the Contras force him to do so. 

The Contras cannot do this without 
our help. Since 1981 Nicaragua has re
ceived more than half a billion dollars 
of Soviet military assistance. In the 
period between mid-1984 and early 
1985 the number of tanks and armored 
personnel carriers increased from 240 
to more than 340. Large numbers of 
artillery have been added to Nicara
gua's arsenal, including 24 Howitzers 
which can fire a 96-pound shell almost 
11 miles. Support units consisting of a 
multitude of trucks and other vehicles 
have been given to the Sandinistas. In 
addition, an advanced radar air de
fense system has been installed, as 
well as a number of airfield facilities. 
Nicaragua recently received from five 
to eight MI-24/HINK D attack heli
copters. These "flying tanks" are 
equipped with a nose-mounted Gat
ling-type machinegun and can carry 
130 57-millimeter rockets. This heli
copter, used by the Soviets in Afghani
stan, is one of the most advanced in 
the world. It has had a devastating 
effect on Contras forces. During this 
period the United States has only pro
vided minimal amounts of humanitari
an assistance. You cannot win a war 
against MI-24/HIND D attack helicop
ters with humanitarian assistance. 

Our objective must be to support the 
efforts of the Contras to include 
democratic elements in the Nicara
guan Government. There has never 
been a single instance in history where 
a Communist government has become 
democratic peacefully. The effect of 
any delay in providing American as
sistance will only be greater blood
shed, and perhaps the loss of the best 
opportunity there is for the establish
ment of a democratic government. 

In closing, it is frequently claimed 
that our approval of $100 million of 
assistance to the Contras will lead us 
into a Vietnam style conflict. As a 
long-time member of the House Armed 
Services Committee, who has wit
nessed the continuing legacy of this 
conflict, I can assure you that I would 
not favor approval of the President's 
request if I felt that this would occur. 

I would rather suggest that if the 
Contras are not successful in persuad
ing President Ortega to include demo
cratic elements in his government that 
the resulting consolidation of Sandi
nista power will result in a powerful 
destabilizing force in Central and 
South America. The importance which 
this could have to democracies in our 
hemisphere cannot be overempha
sized. Given time, this could lead to a 
number of regional conflicts which the 
United States could not ignore, with 
consequences far greater than that of 
Vietnam. 

I thus urge you to support House 
Joint Resolution 540. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILLIS. I would be happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I simply want to rise 
and compliment the gentleman for his 
outstanding statement. He is a very 
important member of the Committee 
on Armed Services. I just hope the 
Members listened very carefully to 
what he had to say. I think it has been 
very helpful. 

Ms. FIEDLER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILLIS. I yield to the gentle
woman from California. 

Ms. FIEDLER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, is the gentleman 
trying to tell us that the tools of nego
tiation are not helicopters, guns, and 
other weapons which are coming in in 
massive numbers into Nicaragua, that 
the gentleman does not believe that 
those weapons are coming into that 
country for the good of creating a 
peaceful environment there? 

Mr. HILLIS. To answer the gentle
woman, of course they are not. They 
are brought in not only to protect the 
Sandinista government but I think to 
export tlle march of communism 
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throughout the Americas, there can be 
no question about it. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Connecticut CMr. McKINNEY]. 

Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, it is 
very interesting for me to be standing 
on this side of the floor for the first 
time in 16 years. It is amazing to me 
that they say the mark of a true de
mocracy is the civility with which we 
conduct our disagreements. 

I disagree with the President of the 
United States on his request for aid to 
the Contras. 

Where is Nicaragua going to 
expand? Is it going to expand to Hon
duras with $30 million worth of Ameri
can fortifications? Is it going to 
expand to the south into Costa Rica, 
one of the greatest free nations of 
Central America, and irritate all of 
Central and South America as well as 
the Western World? Or is a nation not 
quite the size of New York State, 
going to attack the United States? It is 
not. 

What makes communism is really 
the basis of this argument. What does 
make communism? 

You know, we argued in this place 
about the Panama Canal for most of 
my first 10 years here. The Panama 
Canal was like a sore to most Central 
Americans and we made it a bigger 
and bigger sore. 

Now every time some radical kook, 
some Daniel Ortega, some person of 
that ilk stands up and says, "Look at 
the United States," he seems to be 
proven right by our very actions. 

It is wrong not to exhaust all diplo
matic channels before exercising a 
military option. We are, by our ac
tions, by our statements, and by our 
movements, making more Communists 
in Central and South America than 
Mr. Ortega can possibly make. 

We also are being distracted from 
bigger problems. I happen to love 
Mexico. I think it is a beautiful, beau
tiful country, but it has monstrously 
big economic and internal problems, 
and we are being distracted from those 
problems. 

Then I have to ask myself who am I 
being asked to back? Who? 

The three gentleman that used to be 
with that great Nicaraguan by the 
name of Mr. Somoza that visited my 
office? I am told that these are free
dom fighters. Freedom for who? The 
Contras do not have the popular sup
port of the Nicaraguan people. Who 
elected them? And who do they repre
sent? 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKINNEY. No, I will not yield. 
It has been a very difficult debate. 

Mr. DELAY. Would the gentleman 
name the three gentlemen? 

Mr. McKINNEY. I do not remember 
the names. 

Mr. Cruz, I think, was one of them. 

Let us leave it simply by saying, 
whether they were anti-Somoza or 
pro-Somoza, why eight months before 
the downfall of Mr. Somoza were we 
not so interested in overthrowing him 
as we are Mr. Ortega? Mr. Chairman, 
my time unfortunately has expired. 

As I say, civility of disagreement is a 
great part of democracy. 

Thank you. 
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
West Virginia [Mr. WISE]. 

Mr. WISE. I thank the Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman, after much examina

tion and reexamination, because each 
year this question comes up, each year 
we have to ask where we have been 
and where we are going; each Member 
I know goes through the same process. 

But I have come to the conclusion 
that it would be wrong to support the 
President's request to give $100 million 
of which $70 million would be direct 
military aid to the Contras. I arrive at 
that decision with several of the fol
lowing facts and reasonings: First, that 
our allies in the region themselves 
have opposed this U.S. military aid to 
the Contras; not only the four Conta
dora nations but four other nations in 
the region have urged rejection. And I 
know the arguments are made that 
there is private acceptance of it even 
though there is public rejection. Yet I 
have not heard any of that private ac
ceptance. 

Indeed, all I have seen is the Presi
dent of Costa Rica saying-I will not 
yield at this time. I am well aware of 
the letter of the gentleman. Thank 
you very much. But as I say, I will not 
yield; what I have heard instead is 
from the President of Costa Rica that 
"If you have $100 million, there is a 
lot more use to put it to than giving it 
to the Contras." 

I look at the fact that the Contras 
have simply not proven to be an effec
tive fighting force, perhaps because 
they have not gotten the material 
they need, some would argue, but I 
have to look at the fact that during 
the Somoza regime 6,000 guerrillas, 
some Sandinistas, some from a wider 
base, overthrew an unpopular regime. 
I look today at 1986 and I see 15,000 to 
20,000 guerrillas not able to do so, 
indeed for the most part cannot oper
ate within the country. Why is that? I 
have to conclude that it is lack of pop
ular support, not that the Nicaraguan 
people are endorsing the Sandinistas 
by any extent but they are also saying 
we do not see the Contras as an ac
ceptable or viable alternative. 
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Finally, I do not see that the admin

istration has identified a clear purpose 
for this aid. They say the argument 
initially was to stop the flow of arms 
sales to El Salvador. That is no longer 
the argument. The argument now is 
that we need to pressure for democrat-

ic reforms. And then finally the 
reason is given that the national secu
rity of the United States is threatened. 

Ladies and gentlemen, make no mis
take about it, if the national security 
of this country is threatened, if indeed 
there is a Soviet menace in Nicaragua, 
then this country will have to take its 
own steps to deal with that. It cannot 
depend upon rented guerrillas. 

Ladies and gentlemen, that is an im
portant question here. To what extent 
is there Soviet interference? If there is 
Soviet involvement, if there is Soviet 
military equipment being placed, then 
once again we cannot depend on 
others to take care of that situation 
for us. 

One thing that goes ignored is that 
the President's request asks for more 
than money. The President's request 
would lift the prohibition against 
using American military advisers to 
work with Contra units. And so we 
begin to walk down that road. 

Finally, I ask, what is the barometer 
about which we say the Sandinistas 
are worse than someone else? Is it dic
tatorship? Is it repression? Is it the 
fact they brutalize the Miskito Indi
ans, which they have? I would suggest 
that there are many other nations 
that we need to be applying that crite
ria to. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge rejection of 
this request. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute tC' the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. EDWARDS]. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 
If the gentleman who just spoke will 

stay down here, I would like to pose 
just one question. 

The gentleman says that he is not 
aware of any of the private assurances 
by.the leaders in Central America that 
they do wish to continue this pressure 
on the Sandinistas. I wonder if the 
gentleman could inform the House 
which Presidents of which Central 
American countries he has met pri
vately with and discussed that matter. 

Mr. WISE. If the gentleman will 
yield for a response, I did not meet pri
vately with officials like that. All I can 
go by is what I see and what I hear, 
and also the representations that are 
made by those representatives. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Chairman, I will tell the gentleman I 
have met personally and privately 
with the Presidents of most of the 
countries down there repeatedly, and 
for the gentleman to say he is not 
aware of these private assurances, it 
would be very easy to get them if the 
gentleman would make himself avail
able to listen to those arguments. 

Mr. WISE. What about the Presi
dent of Mexico? What about the Presi
dent of Costa Rica, for instance, for 
two? 
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Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Has 

the gentleman spoken privately to 
either of those gentlemen? 

Mr. WISE. Are they saying some
thing to the rest of the world? 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Of 
course, would not the gentleman? 
With the biggest military force in Cen
tral American history right next to 
you, would the gentleman say public
ly, "Go get them, guys"? 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman will yield, with whom has the 
gentleman spoken and will the gentle
man make that available? 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Yes. 
Here it is, right here. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. DORNAN]. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank my Republican 
leader. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to re
spond to two speakers ago, the distin
guished gentleman from our party 
from Connecticut CMr. McKINNEY]. 

Those three people that Mr. McKIN
NEY spoke about, coming to his office, 
two of them I asked to visit with STU. I 
do not think the gentleman is aware 
that those three gentlemen always 
fought Somoza; not "eventually," as 
Mr. McKINNEY stated. They were in 
the forefront of both the business and 
government sectors, in leadership roles 
against Mr. Somoza. Two of them 
went to prison for their Somoza oppo
sition. Be accurate, my colleagues, 
please don't do what PBS did last 
night. 

Point No. 2, the gentleman from 
Connecticut referred to Daniel Ortega, 
the Communist head of state, as a 
"radical kook." He may be a radical 
Communist but he is not a kook. On 
our side there may be a temptation to 
tJ\lk about Ortega's $3,500 purchase in 
New York of bulletproof designer 
glasses and his weird teaming with 
Donohue on the "Phil Donahue Show, 
but I hope Members resist trivializing 
these hard-core Communists." Mr. 
Ortega is a deadly serious Communist 
who with his eight fellow totalitarian 
commandantes has control of the Gov
ernment in Nicaragua. Ortega did not 
travel to Prime Minister Olof Palme's 
funeral as a radical kook. He went as 
the head of state of a Communist gov
ernment, a hero behind the iron cur
tain. 

He may have been a bank robber, 
and milk truck high jacker shooting 
up innocent truck drivers-two are 
still paralyzed-and he may never 
have heard a gun shot in anger against 
the Somoza regime in the hills or the 
villages, but he is a deadly serious 
leader of a sad tiny country that is a 
terrorist supporting malignancy in our 
hemisphere. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from California CMrs. BOXER). 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong opposition to the Contra aid 
package currently before us. 

Why should we spend $100 million
dollars needed so desperately in our 
country-to carry out a failing policy. 
The administration cannot even tell 
the Congress how supporting this 
package will translate into the desired 
goal of a democratic Nicaragua. 

There are various reasons Members 
have for supporting Contra aid. I 
would like to pose some of these rea
sons. 

Are you supporting this package be
cause you want to see the Sandinista 
government overthrown? 

If you are, then you better be ready 
to back up the President when he 
sends in the U.S. Marines, because 
that is the logical outcome of this 
policy. Nobody believes that the Con
tras can win, no matter how much aid 
we lavish upon them. And by removing 
the important prohibition on CIA or 
Defense Department involvement, this 
particular proposal raises the specter 
of American advisers working side by 
side with the Contras. American advis
ers have already been mentioned by 
the administration. This image should 
be frighteningly familiar to all those 
who clearly remember how our in
volvement began in Vietnam. 

Are you supporting this package be
cause you think it will cause the San
dinistas to stop their military buildup, 
remove restrictions on civil liberties, 
and send home all their foreign advis
ers? 

A simple dose of logic should dispel 
this belief. National reconciliation is 
achieved by diplomacy, not by guns. 
As long as we continue to aid the Con
tras, the Sandinistas have an excuse to 
rely on Soviet aid and restrict civil lib
erties. If anything, the policy of aiding 
the Contras has been counterproduc
tive. Negotiation is the only realistic 
way that we have of achieving these 
worthy goals. 

I am not alone in this conviction. 
Last month, the foreign ministers of 
the countries most involved in trying 
to curb Nicaragua's abuses-the Con
tadora countries and the Contadora 
support group-unanimously asked 
the President to stop aiding the Con
tras and to work for a negotiated set
tlement. 

Are you planning to vote for this 
proposal because you believe that the 
Contras are democratic-loving freedom 
fighters like our Founding Fathers? 

If this is the case, then I think you 
do our founders a grave disservice. 
The Contras are not freedom fighters; 
they are terrorists who carry out indis
criminate attacks on civilians. The 
Sandinistas are certainly not my idea 
of a model democracy. That's for sure. 
But they do have real and legitimate 
opposition in their own country. In 
the last election, members of the op
position won 36 seats; the church is 

not happy with their attitude and poli
cies and makes its opposition known. 
But the Nicaraguan people are not 
fooled; they know that a Contra victo
ry will likely result in a government 
run by such former Somocistas as Ri
cardo Lau, the man accused of plotting 
the assassination of Archibishop 
Romero of El Salvador, or Armando 
Lopez, former head of the Managua 
police forces at a time when that orga
nization was criticized by international 
human rights groups for committing 
torture and assassinations. The Nica
raguan people do not believe that the 
Contras are freedom fighters. Why 
should they support the Contras and 
bring back a regime that violated their 
human and economic rights for so 
many years under Somoza? 

It's hard to believe the President 
could call himself a Contra when 
recent documented reports have con
cluded that a major cocaine smuggling 
ring in the San Francisco Bay Area 
netted over $500,000 for Contra groups 
in Costa Rica. One of those convicted 
for smuggling stated that proceeds 
from the cocaine, "belonged to • • • 
the Contra revolution." President 
Reagan said in his television address 
that "every American parent con
cerned about the drug problem will be 
outraged to learn that top Nicaraguan 
officials are deeply involved in drug 
trafficking." I agree with him. Let us 
not give hard-earned American tax 
dollars to any drug smugglers, and the 
Contras are documented drug smug
glers. 

Finally, are you planning to vote yes 
on this proposal because you feel that 
the President deserves our support on 
all foreign policy issues and that on 
these issues we must be united? 

In that case, you are sanctioning one 
of the most vicious smear campaigns 
since the days of Joseph McCarthy. 
President Reagan and his henchman 
Pat Buchanan seek to portray anyone 
who votes against their wishes as anti
American. 

In conclusion, I ask you, Mr. Presi
dent, where are the negotiations that 
you promised us last year? Where is 
the commitment to Contadora that we 
hear about so often? Now we have 
Phillip Habib riding to the rescue. 
Where was Phillip Habib 6 months 
ago? Where was he when the Sandinis
tas offered to sign the Contadora 
accord in 1984? Maybe they were 
bluffing but we never even found out. 

I could go on and on. Let me end by 
saying that if you vote for this pack
age, you vote to throw $100 ·million 
down a bottomless hole; instead, we 
could spend it on our farmers, our 
homeless, our kids; you vote for the 
strong possibility of United States 
troops in Nicaragua-certainly Ameri
can advisers right away; you vote 
against the advice of an of our friends 
in the region; and you vote for an ad-
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ministration that will do anything, in
cluding impugn the motives of Mem
bers of Congress, to get what it wants. 

If we learned anything from the 
Philippines, it is that all the guns in 
the world cannot win over a people 
ready for democracy. Let us lead the 
fight for democracy in Nicaragua, not 
for continued bloodshed and killing. 

D 1145 
Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

4 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. HUNTER]. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it is interest
ing that a number of people on the 
other side are saying that the Contras 
cannot possibly win. And I simply 
wonder what would have happened if 
we had not believed that Corazon 
Aquino could win. And I think there 
are very few Members in this House 
who think that Cory Aquino could 
have won in the Philippines had the 
military not ultimately backed her. 

Negotiations, good wishes, good will 
could not have helped her win. But ul
timately the military went with her, 
and that allowed her to win. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. I have a short state
ment to make. I did not ask the gentle
woman to yield. 

Let me go, very briefly, to the drug 
question. 

The gentlewoman has spoken of a 
Federal court case in which a newspa
per alleges that there are sealed files 
that say that somebody who was 
caught with dope said, I was getting 
this dope for the Contras, which I 
think is a pretty self-serving state
ment. 

Let us go to some documented evi
dence that came out of hearings in the 
U.S. Congress. That documented evi
dence was to the effect-and this came 
from former Sandinista diplomat, An
tonio Farach, that FSLN Minister of 
Defense, one of the commandantes, 1 
of the 9 Somozas who now run Nicara
gua, Humberto Ortega, "was direc{,ly 
involved in trafficking of narcotics. 
International traffickers were offered 
use of Nicaraguan landing strips and 
facilities, and international travel doc
umentation issued by the Nicaraguan 
Office of Immigration. The Sandinis
tas justified involvement in the drug 
trade because it was destined for"-in 
the words of high-ranking communist 
officials in Nicaragua-"the youth of 
the United States, the youth of our 
enemies. The drugs were used as a po
litical weapon because in that way we 
were delivering a blow to our principal 
enemy." 

So I would say to the gentlewoman 
that if she is trying to make a compar
ison between this story that comes 
from sealed evidence, that comes from 
the triple hearsay that says that the 
my who was caught says he was going 

to give the money to the Contras, if 
you want to compare that to the docu
mented evidence that says that drug 
trafficking is an official policy of the 
Communist government in Nicaragua, 
you lose. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, I want to tell the gentleman that 
I certainly agree with what he said 
and add to it that Mr. Alvaro Baldizon, 
who was a high official in the Interior 
Ministry serving under Tomas Borge, 
described in a hearing here last week 
meetings he had with officials of the 
Ministry of Interior where they did 
confirm it was their policy, after he 
found out about it, and for two rea
sons, one, to raise money to finance es
pionage, and so on, and, second, as the 
gentleman has pointed out, as a direct 
arm and a direct threat against us. Of
ficial policy. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield to me on that 
point? 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, he also said that not only was 
Tomas Borge involved directly, but so 
was Humberto Ortega, the Defense 
Minister and, of course, the brother of 
Daniel Ortega, both of whom are part 
of the nine-member directorate of 
Sandinistas who actually run that 
country. And he pointed out that at 
one of the meetings where they dis
cussed this, there was a Cuban official 
who sat there and confirmed what 
they were doing and approved of it as 
official policy. 

The Secretary of State has made it abso
lutely clear to the leaders of the Democratic 
resistance that the United States will not give 
any financial assistance to anyone involved in 
drug trafficking. 

CIA and DEA confirm they have no informa
tion whatever to link the leadership or the 
membership of the F.D.N. to drug trafficking. 

The one known case of drug trafficking oc
curred in the group fighting in the Southern 
part of Nicaragua and is not receiving any 
United States assistance. 

The DEA confirms that the case referred to 
by Congresswoman BOXER involved a Nicara
guan, Enrique Zavallos, who was a member of 
a Colombian drug ring. The DEA further con
firms that the individual Enrique Zavallos later 
admitted to having lied about any connection 
with the Contras in Nicaragua, that he had 
only made up that story. 

Mr. HUNTER. I think it is important 
that we follow this up. 

Mr. Robelo is present in the Capitol 
today, one of the leaders, who, I am 
sure, everybody in this body feels to 
be a very decent person, a former San
dinista. And I would off er to every 
Member of this body who has a ques
tion, if there have been people involved 
in the Contra movement at lower 
levels, concededly by the other side, 
who have been involved in any drug 
smuggling whatsoever, I would ask any 

Member of this body to meet with Mr. 
Robelo-he is here this very minute
and find out what action he is taking 
with regard to this matter. And I think 
that most Members of this body will 
agree he is a decent person, he is 
against any involvement in narcotics. 
It is not their official policy. He will 
take swift and sure action. And that 
contrasts with the official policy of 
smuggling heroin and cocaine, destined 
for the veins of our children that exists 
with the Ortega brothers and the other 
commandantes in Managua. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from California C:Mrs. BOXER]. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the chairman. 
very much, because I was not able to 
get into the discussion, which I think 
was important, because let me just tell 
my good friend and colleague from 
California that the case that I am re
f erring to is a documented case not 
disputed by the U.S. attorney. It was 
picked up by the national press. It is 
documented as to the various Contra 
connections. And I think the point is 
here, I say to my colleagues, that we 
are not here debating giving money to 
the Sandinistas. I would not give any 
money to the Sandinistas. We are here 
debating giving money to the Contras. 
And before we give all this hard
earned taxpaper dollars, I think we 
need to know the truth. Maybe some 
people do not want to face the truth. 
And that is what this debate is about. 
The truth is the biggest drug bust in 
the west coast history took place in 
the bay area and involved a direct con
nection with the Contras. You do not 
like it, but you better hear it because 
it is documented and it is true. 

Mr. HUNTER. Does the gentlewom
an claim that Mr. Robelo was in
volved? 

Mrs. BOXER. The gentleman did 
not yield to me, and I would like to 
finish my statement. 

The gentleman made a point about 
Cory Aquino. If we learned anything 
from the Philippines, it is that all the 
guns in the world cannot win over a. 
people who are ready for democracy. 

So I think that we can fight for de
mocracy in Nicaragua, and we should 
fight for democracy in Nicaragua, but 
we should not vote for bloodshed and 
killing. That is not what brought de
mocracy to the Philippines, my friend. 
What brought it was the people yearn
ing for democracy. And all of the guns 
in the world cannot stop that. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Mis
sissippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY]. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in support of Contra aid. In 
my opinion, this is not a partisan polit
ical vote, and each Member will have 
to make up their own mind. 

If the President wants this responsi
bility, we should give it to him. Five 
hundred and thirty-five of us just 
cannot make foreign policy decisions. 
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This has to be done by the President 
of the United States. He says he needs 
$100 million to help bring democracy 
and stability to that part of the world. 
I am going to vote to give him that op
portunity. 

I do not know whether the aid will 
work or not. I do know that negotia
tions for 6 years have not worked. 
However, I think we should continue 
to negotiate, but also if the President, 
as our Commander in Chief, says he 
needs this military aid, I think that we 
should vote tomorrow and let him 
have it. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, last month, in 
February, I was in Honduras and Gua
temala, and I had the opportunity to 
meet with legislators in those two 
countries who had just been elected 
the first time. They were so proud 
that they now have democracies in 
Honduras and Guatemala and that 
they were elected by the people. We 
talked to them and they told us they 
were very, very concerned about what 
was taking place in Nicaragua. They 
are not going to get on the streets and 
shout this, but they told us that they 
support what the United States is 
trying to do to slow down communism 
in Nicaragua, and they were worried 
that communism could spread into 
their countries. 

The picture of freedom in Central 
America is really looking good, other 
than Nicaragua. When you look at the 
new democracies of El Salvador, Hon
duras and Guatemala, and then you 
say, "How can we help them?" Well, 
the President has told us how we can 
help. He wants this $100 million. 

I would like to close just by saying 
that I think we should do everything 
possible that we can to help those 
young democracies; and we have to do 
everything possible that we can to 
slow down communism wherever we 
can. 

So I certainly support Contra aid. I 
think it is a correct way to go. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 7 minutes to the gentleman from 
California CMr. DELLUMS]. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, later 
in the debate I will have an opportuni
ty as a member of the Armed Services 
Committee to debate this matter more 
extensively. But during the time that I 
have here, I would like to make two 
points. 

First, there has been a great deal of 
focus on the issue of communism, an 
idea. The point that I have always 
tried to make is that if you oppose an 
idea, how do you best challenge that 
idea? With a bigger bomb or bigger 
bullet or aid to the Contras? Or do you 
fight it with a better idea? 

I choose to believe that you must 
fight an idea with which you disagree 
with a better idea. 

Now, let us look at what our better 
idea is ostensibly all about: Commit
ment to democracy and constitutional 

law. The Constitution states that the 
Congress of the United States shall 
have the right to declare war. We 
know that this is not about interdict
ing supply lines. Even the President of 
the United States has abandoned all 
pretext of using that as a flimsy 
excuse for financing the Contras. 
They have stated it is our desire to 
overthrow, dislocate, et cetera, the 
government of the Sandinistas. So if 
our better idea is a commitment to 
this extraordinary document, stained 
yellow with age, that appears in one oi 
the buildings in this city, we are violat
ing it right here because we are not 
living within the context of our Con
stitution. 

Second, our Constitution states, in 
the first amendment, the right of free 
speech, but Members have stood up 
over the last several weeks to express 
their points of view in opposition to 
military aid to the Contras. What has 
been the response? They have been 
challenged as disloyal. Their patriot
ism, their basic citizenship has been 
challenged. They have been redbaited, 
intimidated, harassed, and harangued. 

But we are committed to a better 
idea, Mr. Chairman, commitment to 
the Constitution. But we have not 
lived up to the Constitution in terms 
of our war-making power, but we 
would rather do it through proxies. 

Third, there is the right of people to 
directly elect their representatives, 
and their representatives in turn have 
the right and the responsibility to ar
ticulate their points of view on given 
issues. But when Members stand up to 
assert their responsibility, their re
sponsibilities given to them in the 
Constitution of the United States, 
press conferences are called, people 
are challenged, they are pro-Commu
nist, they are anti-American, they are 
disloyal human beings because they do 
not walk in lock step. 

I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, that 
Nazi Germany of the 1930's was a 
nation where people walked in lock 
step. The great gift that we have been 
given in this democracy is the right 
for us to be able to express and assert 
a different point of view, and I assert 
that responsibility. I think anyone 
who challenges that right is challeng
ing the very notion of what a better 
idea ought to be about. 

But let us look at another better 
idea that we have, a commitment to 
the rule of law, Mr. Chairman. 

Remember the Boland amendment, 
where we passed the Boland amend
ment, very straight! orward, that no 
funds shall be used for the purposes of 
overthrowing the Government of Nica
ragua. Everyone could understand 
that very straightforward language. 

Do you know how the administra
tion interpreted that language? They 
said the operative WO"'ds are "for the 
purposes of. We have the money, but 
it is not our purpose to overthrow the 

Government of Nicaragua. But if we 
give it to another entity whose pur
pose it is to overthrow the govern
ment, we are in technical compliance 
with the law." 

Is that an example of a commitment 
to a better idea, when we can bend the 
rule of law, when we are saying to the 
world that we are a noble nation com
mitted not only to democracy and the 
Constitution but the rule of law and 
we show here we are prepared to vio
late it? 

We also have, Mr. Chairman, on the 
books, a law that is called the Neutral
ity Act. It says that we cannot finance 
an individual or group of individuals to 
attempt to overthrow a government 
with which we are at peace. We are 
not at war with the Nicaraguans. We 
have not declared war. We are in viola
tion of the Neutrality Act. 

I have felt so strongly about it, Mr. 
Chairman, that I have taken this 
matter up through a number of court 
procedures, and we have won on every 
single level. I am sure that some day it 
will get to the Supreme Court. But we 
are in violation of the rule of law. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, we are a 
nation committed to a different idea, a 
commitment to the sanity of the rule 
of international law. We are commit
ted to the rule of law, international 
law. But when the World Court said, 
"We have jurisdiction in this matter," 
what did we do? We did not respect 
that rule of law. We did not respect 
international law. We did not respect 
sanity. We walked away from the 
World Court, when we are saying from 
other podiums, in other situations, 
that we must respect the rule of inter
national law. 

The Contra aid, in terms of interna
tional law, also violates article 15 of 
the Organization of American States. 

Finally, I want to insert something 
else into this debate that we need to 
look at. No one, not even the Foreign 
Affairs Committee, has raised the 
question of the legal status of the 
Contras. There are only three things 
the Contras can be. First, they can be 
internal dissidents. They do not qual
ify as internal dissidents under the 
Geneva accords. If that is not what 
they are, the only two other things 
they can be are members of another 
country's armed forces. Are they our 
Armed Forces? If they do not qualify 
as that, the only other alternative is 
that they are mercenaries and terror
ists. 

0 1200 
Now, let me tell you why they do not 

qualify as internal dissidents. There 
are several specific reasons. Many of 
the Contras are not Nicaraguan na
tionals and cannot be classified as in
ternal dissidents. 

No. 2, the Contras operate under dis
unified leadership and are sometimes 
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directed by the CIA and other Ameri
can citizens. 

The Contras control no territory in 
Nicaragua where they can launch 
"sustained and concerted military op
erations." 

Finally, they launch their operations 
from outside Nicaragua. They do not 
qualify on the basis of international 
law as internal dissidents. 

Are they our Armed Forces and I ask 
you to answer that question. Are they 
terrorists and mercenaries? 

I ask you in the course of this debate 
to answer that question. Then we can 
have an honest debate. 

I believe that a better idea is some
thing more than a bigger bomb and 
aid to the Contras. It is a commitment 
to dialog, a p£:aceful and political solu
tion to the myriad problems that must 
and can be addressed. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Louisiana CMr. LIV
INGSTON]. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

The last speaker was rhetorical. He 
was eloquent and he was wrong. He 
has enumerated all of the many thou
sands of things that we in the United 
States have done wrong over the last 6 
years. We are to be ashamed of our
selves for the way we have conducted 
our foreign policy. 

He equated us with, or else he at 
least referred in his speech, to Nazi 
Germany. Well, as a matter of fact, 
there is some similarity about this 
debate and the issues behind this 
debate with what happened in that 
Nazi Germany, and it has nothing to 
do with United States foreign policy. 

Since 1979, Nicaragua has represent
ed a disappointment to all freedom 
loving people of the Western Hemi
sphere. When the Sandinista forces 
overthrew the Somoza government, 
there were broad promises of freedom 
and democracy and open elections and 
pluralist government and peace. In
stead, they have delivered nothing but 
the prospects of a Communist totali
tarian repression and aggression, the 
nature of which has taken root and 
dominated the economy and life blood 
of all the governments and nations in 
which communism has become en
't.renched, save one, with one excep
tion-Grenada, where the United 
States foreign policy had something to 
do with the turnabout of events. 

The type of domination that the 
Communist system imposes, the elimi
nation of all dissent and usurpation of 
all freedom and the imprisonment of 
the bodies and the minds and the souls 
of its victims, its people; all this is the 
type of thing that is happening in 
Nicaragua. And that is the type of 
thing that happened in Nazi Germany 
to which the gentleman ref erred. 

Witness the evolution of the Com
munist movement in Nicaragua from 

the moment the Sandinistas rose to 
power, despite their assurance that 
they were going to abide by all the 
promises that they made to the Orga
nization of American States when 
they took over; despite the fact that 
we gave them $120 million to get them 
on their way because we were glad to 
get rid of Somoza; despite the fact 
that we appealed to the World Bank 
to get them about $200 million in 
extra credits so that they could go 
along their way. 

See how they constricted and stran
gled the essence of liberty and inde
pendence in systematic fashion so that 
their people are deprived of liberty, 
the liberty which we enjoy and which 
enables people like my predecessor, 
the speaker before me, to get up here 
and rant and rave about how wrong we 
in the United States are. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, a 
point of order. I move that the gentle
man's words be taken down on the 
grounds that the gentleman has no 
right to characterize this gentleman's 
statement. I will be characterized by 
history, not by the gentleman in the 
well, and I want the gentleman's 
words taken down. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I will change 
only one word. I will withdraw the 
words "rant and rave" and say, "dis
cuss" how wrong we in the United 
States are. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for realizing that 
he made a serious error. I thank him 
very much. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I would certainly 
not want to overcharacterize the gen
tleman's statements, for whatever 
they may be. 

In 1979 and 1981, key ministries and 
government agencies were taken over 
by the Sandinista leaders, so that con
trol began to formulate in Nicaragua. 
Banks, exports, agricultural reform, 
were all nationalized. Businesses were 
confiscated. Homes were turned over 
to government offices. The press and 
the labor unions were restricted. The 
Sandinista militia was created. Mass 
organizations were created to control 
labor and students and neighbo:.. hoods 
so that people would report on their 
neighbors and make sure they were 
following the proper ideology. 

Elections were postponed, violating 
the promises to the OAS. The opposi
tion was harassed by press censorship 
and permission was denied to hold ral
lies. Opponents were reduced to a 
token role in the council of the state 
and military cooperation with Cuba 
and the Soviet Union was begun. 

Between 1982 and 1983, there was 
forced relocation of massive numbers 
of Indians, Miskito Indians, plus the 
Sandinistas declared a state of emer
gency which further curtailed the lib
erties of all their citizens. 

There was harassment of organized 
religion and the draft was started. 

There was expansion of the military 
and the Soviet bloc weapons began to 
arrive. 

The new political party formulated a 
law which laid the foundation for 
total FSLN control of the government. 

Between 1983 and 1985, there was an 
election held on November 4, 1984 
that was a total sham. It was unfair to 
its opposition. Four of the seven par
ties were Communist dominated and 
the others were totally intimidated 
into not presenting their case. The 
radio, the media, was totally dominat
ed and they were not permitted to sell 
their case. Two of those parties actual
ly withdrew from the elections. One 
was not even permitted to, 2nd when 
they stopped working, the government 
went around and put up their bill
boards anyway, before the election. 

They expanded their draft in the 
military. 

There were Soviet major arms deliv
ered at that time. In fact, to date some 
$500 million in armaments from the 
Soviet Union has come to Nicaragua, 
and another $700 million in economic 
aid from the Soviet Union has flowed 
into Nicaragua. 

The national assembly statutes se
verely limited the rights of opposition 
members. 

Then between May 1985 to the 
present, the pace of the consolidation 
was accelerated. There was imprison
ment, torture, and execution, which 
are rampant, and which I have dis
cussed in other special orders. 

On October 15, 1985, just 6 months 
ago, civil liberties of all the Nicara
guan people were suspended; censor
ship was strengthened. The opposition 
was additionally harassed and intimi
dated. The Sandinistas began ration
ing the basic commodities. 

Radio Catolico, the Catholic radio 
station, was closed down. 

The church newspaper, lglasio, was 
closed down. 

The religious, labor, and political 
leaders were interrogated under 
humiliating circumstances, and there 
was a forced draft of seminarians, 
which had never before existed in the 
history of the country even under 
Somoza. 

Under previous special orders, I have 
discussed the forced relocation of the 
Indians and the imprisonment, the 
torture, and the execution of citizens 
at the hands of the Sandinista govern
ment. 

Newsletters of political parties were 
for bidden, and so it goes on and on 
and on. 

So we have now in Nicaragua a sys
tematic entrenchment of a Marxist 
government on the shores of North 
America, only 1,000 miles south of my 
home in New Orleans, LA. 

The final conclusion could not be 
clearer. My colleagues, we have a con
solidated Communist state on our 
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doorstep close to our Southern borders 
on the same continent on which we all 
live and work and raise our children. 

Those Sandinistas, those Commu
nists, are closer to me in New Orleans 
than I am to New York City. The 
Soviet-Cuban style state borders 50 
percent of all our critical sealanes for 
imports and exports of all products 
that we bring into the country; as 
communism continues its expansion 
throughout Central America, millions 
of refugees will continue to pour into 
the United States, like they did taking 
nothing but the shirts off their backs 
on the boats that could not even float 
out to sea in South Vietnam. We are 
going to have to house them and 
clothe them and feed them and find 
them jobs, and also find the jobs for 
those they displace. We cannot afford 
a Nicaraguan-Soviet base. 

But most importantly, I heard the 
gentlewoman from California say that 
we are going to be sending our troops 
down there. What we who want to get 
support for the Contras, the freedom 
fighters in Nicaragua, who are Nicara
guan citizens, what we want today is 
to avoid sending our troops, and only 
provide a relatively small amount of 
money to let those people fight for 
freedom in their own country. If we 
fail to do that, it is an absolute cer
tainty that down the line some day, 
either next year, 5 years from now, 10 
years from now, not only will we be 
sending much greater amounts of 
money, but we will be sending our 
boys, our sons, on some unforeseen 
border to def end the security of the 
United States, to def end our citizens, 
and to spill their blood. 

I am the father of three sons, one 
aged 19, one 16, and one 13. I do not 
want to see any of them fight in Cen
tral America. For anybody to accuse 
us, who support the funding of the 
freedom fighters in Nicaragua, to say 
we want our sons to go to fight and die 
there, is absolutely insane. Those who 
keep the President of the United 
States from supporting these freedom
seeking people today in Nicaragua are 
guaranteeing that blood will be spilled 
unnecessarily in the future. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr.· Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

my friend and commend him for an 
excellent statement. 

I came on the floor and I heard my 
learned friend, the gentleman from 
California CMr. DELLUMS] discussing a 
very important issue, and that is the 
law, the law of what is going on down 
there and whether we are on the right 
side of international la.w or not. 

I would just like to add a small little 
bit to the mosaic of discussing the law 
by reading a couple of sentences from 
a document that I think all discussion 
of the law ought to commence with, 
and it says: 

We hold these truths to be self-~vident, 
that all men are created equal and that they 
are endowed by their creator with certain 
unalienable rights. Among these are life, lib
erty, and the pursuit of happiness. 

Now, here is the important part for 
our purposes: 

That to secure these rights, governments 
are instituted among men, deriving their 
just powers from the consent of the govern
ment, that whenever any form of govern
ment becomes destructive of these ends, it is 
the right of the people to alter or to abolish 
it and to institute new government. 

Now, I love those words, I think that 
justifies our own revolution against an 
existing government, the British 
Crown. 

Now, I suggest to you there is no 
law, international or otherwise, that 
justifies and ligitimates and validates 
the Soviet Union and its client states 
oppressing and tyrannizing their 
people and denying them an opportu
nity to change that government. 

They are illegitimate because they 
deny the consent of the governed. 

Now, the Rio Treaty, the U.N. Char
ter, all those documents which people 
who wish to accuse us of illegality 
point to, guarantee the right of self· 
defense and collective self-defense. 

I would suggest that if a government 
takes power by force and retains 
power by force and gets assistance 
from the Soviet Union, from Cuba, 
from Bulgaria, from the North Kore
ans, from the East Germans, from the 
Libyans, from the PLO, that certainly 
citizens of that country yearning to be 
free are entitled to some modicum of 
support from the free world. That is 
the law. That is the moral law. 

I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, 

the gentleman is correct and he is elo
quent as always. 

I would submit that to deny the 
President his request at this time 
would not only be bad politics, it 
would be terrible policy and it would 
jeopardize the future of all of us, our 
children and our grandchildren. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I think the gentleman in the well 
and the gentleman from Illinois CMr. 
HYDE] have raised one of the very rele
vant aspects to this debate and that is 
the legitimacy of the Communist gov
ernment in Nicaragua. In respect to 
that and in respect to a reply to my 
friend, the gentleman from Calif omia 
who wanted to talk about the drug 
connection, I would like to show the 
full House some photos that I think 
raise serious questions about the legiti
macy of the Communist government 
in Nicaragua. 

There is only to my knowledge one 
government in the world that has a 
governmental policy of exporting co-

caine to the children of America, with 
the possible exception of Cuba, and 
that is Nicaragua. 

These are photographs. This first 
photograph shows Pablo Escobar in a 
striped shirt, a Colombian Govern
ment official, supervising the loading 
of cocaine onto a United States bound 
C-123 transport plane at Nicaragua's 
Los Brasiles military airport. 

The second picture shows Federico 
Vaughn, a very high government offi
cial, the righthand man of Nicaraguan 
Interior Minister Tomas Borge, a high 
government official, loading cocaine 
for American children onto a U.S. 
bound C-123 transport plane at Los 
Brasiles military airport in Nicaragua. 

D 1215 
Mr. LIVINGSTON. So, if I may re

claim my time, this is not hearsay. 
This is photographic evidence of par
ticipation in drug running by the Nica
raguan officials. 

Mr. HUNTER. Yes. The point that I 
am making is this: That of the thou
sands and thousands of Contras who 
are in Nicaragua, I am sure that there 
are people, just as there are enlisted 
people and NCO's and officers in any 
armed struggle who do things that are 
abuses, I am sure that they can make 
a case that some of those people have 
done things that are illegal, whether it 
is involving drugs, involving abuses, or 
whatever. Every government has had 
that problem in any military confron
tation that has ever taken place. 

But there is only one government 
that has an official policy of exporting 
drugs to America's children, with the 
possible exception of Cuba, and that is 
Nicaragua. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I thank the gen
tleman for his point, and I yield back 
the balance of my time, Mr. Chair
man. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON] has 
consumed 15 minutes. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Oregon [Mr. WEAVER]. 

Mr. WEA VER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, this debate is clearly 
showing that President Reagan is di
viding the citizens of our Nation once 
again into hawks and doves, and for 
what purpose? To finance a band of 
cut-throat mercenaries in the jungles 
of Central America. 

Does the President understand the 
damage he and his associates, such as 
Pat Buchanan, do to our country by 
setting citizen against citizen, by ques
tioning the loyalty of those citizens 
who believe, as I do, that no U.S. tax 
money and no U.S. soldiers should be 
used to interfere in the conflicts of our 
Latin American neighbors? 

Our job here is to make our Nation 
strong, our people unified, our chil-
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dren fed, our youth educated, our 
workers employed, and our seniors 
secure. This task will not be fully un
dertaken if our energies, attention and 
money are diverted to foreign wars 
and our people divided into hostile 
camps, more concerned with criticizing 
each other on softness to communism 
or warmongering than on working to
gether to solve our problems here at 
home. 

The true strength of our Nation 
rests with union, not division. I asked 
the President to turn away from his 
obsession with Nicaragua and to pay 
attention to our own economy here at 
home. 

I was deeply disturbed to hear that 
great document, the Declaration of In
dependence, used in conjunction with 
the Contras in Honduras. We must re
member that the Contras are not in 
Nicaragua; they are in Honduras. 
They have no support in Nicaragua. 
They have taken no territory. The 
farmers and people there have given 
them no succor. Otherwise, they 
would be in villages and towns in Nica
ragua. To use that great document, 
the Declaration of Independence, to 
characterize the Contras of Nicaragua 
is, to me, a degradation of that docu
ment. That document stands for a 
free, noble, and decent people. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WEA VER. I would be glad to 
yield to my friend, the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. DELLUMS. I thank my col
league for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, a few moments ago 
we were given a lecture on the issue of 
international moral law which justifies 
taking on Nicaragua. I ask my col
leagues: Using the same analogy, why 
do we not attack the Soviet Union or 
China or Cuba? The response was that 
World War III would be detrimental, 
which precisely makes my point. 

The only place where we are pre
pared to challenge communism is in 
Third World countries where the 
people are black, brown, yellow, and 
red, and where there are problems of 
poverty and hunger and disease and 
starvation and death. 

That is the contradiction and that is 
the hypocrisy. We raise this big red 
menace only where we can beat up on 
nations like Grenada, 90,000 people, 
Nicaragua, one of the poorest nations 
of the world, but not these other coun
tries, these great Communist coun
tries, because we want to keep trading 
with them. We do not want to engage 
in World War III, so we intimidate 
these Third World countries, and that 
is the contradiction and that is the hy
pocrisy of this whole act that is taking 
place on the floor of this Congress 
today. 

Mr. WEAVER. I am reminded by 
this debate that my theme is on the 
unity of this country, that we need 

unity in this country and our people 
working together. I am reminded by 
this debate of a debate occurring in 
the House of Representatives 160 
years ago when Jim Madison was 
President of the United States and the 
war hawks led us into a war with Eng
land, a war of no purpose whatsoever, 
but because they stirred up the House, 
stirred up the people so much, we were 
led into that war, which hurt our 
Nation greatly. I say unify our Nation. 
Bring us together, Mr. President, and 
that is what the American people 
want. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arkansas [Mr. ALEXANDER]. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I have tried to follow 
events in Latin America since I came 
to Congress 18 years ago. During the 
last 5 years, I have paid particular at
tention to the U.S. policy and its 
impact on the region. 

I have no disagreement with the al
legations of the gentleman from Lou
isiana, the gentleman from Illinois, 
and the gentleman from Oklahoma, 
that there is a Marxist government in 
Nicaragua, and that that government 
is oppressing its people. But the Presi
dent of our country has had his policy 
in Central America for 5 ye&.rs. He has 
pretty well had his way for the time 
that he has occupied the White House. 

It may be of interest for Members to 
know that during the 5 years that Mr. 
Reagan has been in the White House, 
we have appropriated $3.4 billion in 
U.S. tax dollars in support of that 
policy. I would add that does not in
clude what the CIA may have spent, 
or the additional appropriations for 
military training in that region or 
moneys in addition to that which are 
unaccounted for. 

My question today is: What has U.S. 
policy wrought in Central America? 
What has the $3.4 billion-plus of in
vestments in U.S. tax dollars bought 
for us in Central America? 

Mr. Speaker, it has bought misman
agement and morass, even to the 
extent of providing almost $66 million 
in aid to the Marxist government in 
Nicaragua. Here it is in black and 
white. President Reagan's policy has 
supported the Communist government 
in Nicaragua. 

What else has it bought? It has 
bought a heavy economic burden in 
this country at a time when we are ex
periencing a serious budget crisis, at a 
time when our Government is saying 
no to the farmers, it is saying no to 
the students, it is saying no to the el
derly. Our elderly citizens are being 
cut from Older Americans assistance 
because of budgetary constraints, and 
we are being asked to give $100 million 
for the Contras in Central America. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I would be glad 
to engage in a debate on the gentle
man's time. 

Mr. Chairman, the policy has 
strengthened the Communist govern
ment in Nicaragua. It has forced out 
the moderates and prevented a politi
cal solution. 

Let me say one more thing, and I 
will yield to the gentleman. 

The policy has alienated our allies. 
The President of Mexico says that Mr. 
Reagan's policy is causing anger 
among the Latin American people, and 
the President of Colombia this past 
week said that the United States, like 
the Soviet Union and like Cuba, is 
interventionist in the Western Hemi
sphere, causing disrespect of our Gov
ernment among our allies. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I would be glad 
to yield to the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. HYDE. I thank my friend for 
yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, parenthetically, I 
have no respect for anyone who sees a 
moral equivalency between the Soviet 
Union and the United States. Bu~ the 
Reagan policies have developed a de
mocracy in Guatemala, for free elec
tions outstanding in El Salvador, a 
new democracy in Honduras. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairma11, I 
reclaim my time. I do not yield fur
ther. 

Democracy in Honduras began in 
1980 before Ronald Reagan became 
President. 

Mr. HYDE. And it is still there. 

D 1225 
Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 1 minute and 30 seconds to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. ED
WARDS]. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

I would like to respond to what the 
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. ALEX
ANDER] has said. First of all, I would 
like to correct the impression that the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIV
INGSTON] left earlier which suggests 
that the Sandinista government is so 
oppressive and so bad that it is out 
there without any friends at all, and 
that is simply not true. 

In fact, I would quote: "Libyan fight
ers, arms, and backing to the Nicara
guan people, have reached them be
cause they fight with us." That was 
Mr. Qadhafi. 

"Your enemies are our enemies," the 
Sandinistas were told by Yassar 
Arafat. 

"The most important event during 
the past 2 years in that region < Cen
tral America> undoubtedly is the San
dinista victory in Nicaragua and the 
way things are going, we will have an
other Cuba there." That is Vladimir 
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Chernyshev, the Soviet Ambassador to 
Brazil. 

So the gentleman was wrong. Nicara
gua does have friends. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. If the gentleman 
will yield, I will concede that. The gen
tleman is correct, they do have 
friends. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. I 
would like to respond to the gentle
man from Arkansas because what has 
happened in Central America is this: 
When I came to Congress, when Presi
dent Reagan went to the White House 
5 years ago, what we had throughout 
Central America was a host of repres
sive oligarchies, we had dictatorship, 
we had military rule. 

What we have in Central America 
today is the greatest spread of free
dom and democrP.cy seen in the west
ern world or anywhere in the world in 
our time, with one exception, one sole 
exception: Nicaragua. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. HUNTER]. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding me this time. 

I think the gentleman from Arkan
sas [Mr. ALExANDER] who just spoke 
has not characterized the situation 
correctly when he speaks about this 
reluctance that he sees on the part of 
Central American countries to support 
our policy or to support the freedom 
fighters in Nicaragua. 

Let me simply say that the President 
of Colombia is not angry at the United 
States for the assassinations and mur
ders of his Supreme Court Justices by 
weapons that were all traceable to the 
Sandinistas, to Nicaragua. 

Mr. Duarte is not angry at the 
United States of America for the kid
naping of his daughter. In fact, he 
blamed Mr. Ortega for helping to or
chestrate the terrorist activity that re
sulted in a member of his family being 
kidnaped. 

As a Congressman who borders 
Mexico and talks with a number of our 
friends in Mexico and other countries, 
let me tell the gentleman that most 
Members of this body realize that in 
private conversations, Central Ameri
can leaders say "the United States is 
the only hope for Central America, 
and now we have to go out and put a 
press release that will tell the world 
that I do not agree with America's 
policy because we are afraid." And 
that is the fact in Central America. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. BENNE'!Tl. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, years 
ago I lived in a town that had one high 
school 10 miles away from where I 
lived. I had a trolley car that took me 
every morning to school, and I can re
member, as I think about it, as I think 
about what is happening here today, I 
can remember when I had to make 
that trolley car, I would sometimes get 

on the block an.i see the trolley car 
going down the next block, and then I 
would figure maybe I can run fast 
enough to catch the trolley car, be
cause otherwise I would have to spend 
half of a day to hike to get to that 
high school. 

What I am worried about here today 
is this seems to me to be the last op
portunity for us to do something con
structive in this particular area. It 
seems to me if we do not do this par
ticular thing the President has asked, 
we are really saying forget it, we will 
try to hike those 10 or 15 miles to the 
high school. 

Now that may not be an illustration 
that means much to you because 
today young people in high school 
have automobiles. I owned my first 
automobile when I was almost 40 
years of age, and that was given to me 
by the Government at the end of 
World War II. So I came from a differ
ent era and we do a 1ot of things dif
ferent today, and we neither have had 
to hike or to catch the car. 

Today we have an opportunity to 
maybe do something important in our 
day. It is not very expensive. Actually 
$100 million sounds like a lot of 
money, but earlier this week, we gave 
$250 million to Ireland. There are 
counties around my area that are a lot 
worse off than Ireland is, and in many 
ways, and we did not flip an eyebrow 
about that. We have $100 million here 
that we are worrying about so much. 
There are reasons to do it, and there 
are some important reasons. First of 
all, there was an agreement by the 
Government of Nicaragua, the people, 
in the revolution that has occurred, 
that they would abide by democracy, 
they would abide by the Organization 
of American States' decision in this 
matter to move toward democracy, 
and the Sandinistas have not done 
that. So the purpose really of this 
money is to try to get an opportunity 
to have a dialog which will bring us to 
the fulfillment of the things that 
these people in Nicaragua have al
ready agreed to, and to have free elec
tions, or if you cannot have free elec
tions, at least not to export commu
nism. 

The international law matter has 
been dealt with here. That was a 
matter of grave concern to me in 1984 
and 1985 when this matter wa.c:i being 
considered. I introduced a resolution 
which went to the heart of this 
matter, and I presented it to the De
partment of State and to the White 
House. This resolution provides what 
is good, sound, international law and 
says that if our defense interests are 
imperiled that we can do something 
about it. We have a right to do so 
under every international law. 

There are ways to do this improper
ly, but the way in which the President 
has couched his terms in this matter is 
correct. Let us read what he said in 

presenting this to the Congress. He 
said: 

The actions by the United States . . . au
thorized by the approval of this request, are 
consistent with the right of the United 
States to defend itself .... Such actions are 
directed to achieving a comprehensive and a 
verifiable agreement among the countries of 
Central America, based upon the 1983 Con
tadora Document of Objectives, and inter
nal reconciliation within Nicaragua . . . 
without the use of force by the United 
States. 

That is the language that brings this 
particular bill to the floor. It is a good 
international law. It is a good moral 
law, but it is a good international law, 
and we have the preservation in this 
matter of not sending troops. 

There are limitations to the idea of 
freeing all or helping all freedom
fighting people throughout the world. 
We may not be able to do this. In the 
case of Hungary and Poland, our Gov
ernment, under President Eisenhower, 
decided that we were not able to do it. 
So there may be things that we cannot 
do. Certainly in this particular in
stance, it is something that is doable. 

People say why do you even worry 
about Nicaragua? Why do we worry 
about it? Certainly we do not worry 
about just it, because it is a country of 
3 million people, a very small piece of 
geography. What we are worried about 
is the Moscow/client relationship. 
That is what you worry about. That is 
what is imperiling America. 

Nicaragua doing it? Not a bit. Nica
ragua is a base for terrorism. Nicara
gua is a base for unlimited amounts of 
Soviet arms and munitions, and infil
tration into the countries around 
them. 

Think about the dismay in Mexico, a 
great country, a great sister country to 
our own, and yet how dismayed they 
are about their economic situation. 

The largest city in the world now is 
Mexico City, impoverished. A million 
and a half Mexicans come across the 
border every year into the United 
States. Very distressed, very upset, the 
very sort of government that the Rus
sians would like to take over. 

That client status with Moscow is 
the thing that is giving us reasons for 
apprehension. It is a real apprehen
sion. It is not a fuzzy thing. It is not a 
complicated thing that is hard to un
derstand. It is a real client relation
ship. The Russians are using Cuba 
today throughout the world. Cuba is 
almost a secondary, even a first type 
of nation today because of its client 
status with Moscow. Moscow is using 
Cuba and it will use Nicaragua the 
same way. 

Here on our own U.S. territory and 
very close to our own boundaries, we 
have this threat. To me it is just like 
that trolley car going down the street. 
We ought to catch up with it and we 
ought to do this. We ought to support 
the President. 
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Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. RANGEL]. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I wish 
some infantrymen could hear some of 
the debate that is going on here today. 
I served with the 2d Infantry Division 
in Korea, and when I was alerted in 
June of 1950 to stamp out the Commu
nist invasion of South Korea, I had 
not the slightest idea constitutionally 
or legally how I got over there. But 
having been a volunteer in the TJ .S. 
Army, I assumed that was a part of 
the obligation, and so I went under 
the United Nations mandate and re
ceived a Bronze Star and Purple Heart 
for valor. 

So those that believe which way I 
vote today might not put me on the 
right side of democracy, I do not have 
too much worry about that. 

But when the President and the Sec
retary of State talk about excising a 
cancer or wiping out a government, to 
those of us who have been involved in 
combat, and recognizing that when 
you have those type of political and in 
this case military objectives, that we 
believe that you do not talk in terms 
of $100 million, you talk in terms of 
getting on with the declaration of war 
and do what has to be done. Certainly 
if this small country is a threat to the 
most powerful country in the world, I 
would want the Armed Forces Com
mittee or the relevant committees to 
start talking about that rather than 
having us to believe that we do not 
think enough about our country to 
put it where it really should be, and 
that is with our military forces. 

I do not believe that there is anyone 
in the House that would want to send 
our American boys to Nicaragua. But 
if the threat is as real as people have 
said it is, I do not think that they 
want American democracy to be left in 
the hands of the Contras. 

But that is not why I came to the 
floor today. I came to the floor be
cause the President's silence about 
countries that produce drugs, allies of 
the United States, countries that have 
violated treaties with the United Na
tions, treaties with the United States, 
countries that we give money to, Peru, 
Bolivia, Columbia, Mexico, it always 
amazed me why the Secretary of State 
and the President, and really Ambas
sador Kirkpatrick, and to a limited 
extent our new Ambassador was 
always so silent in terms of criticizing 
these countries. 

In any event, when the President 
spoke about drug trafficking in Nicara
gua, I immediately, as chairman of the 
Select Narcotics Committee, tried to 
find out where those pictures came 
from and what they were about. And 
it turns out that the drug agency, the 
Drug Administration, rebuts the 
Reagan charge. The drug agents indi
cate that there is no proof that Nica
raguan leaders are traffickers, and I 

ref er to Assistant Secretary of State 
John Thomas' testimony before the 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs 
on March 11, 1986, where he indicates 
it is almost impossible to gather accu
rate information on a continuing basis. 
The Sandinistas officially have denied 
all of the allegations, and that it ap
pears as though the one aide to one of 
the officials actually was indicted in 
Florida. 

I am suggesting that if we believe 
that trafficking is taking place in Nica
ragua, we ought to take a hard look 
and see what is happening in Mexico, 
because we would send in the entire 
Armed Forces if it warrants sending 
$100 million to Nicaragua. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. LAGOMARSINO]. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I would say to 
the gentleman from New York, for 
whom I have the highest respect, that 
the difference between the countries 
he mentioned, Peru, Colombia, et al., 
and Nicaragua js that there is no alle
gation, never has been, that the coun
tries he mentioned were sending drugs 
or facilitating the sending of drugs as 
part of the official government policy, 
whereas there is direct testimony from 
a former high official in the Nicara
guan Interior Ministry, Alvaro Baldi
zon, who has been here and who testi
fied before the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs Task Force on International 
Narcotics Control last week that was 
official Nicaraguan Government 
policy. 

I would point out that at that same 
meeting, Thomas J. Byrne, Deputy As
sistant Administrator for Intelligence, 
Drug Enforcement Administration re
f erring to the investigation they made 
as a result of this investigation, 12 per
sons, including a Nicaraguan national, 
were indicted in the Southern District 
of Florida, and he mentioned them, in
cluding the Nicaraguan, Frederico 
Vaughn, aide to the Nicaraguan Minis
ter of the Interior, Thomas Borge. 
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To date, four of the defendants have 

pleaded guilty. One more was tried 
and found guilty of that charge. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Nevada [Mrs. VUCANOVICH]. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in support of this resolution. I 
was one of nine Members of Congress 
who spent the weekend in Nicaragua, 
and we had the opportunity to meet 
with Vice President Sergio Ramirez, 
the vice president of the Sandinistas, 
and also Mr. Tinoco, who was the 
Deputy Foreign Minister, and Mr. 
Saul Arana, who is the leader of the 
North American Desk. 

We also met with the Permanent 
Commission on Human Rights, and we 
met with Cardinal Obando y Bravo; we 
met with the owners and editors of La 

Prensa, and we met with labor leaders, 
and members of the opposition par
ties. 

My impression, on meeting with the 
Sandinista acting president, Mr. Rami
rez, was first that he was lying to us; 
and second, that he was visibly irritat
ed at having to meet with us at all. 

Later, after we left, it was quoted in 
one of the pro-government papers that 
the only reason he met with us was be
cause he felt that, if not, it would be 
used against them in their fight to 
keep away from getting aid to the 
Contras. 

One of the most blatant lies that he 
told when he first met with us was 
that they were a non-allied nation, 
and that it was pure propaganda that 
they were a Marxist-Leninist country. 

We asked him about Cuban pilots 
flying the Soviet-made helicopters, 
and he said, "No Cubans fly our 
planes." 

He also stated that the Sandinistas, 
the Communists, did not begin receiv
ing arms from Cuba or the Soviets 
until they were faced with external ag
gression. He denied that they were ex
porting arms or violence, and it contin
ued when we talked to him about the 
political prisons in Nicaragua. 

First he said that there were no pris
ons, and then he changed to say there 
were no clandestine prisons. He was 
arrogant and tyrannical when we 
talked about free elections which has 
been promised to the people and he 
said, the party was preparing a new 
constitution and they would get 
around to holding elections. And he 
said that they were elected until 1991. 
When he was corrected and told it was 
until 1990, he just shrugged, as if it 
really did not make any difference. 

When we tried to talk to him about 
a dialog of their ref us al to sign on the 
Contadora process, he responded, 
saying: "Don't ask me any complex 
questions, only ask questions that we 
can answer with a yes or with a no." 

In talking with the leader of the Nic
araguan version of the chamber of 
commerce about what would happen if 
the U.S. Congress decided not to help 
the Contras, he begged us to decide. 
He said, "Please don't delay. Don't 
bleed it out. If you're not going to help 
us, tell us so that we can simply suc
cumb to slavery." 

Believe me, time is on the side of the 
Sandinistas. The Communists will 
agree to negotiation or anything else 
which will delay aid to the Contras, 
buying time so that they can continue 
to crush the opposition. I am con
vinced that if we withhold this aid to 
the Contras, we will have provided an
other Soviet government on our 
shores just as we have in Cuba. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Oregon [Mr. AUCOIN]. 
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Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Chairman, I've 

never been a fan of the Sandinistas. In 
1979, after the Nicaraguan revolution, 
I voted against President Carter's for
eign aid request for the new govern
ment. Given what's happened since
censorship, crackdowns on freedom of 
speech and religion-I like them even 
less. 

But the question isn't whether the 
Sandinistas deserve an award for con
geniality. 

The question is whether another 
$100 million in military aid to the Con
tras will somehow transform that gov
ernment into a citadel of democracy. 

The questic.n is whether we should 
be taking $10,000 per Contra out of 
the Treasury at a time when farm 
export programs are being cut. When 
public schools in Oregon don't have 
enough money to keep their doors 
open. When economic development 
programs are going begging. 

The answer is no. 
I've got the facts to back up my deci

sion. I'm on the Appropriations De
fense Subcommittee, which oversees 
the CIA. I've had the briefings, seen 
the classified photos. And I'm con
vinced the administration path is 
p~.ved with thorns. 

The White House doesn't want to 
lead the Sandinistas to the negotiating 
table. They want to lead them out of 
Nicaragua. As Donald Regan has made 
clear, the White House goal is over
throw. 

We know the Sandinistas are no Boy 
Scouts, but neither are some other 
governments. South Africa has a re
pressive regime. So does South Korea. 
If the use of subversive force is to be 
America's answer to all governments 
we find offensive, then why, for in
stance, are we financing no Contras in 
South Africa to liberate the downtrod
den blacks in that racist, repressive 
country? 

Is it because the administration is 
soft on racism? Or is it because the use 
of covert wars in every country we dis
agree with is impractical, not to men
tion illegal. 

Yet, the White House has chosen 
war over negotiations for the Sandinis
tas. And they're pulling out all the 
stops to win these funds. 

The administration is, unbelievably, 
trying to steal this $100 million from 
U.S. ammunition accounts, which are 
already in short supply and critical to 
U.S. readiness. 

President Reagan speaks of the fall 
of Mexico and the domino sta.tes in 
Central America. He warns of a sea of 
Communist red lapping at the borders 
of Texas. But these scare tactics won't 
work. 

Now, though the CIA created a 
Contra civilian corps for political 
cover, there's no hiding the fact that 
former Somocistas run the Contra 
military operation; 9 out of 10 mem-

bers of the Contra general staff are 
former Somoza henchmen. 

Nicaraguans remember Somoza, 
though the administration is trying 
hard to forget. The White House has 
papered over the Somoza connection, 
creating new identities for the Con
tras. "Freedom fighters." Distant cous
ins of the French Resistance. Descend
ants of Valley Forge. Who's fooling 
whom? 

The Contras can't win because they 
lack popular support as well as sup
port in the Southern Hemisphere. The 
majority of the so-called domino coun
tries oppose the Contra aid request. 

The White House whispers that 
Central American leaders are afraid to 
speak out, cowed by the Sandinista 
military machine. That's absurd. Re
buffing U.S. assistanc~. the Contadora 
nations have consistently called for 
negotiations. 

Mr. Chairman, frightened people 
don't ask for peace talks when they 
could have guns instead. 

The truth of the matter is that the 
White House adamantly opposes re
gional negotiations that could prohibit 
foreign military bases, advisers, or 
troops in Central America, the goals 
they profess to want. 

Though there's no hope the Contras 
will succeed, the White House keeps 
sounding the call to arms. Not with 
our boys-yet. Full use of American 
troops will happen, they claim, only if 
Congress doesn't approve this request. 

Mr. Chairman, it's not a case of 
either-or. If we approve this plan, it's 
a question of when. 

The White House has already let 
slip that the Green Berets are part of 
the $100 million package deal for 
training now. Down the road, who 
knows? There are no conditions on 
military aid or training of any kind in 
this request. 

If the administration wants to pull 
out all the stops to overthrow the San
dinista government, let them say so. 
And let them work to build support 
for direct U.S. involvement. But let's 
stop claiming that $100 million is the 
magic number that will buy peace for 
Central America. 

If U.S. military pressure alone could 
do the trick the Sandinistas would be 
holding open elections right now. 

For nearly 3 years, the United States 
has had 6,000 troops on training exer
cises in Honduras. We've constructed 
permanent military installations. 
We've pumped up the Salvadoran and 
Honduran Armed Forces, offered mili
tary aid to Costa Rica and Guatemala. 
We've mined Nicaraguan harbors, em
bargoed sugar exports and used the 
Contras to disrupt coffee harvests. 

And, Mr. Chairman, the Sandinistas 
are still there. If we approve this aid 
they'll still be there. But where will we 
be? 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. BURTON]. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, my colleague from Arkansas indi
cated a while ago that-as well as 
some of his colleagues-that President 
Reagan's policy was a failed policy. 

I might remind them that for 18 
months, the majority in this House 
was instrumental in getting aid cut off 
from the freedom fighters down there, 
and yet they grew. If there is anything 
that is a failed policy down there, it is 
the policy of the majority in letting 
these funds be stopped, thus encourag
ing the Soviets, Cubans, and Nicara
guans to increase the repression of the 
people of that region. 

The gentleman from Arkansas 
talked about the Nicaraguan Govern
ment oppressing its people and yes, he 
is concerned about that; but the one 
thing he did not mention was that 
they are exporting revolution 
throughout Central America and 
Latin America. 

There are 19 countries south of the 
Mexican-American border and 12 of 
those countries have either weapons 
that came through Nicaragua or ter
rorists trained in Nicaragua within 
their borders. This is a fact that the 
State Department has stated in their 
last document that they gave to the 
Congress. 

Twelve of the nineteen countries are 
being influenced by the Nicaraguan 
Communist government. 

I was in Chalatenango Province in El 
Salvador, and I saw firsthand Commu
nist weapons that came through Nica
ragua. You might say, "Well, how do 
you know they came through Nicara
gua?" I questioned a captured Commu
nist guerrilla, and he told me that his 
weapons come through Nicaragua. 

The weapons that we saw were Bul
garian handgrenades, Soviet mortars, 
M-16 rifles that came through from 
Vietnam, that could be traced back by 
their serial numbers to Vietnam, weap
ons that came from Venezuela that 
were sold to tlie Communist Sandinis
tas before they took power that could 
be traced back to them. 

Now there are a number of issues 
that I would like to see raised today 
we have not talked about and because 
time is limited, I will not be able to go 
into my entire speech. 

One, how can democracy survive 
without economic growth, and what 
person in their right mind is going to 
invest in a country that has a Commu
nist expansionist government on its 
borders that is undermining the gov
ernment that exists, as is the case in 
El Salvador? 

What American company is going to 
go down there and invest if they think 
that country might be undermined 
and fall. We know that the Commu
nists are in there. The headquarters of 
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the Communist guerrillas in El Salva
dor is in Managua. They are training 
terrorists in Managua to export revo
lution into El Salvador, Guatemala, 
and Honduras. 

One of the things that I think we 
really should talk about is, what is it 
going to be like in the future if we do 
not act? Our last commanding general 
in Vietnam was General Weyend, and 
he was asked this question: 

How do you rate the motivation of the 
Viet Cong? 

His Answer: 
The Viet Cong had superior motivation 

and I am perplexed over why.••• They lost 
over 1 million dead in the war. • • • Every 
family in North Vietnam must have suf
fered a loss. All endured hardship. 

Why didn't they protest? Why did they 
continue to send their sons south to almost 
certain death in a cause they hardly under
stood? 

Here is his answer: 
I know of a North Vietnamese textbook 

that gives a clue-early ideological indoctri
nation. For example, arithmetic was taught 
to Viet Cong children in terms of how many 
imperialist warmongers would be left if 4 
appeared and 2 were killed? 

As soon as the Communist Sandinis
tas took power in Nicaragua, they im
ported 600 Cuban teachers. This first
grade textbook is what they are teach
ing from down there right now, the 
same thing they taught the Commu
nist Vietnamese children in North 
Vietnam. 

They have had 7 years to indoctri
nate those children. Here is how they 
teach them to add: Two AK-47 ma
chineguns plus two machineguns plus 
two machineguns are six machineguns. 
Three handgrenades plus three hand
grenades are six handgrenades. 

D 1250 
And it gets worse. As they get older 

the indoctrination gets more severe. 
This is what we are facing. If we do 
not deal with the problem today our 
children are going to have to face it 5 
or 10 years down the road. They are 
going to have to fight an army of zeal
ots, Communist zealots who want to 
take away our freedom as well as the 
freedoms of all the other countries in 
this hemisphere. 

They are already in 12 of the 19 
countries. They are teaching these 
children this today and we are going 
to have to deal with it. 

I have a boy who is 11 years old. I do 
not want him to have to face that. If 
we help the Contras today who are 
fighting for the freedom of their 
homeland, who are fighting for the 
revolution kidnaped from their home
land, who are fighting for the revolu
tion kidnaped from them by the Com
munist Sandinista government, we will 
not have to use our young men-our 
soldiers to def end our freedoms down 
there in the future. But my great fear 
is that my colleagues en the other side 
of the aisle will stand idly by and let 
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the Contras go down to def eat, let the 
revolution spread into these other 
countries and our children will be in
volved in a war that is not necessary. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I would hope that at the 
end of this debate we would reject the 
President's proposal to provide $100 
million in aid to the Contras to be split 
between military aid and humanitari
an aid. It has been a long road to this 
date with this administration and with 
its various proposals to fund both 
covert and overt aid and fighting 
forces inside of Nicaragua. 

A lot of discussion has been heard 
today about a policy. I really think 
what this shows is an absence of a 
policy. A decision was made back in 
late 1981, a finding before the Intelli
gence Committees to allow for covert 
activities within the borders of Nicara
gua. That was a day when a group of 
people were standing around the Oval 
Office asking what to do and some
body stepped in and said, "We can 
take care of this for you." 

Since that time in 1981, this Con
gress has been lied to about the 
amount of money spent on the covert 
operation, and it has been lied to 
about the purposes for which that 
money was spent. We have been told 
the reason for our policy was drug 
interdiction and arms interdiction. We 
have found out that we have engaged 
in illegal activities; we engaged in the 
mining of harbors, and in the produc
tion of assassination manuals. This 
country was called before the World 
Court because of those actions. We 
have been embarrassed with our allies 
when the mining of the harbors took 
place. 

Until last June, each and every time 
that this Congress scrutinized our 
policy in Nicaragua the Congress said, 
"No." We did not want to engage in 
the mining of harbors. We did not 
want to engage in the killing of Nica
raguan citizens. We wanted a policy to 
bring about change. But from the day 
that that finding was made in the 
Oval Office and sent to the Hill, the 
policy has been the military overthrow 
of the Nicaraguan Government, and 
that is the policy today. 

Now what has happened to date? 
Tens of thousands of ralliers, they 
were called in the early days were to 
come forth in Nicaragua. They did not 
come forth. So we continued to prime 
the pump with money and to bring 
forth these people. 

In fact that revolution against the 
Sandinistas that the administration 
talks about in the form of the Contras 
did not spring forth in Nicaragua. We 
imported the Argentinians, then the 
best practitioners of terrorism in 
South America, to train these people. 
Our Government tried to recruit 

people to serve in this Contra force. I 
have people in my hometown whom 
they were trying to recruit to go and 
to train and to participate in these ac
tivities inside of Nicaragua. 

We have built this revolution from 
the Oval Office of the United States. 
We have built this revolution through 
the covert activities of the CIA. We 
were the ones who were lobbing weap
ons fired into the Miskito villages on 
the Rio Coco. The fact of the matter is 
that it has been by the use of Ameri
can dollars and training that the Con
tras have grown. But what has hap
pened is that we see no connection, by 
the testimony of our own State De
partment, between the Contras and 
the majority of the population in 
Nicaragua. 

What we see rather are random acts 
of violence against those who would 
pick coffee. These are the same acts 
that many of us condemn in El Salva
dor, actions against civilian targets 
and mayors of cities and civilian popu
lations. We are funding the Contras to 
commit the same guerrilla acts that 
we condemn in El Salvador-to kill 
people who go out and pick cotton, to 
kill people who go out and pick coffee, 
to kill the farmers that would grow it. 
And let us understand that these 
farmers are not necessarily vigorous 
supporters of the Sandinista Govern
ment. In fact, somP, 80 percent of the 
Nicaraguan agricultural economy is in 
the private sector, not in the Marxist 
sector but in the private sector. 

Those farmers who continue to grow 
are the ones who are being punished 
by American sponsored forces. Those 
are the victims of the Contras. 

You know, not many Sandinista offi
cials, no members of the Directorate, 
have been put under fire by the Con
tras. Not many of their commanders 
and field commanders have been put 
under fire. But the peasants, the 
women, the children, the men of Nica
ragua ha.ve been killed by the Contras, 
in the pursuit of a policy of "putting 
pressure on the Sandinista regime." 
The machoism of Members of Con
gress to stand here and talk about 
"putting pressure" when in fact that 
translates to somebody else dying for 
your convictions. The machoism of fi
nancing the Contras to run through 
the countryside with no military ob
jective in the sense that we truly know 
it, to carry out random acts of violence 
is wrong. This policy has been discred
ited in each and every rationale that 
has been brought to the floor of this 
Congress. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. DELAY]. 

Mr. DELAY. Before the gentleman 
from California walks off the floor, 
would he care to enumerate where he 
gets all this information about the 
atrocities of the Contras killing cam-
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pesinos that support the Contras and 
feed them for days, give them three 
meals a day and hot coffee? 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DELAY. I would be glad to yield 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. MILLER of California. It comes 
clearly from those organizations and 
our own State Department that has 
admitted that these atrocities l.!tve 
taken place. We have argued ab0 ·1t 
the numbers. 

Mr. DELAY. Reclaiming my time, 
would the gentleman please list those 
organizations? 

Mr. MILLER of California. I would 
be delighted to provide that for the 
gentleman anytime he would like to 
have it. 

Mr. DELAY. The gentleman cannot 
list them? 

Mr. MILLER of California. Would 
the gentleman like to start? 

Mr. LIVINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. BURTON]. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, the law firm of 
Reichler & Applebaum here in Wash
ington, DC, sent two teams to Nicara
gua to do a human rights study. These 
two teams went down there and came 
back with a study alright. The study 
was completely paid for by the Com
munist Sandinista government. The 
Communist Sandinista's law firm here 
in Washington, Reichler & Apple
baum, received $350,000 in legal fees 
from the Sandinista government. This 
is one of the reports that the gentle
man from California is talking about. 
This is pure Communist disinf orma
tion that the people of this country 
are being fed. 

Mr. MILLER of California. The gen
tleman will not ascribe to me which re
ports I am referring to. I will refer to 
my own reports. If the gentleman 
wants a list of those, I will provide a 
list to the gentleman of those reports. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, regular order. 

Mr. MILLER of California. The reg
ular order would be for the gentleman 
not to characterize my remarks. That 
would be the regular order. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
PANETTA). The gentleman from Indi
ana has the time yielded by the gen
tleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I want to 
say to the people of this body and the 
people who may be watching this 
across this country that much of this 
information that we are hearing is 
Communist disinformation paid for by 
the Communist Sandinista govern
ment that is going into the living 
rooms of this country and it is just not 
so. The fact of the matter is that there 
are many more human rights viola
tions on the part of the Sandinistas. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, 
regular order. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Indiana has the time. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Well, it 
has been decimated, Mr. Chairman. 
But in summary, the law firm of 
Reichler & Applebaum with the help 
of some of our colleagues in this body 
helped get a report published that was 
paid for completely by the Communist 
Sandinista government, published by 
the Washington Office on Latin Amer
ican Affairs. It has been fed to the 
people of this country. It is pure Com
munist disinformation. 

I yield back to my colleague. 
Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania CMr. WALKER]. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding because we started 
off this debate with the gentleman 
from Wisconsin CMr. OBEY] suggesting 
that we ought to have a high level of 
debate here. And I think our side has 
certainly attempted to do that. But, 
you know, it is somewhat embarrass
ing that the other side does not have 
enough confidence in their own argu
. ments that when they are standing in 
this well engaged in debate that they 
will not yield to our side. It is some
what embarrassing then that the same 
gentleman who will not yield sees fit 
to come out on the floor and then in
terrupt the people who have time on 
our side. And I think it behooves the 
debate if the people would yield. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. Yes, I would be glad 
to yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. MILLER of California. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

The point is, as the gentleman 
knows, people are ascribed 5 minutes, 
3 minutes, to characterize their view 
of the debate, and the gentleman 
knows very often he does not yield 
from time to time. Is he about to cut 
off the debate? 

Mr. WALKER. I would say to the 
gentleman that just as I have just 
yielded to you and you have interrupt
ed my time, our people are yielding. 
The point is that the gentleman's 
people are not. It seems to me if we 
want to engage in a real debate on this 
House floor the gentleman's people 
should have enough confidence in 
their point of view to yield and have 
the facts brought to this floor. And 
that is what the gentleman is not 
doing. And I say it is embarrassing. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. Yes, I would be glad 
to yield to the gentleman from Okla
homa. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the gentle
man makes a very excellent point. The 
gentleman from California, who re-

fused to yield, turned around and then 
asked the gentleman from Texas to 
yield, and the gentleman from Texas 
did yield. We need a debate. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to inquire how much time 
remains on both sides. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Louisiana CMr. LIV
INGSTON] has consumed 1 hour and 16 
minutes. The gentleman from Missis
sippi CMr. WHITTEN] has consumed 57 
minutes. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I will let the 
gentleman from Mississippi proceed, 
then. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1112 minutes to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, just two 
comments. First of all, much has been 
made of the fact that LlllDlediately 
after the Sandinistas came to power 
this House provided assistance to the 
Nicaraguan Government. Do you know 
who was asking us to do it at the time? 
The fellows who were asking us to do 
it at the time were fellows by the 
name of Adolfo Calero and Mr. 
Robelo, who is outside the Chambers 
right now; two of the three leaders of 
the Contras today are the people who 
asked this House at that time to pro
vide the aid to Nicaragua, not to 
strengthen the Sandinistas but to give 
the business community and the mod
erates in that society an opportunity 
to survive. That is who was urging the 
House to do it at the time. 

Second, we were told by a previous 
speaker, "What we have had in Cen
tral America the last 4 years," and I 
am quoting directly, "is the greatest 
spread of democracy in our time." 
Well, if that is the case, then I fail to 
understand why the panic. Why if we 
have had the greatest spread of de
mocracy in our time in Central Amer
ica, why don't we listen to those very 
democracies who tell us, "Don't worry, 
folks, we are not going to go down the 
drain if you don't provide $100 million 
to the Contras." 

What they are telling us is that they 
will probably have a better chance of 
going down the drain if we do provide 
that assistance than if we don't. They 
want that $100 million to develop 
their own economies, not to give to 
some half-baked Contra military force 
that does not have a prayer of winning 
anyhow. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve the balance of my time and I 
yield the floor to the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON]. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
PANETTA). The gentleman from Indi
ana CMr. HAMILTON] is recognized for 1 
hour. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 10 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
House Joint Resolution 540 to provide 
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$100 million in economic and military 
assistance to the Contras fighting the 
Sandinista government in Nicaragua. 

The President's requests seeks to ad
dress the one aspect of U.S. policy 
toward Central America on which 
there is not a consensus. 

I. AREAS OF AGREEMENT 

Mr. Chairman, it is worth noting at 
the outset that there are significant 
and large areas of agreement between 
the Congress and the President on 
Central America: 

Growing out of the Kissinger Com
mission and its important work, there 
is an increasing consensus that the 
United States has important interests 
in Central America which need to be 
both promoted and protected; 

There is also a consensus and wide 
congressional support for economic 
and security assistance for friendly 
democratic states throughout the 
region; 

And there is a realization that we 
have a vital stake in helping our 
neighbors address serious problems of 
economic and social deprivation. 

There are also many large areas of 
agreement on the serious and deterio
rating situations in Nicaragua. 

President Reagan spoke Sunday 
night for a vast majority of Americans 
in what he said about Nicaragua: 

We all oppose what the President 
called Nicaragua's efforts to "subvert 
and topple its democratic neighbors"; 

We also would oppose giving, as the 
President said, "The Soviet Union a 
beachhead in North America"; 

We all would oppose Nicaragua 
threatening Mexico; 

We all would oppose creating a situa
tion where, as the President said, "des
perate Latin peoples by the millions 
would begin fleeing north into the 
cities of the southern United States"; 

We all would oppose the creation of 
what the President called "a second 
Cuba, a second Libya on the doorsteps 
of the United States"; 

We all would oppose Nicaragua's 
effort, as the President said, "to spon
sor terror in El Salvador, Costa Rica, 
Guatemala, and Honduras"; 

We all oppose the Sandinistas' ef
forts to repress the Nicaraguan people 
and establish totalitarian rule in Nica
ragua; and 

We would oppose the role of Nicara
gua in international drug trafficking 
to which the President referred. 

In short, the President spoke for 
most of us when he addressed some of 
our goals in Nicaragua and what we 
want to avoid. We are all patriotic 
Americans and we all share common 
goals of promoting democracy, human 
rights and freedom and of opposing to
talitarian rule of the right or left and 
Soviet and Communist efforts to 
export revolution. 

But the crux of the debate today is 
not about goals we do share but about 

means to achieve those goals and it is 
here that there are differences. 

II. AREAS OF DISAGREEMENT 

The choice before us is not between 
aid to the Contras and the triumph of 
communism. If it were, the choice 
would be easy, since we cannot allow 
the triumph of communism in Central 
America. The choices before us in
clude better alternatives to protect 
U.S. interests. 

In brief, we simply do not see that 
the means the President has pursued 
for 5 years, and which he now seeks to 
expand, have achieved, or have even 
begun to achieve, the goals that we all 
share. Indeed, we are impressed that 
each of the goals is farther from us 
today than it was 5 years ago: 

The Soviet and Cuban military pres
ence in Nicaragua has increased, from 
600 to 800 Cubans in mid-1981 to some 
3,000 Cuban and 300 Soviet and East
ern bloc military advisers today; 

On President Reagan's watch, by his 
own admission, the Sandinistas have 
strengthened their control in Nicara
gua and the country has become a 
Communist state, something it wasn't 
in 1981; 

The Sandinistas have increased their 
military forces to a size disproportion
ate to those of their neighbors in the 
region; 

The Sandinistas continue, and ac
cording to the administration, are ex
panding the export of revolution 
throughout the region; 

The possibilities for democracy in 
Nicaragua have worsened considerably 
and political polarization and repres
sion have increased; 

The Contra war until now has made 
a negotiated settlement more remote 
and has not forced the Sandinistas to 
negotiate; 

The Contra war in its present form 
is causing the Sandinistas pain but has 
little chance of overthrowing them or 
forcing them to change their policies; 
and 

Increasing the military pressure will 
only cause more bloodshed, destruc
tion, and the worsening of each of 
these trends. 

A. WE DISAGREE WITH THE PRESIDENT'S 
IMPRECISE RHETORIC. 

First, the President has not spoken 
with precision on the goals of U.S. 
policy. 

Sometimes the President speaks of 
negotiations, and sometimes he speaks 
of military victory. He said Sunday 
night: "We have sought-and still 
seek-a negotiated peace and a demo
cratic future in a free Nicaragua"; 

He also said last week: "There are 
over 20,000 freedom fighters who are 
desperately waiting for everything 
from shoes to ammunition. And when 
they get them they'll move. And when 
they move, they'll win."; 

While his diplomats say over and 
over again that the policy of the ad
ministration is to seek changes in 

Nicaragua through pressure and nego
tiations, the President talks about 
making the Sandinistas "say uncle" 
and talks about "winning"; and 

This imprecision has characterized 
this administration's approach to 
Nicaragua from the first, and it has 
led to confused objectives and flawed 
policy. 

Second, the President has not 
spoken with precision on his reasons 
for funding the Contras: 

The rationale has shifted from the 
need to interdict alleged arms ship
ments to El Salvador, to pressuring 
the Sandinistas to hold elections, to 
giving the Contras a bargaining chip 
in dealing with the Sandinistas, to 
forcing the Sandinistas to restructure 
their government, to forcing the San
dinistas to negotiate with the Contras. 
B. WE DISAGREE WITH THE PRESIDENT'S ASSESS

MENT OF THE PRESENT THREAT POSED BY 
NICARAGUA TO UNITED STATES VITAL INTER
ESTS 

The President's assessment is exag
gerated: 

The President has said: "If we don't 
want to see the map of Central Amer
ica covered in a sea of red, eventually 
lapping at our own borders, we must 
act now."; 

He has said: "If we abandon our 
allies in freedom and allow the Com
munists to establish a permanent 
beachhead on the American mainland, 
we will be living with the conse
quences for decades to come."; 

He has said: "Nicaragua is a foreign 
policy question of supreme importance 
which goes to the heart of our coun
try's freedom and future."; and 

He has said: "Nothing less that the 
security of the United States is at 
stake." 

These are not careful statements of 
policy. If the President means what he 
says, then he should have sent in the 
marines to Managua yesterday. Our 
rhetoric and actions do not mesh. If 
vital and supreme United States inter
ests are at stake in Nicaragua, then 
why are we trying to fund a ragtag 
group of ineffective and untrained 
peasants to protect them? The $100 
million will not achieve our purposes if 
the threat is what the President de
scribes. 

The fact is that Nicaragua repre
sents a different kind of threat to 
United States interests than the Presi
dent states. Central America is not 
covered in a sea of red. The trend is in 
the other direction, as Guatemala, 
Costa Rica, El Salvador, and Honduras 
have conducted free elections and help 
peaceful transitions of Government. 
The President himself is fond of 
making this point, and he cannot have 
it both ways; and 

Nicaragua is not an issue of supreme 
national importance; it is a small, dirt 
poor country with scarce human and 
material resources. It does not today 
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represent a serious threat to the secu
rity of the United States. It possesses 
not a single advanced, sophisticated 
aircraft. 

The President does need to make 
clear that we will accept no Soviet 
bases, and no weapons to intimidate 
the region. The United States will not 
permit the establishment in Nicaragua 
of Soviet or other hostile military 
bases or the introduction of offensive 
weapons that directly threaten other 
countries in Latin America or the 
United States. The Soviets must have 
no doubt that that kind of conduct 
will not be tolerated by the United 
States. 

C. WE DISAGREE WITH THE PRESIDENT'S DIPLO

MATIC STRATEGY BECAUSE IT WILL NOT WORK 

The President has a diplomatic 
strategy of seeking to pressure the 
Sandinistas into a dialog with the Con
tras. The United States has said it will 
resume discussions with the Sandinis
tas when these talks begin. 

This flawed strategy has not and will 
not work because it requires the San
dinistas to relinquish power. They will 
not share power. They will not negoti
ate their own survival. They will not 
do so with a gun pointed at their 
heads; 

The President says his request for 
$100 million is "directed toward 
achieving peace based on the Conta
dora document of objectives and a 
democratic reconciliation in Nicara
gua." Yet the President's diplomatic 
efforts emphasize-not the Contadora 
approach-but a flawed bilateral ap
proach to negotiations; 

Every time the administration wants 
Congress to provide more aid to the 
Contras, it proclaims its commitment 
to negotiations-but that commitment 
disappears after the aid is granted. 
The President has had 5 years to nego
tiate-but no progress has been made; 

In 1983, the administration promised 
that it would encourage church-medi
ated negotiations between the Contras 
and the Sandinistas, if Congress ap
proved more Contra aid; 

In January 1985, the Reagan admin
istration broke off its bilateral talks 
with the Sandinistas; 

In June 1985, as part of the $27 mil
lion Contra aid package, the President 
again agreed to encourage a church
mediated internal dialog and a region
al Contadora settlement; and 

This time, the President has ap
pointed Philip Habib as his new spe
cial emissary to Central America, and 
cl&.ims that a "new" diplomatic effort 
will be made-to force the Sandinistas 
to negotiate with the Contras. 

The administration is simply using 
Mr. Habib's standing as a negotiator in 
order to win congressional support for 
its policy. Its commitment to viable ne
gotiations remains suspect, however, 
so long as it can make no appreciable 
progress toward even the start of ne
gotiations and so long as it favors an 

approach to negotiations which has 
been and remains flawed. 

The administration has stated re
peatedly that it will settle for nothing 
less than a wholesale "restructuring" 
of the Sandinista government. It is not 
surprising that its diplomatic initia
tives have led nowhere. 
D. WE DISAGREE WITH THE PRESIDENT'S UNILAT

ERAL APPROACH BECAUSE IT HAS NOT WORKED 
AND WILL NOT WORK 

It isolates the United States. No 
democratic government in Latin Amer
ica and no democracy in the world 
supports U.S. policy. 

The United States is embarked on a 
lonely crusade of support for the Con
tras, and such a policy, no matter 
what its temporary gains may be, 
cannot be sustained over time and 
cannot in the end succeed; 

Thirteen Governments representing 
over 85 percent of the population of 
Latin America support Contadora and 
a negotiated settlement of conflict in 
Central America. No Latin Govern
ment publicly supports United States 
funding of the Contra war effort and 
the Contadora governments have 
asked the United States to resume bi
lateral talks with Nicaragua; and 

The European Community and 
Japan are on record firmly in support 
of Contadora. Neither the European 
Community nor Japan support United 
States funding of the Contras. 

Leaders in the region are becoming 
more outspoken on the U.S. role in the 
Contra war: 

President-elect Arias of Costa Rica 
has stated: "If I were Mr. Reagan, I 
would give that money to Guatemala, 
El Salvador, Honduras, and Costa Rica 
for economic aid and not military aid 
to the Contras .... You won't get a 
negotiation with the anti-Sandinistas 
giving more money to the Contras"; 

In his inaugural address President 
Cerezo of Guatemala stated his oppo
sition to "the conflicts of the super
powers which have chosen to play out 
the proxy war-in our region-that 
they do not dare play in their own."; 

President Betancur of Columbia: "I 
think that an initiative such as the re
quest for $100 million taken by Presi
dent Reagan is wrong .... I know we 
can get more through negotiation."; 

Foreign Minister Caputo of Argenti
na spoke on behalf of all the Conta
dora ministers at their recent meeting 
with Secretary Shultz: "we think the
Contadora draft-document reflects 
the predominant thinking throughout 
Latin America."; 

That document, it should be remem
bered, calls for the cessation of sup
port for irregular forces which operate 
in the region. That includes the Con
tras; 

Our friends in Central America 
regard U.S. military intervention as a 
more destabilizing threat than the ex
istence of the Sandinista government 
in Nicaragua; 

The Contra war frustrates efforts 
for a regional settlement which is es
sential to preserving and promoting 
democracies in the area. European as 
well as Latin American allies see the 
necessity of a negotiated settlement as 
the only possible practical alternative 
to a lengthy and unwinnable war. Uni
lateral U.S. policies cannot achieve 
success. 
E. WE DISAGREE WITH THE PRESIDENT'S TACTIC 

OF PUTTING MILITARY PRESSURE ON THE SAN· 
DINISTAS TO MAKE INTERNAL REFORMS BE

CAUSE IT HAS NOT WORKED AND WILL NOT 
WORK 

The lesson of the recent past is 
clear. The more we have unilaterally 
tried to pressure the Sandinistas
whether from aid to the Contras, U.S. 
military manuevers, or an economic 
boycott-the more repressive they 
have become and the more remote ne
gotiations have grown. 

United States military pressure has 
not caused relaxation and reform in 
Nicaragua but repression. The admin
istration's support for a 5-year war 
against Nicaragua has also driven the 
Sandinistas further into the Soviet 
embrace, as the Sandinistas have 
turned to the only nations that would 
help them; 

Besides, the Contras are simply not 
capable, whether we fund them or not, 
or altering Sandinista policies and ori
entation; 

There is growing popular discontent 
in Nicaragua with the Sandinistas but 
the Contras have been incapable of 
capitalizing on that discontent. The 
Contras have no credible political pro
gram and no mass following in Nicara
gua to enable them to challenge the 
Sandinistas; 

The problem with the Contras is not 
that they lack boots and ammunition 
but that they have no significant sup
port among the people of Nicaragua. 
F. WE DISAGREE WITH THE PRESIDENT'S POLICY 

BECAUSE IT RESTS THE DEFENSE OF THE U.S. 
NATIONAL INTEREST ON THE CONTRAS 

They are a weak reed upon which to 
lean: 

The President accurately states 
much of his criticism of the Sandinista 
government. But he is absolutely blind 
to the faults of the Contras; 

We have provided to date some $100 
million to the Contras. They do not 
control a single town or village. They 
control less territory than ever before. 
They stay primarily in safe haven in 
Honduras; 

Some of their leaders have demo
cratic credentials, but they are com
manded primarily by former Somoza 
national guardsmen; 

They have waged war largely against 
civilian targets, attacking buses, agri
cultural workers, villages, civilian gov
ernment officials-but not Sandinista 
military units; 
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Their tactics of terror and human 

rights abuses have been repeatedly 
documented by independent groups; 

The record of both sides in Nicara
gua leaves much to be desired. Surely 
the United States has no business sup
porting the Contras. There are simply 
too many questions about the Contras 
relating to their political viability, ad
herence to democracy, military per
formance, respect for human rights, 
and regional support to invest heavily 
in them. 
G. WE DISAGREE WITH THE PREOCCUPATION OF 

U.S. POLICY ON NICARAGUA BECAUSE IT MEANS 
WE ARE NEGLECTING OTHER SERIOUS FOREIGN 
POLICY CONCERNS 

Our preoccupation, indeed obsession, 
with Nicaragua represents a gross dis
tortion of United States priorities. We 
are neglecting United States-Soviet re
lations. We are neglecting arms con
trol. We are neglecting other priorities 
in the hemisphere. 

Today, the debt crisis, problems of 
poverty and the impact of falling oil 
prices are matters of extraordinary im
portance for U.S. policy in Latin 
America. Yet, these vital issues get 
little attention of U.S. policymakers 
who, following the lead of our Presi
dent, are fixated on the Contra war; 

United States support for the new 
and fragile democracies in the region
Brazil, Argentina, Uruguay, Guatema
la, and several others-is far more im
portant for United States policy than 
a war against the Sandinistas which 
these democracies do not support. The 
Contra war places a strain on what 
should be close ties in a community of 
democracies in the western hemi
sphere; 

We would do well to remember the 
size and significant of Nicaragua in 
the life of Latin America. Nicaragua 
represents less than 1 percent of the 
population and less than one-half of 1 
percent of the GNP of Latin America. 
The cost to Mexico alone of falling oil 
prices in the past few weeks exceeds 
Nicaragua's GNP by a factor of more 
than 2; 

Over 150 United States companies 
have bigger annual sales than Nicara
gua's GNP. The United States is ob
sessed with a small, poor, and vulnera
ble State that many Americans would 
be hard-pressed to find on a map. 
H. FINALLY, WE BELIEVE THE PRESIDENT'S RE· 

QUEST FOR $100 MILLION FAILS TO TAKE INTO 
ACCOUNT THE REACTION OF OUR ADVERSARIES 

The record suggests that the large 
scale Soviet military and economic 
buildup in Nicaragua did not begin 
until right after the United States 
started the Contra war in December 
1981. When the United States steps up 
its aid to the Contras, the Soviet 
Union and Cuba steps up their aid to 
the Sandinistas. What will the United 
States do if the Soviets and Cubans re
spond to this $100 million plan? The 
administration has not addressed that 
question. 

Many Members have discussed the 
possibility of United States military 
intervention in Nicaragua in the future. 
A vote for the President's request today 
will lift restrictions on CIA participation 
in the Contra war and bring American 
military advisors onto the scene in 
Central America where they will train 
the Contras. We will then have an 
American military presence with the 
Contras. 

The President has said that he does 
not plan to send United States troops 
to Nicaragua, and I take him at his 
word. But the announced goals of the 
President, and the President's commit
ment to those goals inevitably point in 
that direction if our next round of es
calation cannot achieve its goals. 

III. A BETTER U.S. STRATEGY 

Mr. Chairman, the choice before 
members today is not the narrow 
choice we have been told of between 
funding the Contras and the triumph 
of communism in Central America. 
There is a third alternative, develop
ing a more balanced policy toward 
Nicaragua. 

United States policy toward Nicara
gua should have three essential com
ponents: containment, carrots and 
sticks, and Contadora and the negoti
ating process. 

First, United States policy should 
seek to isolate Nicaragua and contain 
the harmful effects of its present poli
cies. 

We should prevent the Soviet Union 
and its allies from developing or de
ploying an offensive military capabil
ity in Central America that directly 
threatens the United States, a capabil
ity that does not currently exist. The 
United States should state clearly its 
intent to remove such a threat, if nec
essary, by military action; 

We should protect the security and 
territorial integrity of any State in 
Central America that is threatened by 
Nicaragua, acting in conformance with 
the charter of the Organization of 
American States and the Inter-Ameri
can Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance; 

We should pursue a strong regional 
policy of providing economic and mili
tary assistance to the democracies of 
Honduras, Costa Rica, El Salvador, 
and Guatemala to provide their people 
with an opportunity for better lives 
and to enable them to resist any at
tempt by Nicaragua to threaten or de
stabilize them; 

We should provide consistent diplo
matic support on behalf of the observ
ance of human rights, and support for 
freely-elected political institutions 
throughout the region, in recognition 
of the fact that subversion feeds on re
pression; and 

We should offer diplomatic and po
litical support to the domestic, demo
cratic opponents of the Sandinista 
government. 

Second, United States policy toward 
Nicaragua should be based on a long-

term strategy of carrots and sticks to 
wean that country from the Cubans 
and Soviets: 

A.CARROTS 

If Nicaragua takes positive steps, 
such as agreeing to a ceasefire, remov
ing the foreign military presence in 
Nicaragua, stopping its material sup
port of insurgencies, agreeing to 
reduce the size of its armed forces, re
specting human rights, or making 
progress toward national reconcilia
tion and a pluralistic democratic 
system, the United States should be 
prepared to take simultaneous steps in 
response. Appropriate steps might in
clude: 

Suspending U.S. military exercises in 
the region; 

Resuming normal trade including 
the resumption of nondiscriminatory 
trade treatment <MFN status), the res
toration of benefits under the general
ized system of preferences and the res
toration of Nicaragua's sugar quota; 

Supporting multilateral and bilater
al economic assistance for Nicaragua; 
and 

Supporting Nicaraguan participation 
in a regional development organiza
tion. 

B. STICKS 

If Nicaragua does not take positive 
steps to do these things we and Nicara
gua's neighbors want, there are also 
steps we can take in concert with our 
friends in the hemisphere, including: 

Get our allies in Japan and Western 
Europe, Nicaragua's largest trading 
partners now, to cut their trade with 
Nicaragua; 

Get our allies to cooperate with us in 
stopping all bilateral assistance and 
blocking multilateral assistance to 
Nicaragua; 

Impose tougher United States eco
nomic sanctions, including an assets 
freeze and a prohibition on financiA.l 
transactions such as bank lending or 
those involving travel to Nicaragua; 

Break diplomatic relations; 
Work with our Latin American 

allies, especially our Central American 
neighbors, to isolate Nicaragua in re
gional affairs. 

Such steps, however, can only be ef
fective if taken together with our 
friends and allies. Unilateral sanctions 
have not and will not be effective. 
Allied cooperation will not be forth
coming unless the United States is 
pursuing negotiations on behalf of 
goals our allies view as legitimate. 

Third, a policy of negotiation with 
Nicaragua offers a better means of 
protecting United States interests 
than current policy. The United States 
should pursue a policy of strong sup
port for the Contadora negotiations 
and bilateral talks with Nicaragua in 
support of Contadora, as the Conta
dora governments have requested. 

There are two caveats concerning a 
successful negotiating posture: 



5476 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE March 19, 1986 
First, negotiations and the Contra 

war effort cannot be pursued simulta
neously: 

The Sandinistas will make no con
cessions if they are convinced the goal 
of U.S. policy is to overthrow them 
through military pressure; 

The United States cannot fund the 
Contras whose purpose it is to over
throw the Sandhlistas and claim to 
support, and persuade others that it 
does support, a negotiated settlement 
with the Sandinistas. United States 
funding of the Contras thus under
mines the negotiating process. 

Second, negotiations and the Conta
dora process cannot succeed in the ab
sence of whole-hearted United States 
support: 

Rhetoric alone is no measure of 
United States support for Contadora 
diplomacy; 

Evidence suggests only lukewarm 
United States support for the Conta
dora process: 

Contadora is a backburner policy 
priority compared to efforts to weaken 
and oust the Sandinista government; 

The President's March 16, 1986 
speech to the American people never 
mentioned the Contadora process, and 
emphasized instead a diplomatic ap
proach which requires the Sandinistas 
to relinquish power; 

Ambassador Shlaudeman, former 
United States Special Envoy for Cen
tral America, met with the Nicaraguan 
Ambassador just twice in the past year 
and in that time did not meet any 
high Nicaraguan officials; 

The United States has yet to make 
public comments on Contadora's third 
draft treaty completed 6 months ago; 

The United States has not detailed 
its criticisms of the Contadora treaty 
draft; 

The United States continues to 
reject the immediate goal of a Conta
dora treaty: To end armed conflict in 
Central America and to accept the ex
istence of the Government of Nicara
gua if Nicaragua alters its foreign poli
cies and begins to improve its domestic 
record. 

This is the heart of the bargain in a 
Contadora Treaty. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Mr. Chairman, one premise of the 
proponents of this legislation is that if 
you do not support military assistance, 
United States policy will fail. In my 
view, the proponents of funding the 
Contras overestimate what military as
sistance will do and underestimate 
what creative diplomacy can achieve. 

A vote for House Joint Resolution 
540 today will not resolve the issue. 
The Congress, and the country, are 
simply too divided on this aspect of 
Central America policy to sustain the 
proposed military policy. A policy 
which is not sustainable cannot suc
ceed. 

A vote against House Joint Resolu
tion 540 is a vote to concentrate 

United States energies and policy on 
those many aspects of Central Amer
ica policy on which there is a consen
sus, building on that consensus in 
order to isolate and contain Nicaragua, 
working together with the democra
cies of Central and Latin America who 
oppose Nicaragua's policies but also 
oppose the Contra war. 

Mr. Chairman, we cannot pursue a 
unilateral policy of promoting the 
Contra war and thereby trying to 
make Central America safe for democ
racy if those same democracies do not 
support United States policy. 

I urge a vote against House Joint 
Resolution 540. 

D 1315 
Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 11 minutes to the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. HYDE]. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HYDE. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask 
the gentleman from Indiana--

Mr. HYDE. Just tell what you have 
in your hand. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. All right, I 
will do that. 

I have in hand here a document 
which I have shown the gentleman in 
the well, which shows specifically 
where a Latin American official says 
privately that the United States 
should support the Contras although 
he cannot say it publicly. If the gentle
man would like to see this, I will show 
it to him. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HYDE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. HAMILTON. I have heard re
peatedly from high officials of our 
Government that leaders in Central 
and Latin America--

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I am 
going to recapture my time because I 
am limited. This dialog is useful, but 
show the gentleman the document. He 
is chairman of the House Intelligence 
Committee. 

I would like to open my remarks 
with three quotes from these wonder
ful people in Managua. Let us try For
eign Minister Father Miguel D'Escoto: 

I believe that especially for Nicaraguans 
and also for any knowledgeable person, 
being in Leningrad is a kind of pilgrimage. 
One feels that one has come to a holy 
land•••. 

That was December 1981. 
How about Interior Minister Tomas 

Borge: 
We say to our brother Arafat that Nicara

gua is his land and the PLO cause is the 
cause of the Sandinistas. 

July 22, 1980. 
How about Interior Minister Tomas 

Borge again. He is very quotable: 

Our friendship with Libya is eternal • • •. 
Libya is a people which, in accord with our 
experience, has developed solidarity without 
frontiers. 

That was September 1, 1984. 
I do not expect this debate to 

change a single vote. I feel, as Simon 
Bolivar once said, "Plowing in the 
sea." 

But this question is so important. 
Some things must be said for the 
record, not just for historians to look 
at, but I suggest our grandchildren 
some years from now might want to 
know which side of the barricades 
their grandfather or their grandmoth
er was on, because, make no mistake, 
the barricades are in place, and they 
are a little too high to straddle. 

Now, the liberal clergy, the trendy 
vicars, the networking nuns, the as
sorted concerned citizens have done 
their job very well, and there will be 
rejoicing tonight when the red lights 
flash on this board, I am sure. 

But I want to make very clear where 
I stand. 

Now, if you are looking for an excuse 
to pacify the trendy left, they are easy 
to find. I just warn you, though, if you 
use one of these excuses, most of the 
people advocating them thought any
body but the Shah would be an im
provement in Iran, and they also 
thought Reaganomics would not work, 
either. So you be careful with some of 
these. 

Now, No. 1: Why are we so con
cerned about a little country of 3 mil
lion people? That is what my friend 
from Indiana, for whom my respect is 
deep and profound and enduring, said, 
"How can they be a threat to us?" 

I do not know how much the gentle
man knows about cancer, but there is 
a little brown mole called a melanoma, 
and it starts very small but it soon me
tastasizes, and pretty soon it can bring 
death. I suggest to you that Costa 
Rica-you can practically spit in the 
Panama Canal from Costa Rica-is a 
very important, strategic place, and if 
you think the Sandinista Communists, 
a surrogate of a Soviet surrogate 
Cuba, are going to be indifferent to 
spreading revolution to her neighbors, 
you really haven't been paying atten
tion. 

"Now, the Contras can't win." Can 
the Mujahedeen win? Can the Sonn 
Sann democratic resistance that has to 
fight the Khmer Rouge, as well as 
fight the Vietnamese, win? How much 
territory do the Mujahedeen control 
or dominate? What big or little cities? 
But nobody says we should not help 
them. That is a liberal cause. You see, 
if the freedom fighters are eight time 
zones away from this hemisphere, 
they deserve support. But the closer 
you get, the more tepid becomes their 
enthusiasm for helping freedom fight
ers. 
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Let me quote from one of my heroes 

in foreign policy' STEPHEN SOLARZ. 
Now, he supported $5 million to the 
democratic resistance in Cambodia. 
Now, let me read what he says on 
whether or not they can win and 
whether it is worth it. I quote Mr. 
SOLARZ: 

There is no way the non-Communist re
sistance is ever going to force Vietnam out. 
That is clearly impossible. But what is possi
ble is that an increasingly effective resist
ance by increasing the price Vietnam has to 
pay for their occupation of Cambodia might 
induce the Vietnamese to agree to a political 
settlement. 

Not bad logic. And I give it to you 
for whatever use you choose to make 
of it in our own hemisphere. 

The Contras are one element of a 
triad-military pressure, economic 
pressure, and diplomatic pressure. 
Those are the three elements that got 
Somoza out, and those three elements 
combined will get the Sandinistas out, 
or get them to the negotiating table 
doing what is necessary for their sur
vival, but we will not have that if we 
eliminate the military leg of the triad. 

Now, "the Contras are guilty of 
atrocities." The senior Senator from 
Tennessee said the Contras' brutality 
is far worse than that of the Sandinis
tas. Well, you pay your money and you 
get your choice. We understand. Cer
tainly if I were a Sandinista, I would 
want to dress as a Contra and kill a 
few people. Then they would blame 
the Contras. There are credible re
ports revealing this Communist tactic. 
But if you want to talk about atroc
ities, read our own history-read about 
Andersonville, the prison in Georgia 
during the war between the States, 
what we did to our own people; read 
about Sherman's march to the sea; 
read about Mylai; go visit a jail in a 
modern city today and talk about 
atrocities and rapes and gang activi
ties. We live in an imperfect world. 
When you are drowning, you do not 
ask the lifeguard to answer a quiz as 
to whether he is kind to dumb animals 
or whether he is in a state of grace. 
We live in an imperfect world. We did 
not ask Joe Stalin what kind of a guy 
he was when we shipped $13 billion 
over to him when we were fighting 
Hitler. We did not ask about the 
Gulag, God forbid. 

The question is not whether the 
Contras are a worthy vessel for libera
tion; the question is, what kind of soci
ety do we want living on our borders? 

Now, "We haven't negotiated 
enough," that is another one. That re
quires a childlike belief that Commu
nists will negotiate away power be
cause you ask them to. They do not 
want to share power; folks, they want 
to take power. That is the history of 
negotiating with Communists. 

Now, "we have no business trying to 
overthrow a sitting government." But 
the Sandinista government is illegi-

mate. It lied to the OAS, it lied to us, 
it does not depend on the consent of 
the governed. We helped De Gaulle 
try to overthrow Vichy. We helped the 
Sandinistas try to overthrow Somoza. 
We had an Embassy there. We recog
nized Somoza. Lafayette, our great 
friend Lafayette, came over here and 
helped us overthrow a sitting govern
ment. So that is nonsense. 

You must think Yalta and Helsinki 
were triumphs for human rights 
rather than betrayals, you have such 
faith in sitting and negotiating with 
Communists. 

There are many categories of igno
rance. There is voluntary ignorance: 
"Don't tell me, I don't want to know"; 
there is vincible ignorance: "I might 
learn if I did know the facts"; there is 
invincible ignorance: "I'll never know, 
no matter what you tell me"; and then 
there is cognitive dissonance: "I don't 
want to believe it, and I won't believe 
it and I refuse to believe it, no matter 
what the facts are." 

And cognitive dissonance, that 
mouthful of a phrase, is what I think 
is operative on this issue. 

The truth is that our friends on the 
left have a Will Rogers-in-reverse com
plex. They never met an anti-Commu
nist they liked, whether it is Syngman 
Rhee, Chiang Kai-shek, Savimbi, 
Diem. To mention this is called red
baiting. Do not think Mr. Nixon's 
troubles did not start with his pursuit 
of Mr. Hiss. That anti-anticommunism 
extends down to Calero, Cruz, and 
Robelo. 

"The army and the government in 
El Salvador are the bad guys; the 
Communist guerrillas are the good 
guys." Then you reverse that when 
you go into Nicaragua. 

In October 1956, there were freedom 
fighters in Hungary. They were rolled 
over by Russian tanks because we were 
not there. Hungary was on the Soviet 
border. 

In 1968, we had the Prague spring. 
There were freedom fighters in 
Czechoslovakia. They were crushed by 
Soviet troops, 200,000 of them, be
cause it was on their borders. We were 
not there. 

We have seen the rape of Poland 
since 1945, resulting from one of those 
great treaties called Yalta. They have 
a labor union-their leaders go to jail 
for it-Solidarity. The church is under 
siege there. But we cannot help them; 
that is way over there. 

Well, Qadhafi said it. He said Nicara
gua is on our doorstep; this is in our 
hemisphere, and the gentlemen on the 
left want us again to be mere specta
tors. 

Force for liberation is different from 
force for subjugation. Does this need 
to be explained? 

We have found some Nicaraguan 
people who would rather die on their 
feet rather than live on their knees. 

Have they not got a right to our sup
port? I suggest they do! 

I want to say that as the refugees 
stream north and as we are forced to 
avert our eyes from Europe and the 
Middle East, because that is the Soviet 
grand strategy, history, not Pat Bu
chanan, is going to assign to you 
Democrats the role of pallbearers at 
the funeral of democracy in Central 
America. That is not McCarthyism. 
That is called accountability. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. MCHUGH]. 

Mr. McHUGH. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this resolution and 
urge its defeat. 

We have once again reached a criti
cal juncture in setting American policy 
in Central America. With our vote to
morrow, we will either move further 
down the road to military escalation, 
or, by rejecting the President's $100 
million request for Contra aid, we will 
signal our belief that there is a more 
constructive way to advance American 
interests in the region. 

At the outset, let us be clear about 
one thing. A vote against Contra aid is 
not a sign of disinterest in Central 
America. The United States does have 
legitimate interests in the region-in
terests which are strategic, political, 
economic, and humanitarian. 

We do have a strategic interest in 
preventing the establishment of Soviet 
bases or weapons in Central America 
which could threaten the security in-
terests of the United States. . 

We do have a political interest in 
fostering democratic institutions and 
pluralism. 

We do have an economic interest in 
seeing the nations of that region grow 
and develop in an equitable fashion. 

And we do have a humanitarian in
terest in seeing all the people of Cen
tral America delivered from desperate 
lives of poverty and repression. 

These are legitimate American inter
ests, and they are shared by our 
friends and neighbors in the area. 

Thus, the debate is not about wheth
er we have interests in the region; the 
debate is about the most effective way 
of promoting the interests which we 
and our friends hold in common. 

The President believes that substan
tially increasing aid to the Contras is 
the most effective way of advancing 
our goals. I don't question his sinceri
ty, but I do question his judgment. 
And so do our friends in the region, 
and so do a clear majority of Ameri
cans. 

There are precious few, if any, of 
our Latin friends who support our 
policy of military escalation. Indeed, 
most have publicly condemned it. How 
can such a policy be effective if the 
very friends who share our interests, 
and who have at least as great a stake 
in their advancement, oppose our 
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policy? By this policy we are isolating 
the United States, not Nicaragua. 

And how can such a policy be eff ec
tive if a majority of Americans don't 
support it? In a democracy like ours, 
no government policy can long be sus
tained without public understanding 
and support. 

The President has called upon all of 
his powers of persuasion to convince 
our people that the Nicaraguan Gov
ernment is a cancer threatening the 
very lifeblood of our Nation, and that 
the Contras are freedom fighters who 
share our values and deserve our sup
port. Yet, we all know that our con
stituents are not convinced. Under 
these circumstances, the President's 
policy is simply not sustainable and 
will not work. 

In this matter, I believe that the 
judgment of our people and our 
friends is wiser than the President's. 
They recognize that a nation of less 
than 3 million people, a nation 
wracked with poverty, poses no direct 
threat to the United States. They 
know that the Contras, whose top 
military command is led by former 
members of Somoza's National Guard, 
do not readily qualify as political and 
spiritual descendants of our Founding 
Fathers. 

The American people and our 
friends in the region have also been 
confused by the President's state
ments and goals. At first he claimed 
that support for the Contras was to 
interdict arms flowing to the rebels in 
El Salvador. But on other occasions he 
said its purpose was to put pressure on 
the Nicaraguans to negotiate. In his 
most strident moments, he has called 
it necessary to excise the Sandinista 
cancer from Central America. These 
statements have made people uncer
tain about the real goals of the Presi
dent's policy. Moreover, they ask, if 
the Nicaraguan Government is truly a 
direct threat to the security interests 
of the United States, how can we 
expect the vastly outnumbered Con
tras to protect us? Why doesn't the 
President honestly acknowledge that 
American forces will be required? The 
positions taken by the President on 
these matters appear inconsistent to 
our people and our friends. This is not 
a sound basis on which to build a 
strong and sustainable policy. 

What, then, shall our policy be? 
If we have legitimate interests in 

Central America, it's not enough to 
simply reject the President's initia
tives, particularly if we have real con
cerns and differences with the Sandi
nista government. While that govern
ment doesn't pose a direct threat to 
American vital interests now, we are 
concerned that it not allow the instal
lation of Soviet offensive weapons, 
that its territory not be used to sub
vert its neighbors, and that its people 
have an opportunity to enjoy the de
mocracy and pluralism they were 

promised. These are issues we and our 
friends have a right to pursue with the 
Sandinista government, and we should 
do so. 

Unfortunately, our administration 
has never given serious negotiations a 
fair chance. While paying lipservice to 
the Contadora process, the focus of 
American policy has always been on 
military confrontation. This helps to 
explain why the American people and 
our Latin friends have resisted the 
policy. Military confrontation should 
be a last resort, not a first resort. If 
the President really wants an eff ec
tive, sustainable policy, one which can 
enjoy broad public support, he must 
emphasize regional negotiations as his 
first priority. 

If this resolution is defeated, as I 
hope it will be, I call upon the Presi
dent to objectively reassess his policy 
and to seriously support the peaceful 
initiatives of our Latin friends who 
desperately want political dialog 
rather than military escalation. If the 
President does that, he can begin to 
construct the type of broad bipartisan 
support he needs here at home, and 
the kind of regional cooperation Amer
ican policy must have to be successful. 

I urge the def eat of this resolution, 
and the formulation of a new, con
structive, truly bipartisan policy for 
our Nation. 

D 1330 
Ms. FIEDLER. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. McHUGH. I am happy to yield, 

if I have the time. 
Ms. FIEDLER. Mr. Chairman, the 

gentleman mentioned before that he 
did not believe that Nicaragua with a 
population of only 3 million people 
could represent a significant military 
threat to the United States. 

I wonder what the gentleman would 
say about Cuba. First we have a Cuba 
with significant military resources 
there. Now we have a Nicaragua, a 
launching pad for Nicaragua. 

What kind of a threat realistically 
can Nicaragua bring to our hemi
sphere? 

I say I disagree strongly with what 
the gentleman has said, because I 
think it can be substantial, given the 
efforts of the Soviets, of the PLO, of 
the Libyans in that area, not to export 
peace, not to come to a positive conclu
sion in their discussions, but to export 
terror in that part of the world. 

I would like to ask the gentleman 
just a single question, and perhaps it 
comes as a result not just of what the 
gentleman has said, but what other 
speakers before have said, and that is 
if those discussions fail, which the 
gentleman seriously seems to believe 
are lacking, then what? What would 
the gentleman be willing to support? 
What would the people on the gentle
man's side of the aisle be willing to 
support? 

Mr. McHUGH. First of all, as I made 
very clear, I think we have a legiti
mate interest in preventing Nicaragua 
from being used as a base either to 
threaten the United States militarily 
or to subvert our neighbors in the 
region. 

I think we must take those issues up 
with the Sandinistas. 

There is no evidence at the moment 
that the Sandinista government has 
permitted the installation of any 
weapons which would threaten the se
curity interests of the United States in 
any direct fashion. Therefore, I think 
it is inappropriate and counterproduc
tive to be pursuing as a first resort 
this military policy of escalation 
which we are following. 

I would like to answer the gentle
woman's question. Therefore, if the 
President wants broad public support, 
both here and in Central America, I 
think the first priority should be to 
undertake serious negotiations, which 
in my judgment and, I think, in the 
judgment of most Americans and most 
people in Central America the Presi
dent has not done as a first priority. If 
those negotiations are undertaken in a 
serious and meaningful way and if the 
Sandinista government not only re
fuses to negotiate in a serious fashion, 
but then introduces the kinds of weap
ons which would directly threaten the 
security interests of the United States, 
I think the President would have 
broad support from this Congress and 
from this country for a military re
sponse in defense of our own security 
interests; but that is not the situation 
we are facing today. That is why the 
people of our country and our friends 
in Central America do not support the 
President's policy. It is not working. It 
is not sustainable. It is putting mili
tary escalation before the negotiating 
process, which I think most people 
expect first. 

Ms. FIEDLER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, I would 
just simply like to say in response to 
that answer that what the gentleman 
essentially is saying is that if they do 
not resolve themselves through legiti
mate discussions, then we need to in
tervene militarily, and I would have to 
disagree strongly with the gentleman, 
because I think that it is the responsi
bility of the people from Nicaragua, 
the Contras who are trying to fight to 
restore some democracy in that area 
to be the first ones on the line, instead 
of our kids. 

I think that is essentially what the 
gentleman is saying, either/or. That 
does not give us any alternative, as
suming all the premises of what the 
gentleman has said are correct, and I 
do not accept that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York CMr. 
McHUGHl has expired. 



March 19, 1986 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 5479 
Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 

additional minute to the gentleman. 
Mr. ZSCHAU. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. McHUGH. I yield to the gentle

man from California. 
Mr. ZSCHAU. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding. 
I would like to respond to some of 

the comments the gentleman from 
New York has made. 

No. 1, there have been extensive ef
forts on negotiations, both bilateral 
and multilateral, supported time and 
time again by the United States. 

I met earlier today with Philip 
Habib, who just completed a tour of 
the democratic countries in the region. 
He reported to me on a personal basis 
that in their own way the heads of 
states of each of those countries indi
cated support for continued pressure 
on the Sandinistas, a barrier to pre
vent the Sandinistas to come to their 
country, a pressure to keep them from 
consolidating their power in their 
regime. In a way that he came back 
and was able to report to the Presi
dent that there is support in the 
region for the kind of policies to bring 
the Sandinistas to the table. 

Do we have to wait until the Mig's 
are at the airstrip? We know these 
Nicaraguan pilots have been trained. 
Let us not wait until it is too late. Let 
us get the situation solved now. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Utah 
[Mr. MONSON]. 

Mr. MONSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, having spent 2 days 
last week in Nicaragua and El Salva
dor, I cannot say that I learned every
thing there is to know about this im
portant issue, but I can say that I 
learned some very important things. 

During that time we had the oppor
tunity of meeting with the newspaper 
people from La Prensa, the only inde
pendent newspaper left in the coun
try. In that meeting we learned that 
there is no freedom of the press. Forty 
to eighty-five percent of that paper on 
a daily basis is censored by the Gov
ernment. No blank spaces can be left 
in the paper. Many times that censor
ship comes after their deadlines and 
they then have to work diligently to 
put out their paper at a reasonable 
time. 

We met with the independent 
Human Rights Commission formed 
during the Somoza years to investigate 
incidents where human rights were 
being violated and we learned from 
this group that as bad as things were 
under Somoza, things are worse now, 
that the human rights violations are 
continuing to increase and that those 
increases are coming from the Sandi
nista government and not from the 
Contras. 

We met with a group of businessmen 
and labor leaders who were steadfast 

in their resolution that something 
must be done to turn this around. 
They begged us not to leave them 
without hope. These are people many 
of whom have lost their businesses be
cause of confiscation by the Govern
ment, have lost their farms, have lost 
their ability to make their living. 

We learned that the only people 
who are being given opportunities are 
the select few from within that Gov
ernment, people like the President, 
who can afford to spend $3,500 on de
signer eyeglasses in New York City, 
five to seven times more than many of 
the people in Nicaragua make in 1 
year. 

We met with Cardinal Obando y 
Bravo, who told us that there is no 
freedom of religion. 

We learned on February 28 of this 
year that a family was shot by the 
Sandinista government forces while 
praying in their home in an effort to 
practice their religion the way they 
saw fit to do so. 

We were told that the Government 
instructs the military to not allow the 
practice of religion other than in the 
churches. 

These brave people are not opposed 
to the Sandinistas because of who 
they are, but because of what they do. 
Their only interest is providing a 
better way of life for their fellow 
countrymen. They want freedom and 
opportunity which they all acknowl
edged is diminishing worse now than 
before under Somoza. 

We were told by the Government 
themselves that they are not involved 
in the export of arms, that there are 
no foreign people flying the helicop
ters and using other military hardware 
that they have there, in straight con
tradiction to what our own intelli
gence sources tell us. In short we 
learned that the Vice President of 
Nicaragua, acting as President, can sit 
across the table from nine Members of 
the United States Congress and lie. 

We went to El Salvador and there 
we were told that the only people who 
are opposing the negotiation process 
to lead to a peaceful resolution in this 
region is the Sandinista government. 

We were told that for appearance 
sake and propaganda they will create a 
border incident on one of their borders 
and then rush in to negotiate with 
that country, one on one, so that it ap
pears that they are willing to negoti
ate. Unfortunately they will not nego
tiate with all countries in the region. 

We were told that the only way that 
this is going to be resolveci is to keep 
the pressure on this Government by 
the Contras, because the negotiation 
process is not working, because the 
Sandinistas will not participate in it. 
Those in El Salvador acknowledged 
that pressure by revolutionary forces 
in El Salvador has increased signifi
cantly during the time the Contras 

have been left without military assist
ance. 

So I ask after learning all of this 
why is it that the people who oppose 
this aid are so willing to assist the 
Communist government known as the 
Sandinistas? Why is it that when they 
acknowledge that the Communist San
dinistas are not good they will still 
oppose efforts to change that Govern
ment? Like it or not, that is exactly 
what is happening. If we do not pro
vide this aid and help those who are 
fighting to keep communism out of 
this hemisphere we help those who 
are Communist and want to solidify 
and spread their influence throughout 
this region. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. STOKES]. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the President's re
quest for additional funding for the 
Contras. 

I do so because I believe that noth
ing which has occurred in Nicaragua 
in the past 4 years can by any stretch 
of the imagination be said to affect 
the vital interests of the United 
States. 

I do so because I believed it wrong 
for the United States to instigate and 
finance a civil war in 1981-when our 
national interest was not threatened
and I believe it wrong today. 

I do so not because I have any sym
pathy for the Sandinistas, but because 
I am convinced that those who would 
replace them will not further human 
rights or bring democracy to Nicara
gua. 

I do so because I believe that the 
CIA should have no further involve
ment in a suspect cause that can only 
lead to a lessening of its credibility. 
And subject it to continual public criti
cism. 

And I rise in opposition to the re
quest for humanitarian and military 
aid to the Contras because it simply 
won't work. It will not achieve any of 
the various goals the administration 
has propounded during the course of 
this war. Rather, a continuing and 
more deadly civil war will cause the 
Cubans and Russians to increase mili
tary and economic assistance, will pro
vide a convenient excuse for the San
dinistas to institute further internal 
oppression, and will eliminate any 
chance of negotiated settlement. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that 
those zealots in the administration
like Mr. Buchanan-know all of this. 
They know the Sandinistas will not be 
overthrown by CIA-provided military 
aid or by so-called humanitarian aid. 
They know that respected leaders like 
Arturo Cruz are but figureheads in the 
Contra leadership and will have no 
power if the Contras were to win. 
They know that Cuban and Soviet in
volvement has increased primarily as a 
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response to American intervention. 
And they know that the Nicaraguan 
economy-which, if permitted to con
tinu~ its growth-might have led to a 
softening of Sandinista attitudes
began to crumble only after the CIA
funded civil war was well underway. 

The administration knows all this
but persists. It persists apparently, not 
because it cares about Nicaragua or 
the fate of its people: rather, it speaks 
of East-West power politics, of stand
ing up to the Russians once and for 
all, of keeping Marxism-Leninism out 
of the Americas. It speaks, as did the 
President Sunday night, with an in
flamed rhetoric that bears no resem
blance to the reality of events in Cen
tral America or of our relationship 
with the Soviets. 

In sum, Mr. Chairman, the adminis
tration persists because it believes it is 
perfectly proper to foment war in 
Nicaragua if doing so sends a message 
to the Russians. Well, Mr. Chairman, 
to paraphrase General Marshall, it's 
the wrong message, at the wrong time, 
in the wrong place. And it's a message 
encumbered with some peculiar mean
ings: "Humanitarian aid" suddenly 
means boots, uniforms, and vehicles 
for an army in the field: "Freedom 
fighters" is a term used to describe 
those who burn crops, sabotage power 
grids, and execute prisoners. The 
latter are even equated with America's 
Founding Fathers and the French re
sistance. 

We should not stand for this non
sense any longer, Mr. Chairman. We 
must instill some sense of reason and 
proportion in America's foreign policy. 
We should send a message of peace 
and economic development to our 
neighbors in Latin America. And, at a 
time when we are reducing funds for 
health care to expectant mothers, cut
ting back on programs to aid the 
handicapped, and eliminating any 
chance of decent housing or adequate 
education for many of our citizens, we 
can ill afford $100 million for the Con
tras. 
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Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. STOKES. I yield to the gentle

man from Michigan. 
Mr. CONYERS. I thank the gentle

man for yielding. 
Mr. Chairman, I want to say to 

Chairman STOKES that he has made a 
very and effective message, but he has 
couched it in the voice of reason and I 
want to applaud that, because it is 
very easy for people to get polemical 
out here on the floor. I know Nicara
gua is going to send everybody to ex
tremes. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to this 
resolution because its foundation is based on 
deceit, misrepresentations, and cover up; it is 
a policy which is wrong in the first place, a 
policy which is not in our long-term interests, 

and, as such, a policy which is ultimately 
doomed to fail. 

The President's oft-stated charge against 
the Nicaraguan Government is that it is a "to
taltiarian Marxist Dungeon," unconcerned with 
human rights and bent on militarily subverting 
the hemisphere. This is a propaganda cam
paign of the worst kind for it is creating a set 
of false beliefs that will lead us into a losing 
policy. Let us be quite clear about the false
hoods of the President's statements on this 
matter. 

In Nicaragua there are no death squads. In 
United States-supported El Salvador, the right 
wing death squads have been responsible for 
the vast majority of the more than 40,000 civil
ian murders over the past 5 years. 

In Nicaragua, the press has occasionally 
been censored. In El Salvador, opposition 
journalists have been murdered and their 
newspapers have been bombed into silence. 
Until Nicaragua has death squads like those 
of El Salvador, our claim to be fighting to re
storing civil rights in Nicaragua is tranparently 
disingenuous. 

Nicaragua is not totalitarian. In the interna
tionally monitored elections last November, 80 
percent of the population turned out to vote
as compared to 53 percent in the United 
States-for seven different politicla parties 
who now hold seats in the National Assembly. 
In Nicaragua these parties were given public 
financing and free television and radio time 
but there were, regretably occasional restric
tions. In El Salvador, by contrast, opposition 
leaders are often tortured and murdered and 
in its last election voting was mandatory and 
the ballots were place in transparent ballot 
box and monitored by the El Salvadoran mili
tary. 

With 60 percent of the Nicaraguan economy 
in private hands, it is not a Marxist economy, 
albeit further to the left than our own. But nei
ther God nor the last U.S. election gives us 
the right to kill our neighbors if they do not 
copy our economy. 

In the past 5 years, the Nicaraguan Govern
ment has brought down illiteracy from 55 per
cent to 13 percent and, by nearly every objec
tive measure of human rights, has demon
strated that it is much more concerned with 
the welfare of its people than are the Govern
ments of El Salvador, Guatemala, and Hondu
ras. This is not to say that the Sandinistas 
abuses are justifiable-they are not. Yet there 
are far worse abuses in the region that we 
ignore. 

The charge that Nicaragua is bent on mili
tary subverting the region is also without fac
tual basis. After 4 years of spending over 
$100 million to fund the Contras for the al
leged purpose of interdicting arms, not one 
single cache of weapons has been interdicted. 
Furthermore, Nicaragua has agreed through 
the Contadora process to meet every stated 
security concern of the administration's includ
ing a withdrawal of all foreign military advisers 
and support if the administration would stop 
the undeclared war against Nicaragua. Yet, 
the administration blocked this Contadora 
process giving no intelligible reasor; as to why. 

Finally, if we ever really have a legitimate 
security threat, we have the most effective 
military tool to deal with it: we have control 
over the seas. 

Every premise about the need for a war 
against Nicaragua is based on lies and decep
tions which provide a pretext for imposing the 
type of government that the administration 
wants to see in Nicaragua. It is wrong, it won't 
work and I am tired of the deception, my con
stitutents are tired of the deception and the 
American people, by at least 70 percent, are 
tired of the deception. 

For over 133 years, we have opposed in 
Central America every move for social reform. 
Here again we are trying to impose our kind of 
government in Nicaragua for dubious reasons. 
Let us not fool ourselves as to what funding 
for the Contras really is: it is imperialism. Only 
now we are doing it by illegally mining har
bors, distributing manuals of death, and by 
funding former Somoza national guardsmen 
who make up 46 of the 48 leadership posi
tions within the Contras. 

It is time to stop the rhetoric, cut off the 
hired army for good, practice what we preach 
and butt out. It serves our military, economic, 
and human interests to make friends among 
our neighbors. A good place to start is to stop 
attacking them. Better if they say "amigo" 
than "uncle." 

The administration's proposal to resume 
funding to the Contras epitomizes everything 
that is working with our Nicaraguan policy. 
The Contras have been a tragedy for the Nic
araguan people, who, according to every inde
pendent human rights group, have been sys
tematically brutalized and murdered by the 
Contras. Moreover, the Contras will not be 
able to succeed in imposing a different Gov
ernment in Nicaragua, a point which is now 
conceded even by our own commanders, in
cluding General Gorman. Finally, it will back
fire in terms of isolating us from the Conta
dora countries who oppose the Contra fund
ing. It will also confirm in the minds of the Nic
araguan people their beliefs about U.S. imperi
alism making possibilities for the future friend
ship between our two people less likely. 

Until there is a peaceful settlement, and aid 
will only prolong the murder and mayhem. 
Once there is a cease-fire and negotiations 
begin, then we should be dealing with the 
question of refugee resettlement. First, how
ever, we must stop contributing, directly or in
directly, to the creation of these refugees. 

Mr. STOKES. I thank the gentle
man for his remarks. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge a vote against 
the President's request. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. HARTNETT]. 

Mr. HARTNETT. I thank the gen
tleman from New Mexico for giving 
me a few moments here. 

Ladies and gentlemen, I am going to 
leave the Congress of the United 
States this year, and I will close 6 
years of service here, probably not 
even recognized by the majority of the 
people I represent. They will often 
wonder, I guess, what I did here in 6 
years. I guess being a minority 
Member, it is very difficult to really 
accomplish anything meaningful in a 
short period of time. 
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But I can tell you this: The privilege 

that I have to stand here today is the 
highlight of my 6 years to this point in 
time. I have a chance, really, for the 
first time in the service that I have 
been privileged to render to the people 
of the First District of South Carolina 
an opportunity to maybe, just maybe, 
make a difference. 

My colleague, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DELLUMS] this morn
ing said, "You do not have a right to 
judge me. History will judge me," and 
he was never more correct in his state
ment. History is going to judge not 
only him and his remarks, but all of 
my colleagues here, and me, too. 

I hope that if just for one fleeting 
moment one of my children or grand
children decide to look back through 
the pages of the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD when their grandfather or 
father was a Member to the debate on 
whether or not we, the United 
States-and this is the question
whether or not we were going to toler
ate communism, with all its inherent 
problems in this hemisphere, or 
whether we were not. 

So, children, as you read this RECORD 
maybe long after I am gone, remember 
it was your father or your grandfather 
or your great grandfather who, even 
though he was probably one of the 
least important and will be the least 
remembered Members of this body, at 
least he stood here and said to his col
leagues in this body, "Gentlemen, you 
are either for the Communists or you 
are for the freedom fighters." A Con
gress that is unwilling to send Redeye 
missiles in the defense of democracy in 
Nicaragua will be unwilling to send 
red-blooded American boys to the de
fense of liberty in Mexico and, yes, 
maybe even Texas. 

If you are unwilling to send $100 
million reprogrammed dollars to stop 
communism in this hemisphere, do 
not, my fell ow Americans, expect this 
same Congress to commit red-blooded 
American boys. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARTNETT. I only have 4 min
utes. I have heard all I need to hear 
from the gentleman from Michigan in 
this debate. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARTNETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
refuse to yield. 

Mr. Chairman, the time now is to 
vote. If you are not with the anti-Com
munist fore.es, then I and all of Amer
ica have to assume you are with the 
Communist forces. And if you are un
willing to say we are going to have an 
apocalypse for communism in Nicara
gua, if you are unwilling to say that, 
then where will you say that-Hondu
ras, Guatemala, Mexico, Brownsville, 
TX, Cheyenne, WY, Montreal, 
Canada? 

We are the last force strong enough 
to hold back the strengthening mili
tary might of Nicaragua in this whole 
hemisphere, and if we do not do it now 
by aiding the Contras who are fighting 
and giving their lives, I do not think it 
is ever going to stop, because you will 
be unwilling to commit American 
forces to stop it anywhere in this 
hemisphere. 

I am just asking those of you who 
might be reading this page 30 years 
from now, remember who it was who 
said no to communism in this hemi
sphere, and remember who it was who 
turned their backs on those fighting 
for freedom. 

Mr. McHUGH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. BROWN]. 

Mr. BROWN of California. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time to 
me. I rise in strong opposition to the 
President's request for $100 million in 
aid to the Contras. 

Mr. Chairman, I have some trepida
tion about addressing the Chamber at 
this particular time because I cannot 
really feel that what most of us say is 
going to change very many minds. 
What we are doing here is going 
through an exercise, getting a little 
practice, for what we are going to say 
to our constituents when we go back 
home and def end the vote that we 
cast. 

I think this is useful. In fact,. I 
intend to utilize my time for that very 
purpose. I intend to make aid to the 
Contras an issue in my district. I be
lieve that it will be an issue for the 
next several years, as it has been for 
the past several years. The American 
people need to understand this issue in 
all of its complexity. Much of the 
debate here tends to oversimplify 
things a little bit. 

I am just going to try to make a 
couple of points. The first is that the 
attitude of Latin Americans regarding 
U.S. intervention in this region of Cen
tral America is a very strong, emotion
al attitude. There is probably no 
stronger common bond among the 
countries of Latin America than their 
fear and hatred of U.S. intervention in 
their affairs. This attitude is based 
upon generations of experience with 
such intervention, interspersed with 
periods of benign neglect, or occasion
al idealistic or pragmatic overtures 
aimed at providing some small, con
crete assistance in achieving progress 
in their economic, social, and political 
system. 
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Kennedy was an example of such a 
positive, although short-lived initia
tive. The report of the Kissinger Com
mission in this administration was an 
example of understanding and good 
intentions. Neither of these produced 
substantial results, however. 

The history of our direct interven
tion in Latin America, which is on the 
minds of all of us during this debate, is 
most colorfully illustrated by the 
words of Gen. Smedley Butler before a 
congressional committee 50 years ago. 
General Butler retired as Comman
dant of the Marine Corps. He has been 
frequently quoted on this matter, and 
I would just like to quote him one 
more time. 

He said: 
I spent 33 years and 4 months in active 

service as a member of our country's most 
agile military force-the Marine Corps. I 
served in all commissioned ranks from a 
second lieutenant to major general. And 
during that period I spent most of my time 
being a high-class muscle man for Big Busi
ness, for Wall Street and for the bankers. In 
short, I was a racketeer for capitalism. 

I helped make Mexico and especially Tam
pico safe for American oil interests in 1914. 
I helped make Haiti and Cuba a decent 
place for the National City Bank boys to 
collect revenues in. I helped in the raping of 
half a dozen Central American republics for 
the benefit of Wall Street. The record of 
racketeering is long. I helped purify Nicara
gua for the international banking house of 
Brown Brothers in 1909-12. I brought light 
to the Dominican Republic for American 
sugar interests in 1916. I helped get Hondu
ras "right" for American fruit <'Ompanies in 
1903. In China in 1927 I helped see to it that 
Standard Oil went its way unmolested. 

Now that is the picture which Latin 
American carries to this day of the 
United States' role. Believe me, I have 
talked to as many of the political lead
ers in Latin America as most of us 
have. I have spent my entire life living 
on the Mexican border. I represent a 
25-percent Hispanic population, and I 
think I have some sensitivity to these 
attitudes. There is no one that I have 
talked to who does not indicate that 
our intervention through the Contras 
or through direct military interven
tion would be the end of any possibili
ty of constructive relationships with 
Latin America as far into the future as 
we can see. 

We sometimes forget that the Sandi
nistas get their name from a great Nic
araguan patriot, Augusto Cesar San
dino who was killed fighting the 
Marine occupation of his country in 
1934. 

The present generation of Ameri
cans and their Congressmen have dif
ficulty in understanding the emotional 
content of Nicaragua and other Latin 
countries' attitudes toward our efforts 
to dictate to them how they shall con
duct their affairs. 

I believe that we should be farsighted 
enough to perceive how these attitudes will 
affect our alliances in the region, and ultimate
ly our ability to influence developments vital to 
our own security. 

Certainly we should be able to understand 
why no leader of a Latin American country will 
publicly support the Presidents Contra did pro
gram, regardless of the private hints he may 
give to friendly State Department officials. 
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And it is even easier to understand how 

every Latin American leader will tell even a 
visiting U.S. Congressman as they have told 
me, that direct U.S. military intervention in 
Nicaragua will produce a generation of hatred 
for U.S. throughout all of Latin America. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask my colleagues, and I 
ask this administration, will our security as a 
nation be enhanced by the alienation of all of 
our friends in Latin America? Do we want to 
hand Cuba and the Soviets their biggest tri
umph in history, the triumph of driving a 
wedge between the United States and every 
country south of the Rio Grande? 

I, for one, do not wish to embark on this 
course. 

The second point I wish to make, Mr. 
Speaker, has to do with our attitude toward 
Marxist ideology in our hemisphere. I use the 
term "Marxist ideology" as the broadest term 
to cover all of the wide variety of Communi$t 
and Socialist groupings in the Latin American 
countries. The President and his supporters 
have taken the politically simple and expedi
ent course of lumping all of those tendencies 
together and creating the picture of an alien 
ideological invasion about to overwhelm the 
hemisphere. 

The truth is more complex: the Nicaraguan 
Communist Party was a nonplayer in the revo
lution that overthrew Somoza. In most Latin 
countries, the Soviet-dominated Communist 
Party is the most conservative of the revolu
tionary forces. This was incidentally, also the 
case in the Philippines, where the Soviet con
trolled Communist Party has actually faded 
into nonexistence. The Soviets entered the 
picture in Nicaragua when the Sandinista rev
olution succeeded, with help from Cubans, Eu
ropeans, other Latin Americans, and even the 
United States. The Nicaraguans turned to the 
Soviets for help, and received it. But they also 
turned to the European Community, and to 
every other available sympathizer. That still in
cludes a great deal of private U.S. assistance. 
There are at least 1,000 U.S. citizens helping 
the Sandinistas in Nicaragua, and tens of 
thousands more raising funds to repair the de
struction caused by the Contra forces. That 
number will increase )>Ubstantially, as the 
United States is increasingly polarized by the 
Reagan doctrine of intervention in regional 
conflicts around the world. 

We should not be surprised at Nicaragua 
accepting Soviet and Cuban help, nor should 
we be paranoid about it. We accepted Soviet 
help in defeating Hitler, and we won the Chi
nese Communist in an effort to control Soviet 
hegemony and to stabilize Asia. 

There are Marxists, including Communists, 
in the governments of many of our allies. 
Some of these governments are our friends
are even controlled by Socialists. Even 
Canada has a major Socialist influence in its 
government, as have many Latin countries. 
The fact is that democratic socialism is a 
major competing ideology with democratic 
capitalism throughout the world, both devel
oped and underdeveloped. Our policy posture 
must be to avoid the course that results in 
driving revolutionary forces into the most ex
treme of Marxist authoritarianism. We must 
help the democratic Socialist forces move 
toward economies of greater freedom, and 
preventing the excesses of right-wing dictator-

ships which call on our support because they 
are friendly to our corporate economic inter
ests. 

We are abdicating such a course now, to 
the destruction of our long-term security inter
ests around the world. We are abdicating such 
a course because of the rigid ideological 
blinders worn by this administration, which 
renders it incapable of dealing with the reali
ties of mixed economics, of nations seeking 
non-alignment between the super-powers, of 
nations who seek to mold a political, econom
ic, and social system best suited to their own 
history and tradition. 

I know we can do better. The first step must 
be to defeat this measure before us so that 
we can begin a new course based on coop
eration with the Contadora nations and the 
Contadora support group. Only from such a 
new course can progress be made, and secu
rity for the hemisphere be obtained. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. LAGOMARSINO]. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman from Califor
nia CMr. BROWN] enter into a colloquy 
with me? 

Mr. BROWN of California. I will be 
happy to on the gentleman's own time. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. It is on my 
time. 

The gentleman mentioned Sandino. 
Did the gentleman know that San
dino's grandson, Arisa de Pavon, was 
in Washington a week ago, gave a 
press conference to which all of the 
media was invited but none came, and 
that he told that press conference 
that he was opposed to the Sandinista 
regime because it had thrown out the 
ideas of his grandfather and that they 
had locked him up for 3 years and 
threatened to kill him or imprison him 
for 30 years if he did not join their or
ganization? 

Mr. BROWN of California. In re
sponse to the gentleman's query, I will 
say I did not have that pleasure. But I 
noticed that our colleague from Cali
fornia, DAVID DREIER, yesterday men
tioned that he had talked to Christina 
Chamorro, the editorial page editor of 
La Prensa about how she hated the 
Sandinistas, and yet her sister, Clau
dia Chamorro is the Nicaraguan Am
bassador to Costa Rica. So we some
times have interfamily differences of 
this sort. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. COLEMAN]. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Chairman, one of the things I find 
very troubling and somewhat misun
derstood is exactly what the percep
tion by the countries in Central Amer
ica is of our own policy and whether or 
not they support it or not. Just a few 
minutes ago, we heard from the chair
man of the Intelligence Committee. 
He said in these words, "Virtually no 
democratic nation in Latin America 
supports United States policy there." 
He went on further to say that "No 

Latin American publicly endorses our 
military aid in this area," that is, any 
leader of these countries. 

Now I find that rather hard to be
lieve when my President tells me that 
publicly these countries, indeed, do 
not support, and there is very little 
reason why we might guess why they 
might not support it publicly when 
they do not know whether or not the 
United States is going to be able to 
sustain and support these efforts, but 
that privately we have been told they 
do. In other words, their public pos
ture is much different than their pri
vate misgivings and concerns about 
the Nicaraguans and support for our 
own policy. 

I am not on the Intelligence Com
mittee. I am not the chairman of the 
Intelligence Committee. But I went 
downstairs where there are experts 
from the intelligence community who 
are made available to every Member of 
this House this afternoon and tomor
row. These are not Republican or 
Democrat members of the intelligence 
community. But if you have any doubt 
about private misgivings about Nicara
gua or private support for the United 
States position, I ask my colleagues to 
go downstairs to a room that you 
know about already, or the staff will 
tell you where, so that you might ask 
our intelligence-gathering apparatus 
exactly what the position of these 
countries are, because privately they 
are saying something differently than 
they are publicly. And I might say 
that it is very misleading to discuss 
this issue by continually drawing out 
the fact that publicly these people do 
not support us. That matters very 
little when you compare that to the 
private conversations and what they 
really say. I dare-say that there are 
Members of Congress that say things 
publicly and who believe something 
privately, differently as well. 

Now I am amazed to find out we 
differ on the facts as much as we do. 
We might differ on the conclusions, 
but the facts about whether or not our 
policy in Central America is support
able or not really leaves a lot to be de
sired. 

The previous speaker before me said 
it was absolutely totally opposed by 
everybody who lived down there. A 
Gallop poll taken at the end of 1985 
by the Costa Rican affiliate of Gallop 
polls indicates that just the opposite 
seems to be the case. When asked 
what is the threat to Central America, 
it is an overwhelming response that 
these Latin American nations feel that 
Nicaragua is the threat to their coun
try, followed by Cuba, followed by the 
Soviet Union, and barely a blip, hope
fully that is the case, coming a very 
poor fourth is the United States. And I 
think that says a lot about what the 
public sentiment is down there, if not 
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the public statements of the leaders of 
these countries. 

I would like to go to the next chart. 
When asked who causes tension in 
Central America, again the same re
sponses: Nicaragua, Cuba, U.S.S.R. 
overwhelmingly so. I think this is 
again showing the public sentiment 
for what our own activities are and our 
own policies are in Latin America. 

But the final chart here I think is 
the one that we are all interested in 
today. That is, should the United 
States continue aiding the Nicaraguan 
resistance? Should the United States' 
policy that we are voting on tomorrow 
be continued, and you are sitting in 
Costa Rica, or Honduras, or Guatema
la, or El Salvador, and you have that 
question asked of you privately, and 
what is your response? Your response 
is overwhelmingly yes. If they had the 
opportunity to be in this Chamber to
morrow to vote, 70 percent in neigh
boring Costa Rica would vote for the 
President's proposal, and equally 
across-the-board for every other close 
country in this region. 

I think it is very important to con
sider this as we vote tomorrow. 

Mr. McHUGH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MARTINEZ]. 

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, to
morrow culminates about 3 weeks of 
rhetoric that has been allowed to spin 
wildly into space. In bantering about 
communism, freedom, and Harlingen, 
TX, too many people in Washington 
have strayed dangerously far from the 
context of a small, poor Latin Ameri
can country struggling with some very 
Latin American problems. If my col
leagues will indulge me, I would like to 
bring this debate back to reality for a 
moment. 

What we are really talking about is a 
policy for Nicaragua, yet many of us 
would let the elaborate staging and 
dramatic acting in Washington, DC, 
guide our decisions. Half-day trips to 
Nicaragua, Red Sea scenarios on tele
vision, and advertisements in major 
newspapers by political advocacy 
groups seem to be dominating this 
debate. By contrast, I would like to 
share with you some different perspec
tives by different people. 

It isn't surprising that some have 
taken as fact that Nicaragua is inex
orably transforming into a totalitarian 
state. But is this based more on obser
vation of Nicaragua, or on United 
States politics? I received a letter re
cently from a respected attorney in 
California, Mr. Brad Seligman, who 
iust returned from a trip to Nicaragua 
Wtth the National Lawyers Guild. 
Their task was to study the content 
and process of drafting the new Nica
raguan constitution. They met with 
members of the government, opposi
tion parties, La Prensa, Catholic and 
Evangelical churches, agricultural pro
ducers, and the judiciary. And unlike 

my colleagues last weekend, they 
stayed 2 weeks. I don't know how accu
rate their report is but in his letter to 
me he reflects a different perception, 
Mr. Seligman wrote: 

Our meetings and observations . . . con
vinced us that the Government of Nicara
gua is firmly committed to democracy in 
general and a Democratic process in devel
oping its constitution-

The draft constitution submitted to 
the legislative assembly on February 
21, 1986-
includes numerous protections of individual 
liberties, assures a mixed economy, incorpo
rates norms of international law and pro
vides for a democratic, pluralistic Govern
ment . . . A review of the draft constitu
tion reveals the commitment of Nicaragua 
to a genuine democracy with checks and 
balances inherent in any country opposed to 
dictatorships. In addition, the constitution 
protects private property <over 80 percent of 
the land in Nicaragua is privately held), per
sonal liberty, due process of law, equality of 
all people and dedication to democracy. 

Over a million copies of this consti
tution will be distributed to a country 
of 3 million people. Debate on each 
and every provision will occur through 
a series of over 80 open forums involv
ing every sector and group in the 
country that wishes to participate. 
The deadline for a final draft of the 
constitution is next October, 2 years 
after the election. Now, whether this 
constitution will rigidly govern the ac
tivities of the Sandinista regime is 
questionable. But we are certainly not 
going to bring pressure on them to 
abide by their constitution by fueling 
a civil war in their country. 

I would like to share with you part 
of another letter I received which I 
personally feel is accurate about this 
civil war, from mothers whose sons 
have been killed in it: 

The so-called humanitarian aid to the 
Contras has brought nothing in its wake but 
pain, suffering and children without par
ents. 

Members of Congress, Nicaraguan moth
ers do not want more tragedy. Our hearts 
are broken and our eyes are full of tears be
cause of this foul and evil Contra invasion. 

We would call it humanitarian aid if the 
dollars were invested to improve developing 
countries, to protect children the world over 
from dying of starvation or to build hospi
tals. 

We who write you suffer the consequences 
of this war in our own flesh. Our sons have 
been victims of this so-called humanitarian 
aid. 

Our hearts are filled with sorrow. We only 
ask you to be compassionate with our 
people and grant that this aid be invested 
elsewhere; not in our killing. 

Over the last 5 years, over 13,000 ci
vilians have died in the fighting-the 
proportional equivalent of twice the 
number of deaths the United States 
suffered in World War II. The Contras 
have concentrated their efforts 
against programs established to ame
liorate the hardships of rural workers. 
The only effect of this is to intensify 
the country's extreme poverty and to 

strengthen the hand of the govern
ment. 

The Contras are not going to win. 
The two former chiefs of United 
States Southern Command said they 
cannot win. After 5 years of fighting 
with United States taxpayers' money, 
they do not hold a single town in Nica
ragua. What have they done? They 
have encouraged the Sandinistas to 
crack down on civil rights and to 
import more Soviet, Cuban, and East 
European weapons and advisers. Three 
House committees have cited this in 
their rejection of the President's re
quest. The administration cries out 
about these results also, then tries to 
produce more of them. 

What about the other Latin Ameri
can countries? Almost every one of 
them opposes aiding the Contras. 
Eight foreign ministers of democratic 
Latin nations came to Washington re
cently to convince the President not to 
request this aid. This week, the Brazil
ian Government took exception to 
comments made by our President 
Sunday night about Sandinista activi
ties in Brazil. v.r e are alone in our 
policy in Latin America. If the admin
istration claims that Latin leaders pri
vately support aiding the Contras, the 
burden of proof lies on the administra
tion's shoulders. As popularly elected 
Representatives, it would be an act of 
hypocrisy for us to accept such claims 
which, aside from being unsubstantiat
ed, Latin leaders cannot say before 
their own constituencies. 

Finally, l would like to share with 
my colleagues a letter I wrote to the 
President last month with the able 
help of a fell ow Hispanic, Segundo 
Mercado-Llorens, and which was co
signed by three of my colleagues, 
ROBERT GARCIA, BILL RICHARDSON, and 
EDWARD ROYBAL. The letter stated 
that the President's request for more 
aid to the Contras raises serious ques
tions about his commitment to the 
Contadora process, especially in light 
of the recent Caraballeda and Guate
mala statements, both of which call 
for an end to external support for ir
regular military and insurrectionist 
forces in Central America. I will quote 
from our letter: 

In your June 11, 1985 letter to <a repre
sentative of this House>, you wrote that you 
were exploring "how and when the United 
States would resume useful direct talks with 
Nicaragua" • • •. This letter held out the 
promise of a diplomatic initiative that we 
felt would help bring peace to the troubled 
region. Indeed, in authorizing the $27 mil
lion in aid, Congress called on you to resume 
bilateral negotiations without precondi
tions. However, your November 6th report 
on Nicaragua stated that bilateral talks un
dermined the Contadora process, and that 
Costa Rica, Honduras and El Salvador did 
not favor such negotiations. But the adop
tion of the January 14 Guatemala declara
tion by each of these governments indicates 
that this is no longer the case. 
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We believe that the recent initiatives in 

Guatemala, which call for pluralistic democ
racy, for observance of human rights, and 
for withdrawal of foreign troops in the 
region, accurately reflect what should be 
the goals of the United States in Central 
America. In so doing, they provide us with 
an opportunity to move this region toward 
the stability critical to our national security, 
and vital to the long-term peace, prosperity 
and freedom of our hemisphere. 

We then asked the President to: 
First, suspend requests for futher as

sistance to the Contras until the 
progress made in these new Contadora 
initiatives toward a balanced and veri
fiable settlement in the region may be 
evaluated; 

Second, resume bilateral negotia
tions with the Government of Nicara
gua; 

Third, declare U.S. Government will
ingness to sign a protocol, guarantee
ing the rights of all parties in the 
region should they agree on a peace 
treaty; and 

Fouth, support the creation of a bi
partisan congressional delegation 
which would consult with the Presi
dent on a regular basis and with the 
Contadora nations, as to how the 
United States could best advance the 
process for a regional peace. 

Such proposals, I hope, will help 
bring this debate back down to Earth. 
We must stop looking at Nicaragua 
with ideological blinders on. We must 
cease to ignore the calls of our Latin 
American allies. If we vote to fund the 
Contra war, the Red Sea in Central 
America may soon be the blood of 
American soldiers. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Flori
da [Mr. MCCOLLUM]. 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, the 
debate on the issues surrounding 
whether the United States should pro
vide military assistance to the Nicara
guan Contras are quite simple and 
straightforward. Virtually everyone 
admits that the Government of Nica
ragua is a Communist dictatorship, 
that it has close ties and receives 
weapons and support from the Soviet 
Union, Cuba, Communist east bloc 
countries, Libya, the PLO and assorted 
other terrorist organizations. 

D 1410 
Although there may be some dispute 

on the specifics, there is general agree
ment that the Communist government 
in Nicaragua has been a chronic viola
tor of human rights and has sup
pressed democracy and democratic 
ideals. 

There is very little dispute that the 
Sandinista Communists support Com
munist guerrillas in El Salvador and 
other countries neighboring Nicara
gua. Just last Friday the Washington 
Post in its editorial said: 

There is no good reason to doubt the San
dinistas are revolutionary Communists, who 
would if they could make their country a 

second Cuba: A police state and an outpost 
of Soviet power • • • Their subversive capa
bility is evident • • •. 

• • • The United States needs to do what 
is necessary to block and defeat efforts by 
Nicaragua, with or without its Soviet pa
trons, to subvert other Central American 
countries. 

We all know that the Salvadoran 
guerrilla Communists have been given 
support by the Nicaraguans since the 
revolution in Nicaragua in 1979. At 
this present time, the two key com
mand centers of the Salvadoran resist
ance guerrilla forces fighting the de
mocracy of President Duarte in El Sal
vador are housed in Nicaragua. 

At the present time, the leadership 
of the Communist guerrillas fighting 
against democracy in El Salvador are 
housed, personally, in Managua. 

At the present time, Radio Vincera
mos is housed in Nicaragua, spreading 
the revolution to the neighboring 
countries. 

Following the quotes that have been 
given to us on many past occasions by 
the Nicaraguan Communist leaders 
themselves such as in Commandante 
Arce's famous speech in 1984 in which 
he said: "We'll never give up our revo
lutionary friends and we'll never stop 
going into our neighboring countries" 
and Thomas Borge's famous 1983 
interview in an American magazine in 
which he stated, "The prophecy of 
Ronald Reagan was right about one 
thing, that we are going to see revolu
tion carried from Nicaragua into Gua
temala into Honduras and El Salvador 
and into Mexico." 

Most recently, in December of this 
past year, a Russian-made car trans
porting weapons of various assort
ments in hidden, specially made com
partments was found in Honduras, 
going between Nicaragua and El Salva
dor. 

In Honduras nearly 2 years ago, 
nearly 100 people were captured who 
were from Hondura,s originally, put in 
there to have violence and revolution 
in Honduras. They said, they testi
fied-the ones that survived the cap
ture-that they were recruited in Hon
duras by the Nicaraguan Sandinista 
Communists; that they were sent to 
Cuba for training; they were brought 
back to Nicaragua for more training, 
and then they were shipped after they 
were armed into the neighboring coun
try of Honduras. 

Most recently, you will all remember 
last year when the M-19 forces invad
ed in Colombia and took over the 
State Palace of Justice there, when 
quite a number of Judges were killed. 
There is irrefutable evidence that the 
arms were supplied intentionally for 
that maneuver by the Nicaraguan 
Communists. 

Now, it does not make a lot of sense 
to me to debate that issue any longer. 

The real debate is not over whether 
the United States should act to stop 
the Nicaraguan Communists from be-

coming another Cuba and subverting 
their neighbors, but it is over what ac
tions we should take-what the 
remedy should be. There are three 
choices: 

First, continue efforts toward a ne
gotiated settlement; 

Second, adopt a policy of contain
ment; and 

Third, support the Nicaraguan Free
dom Fighters in an effort to force a 
settlement on the Nicaraguan Commu
nists or bring about their downfall. 

Logic says that the chances of either 
of the first two choices succeeding are 
very remote and highly improbable. 
The third choice, aid to the Contras is 
not without peril, but it is the only 
one of the three choices where there is 
any reasonable basis to hope for suc
cess. The consequences of failure are 
so dire, I don't see how anyone in good 
conscience can opt for anything but 
the course of action that has the best 
chance of success. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
an additional minute to the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. M-:COLLUM. Mr. Chairman, 
talk is cheap. In the 7 years they have 
been in power the Nicaraguan Com
munists have done a lot of talking 
about a negotiated settlement and said 
they embrace the Contadora process, 
but time and again they have rebuffed 
every serious proposal to bring about a 
settlement that would be acceptable to 
the United States and their neighbors. 
With their military strength growing 
with each passing day and their 
regime consolidating more and more 
from within as a solid Communist 
state, how much longer can we afford 
to play their game of negotiating? Up 
until now it has been nothing but a 
stall for time on their part. Based on 
the history of our efforts to negotiate 
with other Communist regimes, why 
should we reasonably expect anything 
different from any future negotiations 
with the Nicaraguan Communists? To 
do nothing else but continue negotia
tions simply plays into the hands of 
the Communists. 

Containment at best is never a good 
policy. It does not present any hope or 
opportunity for changing the internal 
politics of a Communist country. To 
follow a policy of containment means 
that in the case of Nicaragua, we are 
conceding the future of thousands of 
Nicaraguans to Communist dictator
ship and chronic human rights abuses. 
In this case, though, there is even a 
worse problem with the policy of con
tainment. It is not practical. Nicaragua 
has so many porous land borders, and 
no one has ever been successful in con
taining Communist subversive activi
ties in Democratic countries nearby 
even when the Communist country is 
an island state like Cuba. If we pur-
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sued a policy of containment, we 
would have to appropriate millions of 
dollars to beef-up the armed forces of 
neighboring countries and still in all 
probability we would fail to contain 
the Communist revolutionaries. 

This brings us to the only real 
option we have left: Aid to the Nicara
guan Contras. Although they can only 
muster weak and ineffective argu
ments on behalf of other choices, op
ponents argue that aid to the Contras 
is not a realistic option and has no 
better and probably less of a chance of 
success. First, they argue that the 
Contra freedom fighters cannot bring 
about the downfall of the Nicaraguan 
Communist regime even with the $100 
million of aid the President requests. 
They say that this is the President's 
real goal, but that the general popu
lace of Nicaragua does not support the 
Contras and that the lack of success in 
the last few years has demonstrated 
that they cannot win. No one can be 
certain that with the aid requested for 
the Contras, the Contras can bring 
about the fall of the Communist gov
ernment, but there is much more to 
support the likelihood of their success 
in this regard than there is in support 
of the arguments that they can't win. 
The revolutionary movement against 
the Communists did not start in ear
nest until 1982, and the United States 
only gave them a small amount of ini
tial funding before Congress cutoff all 
support and then just a few months 
ago agreed to give a paltry sum of hu
manitarian nonmilitary aid. Against 
the largest army that has ever been 
assembled in Central America, 
equipped with the latest in Soviet 
weaponry, including gunship helicop
ters, how could we have expected the 
Contras to do any better than they 
have? In fact, the surprising thing is 
that the Contras have survived and 
thrived during the past few months. 
The reason for this is very clear: The 
Contras do have the support of a large 
portion of the disenchanted populace 
of Nicaragua, especially peasant farm
ers who do not at all like the collectiv
ist policies of the Sandinista Commu
nists. In fact, the bulk of the Contra 
Army is made-up of these peasant 
farmers. With the aid requested by 
the President, the Contras could ac
quire the necessary missiles and so
phisticated weapons to eliminate the 
advantage given the Nicaraguan Com
munists by the Soviet weaponry and 
would be given a tremendous boost 
psychologically among their troops 
and in the eyes of the general popu
lace in Nicaragua. Whether this would 
be sufficient to topple the Communist 
regime in Managua is not clear, but 
what is clear is the incorrectness of 
the arguments that the Contras with 
the aid requested are sure to fail. They 
would have a reasonable chance to ac
tually overthrow the Communist gov
ernment, and even falling short of 

that would bring tremendous pressure 
on the Sandinista regime to get seri
ous about a negotiated settlement. 

Opponents of aid to the Contras 
argue that if the Contras start show
ing signs of success with additional 
United States aid, this will only cause 
the escalation of support to the Com
munist Nicaraguans by Cuba and the 
Soviet Union and that the Communist 
government of Nicaragua will enor
mously step up its support of Commu
nist guerrillas in the neighboring 
countries. While Cuba and the Soviet 
Union may, indeed, attempt to bolster 
their support for their Communist 
allies, it is highly improbable that 
they would risk a direct confrontation 
with the United States by deploying 
their own forces, or any heavier equip
ment than they have already supplied 
and any other additional support 
would be of questionable relative value 
in the conflict. In the meantime, the 
Nicaraguan Communists would have a 
hard time seriously escalating subver
sive activities next door when being 
faced with a much greater threat at 
home from the Contras. Thus, it can 
clearly be seen that the logic for 
aiding the Contras outweighs the ar
guments of the opponents against it 
on the basis of its chances for success. 

The second major argument oppo
nents of aid to the Contras make is 
that they are led by former Somozan 
national guardsmen, who are worse 
violators of human rights than the 
Communist regime in power, and 
would not be any better in power than 
the present regime and possibly worse. 
Hence, the argument goes that the 
United States should not give the le
gitimacy of its support to such a bad 
group of revolutionaries. This is a ter
ribly weak argument. The political 
leaders of all of the Contra forces were 
opponents of Somoza and have es
poused Democratic values for years. 
Of all of the key military leaders of 
the Contras only one had any connec
tion with Somoza, Enrique Bermudez, 
and he was far removed from Somoza 
for a number of years as an envoy to 
the United States and has again, and 
again, repudiated the attrocities of the 
Somozan regime. Besides are we to say 
that we would never support a revolu
tionary government where some of its 
leaders were once officers who sup
ported a corrupt dictator? The recent 
example in the Philippines makes a 
mockery of this argument. As to the 
human rights violations committed by 
the Contras, there is no question that 
some occurred, and have been admit
ted, but they are no greater and prob
ably not as great as those committed 
by the Communist government in 
power. The worst violators of human 
rights in the history of the world have 
been and are Communist governments. 
We have little or no influence over 
human rights violations under Com
munist regimes which have consolidat-

ed power. They become closed soci
eties. 

If the freedom fighters were to come 
to power there is no reason to believe 
we would have any less success in 
curbing human rights violations than 
we have had in the case of El Salvador 
and, hopefully, will have in the Philip
pines. 

Some opponents of the President's 
aid request argue that if things are so 
bad in Nicaragua and the national se
curity interest of the United States is 
as great as the President says, then we 
should send in American forces. 
Frankly, the very point of supporting 
the Contras is to avoid ever having to 
use American troops in Central Amer
ica. There are 20,000 Nicaragua free
dom fighters ready to give their lives 
for freedom in their home country. It 
doesn't make any sense to needlessly 
sacrifice the lives of American soldiers 
when we can support these freedom 
fighters to accomplish our common 
goal objectives. However, make no mis
take about it, if we fail to stop the Nic
araguan Communists through the sup
port of the freedom fighters, they will 
consolidate their Communist regime 
and step-up their support of Commu
nist guerrillas throughout Central 
America and somewhere along the line 
we will see the bloodshed of American 
soldiers south of our border. 

Key Nicaraguan Communist leaders 
have been trained by the PLO. Terror
ist training has been ongoing inside 
Nicaragua for years under the man
agement, not only of Castro, but also 
under the watchful eye of PLO and 
Libyan operatives and representatives 
of such diverse terrorist groups as 
Italy's Red Brigade and Germany's 
Braader Meinhopf. Knowing this and 
knowing of the clearly spelled out 
intent of the Communist leaders of 
Nicaragua to spread their revolution 
elsewhere, can any one doubt the seri
ous terrorist threat they will pose, not 
only to their neighboring Central 
American countries, but to the United 
States itself? The Salvadoran guerril
las recently revealed the type of prod
uct that the Nicaraguan Communist 
are producing when they issued their 
now famous broadcast on Radio Ven
ceremos from Nicaragua on the occa
sion of our shuttle tragedy. Who can 
forget that they said: 

Given that two war criminals have died 
aboard the Challenger, we share the happi
ness felt by those <who> reject and condemn 
the U.S. imperialism's warmongering policy. 

And if this is not enough to convince 
you to support the Contras, let me 
remind my colleagues that if we fail in 
this endeavor, before we see the ter
rorists at our borders, we're going to 
see millions and millions of refugees 
pouring into the United States. The 
fragile economies of Nicaragua's 
neighbors cannot sustain the kind of 
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disruption that inspired Communist 
guerrilla activity will produce. 

As I said at the beginning, the issues 
involved in this request for aid to the 
Contras is quite simple. We all know 
that the Nicaraguan Communist Gov
ernment is bad and that if left un
checked it will spread its revolution 
and its terrorism to its neighbors and 
ultimately to the United States. The 
only question is how we go about stop
ping this before much more damage is 
done and the loss of the lives of Amer
ican troops is required. Policies of con
tinued negotiation only play into the 
hands of the Communists in Nicara
gua and the policy of containment 
simply cannot work in this case. The 
only reasonable alternative to try is 
the aid to the Contras which the 
President is requesting. I strongly urge 
you to vote "yes" on aid to the Con
tras. 

Any effort on our part to contain is 
going to be futile; there are land bor
ders that we are involved with in this 
case; there is no way we can seal those 
borders. The results of either course 
of action, an attempt to pursue con
tainment which is unrealistic, an at
tempt to pursue negotiations which 
the Sandinista Communists do not 
want, is a waste of our time. It gives 
them the opportunity to consolidate 
and carry their revolution next door; it 
gives them the opportunity to bring 
about a situation where we have no 
freedom fighters there. 

Right now there are 20,000 freedom 
fighters from Nicaragua in Honduras 
and in the hills of Nicaragua willing to 
give their lives for freedom. Willing to 
die, willing to bring about democracy 
in that country; and yet we have some 
of my colleagues suggesting that in
stead of doing that, we ought to wait 
around for never-never land, until one 
day if things are bad enough, we will 
then send the Marines in and let 
American lives be lost in this battle. 

I submit to you, my colleagues, the 
choice is very simple-and I do not 
question the patriotic motives or 
intent of any of my colleagues. 

The choice is simple, though: The 
vote is, are you for the President's 
policy for democracy in Central Amer
ica and vote "aye," or are you for the 
Communist Sandinistas in Nicaragua. 
And that is what a "no" vote is, for 
communism in Central America. It is 
as simple as that. 

Mr. McHUGH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
New Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON]. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
9 months ago this administration 
asked me to trust them with $27 mil
lion in humanitarian aid, and I did. 
Now they want $100 million. I made a 
mistake in trusting them, in casting 
that vote. 

There are four reasons why we 
should reject this package; three stem
ming from that letter and one that is 

newly evolved. The administration 
said, in a famous letter, and there is 
talk of a lot of letters running around, 
that we supported the Contadora proc
ess. 

We have undercut the Contadora 
process. We told the Contadora for
eign ministers to take a hike; that we 
did not care about what they said on 
delaying the Contra vote. 

How is that money going to be spent, 
we said. $27 million, very strict guide
lines. We sent the GAO to investigate; 
the U.S. taxpayer has to know. We 
need to know. The administration said: 
"We can't provide you that informa
tion. It isn't there." 

The third point: Contra reforms. 
Yes, there have been some reforms 
there, and yes, there are some Contras 
that I think have strong democratic 
credentials, but there is still an exces
sive Somocista influence. There is still 
a great amount of division. There is no 
political plan. 

There is a new reason that has 
evolved; and that is called national pri
orities. I respect the talk about free
dom fighters around the world, but I 
submit to everybody in this body that 
there are freedom fighters in this 
country, and the freedom fighters in 
this country are fighting farm foreclo
sures, they are fighting ignorance; and 
I say to this body that this $100 mil
lion can be better spent at a time of 
these deficits. 

There is a lot of talk about compro
mises. There is a lot of talk about let
ters and Executive orders. I want my 
colleagues to know that BILL RICHARD
SON made a mistake in accepting a 
letter before. I made a mistake in ac
cepting something that was not in leg
islative language. 

If there is going to be a compro
mise-and I understand the Speaker is 
allowing a vote 10 days after the 
recess, that we be able to see it in leg
islative language; that if we are going 
to reform the Contras, if we are going 
to include the entire Contra operation, 
Commander Zero, Eden Pastora, was 
left out for months, is the one individ
ual that has a political base in Nicara
gua; but the CIA could not contain 
him. There is division there. 

Mr. McEWEN. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. RICHARDSON. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. McEWEN. Let me Just quickly 
point out in reference to the state
ment that we do not know where the 
money went or what happened to the 
$27 million: I respectfully submit that 
the GAO does not know where it is; 
however, the Intelligence Committees 
are fully aware, and as a Member of 
Congress, we would be more than 
happy to supply that to you this very 
moment. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. I thank my col
league. 

My message to this body is, beware 
of letters, beware of compromises, 
unless they are in legislative language. 
Let us turn this package down so that 
if there is going to be a bipartisan con
structive policy, it can be put in legis
lative writing, not in letters that come 
to you that do not mean anything, 
where they do not deliver; let us have 
the Congress impose those conditions. 

I ask my colleagues to vote down 
this request today. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 7 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. MOLINARI]. 

Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, col
leagues, I was one of those that went 
to Nicaragua this past weekend, and I 
agree with the Members that got up 
here before and said, "Those of us 
that are engaging in this debate are 
probably not going to turn any votes." 

I am not here to attempt to turn any 
votes. I am speaking, my colleagues, 
because I made a pledge to the marvel
ously brave people that I met in Nica
ragua that I would come back to Con
gress and do my best to try to convey a 
message. 

I would like to address just two 
issues. The gentleman from Utah CMr. 
MONSON] talked about censorship that 
occurs in Nicaragua today. Take a look 
with me, if you will, the front page of 
La Prensa, the few days' articles 
before we got there. The red lines are 
those that were cut off by the Sandi
nista government. 

Nothing left to this newspaper. Here 
we have 20-some-odd pages of articles 
that were censored in just 3 days of a 
newspaper that is only six pages long. 

We have heard reference to Somoza. 
Under Somoza, the Catholic Church 
had channels 2 and 6 available to 
them, and when Somoza was guilty of 
atrocities, they were able to go before 
those two TV channels and talk about 
those atrocities. They had a radio sta
tion; they had a pastoral letter; they 
had bulletins. They do not have any of 
that anymore. 

Eighty-five percent of that nation is 
Catholic. The Catholic Church has 
lost the ability to communicate. As a 
matter of fact, to say mass, to say 
mass in Nicaragua, the priests have to 
tape their mass 2 days in advance, and 
submit it to the government so they 
can censor-and they do censor. 
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And believe it or not, they even 

censor references to the Bible. That is 
what we are up against. And if I could, 
it troubles me as a Catholic to under
stand why there has been so much op
position from within the Catholic 
Church to the aid package that we are 
talking about today. This morning I 
had breakfast with Cardinal O'Con
nor, a man whom I think, commands 
great respect in this Nation of ours. I 
would like to read to you a letter au-
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thored by Cardinal O'Connor and by Mr. DORNAN of California. Try to 
Cardinal Law from Boston. This was do it in :m seconds or he will think it is 
addressed to Cardinal Obando y a conspiracy. 
Bravo: The gentleman did not know that I 

YoUR EMINENCE: The present trials was goir..g to ask him, did he? 
through which you and the Church in Nica- Mr. MOLINARI. No, I did not. 
ragua are suffering are a poignant reminder Mr. DORNAN of California. I just 
that the mystery of the Cross continues to want the gentleman to express to me 
be lived in the Body of Christ. During this what he did that morning. 
Lent, your two brother bishops in the Mr. MOLINARI. Well, when I went 
United States, who were called to member- to La Prensa and I saw these articles I 
ship in the College of Cardinals with you 
last May, have often thought of you and dis- asked them could I please have copies 
cussed the courageous efforts you make for of those to take back with me to Con
the well-being of the Church and the people gress. 
of Nicaragua. We have taken the extraordi- Mr. DORNAN of California. The 
nary step of making this letter public so censorec. articles that were censored 
that the faithful in our archdioceses and as that ver:i morning. 
many as possible in our country will know 
what is actually happening to their brothers Mr. MOLINARI. The censored arti-
and sisters in Nicaragua. cles; yes, sir. And they gave me these 

We share your deep pain when your articles 1;0 bring back. 
people are denied full opportunity to build a We had luncheon, we went to the 
just, peaceful and progressive society based Ambassador's residence for lunch, and 
on the transcendent dignity of each human I took t :'.lem. I left them in the bus. I 
person. We know your suffering when at- thought I left them in the bus. I went 
tempts are made to violate the religious con- in and came back out and looked for 
science of Nicaraguans by denying them 
access to the liberating teachings of the them and could not find them. 
Church. This has been done by physical That night I sat, having supper with 
harassment, crude attempts at intimidation, one of 1 he gentlemen, whose name I 
and censorship. Priests have been summari- will lea~e out, from La Prensa, and I 
ly expelled from your country. Offices of said I had lost the articles. I related 
your archdiocese have been raided by mili- what happened and I asked could I get 
tary personnel and remain under military duplicat ~s and the man said in horror, 
occupation. The archdiocesan newspaper, "You lo,;t the articles where?" I said, 
Iglesia, was confiscated after its first edi- "On the bus." 
tion, and the Catholic radio remains closed. 
You are subjected to a barrage of distor- He said, "But the bus is owned by 
tions, slanderous insults and innuendo at the government, the driver works for 
home and by some representatives of the the government." 
government abroad. Then horror struck me and I real-

In this ordeal, the Church in Nicaragua ized th a.t I may have jeopardized 
has been seeking to maintain the construe- someboc.y's life. I could not sleep. I 
tive dialogue with the government in an at-
tempt to reach a climate of mutual respect stayed up all night thinking, "My God, 
so that the Church can play a role in the re- how could I have done this?" 
construction of your country. We want to Mr. DORNAN of California. Because 
assure you of our solidarity with you. With the gen~leman had just heard stories 
you we are praying for that peaceful recon- of 11,000 political prisoners, most of 
ciliation necessary to rekindle the original them in solitary confinement where 
hope of the revolution. For this to take Somoza's evil bars had been replaced 
place, it is essential that there be an imme- b f 
diate cessation of the present unjust restric- Y sheets o metal, darkness, a tiny 
tions suffered by the Church and other sec- slot for the few meals, and the gentle
tors of Nicaraguan society. This will un- man thc1ught he had created this prob
doubtedly provide a powerful impetus for lem for the La Prensa heroes, the free 
the just resolution of the conflicts in your press. 
country and in that strife torn region. Mr. MOLINARI. I had heard stories 

Be assured of our prayers and support, that I will never forget for the rest of 
our brother Cardinal, through the interces- my life. It may not help in this debate. 
sion of the Blessed Virgin Mary, the "Most Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentle
Pure," as the Nicaraguan people particular-
ly venerate her. man f OJ his courtesy in extending me 

Fraternally yours in Christ, this time. 
BERNARD CARDINAL LAw, Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

Archbishop of Boston. yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
JoHN CARDINAL O'CoNNoR, Virginia [Mr. DANIEL], a distinguished 

Archbishop of New York. membeI of the committee. 
Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. Mr. DANIEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

Chairman, will the gentleman yield? in protest of the hijacking of a revolu-
Mr. MOLINARI. I yield to the gen- tion by the Communists in Nicaragua. 

tleman from California. Just s.s we have seen recently in the 
Mr. DORNAN of California. I thank Philipplnes and Haiti, when the legiti-

the gentleman for yielding. mate E.spirations of a people are 
Mr. Chairman, Saturday morning thwarted, an insurgency will result. 

the gentleman told me that he had Denied a mechanism within the po
not been able to sleep 1 solitary litical f::-amework for an expression of 
minute in that now rundown Intercon- their will, the people will force that 
tinental Hotel. Why? will thr lugh rebellion. 

Mr. MOLINARI. If I could get 1 ad- An imurgency, a revolution, is not a 
ditional minute, I can tell you. bad thing in and of itself. 

It is normally an expression of intol
erable, legitimate frustration. 

Thus it was in Nicaragua under the 
Somoza regime. 

The people had no way to change 
the regime, except by force of arms. 

And they did. 
The Sandinista rebellion was a legiti

mate, predictable, and successful 
answer to the frustration of democra
cy in Nkaragua. 

But that revolution, unlike the Phil
ippines, and we hope Haiti, was never 
allowed to proceed to its democratic 
conclusion. 

It was hijacked by highly organized, 
efficient Marxist cell amongst the 
Sandinista leadership who have suc
ceeded in driving all other hands off of 
the levers of power in Nicaragua. 

The church, the free press, all politi
cal organizations, and the free enter
prise sector of Nicaragua have all been 
stifled and pushed out of the revolu
tion. 

At issue today in Nicaragua is not 
whether the United States is going to 
fund a Contra movement, unfairly 
painted as counterrevolutionary. 

Rather, the issue is whether we are 
going to allow the revolution to fulfill 
its promise for all Nicaraguans. 

And that promise is free, open, plu
ralistic, and democratic government of 
all the people of Nicaragua. 

We must not permit the consolida
tion of power by a tiny Communist mi
nority into the endless darkness of a 
police state. 

The issue here is the hijacking of a 
revolution. 

It is a revolution which was long 
overdue, and remains overdue until 
this day, with the Marxists having di
verted its course. 

The commandantes have demon
strated unwillingness to share power 
with any component of Nicaraguan so
ciety, except their Communist col
leagues. 

They will deal with no other coun
tries, save the Soviet bloc and Cuba. 

The Nicaraguan people are not en
emies of the people of the United 
States. 

The ideals and goals of the Sandi
nista revolution closely parallel those 
of our own War for Independence. 

Neither the people nor their goals 
are the targets of military aid to Nica
raguan freedom fighters. 

The targets are, instead, the Marxist 
hijackers of the Sandinista revolu
tion-that small cell which has per
verted the legitimate aspirations of 
the Nicaraguan people. 

Pressure must be unrelenting and fo
cused on the comm.andantes in order 
to force them to allow the Nicaraguan 
people a voice in their own future. 

We have seen the results of a lack of 
pressure. 

We have seen it in elections which 
made mockery of the democratic proc-
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ess, and which kept in place the police 
state on the Soviet and Cuban model. 

The leaders of Nicaragua exhibit a 
total disinterest in international nego
tiations and have demonstrated a clear 
intent of exporting their Marxist doc
trine. 

Our interest is not just limited to 
our belief in the freedom of mankind. 

We have other interests as well. 
If there is one commodity Commu

nist states produce, and produce in 
abundance, it is refugees. 

Already, the immigration and social 
service facilities along our southern 
border are stretched beyond their ca
pacity to perform effectively. 

Today's wave of immigrants seeking 
economic betterment will pale to insig
nificance before the tidal wave of im
migration generated by the oppressive
ness of Communist governments. 

Do not say it will not happen-it has 
happened, time and again, as one 
country after another has been cap
tured by the Communists. 

In Eastern Europe, after the Second 
World War, in Southeast Asia after 
the fall of Vietnam, armies of refugees 
have fled, rather than surrender to a 
more repressive regime than they had 
ever known. 

Are we prepared-economically, so
cially, and even emotionally-to cope 
with this problem which will be of our 
own making, if we stand by and watch 
the collapse of one Central American 
government after another? 

For these reasons I urge that we au
thorize the military aid request. 

We must wrest control from the hi
jackers of the Nicaraguan revolution 
and return it to its rightful owners
the Nicaraguan people. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. GEKAS]. 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman and 
Members of the House, Managua, 
Nicaragua, is a beautiful town; that is 
the lilting lyric of a song of the 1940's. 
Yes, it is a beautiful town-for Cuban 
military advisers in the thousands who 
are gathered in that beautiful town as 
we speak here today. 

Managua, Nicaragua is a wonderful 
place, the song goes on to say-a won
derful place for Soviet mechanics who 
are building an airstrip in Managua, 
Nicaragua. 

Managua, Nicaragua, is a magnifi
cent spot, the song goes on to say-it is 
a magnificent spot for terrorists to 
visit and Qadhafi and inspired individ
uals to make a stop on their way to 
world upheaval. 

Managua, Nicaragua, is a beautiful 
spot but for the wrong reasons. Mana
gua, Nicaragua, today has everything 
except freedom. 

Members of the House, aid to the 
Contras constitutes an insurance 
policy for the people of the United 
States of America. It constitutes an in
surance policy against such a day that 

we all want to avoid when American 
military troops must go into Nicara
gua. It is an insurance policy against 
the massive flow of illegal aliens to 
our borders because of the Nicaraguan 
influence in Central America. It is an 
insurance policy in the final and best 
sense against those things that would 
harm the national security of our be
loved Nation. 

Let us support the President of the 
United States as he seeks to protect 
the people of the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
yields back 3 minutes. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. PANETTA]. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, we 
have all listened to the debate, and I 
am sure that both the people as well 
as the Members will have a difficult 
time deciding who are the good guys 
and who are the bad guys, depending 
on what information you rely upon. 

But for the moment I would like the 
Chamber to focus on the simple issue 
of accountability, an issue that we 
should understand and that the public 
should understand. Where is this 
money going and are we indeed getting 
our money's worth? For the moment 
let us push aside the arguments 
whether we are for or against commu
nism or who is committing the atroc
ities or whether indeed our policy is to 
overthrow the government. 

Let us just focus for the moment on 
that very basic question: Do we know 
where the money is going? Is it follow
ing the requirements of the law? Are 
we getting our money's worth? That is 
the same test we apply on money if it 
goes to Medicare, or to student loans, 
or to legal aid, or if its goes to the De
fense Department on weapons or toilet 
seats or tanks. 

It is a very basic test. 
Let us ask that question here. Last 

year we approved $27 million for hu
manitarian aid with a very specific re
quirement that the President establish 
procedures to ensure that it was being 
used for that purpose. The GAO, in 
testimony before the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, stated that not 
only had the President not set up 
those procedures, but that they did 
not know where 60 percent of the 
money was going. 

Now we are not talking about covert 
money here, we are talking about 
overt money and we are talking about 
specific procedures that were built 
into the law. 
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We were talking about specific pro

cedures that should have been set up 
by the State Department for that pur
pose. 

Of the $12.5 million that has been 
spent, $7.1 million cannot be account-

ed for. It was put into a Miami bank, 
and at this point there is no audit trail 
with regard to those funds. 

Yes, I hear the response, "Talk to 
the CIA." This is overt money. We 
should not have to go to the CIA. We 
ought to know where that money is 
going. The Department of State ought 
to be able to provide that information. 
This is not covert funding. 

I have put in a resolution of inquiry. 
The Foreign Affairs Committee has 
asked for answers to these questions 
and, to this point, we have not re
ceived those answers. 

The second question is: Are we get
ting our money's worth? Of the $100 
million being spent here, have we 
achieved the goal of interdicting arms? 
It has failed. Have we achieved the 
goal of overthrowing the Government? 
It has failed. Have we achieved the 
goal of establishing any kind of provi
sional government or capturing areas 
in Nicaragua? It has failed. 

Now we are asked to provide another 
$100 million. 

If we were to apply the same test to 
any other program, we would have ter
minated these funds a long time ago. 
There is no ·accounting. It violates the 
provisions of law that were established 
for this aid. And last, it is not accom
plishing its goal. 

The President is asking for a blank 
check; the Congress ought not to sign 
it. 

The following is the full text of the 
statement I have summarized above: 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to shift the 
focus of this debate on aid to the Contras 
for just a few minutes. Becasue it seems to 
me that we could stand her from now until 
the end of time making value judgments 
about each other's arguments and motives. 
That kind of debate is not going to solve 
anything because we are talking about 
shades of gray here, not about black and 
white. Instead, I would like to discuss this 
issue from another angle; dollars and cents. 

I do not believe Congress should approve 
this aidpackage for two reasons. First of all, 
we cannot afford it. And secondly, because 
the dollars we already have appropriated 
for this program are being handled in a fis
cally irresponsible and unaccountable 
manner. To provide more money for this 
program would be like throwing more 
money into a big, bottomless pit. 

I do not need to remind any of my col
leagues that we face an unprecedented Fed
eral deficit. Recently, the Congress has had 
to confront some tough choices about how 
to deal with this growing deficit. We decided 
it was necessary to cut the budget-fairly 
and equitably-in order to meet deficit re
duction targets. 

Now, the President is asking for $100 mil
lion for aid to the Contras. You could make 
an excellent case that we should not be con
sidering spending an extra $100 million on 
anything, let alone for something as contro
versial as an aid package for the Contras. 

Gramm-Rudman requires sacrifices from 
nearly every citizen in this country. I do not 
know how we can take federal dollars away 
from the American people with one hand 
and turn around and give to the Contras 
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with another. If we do not have $100 million 
to provide COLAs for our military retireees 
or to provide money for our kids to go to 
college, then we do not have $100 million to 
give to the Contras. 

We have already spent tens of millions of 
dollars providing aid to the Contras and it 
has not gotten us one step closer to achiev
ing peace in Central America. We have done 
everything we can for the Contras short of 
sending in the Marines. And they still have 
not succeeded. Not only that, but we can not 
even be sure that the money we have al
ready invested is being spent in accordance 
with Congressional intent. And that leads 
me to my second point: the money Congress 
has already appropriated for this program is 
being handled in a fiscally irresponsible and 
unaccountable manner by the Administra
tion. 

Last year, Congress agreed to provide $27 
million to the Contras. Congress was very 
explicit about how this aid should be used. 
It was only to be used for so-caled "humani
tarian" purposes. One of the provisions of 
this legislation required that the President 
establish, and I quote, "appropriate proce
dures to ensure that any humanitarian as
sistance provided by the United States Gov
ernment to the Nicaraguan democratic re
sistance is used only for the intended pur
pose." In other words, the President was re
quired to set up procedures to make sure 
that our aid was not traded, bartered, or ex
changed for any non-humanitarian materi
als or equipment. 

But, recently the GAO testified that the 
President has not set up the procedures re
quired by law. And because these proce
dures have not been set up, we can not 
really be sure where the bulk of the money 
has gone. Almost 60 percent of the money 
that has so far been spent to provide aid to 
the Contras has been spent outside the 
United States. These payments have been 
channeled through a Miami bank and bro
kers selected by the Contra suppliers. And 
yet, the GAO says that there is no audit 
trail showing what this money has been 
used to procure or whether the goods 
bought with this money have even been re
ceived by the Contras. To make matters 
worse, we cannot be sure that some U.S. lo
gistical aid is not being traded or exchanged 
for lethal equipment. 

So this is where we stand. The President 
has violated the law with regard to handling 
this program. As a result, the GAO cannot 
tell us where $7.1 million we appropriated 
have gone. 

And this situation is not going to get 
better by magic. The GAO says that more 
and more of the aid dollars will, by necessi
ty, be channeled through the region itself. 
This new money, in other words, will follow 
the same channels that the missing $7.1 mil
lion followed. We are no longer talking 
about $7.1 million. Now, we are talking 
about $100 million. 

And it could get even worse if the CIA 
contingency funds are used-an estimated 
$400 million. The Administration will claim 
that it cannot tell us· how much has been 
spent and on what because it would "Jeop
ardize an intelligence operation." Right now 
we are dealing with an overt program that is 
irresponsible and unaccountable. Later, we 
could be dealing with a completely clandes
tine operation. Congress will have no way to 
oversee the operation or even to know if it is 
being handled in a fiscally responsible 
manner. 

Congress needs some answers to some very 
important questions before we consider 

giving any more money to the Contras. 
Questions like: Where is the $7.1 million? 
Are the Contra aid dollars being handled in 
line with Congressional intent? Is our "hu
manitarian" aid being traded for lethal 
equipment and supplies? 

In order to get at some of these answers, I 
have introduced a Resolution of Inquiry-H. 
Res. 395-which directs the President to 
provide Co 'lgress with all the information 
his Admirlll tration possesses on these issues. 
Congress should not appropriate one dollar 
more for C~mtra aid until we get these an
swers. 

This is a tough issue. It would certainly be 
nice if everything was as black and white as 
some would have us believe. But no one is 
going to give us a break and make the deci
sion that easy. 

Like it or not, we have to make a choice. 
And it is going to be a tough one. But it is 
going to get tougher. If Congress wants to 
continue to exercise any kind of oversight 
over the Contra aid program, now is the 
time to do it, before the CIA contingency 
funds wind up in a bank in Miami and Con
gress has no way of knowing how much is 
there or what it is being use for. Unless 
Congress wants to completely relinquish its 
share of the control over this operation, we 
had better act now. 

Regardless of your position on the aid 
issue, after all is said and done, we should be 
concerned with only one thing: the best way 
to achieve peace and to prevent the deaths 
of innocent people in Nicaragua. We are not 
going to reach that goal by throwing money 
at the Contras. And we are not going to 
reach that goal by looking the other way 
while millions of American dollars are 
poured down the drain. 

I know that this issue is not going to be 
decided solely on the basis of the questions I 
have raised. But Congress needs to look at 
this issue from all sides. These are the facts. 
The Congress is now subsidizing a program 
that is not meeting specified legal require
ments. It does not even meet the basic 
standards of fiscal responsibility and ac
countability. We may never really know 
what happened to the $7.1 million. But we 
can keep from throwing good money after 
bad. 

Mr. Chairman, President Reagan has writ
ten a blank check for the Contras. The 
question before the Congress is whether we 
are going to sign that blank check. I say 
"no." 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle
man from Ohio CMr. McEWEN]. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to point 
out to the gentleman from California, 
who is an expert in the budget area in 
the Congress and a very good friend of 
mine, that the GAO report has been 
repudiated by the Department of 
State repeatedly, that while they may 
have been unable to successfully 
follow the audit trail, it is available to 
Members of Congress. The time is 
being handled by a member of the In
telligence Committee, who I am sure 
would be more than happy to make 
that information available to the gen
tleman this very day. The GAO has 

been repudiated by every knowledgea
ble source to my knowledge, and I 
would not want my friend and the 
expert in this area to rely upon the 
GAO report when it has been proven 
to be so inaccurate. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. If the gentle
man from Ohio will yield, I would like 
to ask the gentleman in the well a 
question. 

Is the gentleman familiar with the 
language in the 1986 foreign assistance 
bill with regard to overt aid to Afghan
istan and Cambodia? 

Mr. PANETTA. This gentleman is 
not familiar with that. This gentleman 
is only familiar with the money that 
was supposed to go for humanitarian 
aid. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. There is $15 
million in humanitarian aid given to 
Afghanistan, and also $5 million for 
humanitarian or military aid to Ca:r.i
bodia. 

The language is the same. The con
ferees recognized that the nature of 
the assistance to be provided requires 
some degree of flexibility in the appli
cation of standard audit procedures 
and requirements. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chai~man, 
somebody ought to tell the General 
Accounting Office. They are the ones 
that report to the Congress on this 
issue. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, opponents of the 
President's request for aid to the demo
cratic resistance argue that no military 
assistance should be given so that there 
can be more time to give negotiations 
a chance. Efforts to negotiate with 
the Communist Sandinista regime in 
Nicaragua have been made since 
August 1981, with no perceptible move
ment toward agreement in all that 
time. 

In 1981, there was no Contra move
ment opposing the Sandinistas; there 
was only internal unarmed opposition. 
Yet, there was no reconciliation with 
the opposition. From June 1984 to 
September 1985, there was no official 
U.S. Government assistance going to 
the Contras; but, the Sandinistas only 
increased their repression of their 
people and strengthened their military 
with more arms from the Soviets, in
cluding the deadly Hind MI-24 heli
copter gunships. Had the Sandinistas 
been sincere about negotiating they 
could have accepted a Contadora draft 
that would have served as a basis for a 
verifiable and enforceable agreement. 

One of the guiding principles of 
Contadora is national reconciliation. It 
was explicitly accepted by all five Cen
tral American States, including Nica
ragua, in the September 1983 docu
ment of objectives. Although they 
signed the document of objectives, the 
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Sandinistas have consistently rejected 
dialog with the democratic resistance 
in Nicaragua. Furthermore, the Sandi
nistas rejected efforts by the unarmed 
opposition to participate fully in the 
November 1984 elections. 

Even before the elections, the Nica
raguan bishops issued their pastoral 
letter Easter Sunday, April 22, 1984, 
calling for a dialog among "all Nicara
guans inside and outside the country 
• • • <including) Nicaraguans who 
have taken up arms against the gov
ernment." Interesting to note that it 
was after this that the Pope elevated 
Obando y Bray to cardinal. The Sandi
nistas flatly rejected the bishops' call, 
and the Los Angeles Times, in its April 
26, 1984, editorial wrote: 

The Sandinistas acted every bit as irra
tional and oppressive as their opponents 
claim they are • • •. The hysterical Sandi
nista response is not encouraging to those 
who seek a peaceful way out of Central 
America's political crisis. 

In July 1979, the Sandinistas formal
ly pledged to the OAS to establish a 
democratic, pluralistic, nonaligned 
regime with a mixed economy. But 
only in late 1983, did the Sandinistas 
finally announce elections for late 
1984. The Sandinistas, however, did 
everything possible to set the terms of 
the elections so they would be favor
able to themselves. The Sandinistas: 

Lowered the voting age to 16 to 
permit the youth already indoctrinat
ed and controlled by Sandinista youth 
organizations to vote; 

Restricted access to media by limit
ing the amount of time opposition can
didates could have on government-con
trolled radio and television; 

Rejected international observers; 
Banned certain Nicaraguans from 

participating in the elections; 
Permitted opposition candidates to 

campaign only from August 8 to Octo
ber 31; and 

Prohibited discussion of national se
curity issues during the campaign-na
tional security issues were deemed to 
include economic issues. 

One of the nine Sandinista Com
mandantes, Bayardo Arce, called the 
elections "bothersome" and "out of 
place." He admitted the elections 
would not have taken place had it not 
been for the pressure of the U.S.
backed war by the Contras. 

The unarmed opposition in Nicara
gua called the democratic coordinator 
backed Arturo Cruz for the presidency 
and established nine conditions as nec
essary for free elections in Nicaragua. 
The Sandinistas rejected those condi
tions, and Cruz ultimately refused to 
participate since the elections would 
be neither free nor fair. 

The rejection by the Sandinistas of 
the democratic coordinator's efforts to 
participate in the elections should be a 
telling example of the lack of sincerity 
of the Sandinistas for accommodating 
the opposition to their regime. The 

democratic coordinator was an un
armed opposition group. And I stress 
the word "unarmed". If there were 
any reason to believe the Sandinistas 
want to have a peaceful dialog with 
their opposition, then they should 
have accomplished that with the 
democratic coordinator. 

The democratic coordinator, howev
er, persevered, on February 22, 1985, 
the coordinator issued a statement 
calling on the Nicaraguan bishops to 
mediate a dialog, providing for the 
representation of all Nicaraguans and 
urged that the dialog sponsored by the 
church be "attended by guarantors 
whose presence would endorse the 
commitments made to the Nicaraguan 
people." 

On March 1, 1985, in San Jose, Costa 
Rica, the democratic resistance-the 
armed opposition-also issued a state
ment offering a cease-fire in return for 
an agreement by the Nicaraguan 
regime to begin a dialog mediated by 
the Nicaraguan bishops. The Washing
ton Post, in its March 17, 1985, editori
al said: 

The proposal offers more than a chance 
for national reconciliation. It lets Nicara
guans remove their fate from foreign hands 
and restore it to Nicaraguan hands alone. 

On March 22, 1985, the Nicaraguan 
bishops issued a communique accept
ing a mediation role in the dialog. On 
April 4, 1985, President Reagan asked 
the democratic resistance to extend 
their offer of a cease-fire from April 
20 to June 1 and urged the Sandinistas 
to accept also. The President asked 
that his request for military assistance 
be approved, but that it would not be 
used for arms or munitions as long as 
negotiations were proceeding. Con
gress refused to approve his request 
for military aid last year, Daniel 
Ortega flew off to Moscow, and the 
Sandinistas rejected negotiations for 
internal reconciliation. 

Why should we make the same mis
take again? 

The only times in the past the San
dinistas have accommodated their op
position has been when they have 
been pressured to do so. The strength 
of the democratic resistance in Nicara
gua remains the one reason the Sandi
nistas need to negotiate. 

We must not weaken the democratic 
resistance and remove the incentive 
for the Sandinistas to negotiate. 

We must support the President's re
quest for aid to the Contras. 

D 1445 
Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 

Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I yield to the 

gentleman from California. 
Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 

Chairman, the gentleman serves, and 
has for 4 years now, on the subcom
mittee that is most related to this area 
of study, the Western Hemisphere. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I might say 
that I had served on that subcommit
tee since I came to Congress. I have 
been the ranking Republican on the 
subcommittee. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. The 
ranking Republican, for two terms 
now, and over a decade on that com
mittee, tracking the emergence of de
mocracies from Cape Horn all the way 
up to Guatemala. We have seen some 
dark days. 

How many times has the gentleman 
visited Central America now? 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. About five. 
Mr. DORNAN of California. Well, I 

think this puts the gentleman in a po
sition to analyze the situation where 
heads of state and foreign ministers 
and other distinguished of our broth
ers and sisters down there in Central 
and South America will say different 
things to us in public. 

Now, somebody said to me, in a 
phone interview, was I accusing them 
of lying. And I pointed out, "Not any 
more than I accused the Thai Govern
ment of lying when they denied there 
were American air bases in Thailand." 

There are countries that feel that 
there is so much indecision in our for
eign policy over the last two decades, 
that we are going to pull out and leave 
them twisting in the wind, facing 155 
Russian tanks. 

Could the gentleman relate to us, in 
the honorable way he always has, 
without betraying confidences, what 
they tell you in private, as one of the 
Members of this House with longest 
track record of meeting with these dis
tinguished legislators and government 
officials from Central and South 
America? 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. When I was 
in Nicaragua about 1 year ago with 
Congressman DEWINE, I had experi
ences much like the ones you and your 
colleagues had when you went to Nica
ragua last weekend. Everyone we 
spoke to, the press, the labor unions, 
the human rights organizations, the 
free-enterprise people, small business
men who were not represented in the 
major organizations of free enterprise, 
almost everyone we spoke to agreed on 
two things: No. 1, that the Sandinistas 
were repressive and were exporting a 
revolution and, second, that if some
thing happened to the Contras, that 
the revolution would be turned full 
force against them, they would be 
wiped out. 

Some of them went so far as to say 
we should support the Contras. Most 
did not but they would say, however, 
"If the Contras go away, we will be in 
serious trouble." 

In talking with leaders of some of 
those countries down there, they said 
much of the same thing, but they 
always did say, this is true, "But we 
cannot say this publicly. Please do not 
quote us publicly." 
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I have a telegram, a classified tele

gram, at the desk, that anyone can 
look at who wants to, that quotes a 
high government official from one of 
those countries as saying about the 
same thing privately. He would not 
say it publicly. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. The 
gentleman has that secret communi
que at the desk on this side? 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Yes; I do. 
Mr. DORNAN of California. I hope 

some of our colleagues on the other 
side will take advantage of reading it. 

Have you heard anything like this: 
One of them said to me, in a very sin-

. cere but good-natured way, "Isn't the 
United States big enough and strong 
enough to take the heat of our giving 
you public advice that we really don't 
believe?" In other words, they said, 
"We are so fragile and so in danger if 
you decide to retreat to the fortress 
America" -was the expression one 
high diplomat used-"we are really in 
danger here. Can't you take the heat 
politically for both of us?" 

And I did not know what to say to 
him because there is a frustration that 
in key debates like this that might 
tum on a few votes, we could, frankly, 
win over many, many Members on 
both sides of the aisle of good will if 
we could have their frank statements 
to present, particularly when they are 
being quoted against us in their public 
positions. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. The gentle
man mentioned Thailand. I do not 
imagine if you went to Thailand today 
and publicly asked the Government 
there whether they were assisting the 
rebels who are going into Cambodia 
against the Vietnamese there, that 
they would say, "Yes, we are." If you 
went to Pakistan, I know they will not 
admit that they are assisting in any 
way. Yet logic compels the belief that 
if the Mujahedeen are receiving any 
kind of outside support at all, it must 
go through Pakistan. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Well, 
people will try to disprove the Indo
China domino theory by saying Thai
land held firm. 

I just had a meeting with their for
eign minister, with eight members who 
went over to Hanoi on the MIA issue. 
We had a good long private meeting 
with their foreign minister. And I am 
not going to hold him up to any con
tradictory statements, but I told him 
that he was the stainless-steel domino 
welded to the table that did not fall 
even though we pulled out on them. 
And he said he liked that analogy. I 
said, "Call one of your fighter squad
rons the stainless-steel dominoes, 
then." 

These is no stainless steel domino in 
Central America. We discussed that. 
Honduras is not welded to any table of 
democracy. Their democracy is very 
fragile. There have been many human 
rights violations in Guatemala. Costa 

Rica has no military force at all. They 
would rather have a wonderful tradi
tion. I wish we had it in this Chamber. 
Every 4 years the party in power gives 
up their jobs because of the people's 
decision. and the postmen and the 
electricians and the sheet metal work
ers go into government, and the gov
ernment people, about 4,000 or 5,000 
of them, do musical chairs and take 
over their jobs as the border patrol 
and the police. But they are left naked 
to the kind of Soviet-Cuban aggres
sion. And I just wish people on the 
other side had your experience dealing 
with men and women of honor who 
have to say something different pub
licly because their own survival, not 
their political survival-that, too-the 
survival of their country as a democra
cy is a stake in case the arsenal democ
racy is slammed closed, our economic 
coffers are closed because of our own 
deficit problems, and these people are 
left by their own diplomatic craftiness 
and devices to try to deal with a Soviet 
coloy right smack in the middle of the 
Isthmus of Central America. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I might just 
add one thing. I first went to Nicara
gua in November 1979, shortly after 
the revolution that overthrew Somoza, 
a broad-based revolution. I was the 
only Member of the delegation-I 
think there were eight of us-who 
came back with doubts about what the 
Sandinistas were going to do. Well, I 
should not say I was the only one with 
doubts; I was the only one who was 
convinced what they were going to do. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Was 
that before or after July 19? 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. It was after 
July 19, after they had taken over. 

I came back with the feeling that 
this was already a Marxist-Leninist 
regime and that they were well on 
their way and that we should not sup
port them. The majority of the people 
with me either did not agree with that 
or they felt that it was worth the 
chance. Some of you might recall that 
we had a vote on that request for $75 
million in aid. It passed by 3 votes. So 
they got the assistance, and we did 
provide a lot of assistance, until it was 
cut off by President Carter, before 
President Reagan was even inaugurat
ed. 

I had a meeting in my office several 
weeks ago with Arturo Cruz and Al
fonso Robelo. Arturo Cruz turned to 
me-I forget if the gentleman was 
there or not-and he said, "You were 
the only one who was right. We were 
wrong about the Sandinistas." 

Mr. DORNAN of California. I thank 
the gentleman. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. LEvINE]. 

Mr. LEVINE of California. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, as we consider 
whether or not to approve the Reagan 

administration's request for $100 mil
lion to arm the Contra insurgency in 
Nicaragua, I believe it is important to 
understand what we are really debat
ing today and what we are not debat
ing. 

The issue on the table before this 
House is not whether or not the Sandi
nistas are good guys. They are not. I 
know of no Member of this body who 
supports the policies of the Sandinis
tas. The issue is not who has a better 
human rights record, the Contras or 
the Sandinistas. They have both dem
onstrated their disregard for human 
rights . 

The issue is not how disreputable a 
collection of friends the Sandinistas 
have collected, nor is it U.S. policy in 
the Middle East, as some are now sug
gesting. 

The issue is not who among us are 
better or more patriotic Americans. 

I think and I would hope that it 
would be time for us all to stipulate 
that each Member of this body is an 
honorable and a patriotic American. 

Instead, what we are debating is 
whether or not the Congress should 
give this administration's failed poli
cies in Nicaragua its stamp of approv
al. 

What we are debating is what policy 
better serves the national security in
terests of the United States. What we 
are debating is how best to remove the 
Soviet and Cuban presence in Central 
America and how to discourage Nica
raguan adventurism beyond its own 
borders. 

And what we are debating is wheth
er to support or reject a policy which 
eventually will lead to American 
troops in Nicaragua when diplomacy 
instead would have served us better. 

Members of the administration, Mr. 
Chairman, have already admitted that 
the time will come when American 
military personnel will have to be sent 
into the region to train the Contras. It 
will only be a matter of time, if we ap
prove this request today, until those 
advisers accompany their students 
into combat. 

So let everyone here understand 
that if we pass this request we are 
committing ourselves to fighting a 
long, bloody, expensive war in Central 
America, a war with little or no public 
support in this country and a war with 
little or no support in Central America 
itself. 

Are we going to cut our losses now 
and try a new policy? Or will we con
tinue down a path which will cost the 
taxpayers of this country billions of 
dollars and eventually result in the 
deaths of American soldiers fighting in 
Central America? 

For the last 6 months I have served 
as chairman of the Democratic Caucus 
Task Force on Central America. That 
task force is composed of Democrats 
from across the political spectrum. It 
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0 1500 contains Members who supported the 

President the last time he asked for lo
gistical aid to the Contras. 

Yet every Member of that broadly 
representative task force agrees that 
the request we are now being asked to 
approve is ill-conceived and inconsist
ent with our national interests. 

Our report contains, instead, a posi
tive policy. We urge a renewed empha
sis on negotiation and diplomacy. We 
urge more than a symbolic commit
ment to Contadora, and we have rec
ommended a program to accomplish a 
diplomatic policy and program in the 
region. We urge a new emphasis on 
economic aid to combat the plagues of 
hunger and deprivation. It recognizes 
that our current policies have little or 
no support among our allies in the 
region, and our report recognizes that, 
despite the excuses of the administra
tion, that leaders in the region say one 
thing in public and another thing in 
private, the fact remains that the de
mocracies in the region do not support 
our current policies. 

Indeed the danger of speaking out 
by one of the democratically elected 
leaders in the region of Central Amer
ica in opposition to Reagan adminis
tration policies was demonstrated re
cently when the President of Costa 
Rica had the courage to urge that the 
$100 million we are discussing here 
today be spent on economic instead of 
on military aid. 

The administration's response to 
that democratically elected leader of 
Costa Rica was, instead of even listen
ing to him, to withhold $2 million in 
aid to Costa Rica earmarked for road 
construction. 

Once again this administration has 
demonstrated its intolerance for views 
inconsistent with its foreign policy. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LEVINE of California. I will say 
to the gentleman that if I have time, I 
will yield to him, despite the fact that 
he did not yield to me. Let me see 
whether I will have time at the end of 
my statement. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I appreci
ate that. 

Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. 
Chairman, the time has come to put 
an end to the war in Nicaragua. 
Rather than squander $100 million on 
a cause destined to fail, we should act 
now to implement a policy which is in 
our national interest. No matter how 
well intentioned, and I do not doubt 
that those who support the adminis
tration are well intentioned, the policy 
of the administration cannot succeed. 

I urge my colleagues to defeat the 
administration's request and instead 
use the $100 million to rebuild and 
strengthen the democratic institutions 
and economies of our allies in Central 
America. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MINETA]. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in strong opposition to the 
President's request for aid to the Con
tras. For 6 years I served on the Select 
Committee on Intelligence and 
watched with alarm the unfolding of 
the administration's warlike script in 
Nicaragua. It began with some covert 
aid and a few advisers. Now we are dis
cussing whether to send $100 million 
in military assistance to the Contras. I 
fear what the next step may be. 

What have the Contras achieved 
after 5 years of support from this ad
ministration? Well, after 5 years, some 
70 percent of their forces are not even 
in Nicaragua, but in base camps in 
Honduras. The Contras have been lik
ened to our Founding Fathers, yet 
they have been accused of shocking 
human rights violations. These so
called freedom fighters have been em
braced by our President, but they do 
not have the popular support of their 
own people. 

So what will $100 million for the 
Contras accomplish this year? Will it 
make the Sandinistas buckle to the de
mands of power sharing with the Con
tras? Obviously not. Will it make the 
Sandinistas reform themselves into 
being democratic? That is ludicrous. In 
fact, the Sandinistas will continue to 
use the Contra war only as an excuse 
to consolidate their power. 

What the $100 million will do is con
tinue the flow of United States aid to 
the Contras. If the President is suc
cessful in securing this aid, I predict 
we will be debating votes for greater 
and greater assistance, military advis
ers, and, finally, perhaps, U.S. troop 
support. 

Mr. Chairman, this is so clearly not 
the direction the American people 
want to take. 

On Sunday the President asked the 
American people to call their Repre
sentatives. And indeed they called. 
Some 400 people in my district called 
and 75 percent urged me to vote 
against aid to the Contras. 

Mr. Chairman, the question today is 
not whether we are for the Contras or 
for the Sandinistas, as the administra
tion has wrongly framed the argu
ment. It is rather whether we are for 
the Contadora peace process. 

When our Latin allies plead with us 
not to support the Contras, and when 
they ask us to join with them in find
ing a regional solution through the 
Contadora peace process, we should 
not turn a deaf ear. If we support the 
Contadora process, we must reject this 
Contra aid request. 

Mr. Chairman, let us not spend an
other dime on this misbegotten for
eign policy. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle
man from California [Mr. DORNAN]. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman. 

My colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle, you who cannot find it in their 
wisdom to support the President, 
please do not take exception to my 
quoting President John F. Kennedy. 
You quote President Eisenhower often 
on the military-industrial complex, 
and I understand that. We quote the 
great Senator Henry Jackson a great 
deal. Please respect that, because if we 
quote John Foster Dulles to you or 
President Eisenhower on foreign 
policy, you always turn a deaf ear. 

Some people believe President Ken
nedy's very best speech was that near 
the wall of pain and death that sepa
rates East Berliners from West Berlin
ers. I think his inaugural speech on 
January 20, 1961 was his finest, but 
the June 1963 Berlin was, also, truly 
magnificent. You will recall that Presi
dent Kennedy told a massive crowd of 
cheering and sometimes weeping Ger
mans the following: 

Two thousand years ago the proudest 
boast was "Civis Romanus sum", I am a citi
zen of Rome. Today in the world of freedom 
the proudest boast is "!ch bin ein Berliner". 

Now, here is the part of this speech 
that I think perfectly applies to this 
dangerous world today a quarter of a 
century later. When a Member of Con
gress visits a Communist country as I 
just have with my colleague, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER] 
you reflect deeply on the precious lib
erties of our wonderous republic. On 
the 14th of February, Mr. DREIER and 
I with six other Members visited Com
munist capital city of Hanoi, and then 
1 month to the day on the 14th of 
March we flew into the Communist 
capital city of Managua. What a strik
ing comparison between these down
trodden totalitarian cities and all, 
repeat all, of the neighboring demo
cratic cities in their area of the world. 

Here is what President Kennedy said 
about these stark comparisons. 

There are many people in the world who 
really don't understand, or say they don't, 
what is the great issue between the free 
world and the Communist world. Let them 
come to Berlin. There are some who say 
that Communism is the wave of the future. 
Let them come to Berlin .... And there are 
even a few who say that it is true that Com
munism is an evil system. 

Pardon me for footnoting this elo
quent President's speech, but was 
Kennedy criticized for calling commu
nism "an evil system?" Of course, he 
was not. 

And there are even a few who say that it 
is true that Communism is an evil system, 
but it permits us to make economic 
progress. "I.asst sie nach Berlin kommen." 
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Let them come to Berlin. That was 

the speech that he ended with, "I am 
a Berliner," and the crowds of Berlin
ers went wild. No one criticized that 
handsome Irish American President 
for saying he was in his heart a 
German, a Berliner, but when Presi
dent Reagan said, "I am a Contra," he 
was hit with acrimonious derision 
from several quarters of our country. 

The members who went to Hanoi 
discussed on our airplane after we left 
Bangkok or after we arrived in Seoul, 
Korea, the stark comparison between 
the free world and the Communist 
world. I recalled Kennedy's Berlin 
speech. And we agreed that if people 
do not understand the difference be
tween the free world and the Commu
nist world, today, let them go to Hanoi 
and then Hong Kong, Hanoi and then 
Singapore. 

Let them see Taipei and then Hanoi, 
or Bangkok and then Hanoi. And the 
same applies in our hemisphere with 
Managua, Nicaragua. 

I say if you want to see the differ
ence in our hemisphere, on our conti
nent, between freedom and commu
nism, then visit Managua and then 
San Salvador. Visit with President 
Duarte as nine of us did Saturday and 
compare liberty in San Salvador with 
oppression in Managua. 

I say to my colleagues of conscience 
on the other side, "vaya se Managua", 
"go to Managua". See the economic 
decay or dreary life or both that paral
lels Hanoi, Bucharest, Phnom Phen, 
Warsaw, Kabul, or Luanda. It is 
always an Orwellian bad dream that is 
unfortunately all too real. 

The only major difference between 
Hanoi and Managua is that Ameri
cans, many of them from the religious 
left, are allowed to prowl around some 
few areas of Nicaragua mouthing 
platitudes about "it ain't so bad." No 
one is allowed to travel in Hanoi, Viet
nam, except the one team allowed 
once in 13 years to look for the bones 
of American heroes. And they were 
carefully escorted. Useful fools, 
"Tontos utiles" is Spanish. That's 
what carefully watched Americans are 
who go on the Potemkin tours of Nica
ragua. 

An observation my colleagues. Here 
are the publications that are available 
to us this year that were not available 
last April and June for the freedom 
fighter aid debates. "The Soviet
Cuban Connection in Central Amer
ica." 

"Nicaragua: Will Democracy Pre
vail?" 

"The 72-Hour Document." 
A packet of excellent articles from 

around the world just as you liberals 
circu!ate leftist press articles. Here is 
what is available just in the last 
month. 

"Alvaro Baldizon on the Interior 
Ministry of Terror of Tomas Borge." I 
said many times if this man Baldizon 

could be shown up as a double agent, I 
would switch my vote. Baldizon speaks 
about teams of Communist Sandinista 
soldiers sent to East Germany for over 
6 months of training to come home to 
Nicaragua to impersonate Contras in 
perfect Contra uniforms and kill their 
own people just to make political 
points for the U.S. Congress and world 
opinion. I have not seen that happen 
so blatently since Adolf Hitler's SS 
guards dressed as Polish enlisted men 
and officers, slipped across the Polish 
border, turned around and came back 
attacking and killing their own Wer
macht troops as a provocation to start 
World War II. Hitler fooled no one. 
Unfortunately, U.S. Congressmen are 
fooled by the same murderous evil de
ception by the Communists in Nicara
gua. 

Here's another booklet, "The Sandi
nista Military Buildup." This one I 
want people across America who are in 
doubt on this issue to write for. Write 
to me. I'll send it to you. Your tax dol
lars printed it. I am sorry that these 
last four were not in the offices of my 
colleagues last night. They can change 
votes. These booklets are being deliv
ered today through the House mail 
system as we speak. "From Revolution 
to Repression." "Human Rights in 
Nicaragua Under the Sandinista.a." 

You still have time to digest them 
tonight if your vote is in doubt. 

Here is one, "The Sandinista.a and 
the Middle Eastern Radicals." 

I did not staple this a Novak and 
Evans column, "Israel and the Con
tras" in spite of my friendship with 
those fine journalists, but it's a power
ful article. 

In the words of the Communist com
mandantes "In Their Own Words," is 
particularly noteworthy. It quotes the 
Communists to you over and over 
again, where they tell us what they 
are going to do, and then documents 
their thoughts and utterances on the 
Nicaraguan resistance, their leaders, 
their military personnel and their pro
grams. 

Read these and weep and then for 
our children's future vote with the 
President tomorrow. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
North Dakota [Mr. DORGAN]. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding me this time. 

MAKING FOREIGN POLICY IS LIKE MAKING ANY 
OTHER IMPORTANT CHOICE IN LIFE 

If you want to help your children 
select the right college, you talk to ex
perts, people who know the scoop first 
hand. In this case, counselors, educa
tor, college placement officers. You 
also go and see whether the expert's 
advice makes sense. 

But when it comes to our Central 
American policy, the administration 
wants to make policy from a Washing
ton arm chair. Patrick Buchanan and 

others want to call Members of Con
gress Communist dupes' without ever 
having talked to a Contra soldier or a 
Central American leader. 

In my part of the country, when you 
want to get a solution to a problem, 
you talk to the people directly affect
ed. If it's farm problem, you talk to 
other farmers. If it's city problem, you 
talk with local citizens. If it's a neigh
borhood problem, you talk it over with 
your neighbors. 

But this administration wants to 
make policy for all of Central America 
without even heeding the views of the 
people who live there. More particu
larly, when it comes to sending more 
military aid to the Contra guerrillas in 
Nicaragua, the White House wants to 
ignore the virtually unanimous advice 
of all of our Latin American neighbors 
and partners. 

WHAT DO OUR NEIGHBORS SAY ABOUT CONTRA 
AID? 

First, eight Latin American foreign 
ministers made an unprecedented visit 
to Washington to last month and 
pleaded with the administration not to 
send more military aid to the Contras. 

It seems to me that it makes sense to 
hear the counsel of Mexico, Colombia, 
Venezuela, Panama, Peru, Argentina, 
and Brazil. These are not dupes of 
Moscow; they are our Rio Treaty 
allies. These are not the enemies of 
America; they are friendly nations 
most directly affected by what we do. 
These are not voices of repression; 
they represent nations struggling to 
make democracy work. 

Second, moreover, the PresidentS of 
both Costa Rica and Colombia have 
publicly urged the United States to 
close down the Contra arms pipeline. 
These are not private messages of the 
fearful-they are are open declara
tions of leaders in the free world. 

Yet the administration wants to 
smear the integrity of these leaders by 
saying that they whisper other mes
sages in private. But no democratic 
leader worth his salt can endure if his 
public utterances clash with his pri
vate entreaties. As one South Ameri
can envoy said, "It is unrealistic for 
the United States to say that all of our 
diplomatic work is for show. This atti
tude leads nowhere." 

Third, the administration would also 
say that opinion polls in Central 
America show overwhelming support 
for Contra aid-especially in Costa 
Rica. 

What the Contra-aid supporters 
don't say is that the most recent poll 
in Costa Rica shows only 39 percent 
approval for more guns. What the ad
ministration doesn't say is that the 
President-elect of Costa Rica flatly op
poses more Contra aid. Guatemala's 
newly elected President, Vinicio 
Cereza has made the same plea. 

Fourth, our Latin neighbors, which 
face the most immediate threat from 
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any potential Sandinista military ag
gression or gun-running, have urged 
the United States to negotiate with 
Nicaragua via the Contadora peace 
process and genuine bilateral negotia
tions. They have ruled out a guerrila 
war as a practical solution to the re
gion's problems. The original Conta
dora group-Mexico, Venezuela, Co
lombia, and Panama-have been 
trying for 3 years to draft a regional 
peace treaty for Central America. The 
Contadora group now enjoys the sup
port of some 300 million in all Latin 
American nations except three. 

What remains is for the President to 
make a full-fledged, genuine commit
ment to join our neighbors in working 
out a negotiated settlement to regional 
conflict. Until then, guerrilla war and 
atrocities by both sides in Nicaragua 
and El Salvador will leave a trail of 
war dead and civilian casualties-all 
without cause or reason. 

WHY DO OUR NEIGHBORS PROPOSE ANOTHER 
COURSE? 

First, our neighbors believe that 
Contra aid violates the principle of 
nonintervention, the bedrock of both 
the OAS and United Nations charters. 
If we would preach nonintervention to 
the Soviets and Cubans, isn't it time 
that we clean up our own backyard? 
Our friends to the south fear and 
resent gringo imperialism under the 
cloak of the Monroe Doctrine, aid to 
freedom fighters, or any other self
serving guise. 

Second, our Latin allies also fear 
that Contra aid is the first step on the 
road to direct U.S. military involve
ment. As Peruvian President Alan 
Garcia said recently,· "The Latins are 
saying very strongly that the time has 
come to tell the United States that 
you can't just send the marines into 
Latin America anymore." It's time we 
learned to use our power more re
sourcefully. 

Third, our friends also worry about a 
wider spread of conflict unless all par
ties hammer out a peace treaty for 
Central America. One South American 
Ambassador noted that "The United 
States' <Contra> support efforts lead 
to concern that it could be the cause 
of destabilization of and greater con
flict in Central America." 

Fourth, many of our friends would 
also tell U.S that the Contras simply 
can't win. I have heard estimates that 
if the guerrillas in El Salvador had the 
same level of aid as the Contras, they 
long ago would have toppled the 
Duarte government. Even if they did 
win, would the price be worth paying? 
As former Contra. chief Edgar Cha
morro said, "Let us imagine • • • after 
protracted conflict-thousands more 
deaths and millions of dollars spent
suppose the Contras win. The Sandi
nistas would fight from the hills • • •. 
If the Contras win with direct United 
States intervention, then we are back 
to 1928. Back to the marines in Nicara-

gua and the creation of a new Somoza, 
a new National Guard and a new San
dino." For my money, this is a bad bet. 

Fifth, our Democratic friends would 
also remind us that regardless of 
whether the Contras can win, we don't 
want to back that kind of winner. Am
nesty International and several other 
human rights groups have all painted 
a grim picture of Contra behavior
one of torture, civilian murder, rape, 
and brutality. This is not to say that 
the Sandinistas are Boy Scouts-they 
have their own sorry record on human 
rights. But I strongly believe that our 
backing of the Contras only helps the 
Sandinistas to justify their own ex
cesses. 

Sixth, one new Central American 
leader, President-elect Oscar Arias 
Sanchez of Costa Rica, put his finger 
on perhaps the fundamental weakness 
of our Central American policy. He 
made clear that "If I were Mr. 
Reagan, I would give that money to 
Guatemala, El Salvador, Honduras, 
and Costa Rica for economic aid, not 
military aid to the Contras." In a nut
shell, send food for the hungry, books 
for the illiterate, and medicine for the 
sick. 

A POLICY THAT WORKS 

To summarize, when you want to 
solve a problem you talk with people 
with firsthand experience with the 
conflict. In this case, we ignore at our 
own peril the advice of our Latin 
American neighbors, friends, and 
allies. 

It's time we bend our efforts toward 
an approach that makes sense, toward 
a policy which will succeed. Our 
present policy is a dismal failure-it 
has not brought us closer to either 
peace or victory. It's time to change 
course and enter into genuine bilateral 
talks with the Sandinistas, without 
self-destructive preconditions. More 
importantly, it's time to hear the 
voices of 300 million Latin American 
friends and press ahead with peace ne
gotiations in the Contadora process. 
If those good-faith efforts fail, let's 

examine whether any real threat from 
Nicaragua justifies covert aid or mili
tary intervention. But lets not draw 
our swords until we struggle for peace. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself 30 seconds to re
spond to a statement by the gentle
man from California CMr. LEvINE]. 

The gentleman talked about the cut
ting off of aid for a road project in 
Costa Rica. I want to inform the gen
tleman that the cutoff or the cutdown 
of the project was due to technical 
problems which preceded the state
ment by President Arias and had noth
ing to do with Arias' statement. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 ~ minutes to 
the gentleman from Indiana CMr. 
BURTON]. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I would like to just since we are 
quoting great men like President John 

F. Kennedy, I think it ought to be set 
straight for the record on what his at
titude was toward communism in this 
hemisphere. 

We all know what the Kennedy doc
trine was. We know what he did as far 
as Mr. Khrushchev was concerned in 
turning back the ships and in putting 
an embargo on Cuba for a short time, 
but I doubt if any of my colleagues on 
the other side know what John F. 
Kennedy said the last day he was alive 
when he was in Houston, TX, before 
he flew to Dallas on that fateful day 
when he was assassinated. 

He said, "The one thing we must not 
allow is for the Communists to get a 
toehold on the North American Conti
nent." 

They do not have a toehold there, 
my friends. They have 119,000 men in 
their active army and militia. They 
have T-55 tanks, they have Hind killer 
helicopters. They received 18,000 tons 
of war material from the Soviet Union 
just last year; so the things John F. 
Kennedy stood for, freedom and de
mocracy, are being subverted in Cen
tral America, and my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle when they 
think about that great leader of their 
party ought to remember that. He 
would not tolerate communism getting 
a toehold in Central America during 
his administration and we should not 
allow it to flourish there now. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle
man from New York CMr. COURTER]. 

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I was wondering what my contribu
tion to this debate was and would be 
and it is an interesting debate, there is 
no doubt about that. 

I thought I would just talk a couple 
minutes about an event that occurred 
on December 7, 1985, and I think an
other person alluded to it. 

There was an automobile, it was a 
Soviet automobile called the Lada. 
That car was being driven by a Marx
ist Costa Rican who was trained in 
Cuba. On December 7 it was in an 
automobile accident in Honduras after 
coming from Nicaragua. 

The driver of that particular car said 
that was the second or third trip deliv
ering war material from Nicaragua to 
El Salvador. I am sure that some of 
you have seen pictures of the automo
bile. It looks like a normal automobile 
that was in an accident and indeed in 
fact it was in an accident, but I have 
not taken the liberty of bringing all 
the graphs and all the pictures on the 
floor of the House, but they are out
side in the Speaker's lobby. 

It shows there are about seven secret 
compartments in that automobile 
filled with military equipment. On the 
floor outside the vehicle, this is a 
chart of some of the military equip
ment that was found inside that auto-



March 19, 1986 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 5495 
mobile, driving from Nicaragua to El 
Salvador for the express purpose of 
undermining the democratic regime in 
that country. Some of the equipment 
that was in that car had 450 pounds of 
military hardware and military equip
ment. 

D 1515 
The photo cannot show it all, but 

there were 7,000 rounds of ammuni
tion in that one Lada car. There were 
21 grenades, 86 blasting caps, $27,400 
of American cash. The car also con
tained 39 computer-generated encryp
tion pads for coded communications, 
accompanied by a letter with instruc
tions from the headquarters of the El 
Salvadoran Communist insurgents 
giving instructions to the guerrillas 
inside El Salvador. 

There are some people who say 
there is really no connection between 
the regime in Nicaragua and the 
regime in El Salvador; that Nicaragua 
really wants to be left alone. It does 
not. You can listen to what their lead
ers are saying, and they simply are 
saying, "It is a revolution without bor
ders and we are aiming at Mexico." 
That is the real prize. It is not just the 
Central American countries. It is 
Mexico itself. And if Central America 
goes Marxist-Leninist, if Central 
America becomes a totalitarian coun
try, Mexico is going to be under great 
pressure. That will be next, and what 
type of United States are we going to 
have? Are we going to have the Rapid 
Deployment Force next to or inside 
the gentleman's State of Texas? 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COURTER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. DELAY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to 
point out when we met with the Vice 
President of Nicaragua Sergio Rami
rez, and asked him about this vehicle, 
he sort of had a little glint in his eye 
and his lip kind of turned up a little 
bit, and he said, "We do not know 
about this vehicle. Did it not have 
Costa Rican license plates on it?" 

We responded, "Yes, it did," and he 
said, "Well, there is your answer. That 
is obviously a vehicle from Costa 
Rica." 

Mr. COURTER. The driver admitted 
that was not his first movement of 
supplies from Nicaragua into El Salva
dor. 

During the debate I heard basically 
four main arguments as to why the 
United States should not support the 
Democratic resistance. 

No. l, I heard the argument that it 
is $100 million, it is too much money, 
we cannot affort it, we have Gramm
Rudman, we have a large deficit, and 
we should not send that type of money 
to the Americas or some country down 
there. 

With all due respect, I have never 
heard that argument, or rarely heard 
that argument, made ·by those people 
who now criticize that a $100 million is 
too much, criticizing $5 billion being 
sent to the Middle East almost on an 
annualized basis. If $5 billion is suffi
cient and adequate and necessary and 
important, and I believe it is, to help 
Israel and the peace process in the 
Middle East, if $5 billion on an annua
lized basis is not too much money to 
sent to countries 7,000 miles away, 
how is $100,000 million sent to a coun
try inside the Americas too much 
money? It simply is not. 

I also heard the argument that the 
Democratic resistance in Nicaragua 
cannot win, but it is simply a self-ful
filling philosophy. The argument is 
that they are not doing that well mili
tarily, they are not that well trained, 
they are not having that much mili
tary success at the present time, even 
though their numbers are increasing 
dramatically, but it seems to me that 
the reason they are not doing as well 
militarily is, in fact, because they have 
not been supported by democracies, 
they have not been supported by the 
United States. 

Also, I have heard the argument, 
and this is the third main argument, 
that we should try negotiations. We 
have tried negotiations. We have 
spoken directly to the leaders of Nica
ragua. Nicaragua has turned its back 
on the Contadora objectives. One of 
the main objectives of the Conta1ora 
was to have internal reconciliation 
inside Nicaragua; that is, Nicaraguans 
talking to Nicaraguans. They have re
fused to do so. Why should we go back 
to the days of a failed policy? 

Does anybody in this Chamber seri
ously believe that through adroit and 
clever negotiations, we can democra
tize Nicaragua, we can tum them from 
Communist totalitarians into Demo
crats? I do not believe there is one 
person in this world who actually be
lieves that cleaver and slick diplomacy 
is going to change what that country 
is today. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, how much time do we have re
maining on this side? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
advise the gentleman from California 
[Mr. LAGOMARSINO] that he has 2 
hours and 34112 minutes remaining. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. How much 
time does the other side have remain
ing, Mr. Chr.,irman? 

The CHAIRMAN. The other side 
has 3 hours. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, at this time I will reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair now 
recognizes the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. BARNES] for 1 hour. 

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2112 minutes to the distinguished gen-

tleman from Maryland [Mr. MITCH
ELL]. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I thank the gentle
man for yielding this brief time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, when I came into the 
Congress, I was and remain so, com
mitted to the reordering of the prior
ities of America. We cannot and must 
not make war, militarisms, and the 
stockpiling of weapons a priority over 
our domestic needs. 

Today, we once again debate the pri
orities of America. How can we possi
bly give $100 million to the Contras 
while in just my city of Baltimore 
alone, almost 50,000 people are on a 
waiting list for safe, sound, sanitary 
housing. Does it make sense to give 
$100 million to the Contras while in 
my city of Baltimore, which grapples 
with the problem of crime and delin
quency, there will be few if any Feder
al moneys to fight these problems. 

One hundred million dollars to the 
Contras while in my city of Baltimore 
and in many other urban areas, health 
care needs cannot be met. One hun
dred million dollars to the Contras 
while in our urban areas, the unem
ployed remain almost hopeless be
cause this administration says we 
cannot afford a Federal jobs program. 

The argument will be raised that the 
$100 million is coming out of the De
partment of Defense, and this is true. 
But it makes my point that the mili
tary budget is still so bloated that 
large sums could be transferred from 
the military budget to domestic pro
grams without in any way weakening 
our national security. Such a transfer 
will not be approved by this Congress, 
but there are those who will seek the 
transfer to aid a failing futile policy 
toward Nicaragua. 

Let me take a few more minutes to 
speak to our international policies. 
Tragically, we continue to follow a for
eign policy based on militarism, inter
ventionalism, and misplaced support. 
Each time we have supported the 
wrong government, the wrong forces, 
we have ended up the loser-China, 
Iran, and Marcos. Our concern over 
the spread of communism has, in my 
opinion, caused us to make serious 
blunders in our international strate
gies-and we pay the price for those 
blunders. 

In closing, let me raise the question; 
$100 million to the Contras leads to 
U.S. military observers. Does this lead 
to another Vietnam? 

SOME FACTS ON BALTIMORE CITY 

HOUSING 

There are 17 ,000 units of public 
housing in Baltimore. 

Over 40,000 families are on the wait
ing list. 

No new construction in over 5 years. 
Section 202 elderly /handicapped 

units have declined from 144 units in 
1984 to 49 units in 1985. 
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By 1987, CDBG cuts could reduce 

services to 84,000 low- and moderate
income families. 

JOB TRAINING 

The most recent unemployment 
figure for Baltimore city-January 
1986-stands at 5.6 percent. 

Job training programs in Baltimore 
have received the largest cumulative 
funding cuts of any city program 
during the Reagan administration. 

Overall funding for job training has 
been reduced by 80 percent. 

Summer youth programs have been 
reduced from 17,000 in 1979 to 6,500 in 
1985. Over 40,000 poor teenagers look
ing for summer jobs. 

Due to layoffs at GE, Montgomery 
Ward, Black & Decker, Allied Chemi
cal, Western Electric, and Bethlehem 
Steel, there are currently 2,500 dis
placed workers in Baltimore. 

By 1987, over 1,800 low-income resi
dents could be denied training and em
ployment services for job placement 
under the JTPA Disadvantaged Youth 
and Adults Program; 1,600 youths 
could be eliminated under the JTPA 
Summer Youth Program; 385 fewer 
displace workers would be served 
under the JTPA Displaced Workers 
Program. 

EDUCATION 

Of the total 51,000 eligible students, 
only 36,000 students in Baltimore City 
receive supplemental services funded 
under chapter I, Disadvantaged Stu
dent Program. This program will lose 
approximately $159 billion this year 
due to Gramm-Rudman. 

Programs for handicapped students 
in Baltimore are underfunded at $4 
million. 

By 1987, 8,438 fewer disadvantaged 
children would be served by chapter I; 
4,922 fewer students would be served 
by vocational education funding; and 
184 fewer adults would be served by 
adult education funds. 

HEALTH 

The total number of persons living 
in poverty in Baltimore City stands at 
23 percent; 7 ,500 Baltimoreans are cur
rently enrolled in the Medicaid Pro
gram; 87 ,500 Baltimore City residents 
are being served by the 7 community 
health centers which are threatened 
with extinction; 10,000 homeless per
sons are being served by aid for the 
homeless in Baltimore through 
FEMA. 

By 1987, cuts in the maternal and 
child health block grants would result 
in 6,500 fewer patients and 25,000 
fewer patients visits; and family plan
ning cuts would result in 2,900 pa
tients and 6,000 fewer patient visits. 

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the distinguished gentle
man from Massachusetts [Mr. 
STUDDS]. 

Mr. STUDDS. I thank the gentle
man for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, it is a tribute to the 
American political system that the 
United States can adopt and carry out 
a policy that is brutal, illegal, and inef
fective and then devote 10 full hours 
debating whether to do more of it. 

By ignoring the pleas of Latin Amer
ican democrats and submitting this 
proposal now; 

By including military aid; 
By emphasizing the role of the CIA; 
By using harsh and exaggerated 

rhetoric; 
And by mischaracterizing both the 

supporters and the opponents of Ni
caragua's Government; 

The administration has missed an 
opportunity to unite this country and 
our regional allies in effective support 
of Democratic change. 

While seeking to isolate undemocrat
ic Nicaragua, the administration has
in a hemisphere of democracies-iso
lated only itself. 

While pompously proclaiming a bold 
new doctrine it has said will change 
the course of history; the administra
tion has instead repeated the oldest, 
tiredest, and saddest mistake in the 
history of our relations with the Latin 
world. 

The administration admits that re
gional support is essential if its policy 
is to succeed. Yet, eight Latin Ameri
can foreign ministers came to Wash
ington to urge the President not to 
submit this plan to Congress; the new 
President of Costa Rica has de
nounced it; Honduras has refused to 
serve further as a conduit for Contra 
aid; and not a single Latin head of 
state has expressed public support. 

The administration says we should 
disregard what Latin leaders publicly 
say, and heed instead what we are told 
they privately believe. 

The lesson administration officials 
would have us learn is that the public 
statements of elected leaders can, in 
the name of democracy, be ignored; 
for they are uttered merely for home 
consumption, reflecting only the be
liefs of the people by whom these 
leaders were elected, and in whose 
name they serve. Such a lesson is for 
dictators to learn, not democrats; for if 
we truly wish to see democracy extend 
throughout Latin America, we had 
better learn to care what the people of 
the region believe, and the people of 
the region could find better uses by 
far for $100 million than this extreme 
and extravagant package of military 
aid. 

The fact is that our Nicaragua policy 
will never succeed until it sheds these 
shackles of extremism; until its mes
sage rings as true to those picking 
coffee in the fields of Nicaragua as it 
does to those sipping coffee at the 
Heritage Foundation. 

The administration is asking us to 
give up; for that is what it means to 
believe that only the CIA can save 
Nicaragua; that only violence can 

bring peace; that only civil war can 
unite the Nicaraguan people. 

These are the assumptions of def eat
ists; they are not true. 

The slogans of desk-bound, self
elected, self-described fighters for 
freedom cannot substitute for an un
derstanding of Nicaraguan history; or 
sensitivity to the suffering of the Nica
raguan people; or an appreciation of 
the courage, the intelligence, and the 
strength of those who have never left 
Nicaragua-who reside now some 
within, but many more outside, the 
government-and who have the poten
tial, with our encouragement, to still 
make the promises of the Nicaraguan 
revolution come true. 

For the real foes of freedom within 
Nicaragua are few in number, weak in 
popular support, dependent on foreign 
assistance, and without diplomatic or 
political skills. They can be isolated; 
they can, in time, be defeated. Their 
success so far is a tribute primarily to 
the blunders of our own administra
tion, and to the distrust and disrespect 
in which the leaders of the Contras 
are held by the people whose interests 
they purport to serve. 

In the name of law, history, justice, 
effectiveness, humanity, and common 
sense, let us vote down this proposal 
today, and begin tomorrow the task we 
should have started years ago-of 
helping Nicaragua become not neces
sarily what we want it to be, and cer
tainly not what Fidel Castro would 
like it to be, but instead what the 
people of Nicaragua, themselves, de
termine that it should be. 

The opportunity is before us. Latin 
American democrats, Members of both 
parties in this Congress, and the ma
jority of the American people are 
ready to unite. We have only to put 
aside the counsel of extremists and to 
heed the lessons of history; to substi
tute determined diplomacy for brutal 
military intervention; to shift the 
spotlight of world attention from the 
mistakes of our Government to those 
of Nicaragua; and to hold out to the 
Nicaraguan people the promise of a 
better future, rather than the remind
er of a bitter past. 

D 1525 
Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

4 minutes to the distinguished gentle
man from Nevada [Mr. REID]. 

Mr. REID. Mr. Chairman, we who 
are charged with allocating the for
eign aid moneys of the American 
people are used to criticism. In the 
spirit of free and open public debate 
guaranteed by our Constitution, this is 
as it should be. 

But spirited debate involving the ac
tions of this body should not include 
threats, nor should it include insidious 
innuendo that questions one's loyalty 
to country. 
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Unfortunately-not only for Con

gress, but for the American people
the debate surrounding this aid pack
age has taken on a tone reminiscent of 
the cold war years. 

In some cases, one can hardly dis
cern the harsh style of propaganda 
used by those who support aid to the 
Contras from that of even the Sandi
nista government itself. 

Last week, I received two letters 
from the National Conservative Politi
cal Action Committee urging me to 
support this aid package. In saying I 
was urged, I am being kind. 

In fact, the vicious tone of this cor
respondence in falsely alleging my 
support of communism was surpassed 
only by its lack of courage in failing to 
directly accuse me of being a Commu
nist sympathizer. 

Enclosed in one letter was a nail
apparently for me to drive into the: 
"coffin of liberty and democracy for 
the Nicaraguan people" if I vote 
against this aid. 

I would submit that those who hold 
liberty and democracy dear would 
hardly stoop to such a soiled use of 
their freedom of speech. 

I would like to read a brief excerpt 
of my response to Mr. Terry Dolan, 
head of Nick-Pack: 

Mr. DoLAN: I received your letter in which 
you imply that unless I agree to provide one 
hundred million dollars of taxpayer's money 
for the use of Nicaraguan guerillas, I am a 
tacit-if not an outright-supporter of com
munism. 

As you are no doubt aware, I have consist
ently supported resistance to Communist 
aggression in Afghanistan, Cambodia and 
elsewhere-and I will continue to do so 
whenever I believe the money is well spent 
in the defense of democracy. 

On the other hand, the Contra movement 
you espouse has been repudiated by our 
friends and allies in Central and South 
America as playing directly into the hands 
of Daniel Ortega and his fellow Commu
nists. 

I agree with them, and with the certified 
conservative Senator Nancy Kassebaum, 
whom you have endorsed in the past and 
who has decried attacks such as yours on 
the patriotism of the opponents of this aid 
package. 

As for your promise to inform my con
stituents of my vote, it might interest you to 
know that I'll be running for the U.S. 
Senate this year. 

As you'll remember, in 1982, Nick-Pack su
ported Jim Santini in the Democratic pri
mary in Nevada against Howard Cannon. 
Mister Santini repudiated your support and 
later said that Senator Cannon was the 
total beneficiary of your efforts. 

In any case, I certainly don't give in to 
threats, and in response to your question 
about how I'll vote, I'll do what I always do: 
I'll vote for what I believe is right. 

Sincerely, 
HARRY REID, 

Member of Congress. 

We in Congress support freedom and 
democracy, regardless of our party af
filiation. This is not a partisan matter. 

And this aid package should not be a 
litmus test of our patriotism. We may 

disagree with funding the Contras, but 
we are working to contain commu
nism, not only in this hemisphere, but 
in farflung reaches of the world. 

We all want to contain communism. 
It is in our methodology that we 
differ. 

It is because I believe this is not 
sound policy that I am voting against 
this aid package-not because I am un
patriotic, as the Nick-Packs of the 
world would have the American people 
believe. I urge my colleagues to join 
me in this opposition. 

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished gentle
man from Massachusetts [Mr. 
MARKEY]. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong opposition to the resolution. 

The new democratic tide in Latin 
America that President Reagan speaks 
about will not be advanced by the Con
tras. 

Half of the problems in Nicaragua 
today come from President Reagan's 
attempt to put yesterday's people back 
in power there. Let there be no mis
take that the military command of the 
Contras is packed with Somoza thugs. 
We aren't trying to send Marcos back 
to the Philippines. We aren't trying to 
send Duvalier back to Haiti. So why 
are we trying to send Somoza's men 
back to Nicaragua? 

Well, the President is making a last
gasp effort to revive the policy of 
global containment. But the American 
people, remembering 15 wrenching 
years and 50,000 American deaths in 
Vietnam, won't let their sons and 
brothers go off to die in another dirty 
little war unless vital interests are 
clearly at stake. President Reagan's 
rhetoric hasn't convinced anyone that 
tiny Nicaragua is a real threat to our 
Nation. So the administration is at
tempting to end run-using surrogates 
to do the dirty work for us. 

Are we entering the era of Reagan 
Quixote, willing to saddle up with 
forces like the Contras, anywhere in 
the world? I look at our foreign policy 
and I think the administration has 
lost the reins. 

We must not follow a doctrine that 
says: "If you've got a war, we've got 
the guns." 

If covert war is going to replace 
overt diplomacy, we may as well shut 
down the State Department. Or per
haps, just perhaps, we could work out 
a foreign policy that builds upon the 
regional consensus of Contadora, and 
respects the noblest aspirations of the 
Central American people. 

But if the President chooses to go on 
a binge with freedom fighter firewa
ter, he's going to wake up with a 
nasty, real world hangover. 

Central America is already reeling 
from that hangover; 15,000 heavily 
armed men are running around the 
countryside in Central America, com
mitting terror. They're not going to 

bring the Sandinistas down, but 
they're scaring the wits out of a lot of 
innocent peasants. And not just in 
Nicaragua. Many people in Honduras 
are more than a little nervous about 
this Contra army based in their coun
try. 

Let me tell you a secret. The Contras 
aren't fighting to prevent arms getting 
out of Nicaragua. They aren't fighting 
to reform the Sandinista government. 
And they aren't fighting to lift censor
ship of La Prensa. 

They are fighting to take over that 
country, and they are doing it in a 
very brutal way. But they can't win 
without direct military involvement. 

0 1535 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman has expired. 
Mr. DELAY. Would the gentleman 

ask for time and yield to me? 
The CHAIRMAN. The time is con

trolled by the gentleman from Mary
land and the gentleman from Calif or
nia [Mr. LAGOMARSINO]. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. I yield 30 sec
onds to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. DELAY. I would just like to 
point out to the gentleman, and I will 
not yield because he would not get his 
own time, the gentleman says that the 
Contras are "packed" with Somocistas 
that used to fight for Somoza. 

Would it be interesting to note that 
out of the 153 leaders in the FDN, 
only 41 are from the old Somoza Na
tional Guard, 23 of those are the 
young officers, not the leaders of So
moza's National Guard; 18 of them are 
soldiers that were very young men at 
the time of Somoza that are only 
young officers at the present time. 

So they are not packed with Somo
za's National Guard, and that is a mis
leading statement. Furthermore Mr. 
Robello, Mr. Cruz, and Mr. Calero, the 
Contra leaders, all opposed Somoza. 

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the distinguished gentle
man from Michigan [Mr. WOLPE]. 

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong opposition to the resolution to 
provide $100 million in American tax
payer funds to the Contras. 

Mr. Chairman, let us be very clear at 
the outset that those of us who oppose 
this resolution agree with its support
ers that America does in fact have crit
ical jnterests at stake in Central Amer
ica. We have a definite political inter
est in seeing an end to violations of 
human rights by the Nicaraguan Gov
ernment and in advancing the cause of 
democracy and pluralism in Nicara
gua. We have an important strategic 
interest in insuring that no country in 
Central America becomes a base for 
the projection of Soviet or Cuban mili
tary power in our hemisphere, or ever 
permits the placement of weapons 
that could directly threaten our 
Nation. We certainly have an impor-
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tant economic interest in fostering the 
strongest possible commercial rela
tions with our neighbors to the south. 
And we have a clear humanitarian in
terest in assisting all of Latin America 
in overcoming the tragic poverty and 
injustice that have taken a terrible 
human toll over so many decades. 

The only real question we are facing 
today is: How can these interests best 
be advanced? Very simply, those of us 
who oppose the $100 million requested 
by the President are convinced that 
there is virtually no action that this 
Congress could take that would do 
greater damage to American interests 
in Central America or would provide 
more explosive material for Soviet and 
Cuban propagandists. And at a time 
when we are asking our own citizens to 
accept very painful cuts in vital do
mestic programs-cuts in job training 
and housing and health care and edu
cation-it is unconscionable that we 
are even contemplating wasting Amer
ican tax dollars on such an ill-con
ceived foreign policy. 

It is most unfortunate that the 
President's characterization of the sit
uation in Central America has simply 
ignored a number of significant ele
ments and facts that must be under
stood if we hope to both advance the 
cause of democracy in Nicaragua and 
serve American interests in the region. 

First, we must acknowledge the fact 
that the Contras are anything but a 
homogeneous, ideologically commit
ted, democratic resistance and the re
peated use of anti-Communist slogans 
and labels cannot transform this 
tragic reality. Certainly there are 
some Nicaraguans genuinely commit
ted to democratic values who are now 
part of the Contra forces. But the fact 
remains that the majority of the key 
military leaders of the Contras come 
from the despised national guard, 
known for their widespread brutality 
under the repressive Somoza dictator
ship. The administration has itself ac
knowledged that at least 9 of the 13 
military leaders of the Contra high 
comm.and are former national guards
men-Col. Enrique Bermudez, su
preme commander; Lt. Walter "Tono" 
Calderon, theater commander; Lt. 
Harley "Venando" Pinchardo, person
nel commander; Lt. Rodolpho "Invisi
ble" Ampie, intelligence commander; 
Lt. Louis "Mike Lima" Moreno, oper
ations commander; Carlos "Pajarito" 
Guillen, special operations, Nicaragua; 
Capt. Juan Gomez, air commander; 
Maj. Donald "Toro" Torres, counter
intelligence commander; and Lt. "Ro
berto", artillery commander. There is 
no more certain way to rally popular 
Nicaraguan support for the Sandinista 
government than by allying ourselves 
with elements so closely identified 
with the deposed and hated Somoza 
regime. Edgar Chamorro, himself a 
former leader of one of the principal 
Contra forces, has publicly admitted 

that the Contras are controlled and di
rected by ex-national guardsmen and 
that the Contra forces routinely 
engage in brutal acts of civilian muti
lation, murder, torture, and rape. 
These unspeakable atrocities commit
ted by the Contras have undermined 
whatever hope they may have had for 
garnering sympathy and support 
within Nicaragua. And our alliance 
with these ruthless forces seriously 
compromises American credibility and 
effectiveness in the region and plays 
directly into the hands of Soviet and 
Cuban propagandists who would like 
nothing more than to portray the 
United States as allied with this sort 
of violence and brutality. 

The people who are bringing us the 
Contras today are the very same folks 
who brought us Ferdinand Marcos
both packaged and sold under the 
same deceptive label. Haven't we 
learned that we do nothing but vio
lence to American traditions and 
American interests when we tie our
selves to those who do not share our 
Nation's proud values and traditions, 
but who simply manipulate the labels 
and slogans of anticommunism? When 
we allow ourselves to be manipulated 
in this way, we seriously endanger 
American interests. To continue our 
support for the Contras, as we did for 
Marcos long after it was clear that his 
was a horridly corrupt and doomed 
regime, opposed to everything that 
our country stands for, is folly-pure 
and simple. The only sure result of 
this policy is that it will mobilize the 
Nicaraguan population in defense of 
Nicaraguan sovereignty and the Sandi
nista government. And the only sure 
winners will be the Soviets and the 
Cubans. 

Second, another critical point curi
ously omitted in public statements 
made by President Reagan, is that 
nearly every single one of our closest 
friends and allies in this hemisphere is 
opposed to American support for the 
Contras. If American interests are 
truly to be protected, it is basic 
common sense that we listen carefully 
to the advice of our friends in the 
region who in fact share many of our 
concerns about the Nicaraguan Gov
ernment. The countries closest to the 
conflict-Mexico, Colombia, Panama, 
Venezuela, Argentina, Brazil, Peru, 
and Uruguay-have warned us explic
itly that giving money and guns to the 
Contras is a terrible mistake. In fact, 
the foreign ministers of these eight 
nations came to Washington recently 
to plead directly with Secretary of 
State Schultz to end our involvement 
with the Contra forces and to join 
with these Latin American nations in 
negotiating a regional solution to the 
conflicts in Central America. These 
nations are telling us that aid to the 
Contras will only serve to escalate ten
sions in the region, foster increased in
stability that would threaten these 

other democratic governments, reduce 
American influence, and directly un
dermine efforts to promote truly 
democratic principles in Central Amer
ica. This is the reality, Mr. President, 
whether or not it fits into your picture 
of events in the region. In this world, 
the real world, our Government is vir
tually alone in insisting upon continu
ing down this treacherous path of sup
port for the Contra forces. In the end, 
we will find that it is not the Sandinis
tas that will be isolated, but the 
United States. 

Let there be no doubt as to where 
the administration's Central American 
policies are taking us. The administra
tion has attempted to sell this policy 
on the grounds that we face a choice 
between military aid now or U.S. 
troops later. Mr. Chairman, the Amer
ican people know, and I believe the 
majority of us here well know, that 
this is not the full truth. The fact is 
that our Government is engaged in 
the buildup of a permanent military 
presence in Central America right now 
and additional aid to the Contras is 
only another step in the escalation of 
America's military involvement in the 
region and the steady march toward 
war. 

Let us halt this march right now. 
Let us abandon this dangerous and 
self-defeating policy. And let us act to 
put America's tremendous economic 
and political power behind efforts to 
work in concert with all of our friends 
and staunchest allies in the region to 
produce a lasting, negotiated solution 
to the problems in Central America. 

Mr. Chairman, for all the reasons I 
have outlined above, we must, in good 
conscience, reject unequivocally the 
President's request for military assist
ance to the Contras. 

The President, in making this pro
posal, has in fact avoided the critically 
hard choice that we face on this issue. 

The President knows, the Secretary 
of State knows and this House knows 
that $100 million in military and mate
rial assistance to the Contras is wholly 
insufficient either to achieve signifi
cant progress on the ground or to 
induce a diplomatic, political solution 
to the conflict in Nicaragua. On the 
contrary, approval of this resolution 
would both prolong the agony of the 
Contras; condemning them to a de
layed and painful def eat, and would 
harden the resolve of the Sandinistas, 
provoking them to further outrages 
against their own people and Nicara
gua's neighbors-potentially expand
ing the war in Central America. 

Mr. Chairman, if the threat posed 
by the Nicaraguan Government to the 
national security interests of the 
United States is so paramount, if the 
threat to the security of this hemi
sphere is so overriding, then it is in
cumbent on the President to request 
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from Congress a declaration of war 
against Nicaragua. 

This is an issue that demands from 
the President, and from us, the most 
compelling honesty with the American 
people and with our allies in the 
Americas. Our future is at stake here, 
no matter how we proceed. 

I believe that we are today embarked 
on a dangerous course. Our objectives 
are not clearly defined, our tactics not 
resolved, our diplomacy not effectively 
executed. This is a prescription for 
failure. We are on the brink of sliding 
inexorably into a major involvement 
in Nicaragua without letting the 
American people, or their elected offi
cials, honestly determine whether we 
indeed want to fight a war in that 
country. 

The American people deserve better 
from us and from their President. 
They deserve to know precisely what 
we want to achieve, why we must 
attain it, and how we must go about it. 
And if indeed the Nicaraguan Govern
ment poses a mortal threat to our na
tional security, as the administration 
contends, then the American people 
deserve a referendum on the question 
of war or peace in Nicaragua. 

The President should match his 
military daring with some political 
courage. If indeed he wants to pursue 
military conquest in Nicaragua, to 
def eat the Sandinistas and to replace 
their regime with a new government, 
then he should ask the Congress for a 
declaration of war. 

I have no doubt as to how the Amer
ican people would respond, and those 
who vigorously oppose any military in
volvement in Nicaragua, as I do, 
should not fear the constitutional ex
ercise of power by the Congress. But 
we should all fear the unbridled exer
cise of covert authority, without ac
countability, by the Executive. The 
American people do not want to go to 
war in Nicaragua, and the President 
knows it. The United States should 
not be dragged into a war in Nicaragua 
without the consent of the American 
people. 

It is time to place the issue squarely 
before the country. It is time for hon
esty, truth and intelligent choices 
worthy of our democracy-and not de
ception, evasions and policies doomed 
to failure and recrimination. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Does the gentleman from California 
desire time? 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, I will reserve at this time. 

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 mintues to the distinguished gentle
man from Pennsylvania CMr. KosT
MAYER]. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, 
so much has been said on this subject 
by so many that I am reluctant to add 
to it, but I join the debate because to
morrow, March 20, 1986, will be an his-

toric day in the history of our country 
and in the history of the Congress of 
the United States. 

Tomorrow the Congress will choose 
whether or not to widen the war in 
Central America or whether or not to 
begin, I think for the first time, a gen
uine and sincere attempt to end the 
war in Central America by the politi
cial process, not by the process of vio
lence. 

What if, what if President Reagan 
wins the vote here in the House to
morrow. What will happen? The Con
tras, now relatively quiescent, will be 
envigorated. The violence and killing 
will escalate. 

The Contadora peace process will 
suffer a devastating body blow, and 
after the midterm elections of this 
year, President Reagan will be back to 
ask for more money. 

At that point, the President will 
argue, as Presidents have before him
specifically, our own Democratic Presi
dent Lyndon Johnson-that we had 
made too great an investment, too 
large a sacrifice in Central America to 
tum back, and I know that the paral
lels with Vietnam are tiresome and 
somewhat hackneyed, but I believe 
that they are not overstated. They are 
accurate and they are important. 

All of this-the direction in which 
our country will go, hinges on us in 
the House tomorrow. So now is the 
time to fashion a political and not a 
military solution. Why? Because, Mr. 
Chairman, there is no military solu
tion. There is no military answer to 
the problem in Central America. 

One hundred million dollars is not 
enough to topple the Sandinista gov
ernment. There is not the kind of 
widespread popular support that the 
Contras require to be victorious in 
Nicaragua. They do not enjoy that 
popular support in their own country; 
they do not enjoy it in ours. 

The Sandinistas, an army of more 
than 60,000, will not be defeated by a 
Contra arm of about 8,000. Now is the 
time for us to support our neighbors in 
the region who have endorsed the 
Contadora talks. The time for peace is 
now, the chance is ours if we seize it. 

If our neighbors are willing to sit 
down with the Sandinistas and negoti
ate, why aren't we? 

If we def eat the President's request 
for $100 million tomorrow, Mr. Chair
man, the security of the United States 
will not be threatened by this tiny and 
impoverished nation of 2.8 million 
souls. But unless we def eat the Presi
dent's request tomorrow, the prospects 
for peace will surely be extinguished. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 30 seconds to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania CMr. RITTER]. 

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Chairman, the 
last several speakers have talked about 
Nicaragua Government. We have not 
heard one speaker on that side of the 
aisle say anything about the Soviet 

threat that is there. We have not 
heard one speaker say anything about 
the thousands of Cubans, about the 
hundreds of other Soviet bloc advisers. 

Let me ask the gentleman in the 
well: Is he concerned that there is an 
evolving, growing, massive Soviet mili
tary threat in Nicaragua or not? 

D 1545 
Mr. KOSTMA YER. I am concerned. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex
pired. 

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
an additional 30 seconds to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I say to my colleague 
and friend from Pennsylvania, I am 
concerned about the presence of 
Soviet and Cuban advisers in Nicara
gua, all of us are. But we know there is 
one way to guarantee more Russians 
and more Cubans in Nicaragua; fund 
the Contras. What will the Nicaraguas 
do? They will have no choice but to 
tum to the Soviets, tum to the 
Cubans to ask for more military assist
ance. 

The Reagan approach is a guarantee 
for more bloodshed and is guarantee 
inevitably that the presence of Ameri
can troops from Allentown and Beth
lehem and all over the Lehigh Valley 
will be called upon to die in Nicaragua. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 30 seconds to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. RITTER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I address this to the gentleman from 
Bucks County, PA: That is the best 
way to ensure the eventual use of 
American troops is to nothing, is to let 
that threat evolve to the state at 
which it really approaches Mexico and 
the United States and at that point 
you will be sending people from Doy
lestown. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RITTER. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. DELAY. The threat has been 
building because we have not been 
giving aid for 2 years and the Soviet 
threat has been increasing. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle
man from Louisiana CMr. ROEMER]. 

Mr. ROEMER. I thank my colleague 
for yielding. Should we be surprised 
that the illegitimate government of 
Nicaragua represses its own people? 
Or that it pursues a policy of genocide 
against the Indians on its east coast? 
Or that it proclaims and practices a 
policy of exporting Communist revolu
tion to other countries in the region? 
Or that it receives huge sums of mili
tary aid from Russia and Cuba? Or 
that it allows and encourages its terri-
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tory to be a safe haven for terrorists? 
Or that it brutalizes the truth in its 
attempts to manipulate the media in 
the free world? Should we be sur
prised? 

Of course not. Remember the les
sons of history, taught first by Lenin 
of the Soviet Union and then by 
Castro, to name just two: the revolu
tion is the thing, not freedom, not lib
erty, not decency. The people's inter
ests mean nothing. The Communist 
dictatorship of the left in Nicaragua 
will not voluntarily concede pluralism 
or justice or peace any more than the 
Somoza dictatorship of the right vol
untarily acquiesced to any of those. It 
is not in the nature of a totalitarian 
state to do so. 

Knowing this and realizing that 
their terror is a threat to all peace
loving people everywhere on Earth 
should be enough to make us realize 
that we must use every rational means 
to tell the world and to inform the 
Sandinistas that Cuba, Jr., in Central 
America will not be tolerated. We 
must keep the pressure on Nicaragua 
to change. That pressure includes 
both diplomatic strokes and military 
assistance to the Contras. One without 
the other is inadequate. it is a messy, 
difficult moment in our history, but a 
decision is unavoidable. We must not 
play the ostrich. 

We must be freedom's eagle. 
Military aid to the Contras should 

be approved. The Contras are far, far 
from perfect. As a recent editorial 
said, however, not all Contras are 
Democrats, but all Democrats in Nica
ragua are Contras. 

Are we assured of victory? Are there 
no risks? Victory is neither assured 
nor riskless, it never is. But I would 
rather send our money now than our 
men later. 

Of all our choices, the option we 
must not take is the option of doing 
nothing. That is a certain loser for the 
people of Nicaragua and of America. 

I ask my colleagues to approve the 
President's plan; make it better, but 
not be guilty of congressional paraly
sis. Let it not be said in history that 
this Congress could best be described 
by four words: too little, too late. 

Act, act now. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
remind all persons in the gallery that 
they are here as guests of the House 
and that any manifestation of approv
al or disapproval of proceedings is in 
violation of the rules of the House. 

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished 
Member from Minnesota [Mr. OBER
STAR]. 

Mr. OBERST AR. I thank the chair
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, the issue in Nicara
gua is not whether we oppose commu
nism. We oppose communism. The 
issue is whether we will adhere to our 

own principles of democracy. Our vote 
for or against the President's $100 mil
lion aid package must be judged on 
whether it is right, measured by our 
own democratic tradition; whether it 
will be effective, measured against the 
administration's goal of military over
throw of the current Nicaraguan Gov
ernment; and whether we can afford 
this expenditure while slashing funds 
for domestic programs to reduce our 
domestic deficit. 

If Nicaragua and the Sandinistas are 
the military threat the President 
claims, an argument which borders on 
the absurd, then he should mobilize 
the necessary military force and act 
decisively rather than hire these dis
credited mercenaries loosely called 
Contras. 

The administration will not act fron
tally, openly, because to do so--

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman is being harrassed by these 
people. He has not recognized them. 
The House should be in order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee 
will be in order. The gentleman from 
Minnesota has the time. 

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I do not yield. 
The administration will not act fron

tally and openly because to do so 
would be to require the President to 
ask the Congress for a declaration of 
war which would manifestly be reject
ed. A more rational approach was out
lined by an editorial in the small-town 
newspaper in my district, the Hibbing 
Daily Tribune, which said, "Why not 
give the peace initiatives in Nicaragua 
a chance? Why support a hopeless war 
when our best chance in that nation is 
to bring it back under our sphere 
rather than pushing it away? 

"The President says he is a Contra. 
Unfortunately the Contras have 
shown themselves to be one of the 
most inhumane groups of people as
sembled in the Americas. The Presi
dent is making an emotional appeal on 
an issue that we should be dealing 
with in a very clearheaded fashion." 
That is a sensible call for reason and 
rationality and balanced approach to a 
very fundamental problem in the 
Americas. We invaded Nicaragua 
twice. We gave them Samoza. The 
people of Nicaragua recognize we gave 
them 30 years of military suppression. 
They do not want more of it. Reject 
the aid package, reject America using 
mercenaries to go to war against the 
Nicaraguan people. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 30 seconds to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
RITTER]. 

Mr. RITTER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

The gentleman from Minnesota 
again mentioned the Nicaraguan 

threat and the Sandinista threat. I 
would like to ask the gentleman from 
Minnesota does he accept the reality 
of a Soviet-Cuban threat within Nica
ragua and that that is the basis of so 
many of our arguments? We are not 
concerned about a country of 3 million 
people. We are concerned about Nica
ragua being built into a major Soviet
Cuban base to subvert its neighbors, 
the region, and to threaten the United 
States of America. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RITTER. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. If that is the gen
tleman's concern, why does not the ad
ministration go after the source, Cuba 
and the Soviet Union? 

Mr. RITTER. Does the gentleman 
propose making war on Cuba and the 
Soviet Union? 

Mr. OBERSTAR. That is what the 
gentleman is asking for. 

Mr. RITTER. No, I am not. 
Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield myself 10% minutes. 
Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. DORNAN of California. I gladly 

yield to the gentleman from Illinois. 
Mr. HYDE. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding, my friend from Califor
nia. 

And I will try to be very brief. 
I was enthralled by the remarks of 

the gentleman from Minnesota about 
us making war against the Nicaraguan 
people. The Government of Nicaragua 
had a Comrade Bayardo Arce Castano, 
vice coordinator of the executive com
mission attending the Soviet Congress 
in Moscow on March 3, the 27th Com
munist Party Soviet Union Congress. 
He addressed the Congress over there 
in Moscow. Among the laudatory 
things he said about Comrade Gorba
chev, he said, "Our people, Govern
ment, and the Sandinista Front fully 
approve the precepts of the new edi
tion of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union program. We are con
vinced that our duty is to mobilize 
state, political, and public forces 
throughout the world to implement 
the proposals of the General Secre
tary of the Communist Party Soviet 
Union Central Committee which the 
Congress has ardently supported." 

Now if the gentleman identifies that 
kind of talk with the poor people of 
Nicaragua, then the gentleman is wel
come to that opinion. But that is com
munism, Marxism, Leninism in action, 
attending the Soviet Congress. And I 
believe for the people-I have not 
yielded. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. I yield 
30 seconds to the gentleman from 
Minnesota. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. The issue is not 
what was said in Moscow, the issue is 
whether we will send $100 million. 
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Mr. HYDE. Well, in any event, the 

gentleman identifies this kind of talk 
with the people of Nicaragua and I be
lieve for the people of Nicaragua. 

One last thing which has just come 
to my attention, that Gen. George 
Washington had been a member of the 
British Army before the Revolution
ary War. That makes him sort of a So
mocista, a pre-Somocista switch hitter. 

And I suppose we had better rip his 
name out of the history books. I thank 
the gentleman. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Yes, un
fortunately, George Washington was a 
Contra-George III. 

Now this debate I think has shown 
the finest of our House. It started to 
get off to a bad start as though some 
of us on this side of the aisle were 
questioning because there were some 
voices raised around our country ques
tioning the judgment of people in 
here, that we were questioning patriot
ism. I do not even question the judg
ment of some of our Members given 
the body of facts that they work with. 
What I do question, and I hope 
nobody wants to take down my words, 
I have weighed this, I do not thjnk it 
is an insult, I question your sense of 
urgency. I am going to try to leave 
time for one of the best debaters in 
this House, my colleague from Calif or
nia, Mr. DELLUMS, to engage in a collo
quy on some of the points about inter
national law. But a subject I asked to 
speak about today with my leadership 
is the religious persecution of my 
church. This happens to be the second 
anniversary of the "Dear Comman
dante" letter. I thought my good 
friend, STEVE SOLARZ, delivered an in
teresting debating solid blow against 
one of the scholars on our side of the 
aisle, Mr. GINGRICH, by pulling out a 
letter that Mr. GINGRICH had written 
to the Soviet Premier, one of those 
who dies in the last few years, saying, 
"What is wrong with writing to some
body?" I never found fault with that. 

I sign many of your letters on reli
gious persecution to the heads of Com
munist governments in Romania, right 
to the head shed of the Kremlin itself. 
But 2 years ago many of you wrote, in
cluding your distinguished majority 
leader, and you expressed fond hopes 
of what you thought, general advice, 
of what you thought the Communists 
down there should do. They have 
dashed your hopes. 

Now we have, a far cry, I might tell 
some of the freshmen and second
termers on this side of the aisle and 
that side of the aisle, we have come a 
far cry from when one of our distin
guished colleagues who stood right 
here, and I will not mention names be
cause he has gone on to what some 
think higher glory somewhere else, 
but he said that his dealings with the 
Sandinistas had shown him, and this 
was only 3 years ago, that they were 
the moral equivalent of the Boy 

Scouts of America. And then he 
spared us going down what some of us 
learned in school: Trustworthy, obedi
ent, and eventually getting to the 
word "reverent." 

Now please let me as a practicing 
Catholic-I make no claims to being 
devout, as some people had across this 
country in the last couple of years in 
our political system. People who are 
devout generally do not know they are 
devout. I am just saying that I am 
loyal. I try to be. 

Now when I sat with three priests of 
my religion Friday in the curia office 
in Managua, I asked each of them for 
the benefit of the eight other Con
gressmen I was with how many years 
each of them had been a priest of 
God, and it tallied up to 54 years. One 
was a cardinal, one was a young bishop 
names Vivas, and the other was a 
young priest who had had the great 
responsibility of running Radio Cato
lica until it was taken away by force 
from him on January 1. 

Now the sense of urgency that some 
of us do not feel in this body is rooted 
right in that religious persecution. I 
am going to give my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle who are not 
with the President, I am going to give 
you an arithmetic problem where you 
must question the honor of a young 
liberal woman in our Embassy, since 
assigned elsewhere in the world, who 
teamed up with a young conservative 
lady in our Embassy. Both of these 
ladies happen to be practicing Catho
lics. And they did a survey of the 
Catholic Church in Nicaragua. 

D 1600 
And they came up with the figure of 

912 priests, nuns, monks, foreign and 
domestic. And they surveyed as best 
they could that 912. It took them over 
2 years to do this. And they came up 
with the figure of 860 loyal to the 
Holy Father in Rome to the 10 bish
ops down there, 860 out of 912. That 
left 52 in the so-called popular church. 
I happened to interview bishops like 
Walsh, who spent 30 years in prison 
because he would not in Communist 
China in days of yore, would not join 
the popular church. There are still 
priests and bishops, Chinese priests 
and bishops of the Catholic Church, in 
prison in Communist China as we 
move along down this path of detente 
that we are trying to work out with 
the Communists in China. 

Of these 52, Cardinal Obando y 
Bravo, who I have said from this well I 
believe is the most courageous man in 
this hemisphere, said that only 10 of 
them were native born Nicaraguans. 

Now, Congressman HYDE has dis
cussed Father Molina with his big 
mural behind the alter with Jesus 
Christ holding an AK-47. I think that 
in and of itself is blasphemous. This is 
the same Jesus who took the soldier's 
ear and placed it back on his head 

when it was cut off by the sword of St. 
Peter. This is the Prince of Peace who 
has recommended not warfare even in 
the moment when He was being asked 
to give his life for all of us. 

This arithmetic problem was correct
ed for me just Friday of last week by 
these three priests, a ~ardinal, a 
bishop and Father Bismarck Carballo. 
He said 860 is more like 840, and the 
popular church is not even 52; it is 
about 40 or 45. 

Now, these people in that 45 are the 
ones who meet with the religious left 
of my church and all the church de
nominations down there and gives 
them the grand revolutionary tour. 
They do not want to hear about the 
turbus devinis, the miscalled divine 
mobs, who will beat the cardinal, then 
archbishop's automobile to a total 
wreck. I said, "Maybe they did not 
know it was your car, your eminence." 
He said, "I was sitting in it." I said, 
"Well, maybe they did not know you 
were their bishop." He said, "I had my 
red robes on." 

Cardinal O'Conner of New York told 
me after mass just Monday, St. Pat
rick's Day, that he believes that Cardi
nal Obando y Bravo was in danger of 
being martyred right here on the con
tinent of North American, the hatred 
is that intense. 

Let me tell you about this Father 
Bismarck Carballo. Just last year, he 
was set up with a woman in a room 
where they were going to try to take 
compromising pictures of him. He 
fought. They never were able to get 
those pictures. But they forced him to 
strip at gunpoint, dragged him out in 
the street, and then put him being run 
naked down the street on television. 
He has been beaten up. 

And one of the second level of com
mandantes, the first nine never heard 
a gunshot fired in this revolution
there is no Eden Pastoras heroes of 
the revolution in that group. But at 
the second level, I will give this man 
credit for fighting Somoza in the hills. 
His name is Lenin Cerna. Either his 
mother was prescient or he assumed 
this name. But Commandante Lenin 
Cerna told Father Bismarck Carballo 
on January 1 of this year, "I am going 
to kill you, Father, if it is the last 
thing I do." 

Now the persecution of the Protes
tant Evangelicals is such that I im
plore you to meet in the Rayburn 
room as about 40 Members have done 
this morning a gentleman named Pru
dentia Baltadona. He has his ears re
constructed by several reconstructive 
plastic surgery operations. You can 
still see the slit on this throat where 
they tried to cut his juggler, but in
stead they cut his carotid artery. They 
hung him from a tree Nazi style. We 
have all seen the pictures of what the 
Gestapo used to do to people at the 
foot of trees. And one of the Sandi-
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nista soldiers there said, "Shall we 
shoot him? A higher official said, 
"No," sticking the bayonet in the 
wound on his throat. You can see the 
keloid scar. He opened up the wound 
and said "No, you see, I slit his throat 
and he is going to die." 

As they turned and left him, and 
this is an important point, they had 
forced him to dress in Contra clothes. 
As they turned to leave, Prudentia-he 
is being very prudent. He is not in poli
tics. He is waiting outside there to see 
us-they said, "Now let's see if your 
God will save your life." Well, God de
cided he was not to die, and he is here 
nonpolitically to give testimony to us 
today. 

I do not care whether you impelled 
to match Father Carballo's story or 
Minister Prudentia Baltadona's story 
against stories of your own, the flat 
out facts are religion is being persecut
ed and shut down in this tiny nation 
of Nicaragua. 

I beg you, since you all agree now 
that they are not Boy Scouts, that 
they are hard-core Communists and 
that some of them are killers, let us 
develop a sense of urgency here, so 
that if the gentleman in the other 
body from Tennessee is correct that 
he does not want his sons to die, then 
let us save the sons of Eden Pastora 
who, with his 17-year-old daughter, 
are in combat right now in that small 
country of Nicaragua. 

Read this book. 
Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

2 minutes to the distinguished gentle
man from North Carolina CMr. 
HEFNER]. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for his time. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that 
this argument has kind of deteriorat
ed. It has been a very gentlemanly ar
gument, but everybody despises the 
Communists. I do not think there is 
any argument about that. 

One of my colleagues from South 
Carolina made the statement that he 
hoped that some day his grandson 
could look back and see whether he 
had stood with the folks who were the 
good guys and the ones who had voted 
against for voting for the Communists. 

I have voted for MX missiles. I have 
voted for our war machines to be a 
counterbalance to the Soviet Union. 
And the President has been very 
strong in his rhetoric as far as the 
Soviet Union is concerned. 

What would be wrong in having 
some strong rhetoric to the Soviet 
Union that we are not going to toler
ate more gunships coming into Nicara
gua, to the Cubans. 

Let me Just tell you where we are. 
This debate has been presented that if 
we do $100 million, then the Commu
nists are going to disappear. Some 
folks have alluded that it is going to 
be a long expensive operation, but 
$100 million solves our problem; $100 

million and everything will be OK and 
we will be able to move along. 

Let me tell you we. have spent since 
1983 $170 million in exercises in Hon
duras. We spent another $21 million in 
military construction. We have two 
permanent airfields and four tempo
rary airfields. Now, sooner or later, in 
my opinion, the Contras are not going 
to do the job with $100 million; they 
ar not going to be able to do it with 
$200 million or a half a billion dollars 
or a billion dollars. Sooner or later, 
they are going to have to have gun
ships, they are going to have to have 
sophisticated weapons, because that is 
what we are fighting against. The San
dinistas have them, absolutely they 
do. 

So when you talk about we are not 
going to have American people in
volved in Nicaragua, it seems to me to 
be missing the point. Whether you go 
the $100 million or the half a billion 
dollars for the Contras, sooner or 
later, if you remove this government, 
which seems to be the goal, you are 
going to have to have Americans in
volved. 

Mr. DORNAN of CalJ.fornia. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 15 seconds to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
RITTER]. 

Mr. RITI'ER. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from North Carolina has 
outlined the scenario of an invasion. 
That may or may not be what is neces
sary. But for God's sake, let us give 
something a chance for those people 
who are willing to fight for them
selves. 

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, in 
order to give the gentleman from 
North Carolina an opportunity to re
spond, I yield the gentleman 30 sec
onds. 

Mr. HEFNER. The gentleman said, 
are you advocating an attack on the 
Soviet Union. The President has called 
them an evil empire. Why not say to 
the Soviet Union, "Look, this is in our 
hemisphere. We don't wish to have 
any more gunships brought into 
there." Talk tough to the Russians. 

If it is our interest not to have this 
threat on our hemisphere, sooner or 
later you will have to face it. Why not 
face up to it now? Why are you leaving 
in the hands of 20,000 Contras with 
$100 million for the security of this 
Nation? 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 11 minutes to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, 25 
years ago, President John F. Kennedy 
stood on a platform at the east portico 
of the Capitol, only a few feet from 
where we are meeting right now, and 
summoned the American people to 
"bear the burden of a long twilight 
struggle." On that occasion, when he 
was inauguarated as President, John 
F. Kennedy also issued this warning: 

Let all our neighbors know that we shall 
join with them to oppose aggression or sub
version anywhere in the Americas. And let 
every other power know that this hemi
sphere intends to remain master of its own 
house. 

The world has turned over many 
times since that day, but the summons 
the President issued then is still in 
force-and still relevant to the times 
in which we live. If the Sandinista 
leadership in Nicaragua was content to 
merely act out of a self-conscious 
parody of the ideals for which the Nic
araguan people fought in 1979, that 
would be bad enough. But when that 
same leadership surrenders the coun
try's sovereignty to act as a surrogate 
for foreign powers in order to spread 
the false hope of Communist revolu
tion in neighboring countries, it be
comes the vital concern of every 
person living in this hemisphere. 

"This revolution goes beyond our 
borders," so declared Tomas Borge on 
July 19, 1981. And so the Sandinistas 
have acted ever since, in concert with 
guerrilla groups throughout the hemi
sphere, and buttresed by the largest 
amount of Soviet bloc arms and advi
sors to be introduced in the Caribbean 
basin since the Cuban missile crisis in 
1962. 

It's always interesting; of course, to 
hear a Communist thug talk about the 
so-called revolution. It's interesting 
and ironic because Communists always 
want to sponsor revolutions against ev
erything except communism itself, 
which is, in truth, the most reaction
ary model for political and social de
velopment that mankind has yet de
vised. And true to form, the Sandinis
tas have resorted to a psycholory of 
crisis, a psychology of ongoing revolu
tion as the only plausible justification 
for continuing their disgusting regime. 

Mr. Chairman, before I consider in 
detail how corrupt and disgusting the 
Sandinista regime has become
indeed, how truly reactionary the San
dinistas really are-I cannot avoid one 
final observation about the nature of 
these so-called revolutions. In the 
course of a congressional session, we 
debate American polity toward many 
countries. Whenever we discuss a 
country that has not yet had one of 
these grand and glorious leftwing rev
olutions, we do so in terms that sug
gest a sense of inevitability, a histori
cal necessity for change that must in
exorably come. But such is the roman
ticism-indeed, the fantasy-that sur
rounds a Communist revolutionary 
state like Nicaragua, that we frame 
our debate in terms that suggest an ac
ceptance of the present tyranny in 
that country as a permanent fact of 
life. 

But, Mr. Chairman, that is precisely 
the issue that is at stake in this 
debate. We need not accept the propo
sition that the hopes and dreams of 
the Nicaraguan people for a free and 
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democratic society are lost forever. We 
need not accept the proposition that 
the corrupt and despotic criminals 
who masquerade as revolutionary lead
ers have succeeded in subverting irrev
ocable the very liberties that the revo
lution in 1979 was intended to estab
lish. 

There is an alternative to this night
mare in Nicaragua that alternative is 
to support the administration's re
quest for the provision of military as
sistance to the democratic resistance 
forces fighting in Nicaragua. And I 
cannot draw the attention of Members 
to a more eloquent series of arguments 
in favor of this proposition than those 
that appeared in the March 24 edition 
of the New Republic. Entitled, "The 
Case of the Contras," this powerful 
editorial exposes the shallow reason
ing and the hollow arguments used by 
those people who would deny Ameri
can support for the resistance forces 
in Nicaragua. 

As I begin to consider how the San
dinistas have betrayed their own revo
lution, let me quote from one portion 
of the editorial. It reads: 

It is hard for Americans to believe that 
some people act out of ideological convic
tion. Look, therefore, at what the Sandinis
tas did long before there was a Reagan, long 
before there were Contras. In 1 year the 
Carter administration gave them in aid the 
equivalent of half of what Somoza received 
in 16 years, and during that time they sys
tematically eliminated their democractic 
allies and aligned themselves with the Sovi
ets. 

0 1610 
Mr. RITTER. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen

tleman from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. RITTER. If I could just for a 

moment get back to the colloquy that 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
and I were carrying on, the gentleman 
from North Carolina says we should 
tell the Soviets and the Cubans to 
back off. That is what I understand 
him to be saying. 

Now, I may agree with that. But his 
colleagues are going into the well, and 
we have to, like, pull teeth to get them 
to admit that there is a Soviet threat, 
that there is a Communist threat. 

The gentleman from North Carolina 
says: No more helicopter gunships. 

Well, they may have as many as two 
fleets of MI-24 Hind-D's right now. 
With us pulling the rug out from 
under the opposition, there is no need 
for more helicopter gunships, there is 
no need for more MI-24's, there is no 
need for more MI-B's, they have got 
150 tanks, they are loaded with 1.4 bil
lion of Soviet arms right now, they do 
not need any more. Our people need 
more. Their glass is full, our glass is 
empty. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, let's 
listen now to the testimony of four 
Nicaraguans, who may all have come 
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from different walks of life, but they 
are all alike in that they have seen 
their high hopes for their country de
stroyed by the very revolution that 
they all supported. These are authen
tic Nicaraguan voices. And I might add 
that each of these patriots has been 1n 
Washington in recent days lending 
their support to the administration's 
efforts to liberate their country. 

First let's turn to Arturo Cruz. The 
first-high position he held in the San
dinista regime was as head of the Cen
tral Bank of Nicaragua. He then 
became a member of the Sandinista 
junta itself and eventually was ap
pointed as Ambassador to the United 
States. He resigned from the regime in 
November 1981 when he simply 
couldn't support it any longer-he 
knew too much. 

In an article he wrote in 1983 for the 
Foreign Affairs Journal, Mr. Cruz de
scribes what he saw happening within 
the Sandinista regime during the 
years of 1980 and 1981 before there 
was even an armed resistance move
ment opposing the regime. He writes: 

Dogmatism and adventurism seem to have 
wiped out the democratic and pluralistic 
ideals which, in 1979, united all Nicaraguan 
advocates of freedom. In April of 1980, after 
9 months in government, I was confronted 
with a different decision. I had already 
become deeply disturbed by the indiscrimi
nate and speedy radicalization of the revolu
tion amid a great deal of confusion and 
sudden changes. 

He goes on to lament that
Totalitarian trends are gaining the upper 

hand in the process of defining Nicaragua's 
revolution. In . the pursuit of a through 
emasculation of the "establishment," the 
radical zealots are prone to exhibit icono
clastic contempt for highly respected people 
and institutions. 

I would again remind you that this 
statement was made in 1983, before 
that "iconoclastic contempt" he talks 
about, was directed at Pope John Paul 
on his visit to Nicaragua. 

The personal history of Mr. Cruz 
since 1983 is, I believe, well know. He 
finally gave up all hope with the San
dinistas in 1984, when he saw what an 
absolute mockery they were making of 
the electoral process-rigging a false 
election in favor of Commandante 
Daniel Orteg's campaign for president. 
Today, Mr. Cruz is a part of the oppo
sition forces our administration is 
trying to support. 

The second witness I would call to 
your attention is named Aristides San
chez Pavon. This gentleman's mother 
was Natalia Sandino Sanchez, the 
daughter of none other than Augusto 
Cesar Sandino himself, the Nicara
guan patriot whose good name has 
been cynically exploited by today's so
called revolutionaries. Despite being 
the grandson of the man who fought 
so valiantly for Nicaragua's independ
ence earlier in this century, Mr. Pavon 
was imprisoned for 3 years after the 
Sandinistas took power in 1979. 

Two weeks ago, here in Washington, 
Mr. Pavon charged that the Sandinis
tas have "committed treason against 
the ideals of Sandino • • • The Nicara
guan government is just a puppet of 
the Cuban Government." Mr. Pavon 
went on to say that his grandfather 
was against foreign influence in his 
country, adding "he would have been 
violently opposed to the Cuban and 
Soviet influnces in our country today." 

As for his imprisonment, Mr. Pavon 
tells a harrowing tale of inhuman con
ditions even in what was described by 
the regime as a model prison. The kill
ing of prisoners was wanton and indis
criminate, while others were left to die 
of starvation or dehydration. Even 
young children were arbitrarily de
tained in degraded conditions. 

But, at least Mr. Pavon escaped with 
his life. His uncle, who was a nephew 
of Sandino's by marriage, wasn't so 
lucky. After his family's property was 
confiscated by the regime, he was mur
dered by the very people who invoke 
the name of his distinquished relative. 

Mr. Pavon was able to escape from 
Nicaragua in 1982, and like so many 
other hunderds of Nicaraguans who 
have fled their homeland since 1979, 
he is trying to rebuild his life. 

Now let's turn our attention to the 
testimony of Alvaro Jose Baldizon 
Aviles. Mr. Baldizon was a Nicaraguan 
police officer who participated in the 
revolution. After taking a 10-month 
criminology course in the Soviet 
Union, he was assigned to several posts 
in the Sandinista regime concerned 
with police investigations and econom
ic reconstruction. He was personally 
selected by Tomas Borge in 1983 to 
chair the newly-established special in
vestigations commission in the minis
try of the Interior. This commission 
was set up for the express purpose of 
discrediting and deflecting criticisms 
being made by the Inter-American 
Human Rights Commission about 
human rights abuses by the Sandinis
tas. Mr. Baldizon chaired this commis
sion for 2112 years until he was able to 
escape from Nicaragua in July of last 
year. 

Before I summarize the charges that 
he has made about the Sandinistas, let 
me remind you that Mr. Baldizon was 
still a trusted official in an important 
position all during the time last year 
when we, here in Congress, were de
bating whether or not to aid the Nica
raguan opposition. Listen now to his 
compelling indictment against the 
Sandinistas: 

The regime authorizes the assassina
tion of political opponents. Mr. Baldi
zon estimates that about 700 people 
have been the victims of this practice. 

Tomas Borge, the regime's Minister 
of the Interior, is personally and ac
tively involved with the Colombian 
drug Mafia. Borge has been instru
mental in providing plans, fuel, and 



5504 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE March 19, 1986 
landing rights to cocaine traffickers 
heading to the United States. The 
money made from this scheme is used 
to finance clandestine intelligence and 
security schemes throughout Central 
America. 

The Nicaraguan permanent human 
rights commission was taken over by 
the regime in 1981. All of the commis
sion's files were destroyed. 

The Sandinistas have engaged in a 
systematic campaign to brutalize the 
Miskito Indians. 

The regime is actively involved in 
the training of Costa Rican guerrillas 
who are trying to destabilize that 
democratic country. 

The Sandinistas have taken a leaf 
from Adolph Hitler's book by using 
mob violence to break up the political 
meetings of those opposition groups 
that still have the courage to meet. 

Many convicted criminals have been 
given positions in the regime. These 
people are primarily employed for use 
against the regime's political oppo
nents. Illegal break ins and surveil
lance are commonplace. Thievery and 
drug abuse are rampant among the re
gime's employees. 

The Sandinistas use elaborate propa
ganda charades to manipulate Ameri
can visitors, particularly church 
groups. Borge, for example, greets vis
iting churchmen in an office festooned 
with liturgical symbols and religious 
art. Behind the backs of these visitors, 
Borge contemptuously refers to them 
as "useful fools and actually works in 
an office filled with pictures and books 
by Marx, Lenin, and all of his other 
Communist heroes." 

Cubans occupy important operations 
positions throughout the Nicaraguan 
government, particularly in the Minis
try of the Interior. 

Such is the message that Mr. Baldi
zon brought with him when he fled his 
country last summer, having to leave 
his wife and children behind. As could 
be expected, the rest of his family has 
been subject to constant harassment 
and intimidation by the regime. 

A fourth, and final, voice to which 
we should listen belongs to Jose 
Tomas Altamirano Rojas. A bus driver 
in Nicaragua, Mr. Altamirano also 
serves as an executive in an independ
ent trade union. He is also a veteran of 
the Sandinista prison system, having 
recently spent 55 days in El Chipote, 
the regime's maximum security prison. 

Mr. Altamirano wasn't given any 
food in the first 8 days of his captivity, 
days that were also spent undergoing a 
grueling interrogation. Throughout 
his imprisonment, he was kept con
fined in totally darkened cells where 
the air was stuffy and rancid. Once 
the guards began feeding him, Mr. Al
tamirano was given only three spoons
fuls of rice a day to eat. Sanitary fa
cilities were minimal. 

Thinking back on his ordeal, Mr. Al
tamirano remembers that El Chipote 

has long rows of cells, all under
ground. "One of the things that will 
always remain etched in my memory 
from that place are the cries of the 
women prisoners, calling out for their 
children and their families." He came 
to America to tell his story to those 
who would listen. He is soon to go 
back to Nicaragua, not knowing the 
fate that awaits him upon his arrival 
or the difficulties that may already 
have befallen his family. 

I wish I could say, Mr. Chairman, 
that a story such as that told by Mr. 
Altamirano isn't typical, but I cannot. 
The Sandinista Regime, particularly 
the state secret police who are under 
the supervision of Tomas Borge, has 
established a prison system of unpar
alleled dimensions in this hemisphere, 
excluding, of course, Fidel Castro's 
own gulag. An estimate 13,000 to 
15,000 Nicaraguans are presently being 
imprisoned, all for having run afoul of 
the regime and its arbitrary dictates. 
Truly it can be said that the Nicara
guans are told they are free, but they 
are everywhere in chains. 

You know, the pattern repeats itself 
so many times that I wonder how 
anyone can possibly miss it. Every
thing the Sandinistas have done 
against the Miskito Indians-burning 
their villages, killing their tribal lead
ers, reeducating their children, and all 
the rest of it, fits into the classic Com
munist pattern of subjugating ethnic 
minorities, destroying their cultures 
and their means of independence and 
livelihood. 

Now we know that the Miskitos are 
not alone, that 90,000 other Nicara
guans have been forcibly uprooted in 
the past several years. Living in squal
id resettlement camps, 90,000 Nicara
guans are forced to eke out an exist
ence for themselves, with the able 
bodied being compelled to work in the 
regime's collective farms. Nobody is al
lowed to leave, and the availability of 
food is tightly restricted. Sounds a 
little like Ethiopia, doesn't it? Then 
again, Ethiopia has also adopted the 
Cuban model for public administration 
and rural development. 

Mr. Chairman, I need not belabor 
the point. The editorial in the New 
Republic that I mentioned a few min
utes ago really sums up the situation 
for what it truly is. Here is the con
cluding paragraph of that editorial: 

We believe that preventing the establish
ment of a Leninist dictatorship in Nicaragua 
is a goal worthy of American support, and 
that those willing to fight for this cause are 
deserving of American assistance. A decision 
to support one side in a civil war is not one 
to be taken lightly. We come to it in full re
alization that, whatever tragedy it brings, 
the liquidation of the democratic side of the 
Nicaraguan civil war will bring infinitely 
more tragedy to Nicaragua, to Central 
America, and ultimately to the rest of the 
hemisphere. 

Mr. Chairman, President Kennedy 
summoned us to join a long twilight 

struggle. If we cannot answer that call 
in our own hemisphere, what is to 
become of our country, a nation of 
global responsibilities as the leader of 
the free world? No one ever promised 
that the road would be easy or the 
cost would be light, but Americans 
have always taken that road and paid 
that cost. As those who are responsible 
for maintaining the lamp of freedom, 
we can do nothing less. 

Let us support the President. 
Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. PICKLE]. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, in the 
past I have voted against military aid 
to the Contras. However, I have sup
ported some nonmilitary aid to the 
Contras. I think the Sandanistas must 
somehow be pressured toward reform. 
The Contras have been applying some 
pressure. 

But I cannot support this request for 
military assistance to the Contras. 

The President has indicated that 
U.S. military aid to the Contras will 
decisively further our goal of halting 
the export of communism to other na
tions. 

I find it curious that no other gov
ernment in the region has requested 
U.S. aid to the Contras. No govern
ment in the region supports military 
aid to the Contras. Costa Rica is nego
tiating with the Sandanistas to end 
border clashes. The newly elected 
Government of Guatemala plans to 
host a summit of Central American 
leaders to discuss the situation in 
Nicaragua. The newly elected Govern
ment of Honduras has been hesitant 
in channeling aid to the Contras. 

The Contadora nations do not 
appear to see the threat of commu
nism in the same light that our Presi
dent says is so apparent. None of these 
governments have supported military 
aid to the Contras. These are our 
friends, our fell ow Americans: Mexico, 
Panama, Colombia, Venezuela. They 
are joined by Argentina, Brazil, Uru
guay, and Peru. The Contadora group 
now includes the majority of Latin 
American democracies. All of them 
caution us against military aid to the 
Contras. Why? 

Now, I do believe that we have a na
tional interest in the Central Ameri
can issue. We cannot walk away. Lim
ited support of the Contras is justified. 
That is not our choice tomorrow. No 
separate votes are allowed. In the final 
analysis we need negotiation. The 
Contadora group is expected to be a 
positive and forceful tool in demand
ing that the Sandanistas expel foreign 
military personnel. 

I believe that we must encourage the 
Contadora group and other allied na
tions to demand the removal of for
eign military personnel from Nicara
gua, and to impress upon the Sanda-
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nistas the destabilizing impact of its 
so-called revolutionary goals. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe it is impor
tant that we look closely at what the 
President is asking of us. 

The President says that we want to 
bring pressure on the Sandanistas to 
make democratic reforms. If this is the 
case, then the Contras are not the sole 
vehicle. 

Over the past 5 years with millions 
of dollars in assistance, the Contras 
have made little substantial gains with 
Nicaragua. Why? The Contras have 
not siphoned popular support from 
the Sandanistas. The Contras have 
been ineffective in moving the Sanda
nistas toward democratic reforms. 
Why? How can more military aid be 
justified? 

The President suggests that some
how, by funding the Contras move
ment, elimination of the Soviet threat 
to the region will be achieved. 

We cannot be ambiguous with our 
goals. Is it democratic reforms or 
elimination of a potential threat? 

If the removal of Soviet influence is 
our objective, then the President 
should be forthright with the Ameri
can people and say this is our policy 
objective. 

If we wish to use the Contras as our 
surrogates to eliminate the Commu
nist threat in Nicaragua, then why 
should we assume they will be more 
effective now, when they have failed 
in the past? 

Administration studies show that 
massive amounts of assistance and 
training over several years would be 
required to bring the Contras up to an 
effective fighting force. But where is 
the popular support? 

In the face of an actual threat to 
U.S. national security, I would certain
ly support a strong, quick, and decisive 
response. If we are faced with a credi
ble Soviet threat to United States se
curity, then the President should ask 
Congress to address this issue. 

I do not believe military aid alone to 
the Contras will realize our objectives. 
We must instead show that the rheto
ric of the Sandinistas stands hollow in 
the face of our commitment to true 
democracy. 

The United States cannot impose 
upon the Nicaraguan people what type 
of government they should have. The 
United States, however, must help 
protect the democracies of Central 
America from a Nicaragua which 
chooses to become a Soviet outpost in 
the Western Hemisphere. The United 
States can and should support region
al efforts against foreign intervention 
in our hemisphere. 

With constructive pressure from 
governments in the region the Sandi
nistas should be forced to negotiate in 
good faith, or reveal to us all their re
jection of peace in the hemisphere. 

If there is no progress and this 
threat is not contained, then I believe 

the United States should pursue other 
options. 

Military action is always a choice
but it should be the final option. The 
alternative is not escalation, but 
rather negotiation. The administra
tion has not yet proven the alterna
tives in Central America have been ex
hausted. The present administration 
policy is not acceptable, Mr. Chair
man, and I cannot support it. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 20 seconds to my 
distinguished friend, the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. HYDE]. 

Mr. HYDE. I thank my friend for 
yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I would just suggest 
to my good friend, the gentleman from 
Texas, that if you asked the people in 
the Middle East if they support our 
program for aiding Israel, you would 
not find many people shaking their 
heads in the affirmative. But it is 
right that we do it. We do not count 
noses in the U.N. to determine what 
our foreign policy will be. We deter
mine what is in the best interests of 
our people, and we do it. 

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished gentle
woman from Connecticut [Mrs. KEN
NELLY]. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the request for 
·aid to the Contras now hef ore us. 

The United States has been provid
ing aid to the Contras-overtly or cov
ertly-for nearly 5 years. Here in the 
Congress, we have spent countless 
hours debating the merits of such pro
posals. We have sent millions of tax
payer dollars to the Contras. And 
what did we get for all that time and 
all that money? 

Five years later, the Sandinistas are 
still firmly ensconced in Managua. 
The Contras control less territory now 
than they did 2 years ago. The leaders 
of the Contadora nations are still 
pleading with the United States to 
pursue political and diplomatic solu
tions in the area. And the people of 
Nicaragua are worse off than when 
this aid began. 

Now, the administration tells us that 
just doing more of what we have been 
doing will tum the tide. Mr. Chair
man, very frankly, I do not believe it. 

I do not believe that $100 million 
will tum a ragtag guerrilla army into a 
fighting machine that can oust the 
Sandinistas. 

I do not believe that $100 million 
can buy the support of the Nicaraguan 
people who are convinced that the 
Contras are standins for the Somocis
tas. 

I do not believe that $100 million 
can tum the Marxist regime of Daniel 
Ortega into a democratic state that we 
will be proud to have in our hemi
sphere. 

I do not believe that $100 million in 
aid to the Contras will tum the Nica-

raguan Government away from its de
pendence on Cuba and the Soviet 
Union. 

I do not believe that $100 million 
can divert the Nicaraguan people from 
more fundamental concerns like food 
and peace. 

I do not believe that $100 million 
can-in the words of Cap Weinberg
er-"do the job," because, frankly, I'm 
not sure of what the job is supposed to 
be. 

The administration's explanation of 
our goals in Nicaragua has changed 
constantly. First, we were trying to 
interdict arms shipments to El Salva
dor. Then we were forcing the Sandi
nistas to hold elections. Then it was to 
give the Contras a bargaining chip 
with the Sandinistas. Now it is to force 
the Sandinistas to negotiate with the 
Contras. This is the one-size-fits-all ap
proach to foreign policy. No matter 
how the rationale shifts, the remedy 
remains the same: give aid to the Con
tras. 

This aid request was opposed by 
eight Latin American foreign minis
ters in a visit to Washington last 
month. These leaders know that a 
military solution is not feasible-not 
without a massive commitment of U.S. 
money, arms, and troops. They are 
unanimously behind a negotiated set
tlement. They, who know the region 
first hand, and whose security inter
ests are even more at stake than ours, 
support the Contadora process and 
want us to do the same. Little more 
than a week ago, Colombian President 
Belisario Betancur said: "I think that 
an initiative such as the request for 
$100 million taken by President 
Reagan is wrong. I know we can get 
more through negotiation." 

I know we can too. Because what we 
will get from granting this aid is great
er U.S. involvement in a conflict that 
is unnecessary, unwise, and not in our 
own security interests. 

Mr. Chairman, it is one thing to 
pursue a policy knowing it may not 
work. Those of us in this body face 
that every day. We understand that 
sometimes, you can't have all the an
swers, and you have to take a chance. 

But it is another to pursue a policy 
knowing it will not work; knowing, 
even before you begin, that failure is 
inevitable. That is the case with this 
latest request for aid to the Contras. It 
hasn't worked for the last 5 years, and 
it will not work now. At best, and I 
mean at best, it will cost us $100 mil
lion. At worst, it will draw us into war. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
this request for aid to the Contras. 

D 1625 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentlewoman from Connecticut [Mrs. 
KENNELLY] has expired. 
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Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

30 additional seconds to the gentle
woman. 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. KENNELLY. I yield. 
Mr. DEWINE. Mr. Chairman, if the 

gentlewoman is aware of the fact, this 
Congress is not providing and has not 
been providing any military aid. The 
gentlewoman's statement was that the 
Contras are not doing any good. Is the 
gentlewoman aware that we are not 
giving them any military aid now? 
That is why we are not doing it. Does 
the gentlewoman want to continue 
that policy of doing nothing? 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Unfortunately, 
the policy has been to follow that we 
are getting private funds to give mili
tary aid and the encouragement by 
the administration to follow the policy 
that he has is resulting in activity that 
now we have to shore up with in
creased funding. 

Mr. DEWINE. What is the gentle
woman's policy? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I proudly yield 4 minutes 
to one of our Members who has voted 
on the other side of this and has stud
ied it very hard for a year, the gentle
man from New Jersey CMr. RINALDO]. 

Mr. RINALDO. Mr. Chairman, in 
recent weeks I have discussed in detail 
the Contra aid proposal with Presi
dent Reagan and others in favor of 
and opposed to the aid package. After 
careful consideration of their argu
ments, I believe we should approve 
this aid package. 

I reached this decision based on a 
number of disturbing trends I see con
tinuing in Nicaragua. 

The Armed Forces of Nicaragua are 
now, with the exception of Mexico, 
the largest in Central America. The 
Soviet Union has provided them with 
more than half a billion dollars in 
military aid since 1981. This equip
ment, coupled with the presence of 
200 Soviet advisers, 7 ,500 Cubans, and 
military advisers from Eastern bloc 
countries, leaves little doubt in my 
mind of the intentions of the Sandinis
tas. 

The strategic interests of the United 
States are threatened. The largest air
port south of the Rio Grande is now 
under construction in Nicaragua and 
could serve as a base for Soviet war
planes. In addition, port development 
for future use by the Soviet Navy is a 
direct threat to the Panama Canal and 
our Caribbean shipping lanes. These 
lanes are a vital link in our mobiliza
tion plans to provide assistance to our 
allies in Europe and the Mideast. 

The Sandinistas are harboring ter
rorists from around the world. Intelli
gence reports indicate that representa
tives of the PLO, the Red Brigade, 
Iran, Libya, and Syria are serving in a 

training capacity at terrorist camps to 
prepare for future acts, most likely 
agair...3t North America. 

They have greatly restricted the ac
tivities of the Catholic Church and 
have tried to impose their own peo
ple's church in its place. Fortunately, 
of the 912 bishops, priests, and nuns in 
Nicaragua, only 52 have alined them
selves with this liberation church, and 
of that number only 10 are even Nica
raguan. In addition, the Jewish com
munity of Nicaragua has been virtual
ly driven into exile and the synagog in 
Managua has been closed and dese
creted. 

The Sandinistas have revoked civil 
libertfes and denied the right to speak, 
publish, assemble or worship without 
sanctions or harassment. The only re
maining independent newspaper has 
been shut down and the labor move
ment denied the right to strike. 

The Sandinistas themselves have 
stated that their's is a "revolution 
without borders." Should they succeed 
in toppling the Governments of Costa 
Rica, El Salvador, Honduras, and 
Mexico, the United States would un
doubtedly experience an immigration 
problem unparalled in our history. 

As this military buildup and the re
pression continues, the Sandinistas 
have refused to negotiate with the 
Contras and have no interest in a coa
lition government. Their sole aim is to 
consolidate power and eliminate all 
opposition. 

While some say it is too late to 
change course, I do not agree. Despite 
the oppression of their own govern
ment, the people of Nicaragua have 
not lost their vigilant desire to once 
again recapture their betrayed revolu
tion. I have been and remain a sup
porter of the Contadora peace process 
and am hopeful that a negotiated set
tlement can be reached. 

However, now is not the time to turn 
our backs on the freedom fighters. 
This vote must reflect our commit
ment to restrict Soviet expansionism 
and restore peace throughout Central 
America. 

This is not Vietnam. We must keep 
it at peace. We must support democra
cy in this hemisphere. I urge you to 
join me in voting for aid to the Con
tras. 

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the distinguished gentle
man from New York [Mr. WEISS]. 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, my dis
tinguished friend, the gentleman from 
New Jersey, just paraphrased the 
speech that the President gave on 
Sunday evening. I must say that it 
must be frustrating for the President, 
after pulling out all the stops, to have 
a scientific poll indicate that the 
American people just were not buying. 
By a poll of 54 to 30, the American 
people after the speech expressed 
their opposition to this awful, reckless 
adventure in which the President 

wants to engage us in Central Amer
ica. 

Of course, if the President really 
had a case for Contra aid, he would 
not need to invent so many facts to 
support it. Look at the headlines in 
this morning's New York Times: 

"Drug Agency Rebuts Reagan's 
Charge." 

"Rabbi Disputes Reagan Point 
About the Jews in Nicaragua." 

"Brazil Surprised To Be on Reagan's 
List." 

But these distortions and misstate
ments should not surprise any of us 
who were the recipients of the sugges
tion last year by the President that 
the Pope supported the President's po
sition in Nicaragua. 

There is a strange thing that hap
pens in this body and in the other 
body at times. The American people 
are able to maintain their sense of ap
propriateness and propriety, but we, 
their elected Representatives, from 
time to time lose our heads and our 
sense. That is what happened in Viet
nam. We started off in Vietnam pro
viding arms assistance and then next 
we had trainers and then we had ad
visers and battlefield assistants and 
the next thing we had was 50,000 
young Americans, the brothers and 
the fathers and the sons of the Ameri
can people, who lay dead in that awful 

· adventure, which we now dismiss with 
a wave of the hand and say, "Oh, Nica
ragua is not Vietnam." 

It is indeed Vietnam all over again. 
The President talks about the credibil
ity that the U.S. Government will lose 
if we do not continue our support of 
the Contras. Well, look at where that 
logic takes us. You give them $100 mil
lion this year and there are at best by 
the President's own estimate 20,000 
Contras. 

The President says that there are 
60,000 Sandinista military forces and 
50,000 national militiamen. Well, how 
are those 20,000 going to beat the 
60,000 and the additional 50,000? They 
cannot. 

So if it costs us our credibility, with 
the Soviet Union and the rest of the 
world, not to give the $100 million now 
or if the Contras cannot win with the 
$100 million, then what next? $200 
million? $500 million? And if they still 
cannot win at that point, what is the 
next step? 

If credibility, the credibility of the 
U.S. Government is the issue, then the 
next step is American military person
nel, American young men fighting and 
dying in Nicaragua. That is what this 
issue is all about, and the American 
people see it quite clearly. That is why 
overwhelmingly since 1981 when the 
President has tried to get us engaged 
militarily in Nicaragua, the American 
people have said "no." 

President Reagan says "every Ameri
can parent will be outraged to learn 
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that top Nicaraguan officials are 
deeply involved in drug trafficking." 
But his own Drug Enforcement Ad
ministration says that doesn't corre
spond with anything it knows. Accord
ing to the most recent DEA estimates, 
75 percent of the cocaine in the United 
States comes from Colombia, 15 per
cent from Bolivia, 5 percent from 
Peru, and the other 5 percent from Ec
uador, Argentina, Brazil, and Chile. 
When it comes to drugs, Nicaragua 
should be the least of an American 
parent's worries. 

President Reagan says the Contra 
leaders are the equivalent of Jefferson 
and Madison and Washington. The 
fact is that 12 out of the 13 members 
of the FDN high command used to 
serve Somoza in his National Guard, 
and their record of torture and 
murder of campesinos and doctors and 
teachers is well documented. Ask 
Chris Dickey of the Washington Post, 
who observed the Contras first hand 
over a period of months. Ask Edgar 
Chamorro, who worked directly with 
the Contra leadership. Ask Salvador 
Icaza, who used to be an aide to FDN 
leader Enrique Bermudez. Ask Amnes
ty International, Americas Watch, the 
Washington Office on Latin America, 
the New York Times, CBS News-all 
of them have confirmed the dismal 
record of Contra atrocities. 

Are all of these sources really part 
of a Communist disinformation cam
paign? In the face of this overwhelm
ing record, the President says that 
atrocities attributed to the Contras 
were really committed by Sandinistas 
dressed as "freedom fighters." And the 
source of this allegation is a man who 
has changed his story so often, that, 
according to Americas Watch, he has 
lost "the last vestige of credibility." 
Our policy should be based on the 
facts, not on our President's favored 
choice of fantasies. 

There are human rights problems in 
Nicaragua, and some of them are at
tributable to the Government. The op
position press, though it continues to 
publish, is censored. On and off since 
1982, some constitutional rights have 
been suspended. That is cause for con
cern. 

But it is not unique in the region. 
Look at El Salvador, which President 
Reagan holds up as a model of democ
racy. The insurgency there is one
fourth the size of the one in Nicaragua 
in relation to population, but the Gov
ernment there has been operating 
under a state of siege since August 21, 
1980. Constitutional rights are sus
pended in El Salvador, too. El Salva
dor, unlike Nicaragua, doesn't even 
have an opposition newspaper. The 
last remaining one, El Independiente, 
was raided and shut down by police in 
January 1981, after "numerous bomb
ings, threats, military interventions, 
and assaults on employees." And a pat
tern of killings and disappearances by 

government forces continues. <Source: 
ACLU, Americas Watch.) 

The administration presents a sys
tematically distorted picture of the 
diplomatic situation in Central Amer
ica. According to the administration, 
Nicaragua is subverting the Contadora 
process, and Nicaragua won't accept 
verifiable agreements. Indeed, accord
ing to the administration, a major 
reason why Contra aid is necessary is 
"to bring the Sandinistas to the bar
gaining table." 

The fact is that Nicaragua is at the 
bargaining table. Nicaragua and Costa 
Rica have recently reached an agree
ment under Contadora to demilitarize 
their common border. They have 
agreed that Contadora countries will 
provide verification. Meanwhile, the 
administration refuses to talk to Nica
ragua despite a call for talks by the 
Contadora countries. 

The administration refuses the Con
tadora countries' call to negotiate, and 
dismisses the Contadora foreign minis
ters' plea to stop militarizing the 
region, and still wants to claim it sup
ports Contadora. It can't have it both 
ways. 

We are steadily marching toward 
direct military involvement in Nicara
gua, and President Reagan would have 
us believe that the countries of Latin 
America are quietly cheering him on. 
But listen to what the President of 
Peru said last week: 

An act of hostility and intervention in 
Nicaragua will be an act of hostility and 
intervention against all of Latin America. I 
announce from this sovereign Congress the 
Peruvian government decision that if for
eign forces invade Nicaragua, Peru will 
break relations with the aggressive power 
and make every effort to defend the brother 
country. 

This policy will lead us to a regional 
war, the like of which we have never 
seen in our history. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to the dis
tinguished gentleman from New 
Jersey CMr. SMITH] who has worked so 
hard in this Congress on human rights 
in all comers of this world. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I am 
happy to yield. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, the gen
tleman from New York CMr. WEISS] is 
quoted in the April 23, 1985, CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD as saying: 

If you are a citizen of El Salvador, you 
have nowhere near the capacity to openly 
criticize your government as you do if you 
are a citizen of Nicaragua. 

If the gentleman believes that, I ask 
that the gravity of his remarks be 
taken in the light of his judgment on 
freedom in Nicaragua. 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I have the time. 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, the gen
tleman from New York may have for
gotten that whatever existed--

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] has the 
time. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, first let me say that the 
only reason we are debating this ad
ministration's aid package to the Con
tras on the House floor today is be
cause of betrayal. 

It is clear, even to the staunchest op
ponents of the Reagan request, that 
the Nicaraguan Government has be
trayed its own people. It has betrayed 
the very principles it articulated 
during the revolution. The Commu
nists in Nicaragua have reneged on 
solemn promises made to the Organi
zation of American States, the United 
Nations, the United States, and above 
all, to their own people to provide for 
fundamental freedoms and guarantees 
of basic human rights. 

Rather than honoring their commit
ment to political pluralism, authentic 
elections, an independent judiciary, 
and a free press; rather than creating 
a democratic Nicaragua as promised, 
the Sandinistas have systematically 
constructed a violent Communist dic
tatorship. Communist Nicaragua is 
today a bastion of internal repression, 
egregious human rights violations, and 
external subversion. The record of 
Communist Nicaragua is shameful-it 
is a record that I trust no one in 
today's debate will def end. 

Mr. Chairman, it is time that we 
fully recognized the ugly repressive 
character of Communist Nicaragua. 
Estimates of political prisoners vary 
from 4,000 to as many as 20,000 at any 
given time, according to the Independ
ent Permanent Human Rights Com
mission CCPDHl, and prisoners are 
often severely tortured. Cruel, inhu
mane, and degrading treatment of 
prisoners is pervasive and a detainee 
can be investigated indefinitely, tor
tured, or submitted to cruel treatment 
without any legal mechanisms avail
able to stop the abuses. 

There are hundreds of examples to 
illustrate the point. To cite one exam
ple, according to the State Depart
ment's "1985 Country Reports on 
Human Rights": 

In 1984 and early 1985, several women de
tainees in "El Chipote" reported they had 
been raped repeatedly by their guards, one 
woman after she had been drugged for an 
interrogation session. Women prisoners, 
without regard to age, have been forced to 
assume humiliating positions naked in front 
of male guards who insult and hit or kick 
them, in some cases only because their hus
bands or sons are accused of crimes against 
the state. 

President Daniel Ortega himself, before 
international journalists during a televised 
press conference, admitted to and justified 
the detention at "El Chipote" of the presi
dent of a Catholic school parents' associa
tion. Commander Lenin Cerna, head of 
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State Security forces, personally tortured 
the victim. The 60-year-old, who was not po
litically active, was detained because of his 
religiously-based criticisms of the govern
ment-enforced program of Marxist-Leninist 
patriotic education. Cerna and his agents re
portedly beat the victim and Cerna himself 
put a pistol to the victim's head, saying he 
was going to kill him that night and the rest 
of his family later. 

When I was in Nicaragua in 1984 I 
met with archbishop, now Cardinal, 
Obando y Bravo. He told our delega
tion of the persecution being inflicted 
upon the church and of other human 
rights violations. We met with Father 
Bismarck Carballo, the spokesman for 
the Curia and the director of the 
church radio station. He told us how 
the Sandinista Communists sought to 
discredit him in a phony sex scandal. 
In 1982, Maritza Castillo told Father 
Carballo she had attempted suicide, 
was despondent, and desperately 
needed couseling. She urged him to 
come to her home. Shortly after 
Father Carballo arrived at her home, a 
Government agent burst in, beat 
Father Carballo and forced him at 
gunpoint to disrobe. Police then ush
ered Father Carballo out the door 
where a state sponsored TV crew, and 
other media, just happened to be wait
ing. 

Collaborating details of this and 
other setups have been provided by 
Alvaro Baldizon, former chief inspec
tor of the Special Investigations Com
mission of the Nicaraguan Ministry of 
the Interior. As a matter of fact, Mr. 
Baldizon says that Tomas Borge him
self helped devise the plan to discredit 
Father Carballo. 

Mr. Baldizon who defected Commu
nist Nicaragua on July l, 1985 at great 
risk to his wife and child who still live 
there, says that 90 percent of the 
human rights abuses alleged by the 
Inter-American Commission on 
Human Rights by Sandinista govern
ment officials are true. He has esti
mated that for every alleged Contra 
abuse there are 10 committed by the 
Government and significantly his find
ings suggest that the Contras do not 
have a policy for committing abuses 
while the Sandinistas have such a 
policy. As a matter of fact, the Con
tras have a code of conduct to which 
their soldiers must adhere. Off enders 
are tried before a court and sentenced 
if found guilty. 

Finally, Mr. Baldizon's testimony 
further documents the use of torture, 
international drug trafficking by the 
Government, training of foreign guer
rillas for subversion, church persecu
tion, and political assassination. He 
also has described how adroitly the 
Sandinistas deceive visiting interna
tional delegations and how the Gov
ernment uses them to further its 
international political strategies. 

Mr. Chairman, I would remind Mem
bers that the United States and our 
friends in Central America were in-

strumental in ousting the Somoza 
regime. On June 23, 1979, the Organi
zation of American States with strong 
U.S. concurrence passed a resolution 
that effectively led to Somoza's 
demise. Specifically, the resolution 
called: 

One, for the immediate and defini
tive replacement of the Somoza 
regime. 

Two, installation in Nicaragua of 
democratic government, the composi
tion of which should include the prin
cipal representative groups which 
oppose the Somoza regime and which 
reflects the free will of the people of 
Nicaragua. 

Three, guarantee of the respect for 
human rights of all Nicaraguans with
out exception. 

Four, the holding of free elections as 
soon as possible, that lead to the es
tablishment of a truly democratic gov
ernment that guarantees peace, free
dom, and justice. 

The only aspect of this resolution to 
which the Sandinistas gave their total 
commitment was the replacement of 
the Somoza regime. 

Today, Communist Nicaragua has by 
far the largest standing military force 
in the region and includes at least 
60,000 active duty troops and another 
60,000 reserves. Communist Nicaragua 
is armed to the teeth with an offensive 
capability and its arsenal includes 150 
tanks, 200 armored personnel carriers, 
44 helicopters, 300 missile launchers, 
and a large assortment of artillery 
pieces. Today the country is home to 
approximately 200 Soviet advisers, 
7 ,500 Cubans, and personnel from East 
Germany, Bulgaria, Lybia, and the 
Palestine Liberation Organization. 

As Secretary of State George Shultz 
said in a speech on March 3, "Nicara
gua's military machine has no parallel 
in the history of Central America." 
Communist Nicaragua is a menace to 
its neighbors and the threat cannot be 
wished away. 

It seems clear, Mr. Chairman, that 
Nicaragua is serious about exporting 
revolution to its neighbors. Bayardo 
Arce, a high-ranking official Sandi
nista Communist said in May of 1984, 
"We cannot cease being internationa
list unless we cease being revolutionar
ies." 

Back in August of 1981, Sandinista 
Minister of Defense Humberto Ortega 
said, "Marxist Leninism is the scientif
ic doctrine that guides our revolution." 

Interior Minister Tomas Borge, with 
whom I had a 2-hour talk in Managua 
a few years ago, said in 1981, "This 
revolution goes beyond our borders. 
Our revoiution was always interna
tional." 

The evidence is compelling, Mr. 
Chairman, that Nicaragua has been 
equipping, training organizations, and 
infiltrating Communist guerrillas into 
Honduras and El Salvador. They have 
targeted militarily weak Costa Rica 

for subversive activities. They are even 
involved in Colombia. Many of the 
arms used by terrorists to attack the 
National Palace of Justice in Bogota 
have been traced to Nicaragua. True 
to their word in this instance, Nicara
gua is exporting revolution, violence, 
and death. 

Last November President Jose Napo
leon Duarte of El Salvador was quoted 
in the New York Times as saying <No
vember 1, 1985, page 3): 

In Central America, in my own country, 
countless persons from all walks of life and, 
in the case of my family, my daughter, Ines 
Guadalupe, would not have been victims of 
the terrorists if the terrorists did not have 
the support, direction, approval and timely 
protection of the terrorist dictatorship in 
Nicaragua. 

Members will recall that the Inter
national Security and Development 
Cooperation Act of 1985, Congress in
cluded an important finding of the 
fact that: 

The ... government of Nicaragua ... has 
flagrantly violated . . . the security of the 
nations in the region, in that it has commit
ted and refused to cease aggression in the 
form of armed subversion against its neigh
bors in violation of the Charter of the 
United Nations, the Charter of the Organi
zation of American States. . . . 

The National Bipartisan Commis
sion on Central America, often re
f erred to as the Kissinger Commission, 
also concluded that the Nicaraguan 
threat to its neighbors was compelling. 
The Kissinger Commission also of
fered a forecast of what would happen 
if Nicaragua succeeded in exporting its 
Communist revolution. To quote from 
page 93: 

As Nicaragua is already doing, additional 
Marxist/Leninist regimes in Central Amer
ica could be expected to expand their armed 
forces, bring in large numbers of Cuban and 
other Soviet bloc advisors, develop sophisti
cated agencies of internal repression and ex
ternal subversion, and sharpen polariza
tions, both within individual countries and 
regionally . . . this would almost surely 
produce refugees, perhaps millions of them, 
many of whom would seek entry into the 
United States. . . . The United States 
cannot isolate itself from the regional tur
moil. The crisis is on our doorstep. 

Mr. Chairman, Nicaragua's neigh
bors are justifiably scared. A scientific 
survey conducted by an affiliate of the 
Gallup poll between June and Novem
ber 1985 in several Central American 
countries found that Nicaragua was 
named as the country posing the 
greatest military threat to their own 
security. That was the view of 87 per
cent in Costa Rica and 79 percent in 
Honduras. Significantly, three-fourths 
of those interviewed in Costa Rica 
favor United States aid to the Contras 
while that policy is supported by a 2-
to-1 margin in the other Central 
American countries including El Salva
dor. 

I am pleased that the Contras, now 
an estimated 20,000 strong are more 
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united now under an umbrella organi
zation called the United Nicaraguan 
Opposition CUNOl. On January 22, 
1986, UNO issued a statement of prin
ciples which expressed UNO's commit
ment to peace, democracy, respect for 
human rights, and the promotion of 
social justice. UNO is led by three 
former Somoza opponents Arturo 
Cruz, Adolfo Calero, and Alfonso 
Robe lo. 

Arturo Cruz was twice jailed by the 
Somoza regime. He served for a time 
as head of the central bank under the 
Sandinistas, then as a member of the 
ruling junta, and finally as their am
bassador to the United States. He re
signed in protest against the Commu
nist policies of the Sandinistas. He was 
the democratic opposition's Presiden
tial candidate in 1984 but refused to 
participate when the Government 
would not permit him freedom of 
speech, press, and assembly. 

Adolfo Calero serves as commander 
in chief of the Nicaraguan Democratic 
Force CFDNl. After the fall of Somoza 
he attempted to work with the Sandi
nistas in rebuilding Nicaragua. He 
became disillusioned by their Commu
nist vision for Nicaragua in 1982. 

Alfonso Robelo is the leader of the 
Democratic Revolutionary Alliance 
CARDEl and was a leading critic of 
Somoza. After the revolution in July 
1979, he was one of the five original 
members of the junta. In 1980, he re
signed in protest. 

I would just say parenthetically that 
the former president of the Nicara
guan Red Cross, Ismael Reyes has 
been named the head of the UNO-or 
Contra-Human Rights Commission. 

Mr. Chairman, I support meaningful 
negotiation between the Communists 
in Nicaragua and the Contras, the 
OAS and the United States. I think it 
is unfair and simply untrue to suggest 
that the President isn't committed to 
a negotiated settlement. Three special 
Presidential envoys-Senator Stone, 
Ambassadors Schlaudeman and 
Habib-have made 49 trips to the 
region since 1983. The United States 
has met in high-level, bilateral talks 
with the Sandinista Communists nine 
times since June of 1984. Secretary of 
State George Shultz has personally 
gone to Managua to seek peace. Yet 
the record shows that it was Nicara
gua who ended participation in the 
Contadora talks in the fall of 1985. 

It was Nicaragua again on December 
9, 1985, who alone voted against an Or
ganization of American States' resolu
tion calling for accelerated negotia
tions. With a vote of 28 to 1, Nicara
gua was the only member to vote 
against the resolution. This isn't really 
surprising. When I spoke with Nicara
gua's dictator, Daniel Ortega, in Mana
gua in the spring of 1984 his govern
ment then had little use for the Con
tadora peace negotiations. 

On February 6 of this year the oppo
sition political parties proposed sus
pension of hostilities, a general amnes
ty, repeal of martial law, and agree
ment for honest elections. The Sandi
nista Communists rejected their pro
posal. 

But we can't just give up, we must 
continue to hope, we must continue to 
seek peace for the region. 

I agree with the assessment of our 
distinguished chairman of the Foreign 
Affairs Committee, Democrat DANTE 
FASCELL of Florida who eloquently 
argued in committee 2 weeks ago that 
aid to the Contras will provide the 
only real incentive to the Nicaraguan 
Communists to negotiate seriously. 

I would remind Members that since 
June of 1984, the Congress has pro
scribed all military aid to the Contras. 
The only aid they have received from 
our country was a small donation of 
humanitarian assistance. Nicaragua's 
response to congressional termination 
of military assistance should be sober
ing to all. Since June of 1984, the 
Communists have further trashed and 
violated the human rights of the citi
zenry, they have stepped up the use of 
torture and persecution of the Catho
lic Church and other denominations. 
They have responded by derailing in
ternal and international negotiations 
and by procuring an additional $350 
million in sophisticated military hard
ware from the Soviet Union. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the time has 
come to approach the issue with more 
realism. If we refuse to face the truth 
concerning Managua's intentions and 
goals, there is a real chance that Cen
tral America will incrementally grow 
Communist-the lives and futures of 
millions will be imperiled-while we 
cling to well-meaning but misguided 
straws of hope. 

D 1640 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Nebraska CMr. DAUB]. 

Mr. DAUB. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
the President and the resolution 
before the House. 

Both sides on the question of assistance to 
the Contras agree on the nature of the 
regime. Senior Senator SASSER of Tennessee, 
speaking for Democratic opponents of assist
ance said: "We agree that the Sandinista gov
ernment has betrayed the promise of its revo
lution, has suppressed the freedom of its own 
people, and has supported subversion in El 
Salvador * * * our dissagreement is with the 
means the President has used to achieve 
these goals." In effect, they agree on the 
ends of the President's policy: Containment of 
Marxist-Leninism in Central America. 

They say let's use diplomacy and positive 
reinforcement. We have and will continue to 
do so. The record is replete with efforts of the 
United States to negotiate meaningful agree
ments on nonintervention of Nicaragua in its 

neighbor's affairs. Three special Presidential 
envoys have made over 49 trips to the region 
since 1983. High level bilateral talks have 
been arranged on 1 O separate occasions. The 
United States gave more assistance to the 
Sandinistas in the first 18 months of its exist
ence than we provided to Somoza for the pre
vious 20 years. The Sandinistas' response to 
these overtures? They have stonewalled. 

If its just a disagreement on means, not 
ends, why not give the President the benefit 
of the doubt? He was right on El Salvador. We 
went through the exact same debate then with 
opponents saying there is _no hope for political 
reform of the government and the guerrillas 
have too much popular support. Well, Reagan 
won, and so did the people of El Salvador. 

If the House debated Grenada before the 
operation, opponents of Contra assistance 
would have fought it tooth and nail. We may 
not have had the operation, and the people of 
Grenada's neighbors quaked in the wake of 
Grenada expansion. 

Senior Senator SASSER from Tennessee, 
also said, "We agree that Nicaragua must 
never become a base for Soviet military ad
venturism in this hemisphere" the President's 
judgment is that Nicaragua is already a Soviet 
base. The Senator admits that Nicaragua is 
subverting its neighbor El Salvador. He would 
also agree that Nicaragua has Bulgarians, 
East Germans, Soviets, Cubans, Libyans, 
North Koreans and PLO personnel and has 
received substantial arms from these people. 
If this isn't Soviet military adventurism, I'd ask 
the Senator what is? 

Even assuming reasonable people can dis
agree about whether Nicaragua is a Soviet 
puppet, the wide latitude the Constitution af
fords the President in the conduct of foreign 
affairs argues strongly for giving the Com
mander in Chief the benefit of the doubt. 

One principal product of Marxist-Leninist re
gimes is refugees. If the economic productivity 
of these regimes was as high as their refugee 
productivity, we might not be here today. But 
the fact is millions have fled from under their 
boot in Eastern Europe, Afghanistan, Indo
china, Ethopia, and Cuba. 

We already have a big enough illegal immi
gration problem on our Southern border. If 
Nicaragua isn't checked, this Marxist-Leninist 
regime on our doorstep will soon begin turning 
out refugees as efficiently as any of its other 
fraternal allies around the world. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the distinguished gentle
man from California [Mr. DYMALLY]. 

Mr. DYMALLY. I thank the gentle
man for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, in the past couple of 
weeks we have been subjected to the 
most far-fetched rhetoric I think I 
have heard in my whole career in 
elected office. Despite the rhetoric, I 
know of few people who believe the 
Sandinista invasion of Texas is going 
to occur in their lifetime. I know of 
few people who believe that $100 mil
lion from the United States is going to 
achieve the overthrow of the Sandi
nista government by the various oppo-
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sition groups. Not even many support
ers of Contra aid believe it is going to 
achieve any successful result. The 
President is asking us to make an ex
pensive gesture. There are a few ges
tures I think we could make at home 
with $100 million, and they would at 
least have the advantage of being posi
tive gestures. 

What is that $100 million going to 
buy for the Contras? It will ensure 
that a few more battles will be fought. 
It will ensure that some Sandinistas 
will be killed and that some Contras 
will be killed. Maybe a helicopter or 
two will be destroyed. If previous ex
perience is any guide, a number of ci
vilians who want nothing more than to 
be left alone will be killed by one side 
or the other. Nothing more. Just ages
ture. 

This Contra aid request is an unpro
ductive waste. If we really want a 
Nicaragua that is not controlled by 
Russia, then there are better, more 
humane ways to accomplish that end. 
Rather than giving the Nicaraguan 
people the impression that the United 
States is in the business of promoting 
war and killing and suffering in their 
country, let's show them the United 
States at its best. Let's send in the 
Peace Corps to help school the na
tion's children. Let's send in doctors to 
improve the health of the people. 
Let's develop a thriving trade with 
Nicaragua. Let's engage the leaders of 
that country in peaceful negotiation. 
They have said they will cooperate in 
the Contadora process. Let's allow 
them to make good on their state
ments. 

While some would argue that Cuba 
is Communist today i:>ecause the Bay 
of Pigs invasion failed, it is at least as 
reasonable to contend that Cuba is 
Communist today because the United 
States turned a cold shoulder to 
Castro when he came here looking for 
help shortly after the revolution. 
Khrushchev also was visiting the 
United States at the time, and re
ceived Castro with open arms. None of 
us wants Nicaragua to be a second 
Cuba. Let's take the first step toward 
seeing that it will not become so. Let's 
turn down the President's request for 
Contra aid. 

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished gentle
man from New York [Mr. RANGEL]. 

Mr. RANGEL. I thank the gentle
man for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, this morning when I 
was congratulating the President, who 
was speaking out against drug traffick
ing, which is certainly unique for this 
administration, to identify countries 
who are violating international law, I 
wanted to point out that the Drug En
forcement Administration has rebut
ted the charges. 

We have some pretty pictures here 
that my colleague from California has 
presented to the House. I want to 

point out that the individual who is 
supposed to be transferring that co
caine is supposed to have been an aide 
to a Nicaraguan Interior Minister. It is 
supposed to be in 1984. DEA says that 
is the only isolated inf ormat1on that 
they have; that they have reassessed 
the intelligence on the subject and 
that is all that they can say. 

They also point out that they have 
no information implicating the Minis
ter of the Interior or other Nicaraguan 
officials. 

I am convinced that most of this is a 
political campaign. I get most of my 
impressions from the commercials 
that are being run by some political 
party, but I would like to point out 
that the testimony of Assistant Secre
tary John R. Thomas, given to the 
Task Force on International Narcotic 
Control of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs on March 11, 1986, supports 
the Drug Enforcement Administra
tion, to wit: A low-type aide, using 
DEA terms, to the Nicaraguan Interior 
Minister was indicted in Florida for 
being involved in cocaine. My God, if 
we were able to spend that $100 mil
lion on our Mexican-United States 
border, I am certain we would focus 
more attention on this problem than 
we are with this. 

But Assistant Secretary Thomas 
points out that the political situation 
has eliminated bilateral cooperation 
on narcotics control and makes it im
possible to gather accurate inf orma
tion on a continuing basis. 

So I think there is enough for us to 
have political debate on, but this 
should not be a subject that should 
turn a vote. 

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the distinguished gentle
man from New York [Mr. SCHEUER]. 

Mr. SCHEUER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, during the prolonged 
and often acrimonious public debate 
over military aid to the Contras, we 
have heard a level of rhetoric that has 
strained our credulity. As Haynes 
Johnson wrote in this morning's 
Washington Post: 

Until President Reagan's address Sunday 
night about the menace from Managua, 
Richard Nixon held the presidential record 
for overstating a case. 

We have heard President Reagan 
tell us on network television that the 
Sandinista government not only 
threatens the security of the United 
States, but also poses a mortal threat 
to the entire New World. This tiny 
little country, hardly the size of 
Queens from whence I come threatens 
our security? His words defy reality 
when one considers the simple fact 
that not a single one of the democratic 
nations of Latin America have asked 
us to provide military aid to the Con
tras. 

To draw a parallel, at the time our 
country engaged in the liberation mis-

sion in Grenada in 1983, a number of 
chiefs of state and a .number of high 
cabinet ministers from other Caribbe
an nations got together, conferred, 
and called President Reagan. They 
told him that there was an urgent and 
desperate need for U.S. military inter
vention to prevent that island from be
coming an absolutely impregnable 
Communist garrison. Our country re
sponded to that need. 

Nothing remotely like that occurred 
in this instance. We have heard noth
ing like that unanimity in support of 
our intervention in Grenada. In point 
of fact, we have heard exactly the con
trary from Latin American leaders. We 
have heard unanimity that we should 
stay out; that we should mind our P's 
and Q's; that the most constructive 
thing we can do is support the Conta
dora process. 

D 1650 
I am chairman of a global committee 

of parliamentarians on population and 
development. We have hundreds of 
members across the world and over 
100 members in Latin America. I have 
heard from dozens of them urging the 
United States to stay out, leave us 
alone, help the peace process. They 
want us to provide some aid to help 
people; not to kill people. 

The unanimity there is for us to 
help the Contadora nations and pro
mote negotiations. There is total una
nimity among Nicaragua's neighbors 
in asking us not to interfere, not to fi
nance more bloodletting, and not to 
provide guns to blow up a few bridges 
or assassinate God knows how many 
hundreds of people. There is no 
chance whatsoever of helping the Con
tras really gain a claim on the hearts 
and minds of the country. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the level of 
debate here in the House today will 
rise above the erroneous and fiery 
rhetoric we have heard so far. · 

I don't like the Sandinista govern
ment any more than Ronald Reagan 
does. 

But I don't believe that $100 million 
in military aid to the Contras is going 
to do anything but make the situation 
worse in Nicaragua. 

Instead of encouraging the Sandinis
tas to negotiate, $100 million in mili
tary aid will push them further into a 
corner, giving them even less in- cen
tive to make concessions and providing 
them with further excuses to increase 
internal repression. 

It is true that the Sandinistas have 
violated human rights and conducted 
brutal assaults on the Nicaraguan 
people. 

But the Contras-whose leaders in
clude officers of the brutal Somoza 
regime-frequently practice terror tac
tics such as murder, torture, and rape, 
in the name of democracy. 
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Such tactics have been documented 

repeatedly by a number of observers, 
including Catholic priests and nuns. 

Over the last 5 years, our Nation has 
funneled more than $250 million to 
the Contras-money that has furth
ered atrocities against the Nicaraguan 
people and failed to help the Contras 
win even a single victory against the 
Nicaraguan regime. 

We are faced with a delicate diplo
matic problem in Nicaragua that 
would be handled better by United 
States-backed negotiations than 
United States-backed insurgents who 
don't even have the support of the 
Nicaraguan people. 

I agree with the goals of the Presi
dent, but I can't support his methods. 

No one wants to see Soviet-Cuban 
bases in Nicaragua and I think the 
leaders of both nations know what will 
happen if they attempt to make such 
a move. 

The leaders of the democratic coun
tries of Central America, the Catholic 
bishops, and a majority of the Ameri
can people all are telling Congress to 
stop this plan to increase the blood
shed in Nicaragua. 

Negotiations are the key to a peace
ful settlement in Nicaragua, yet the 
administration repeatedly has ignored 
that route, breaking off the only nego
tiations with the Sandinistas in Janu
ary 1985. 

Every Member in this House wants 
peace and freedom in Nicaragua. 

Every Member wants to halt the 
spread of Communism in Central 
America. 

But let's take constructive and 
meaningful action to achieve these 
goals. 

No one wants another Vietnam war, 
but that's the road we will be heading 
down if we approve this request for 
military aid. 

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3112 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. 
BONKER]. 

Mr. BONKER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the Reagan adminis
tration's request for an additional $100 
million in aid for the Nicaraguan 
Contra rebels. The President and his 
senior advisers present this request as 
an "either/or" proposition: either 
you're with the President or you're for 
the Communists. 

The tone of the President's televised 
remarks on Sunday night was an af
front to both Democrats and Republi
cans who oppose this aid. Some of us 
feel their are alternative ways to 
achieve peace in the region; this does 
not mean we want a Marxist-Leninist 
foothold in Central America. The 
scare tactics would be more effective if 
the allegations were true: where are 
the millions of Nicaraguan refugees 
streaming across our border? Then 
there is the litany of Sandinista labels: 
exporters of revolution, terrorists, 

anti-Semites and now drug traffickers. 
What will they be next month? 

I seriously doubt that any of my col
leagues have illusion about the nature 
of the Sandinista regime, that a Marx
ist government is in place there whose 
policies are contrary to our values and 
beliefs. The focus should be on wheth
er we support a military or peaceful 
process to reach that goal. Despite the 
administration's rhetorical support of 
a negotiated settlement. It appears 
their policies are intended to under
mine, if not overthrow, the Govern
ment of Nicaragua. 

Administration spokespersons have 
remarked that the views of the Ameri
can public should not be given great 
weight in the formulation of foreign 
policy because the average American is 
interested in sports, not politics. If 
there is one lesson we should have 
learned by now it is that the absence 
of broad public support dooms a for
eign policy course to failure. The 
President should heed this warning 
for his present policy toward Nicara
gua. 

A majority of the American public 
fails to see the "unusual and extraor
dinary threat" this impoverished 
nation poses to our national security. 
They have not seen results from the 
aid we have been providing overtly 
and covertly to the Contras for the 
last 4 years. There are no concrete ex
amples of the administration pledge to 
pursue negotiation as an alternative 
policy. They definitely don't see any 
similarity between the Contras and 
our Nation's Founding Fathers, par
ticularly in the area of human rights. 

What the American people do fear is 
the administration's request for a 
blank check of $100 million-an 
amount nearly equal to all the aid we 
off er to the struggling and debt
burden domocracies of Latin America. 
They see a policy that has pushed the 
Sandinistas further away from the ne
gotiating table and into the willing 
embrace of the Soviets. They see a 
policy that will soon off er us a Leba
nese dilemma: abandoning the Contras 
or sending our Armed Forces into 
direct combat there. Fortunately, the 
majority of Americans are not fooled 
by the administration's duplicitous 
policy, nor are they persuaded that a 
negotiated settlement can be achieved 
through violent means. 

More military aid to the Contras will 
not bring peace to the region. Not only 
do the CIA and other key segments of 
our intelligence community acknowl
edge that the Contras are incapable of 
def eating the Nicaraguan Armed 
Forces, but they admit that the mili
tary equipment acquired by Managua 
has been defensive in nature in order 
to respond to the arming of the Con
tras by the U.S. taxpayer. The Contras 
have yet to capture and hold a single 
town, and they have proven inad
equate to the task of stemming the al-

leged massive arms flows from Nicara
gua to its neighbors. 

As the former chairman of the 
Human Rights Subcommittee, I find 
the portrait of the Contras as "free
dom fighters" who have been betrayed 
by the Sandinista revolution ludicrous. 
With a single exception, the entire 
FON-Nicaraguan Democratic Force
high command is composed of former 
Somoza. National Guardsmen, and 
their human rights record is abomina
ble. In its ninth report on human 
rights in Nicaragua, America's Watch 
states: "All of the major parties to the 
conflict in Nicaragua contributed to 
the worsening of the human rights sit
uation • • *" and it goes on to docu
ment human rights abuses by both 
sides. It documents, however, the dis
appearance and/or killing of 12 indi
viduals by the Sandinista government 
compared to some 90 by the Contras 
in 1985. The report states: 

Most of the abuses by the Contras during 
the last 6 months on which we collected tes
timony involved attacks that targeted indi
viduals considered to be active supporters of 
the Sandinista government or activists in 
Sandinista organizations. The Contras went 
to particular homes knowing who they were 
looking for, and assassinated them. Much of 
the testimony obtained revealed gratuitous 
brutality: the victims were tortured or muti
lated before being killed. Family members 
were also killed. 

While our own 1985 State Depart
ment human rights country reports 
allude to allegations of Contra viola
tions, the Nobel prize-winning Amnes
ty International group corroborates 
the evidence presented by America's 
Watch. 

It stretches credulity for the Presi
dent to suggest that the Sandinistas 
purposefully disguise themselves as 
Contras to commit such violence 
against its own supporters. It is also an 
offense to characterize the couragous 
human rights monitors as dupes of a 
Sandinista disinformation campaign. 
It is a small wonder that the Contras' 
campaign of terror has not promoted 
the formation of the type of broad
based democratic opposition we would 
all like to see there. 

We should also listen to the advice 
of our neighbors to the South. As 
many have noted today, not a single 
Latin American democracy supports 
the Reagan administration's request 
for Contra funding. It runs counter to 
the original Contadora group goals, 
which called for an end to support for 
armed insurgencies and a halt to mili
tary build-ups in the region. On Febru
ary 10, the Foreign Ministers of eight 
Latin American nations appealed to 
Secretary Schultz to end external sup
port to irregular forces operating in 
the area as an "indispensable contribu
tion to peace." Can the United States 
make any legitimate claim to leader
ship in our hemisphere when our 
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policy only leads toward further isola
tion? 

The active pursuit of negotiations 
within the Contadora framework re
mains the only viable means of achiev
ing peace in this troubled region. In 
light of the administration's success in 
Haiti and the Philippines, and its 
recent turnabout in our policy toward 
Chile, one can only hope that today's 
vote against the aid will lead to a reas
sessment of our policy vis-a-vis Nicara
gua and a strong and unequivocal 
stand in favor of the Contadora proc
ess. 

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time remains of the hour I was 
initially yielded? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Maryland has 13 minutes re
maining. 

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes and 30 seconds to the distin
guished gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
TRAFICANT]. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank you for yielding me this time. 

I heard some Members ref er to the 
issue at hand as that as one of free
dom. I would like to point out that 
what was the problem of freedom or 
the issue of freedom when Somoza was 
in Nicaragua? What was the issue in 
the Philippines with . Marcos? What 
was the issue with Baby Doc? What 
was the issue in Iran under the Shah? 

I just would like to say this has 
become a political issue and a money 
issue. Nicaragua does not have one jet 
plane, ladies and gentlemen. And I 
would like to clarify a couple of issues 
and put something in perspective that 
I think is important. 

After Watergate, Congress enacted 
two powerful measures to control and 
curtail the powers of the Executive. 
They were the National Emergency 
Act and the International Emergency 
Economic Powers Act. They specifical
ly said that once the President author
izes specific actions, that within 6 
months, he must come back and give 
the Congress a detailed report. 

For anybody watching this, Congress 
works on a committee system. Sooner 
or later someone had to come before 
our committees and give them some 
facts and some evidence. Evidently no 
one has given us those facts. Now we 
are going to give $100 million where 
the GAO is not quite so sure where 
the last $27 million has gone. 

I say this, Mr. President, let us turn 
off C-Span, let us move every unelect
ed person out of these Chambers, and 
let us bring the CIA in and give us 
photographs, dates, documents and 
evidence to support your request for 
14 times the appropriation in excess of 
your last one that we cannot find. Mr. 
President, specifically you are either 
going to have to use one of those $600 
toilet seats or get off the pot here in 
America and quit using that 6 p.m. 

news broadcast and start giving these 
committees some facts. 

We have talked about the John 
Wayne posture of foreign affairs in 
handling America's national security. 
Ladies and gentlemen, if you look at 
what happened with the Korean air
liner incident, if you look at what hap
pened with Mr. Klinghoffer, with the 
soldiers in El Salvador, with the inci
dent in Beirut, Lebanon, we have 
talked a lot like John Wayne, but it is 
time for the President to put his patch 
on. Our problem is the Soviet Union. 
We are concerned about them in Nica
ragua, and it is time that this Congress 
and the President tell the Soviet 
Union to stay out of Nicaragua. And 
$100 million is not going to be the 
message that comes today. 

Give us the facts, Mr. President. Let 
Congress make an appropriate deci
sion. 

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished gentle
man from Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK]. 

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, I have 
yet to see a coherent rationale for 
sending this $100 million, the purpose 
of which, as I understand it, is to try 
for a tie. No one has been arguing that 
we are going to send $100 million and 
the additional hundreds of millions 
that have already been spent there 
and sent through Honduras to win a 
victory. It is to get a tie, and I am not 
sure what the moral justification or 
the strategic justification is for seek
ing the tie. It can hardly be argued 
that this administration is so offended 
by the lack of civil liberties in Nicara
gua that they will move to this, not 
when they continue to be as stringent 
as they have been to so many other 
right-wing regimes. 

I am distressed by the lack of democ
racy in Nicaragua, as I am with many 
other countries. But I do not think the 
Reagan doctrine has become that we 
should be the 911 for the Civil Liber
ties Union to dispatch a couple hun
dred million for a . proxy war when 
there has been, as there has been in 
Nicaragua, a failure to observe demo
cratic principles. 

So then the question is are we doing 
it for our own national security? The 
problem I have here is this: I myself 
do not find that 3 million poor people 
in that country are a credible threat to 
us. I think we ought to maintain the 
policy many of us have set of saying 
that we would act to prevent any 
effort by them to impinge on others. 
But the problem is that the President 
is not asking us for something that is 
going to achieve military success. If 
you buy his rhetoric, if you believe 
that our failure to overthrow the San
dinista government endangers the se
curity of the United States, then the 
logical inference to be drawn is that 
ultimately we send American troops 
there, and I am afraid to bolster sup-

port for the not-very-well-thought-out 
policy lacking either moral or strategic 
rationale that the President is advo
cating, to bolster support for that they 
are pushing further and further in the 
direction of boxing themselves into 
where they will be forced by their own 
logic and rhetoric. They are putting 
themselves more and more into a 
corner. 

Mr. WALKER. Will the gentleman 
yield to me? 

Mr. FRANK. The gentleman has 
plenty of time and I only have 2 min
utes. I invite the gentleman to get 
some time and then we can continue it 
that way. 

D 1700 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
BILIRAKIS]. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Chairman, I 
strongly counter Marxist aggression in 
Central America and support aid to 
the freedom fighters. 

Mr. Chairman, I have in my hand a series of 
petitions-petitions filled with the names of 
residents of my district in Florida who support 
the President's request for aid to the freedom 
fighters in Nicaragua. All of these petitions 
have been received by my offices in support 
of a program of aid for the Contras. Also, 
when I polled my constituents earlier on 
whether they supported the President's policy 
to counter Marxist aggression in Central 
America, nearly 69 percent answered "yes." 

A program of tangible, humanitarian and 
military support is the sole hope the world has 
for a Central America free of the cancer of 
communism. Why? Because the Marxist San
dinistas in Managua plainly intend to consoli
date and intensify their dictatorship. 

Promises, promises, promises. That's all we 
ever get from the Sandinistas. 

In 1979, they promised to hold free and 
open elections in return for support from the 
Organization of American States. Well, they 
received the support, but they gave democra
cy the cold shoulder. 

What the people of Nicaragua received was 
a sham election in which opposition parties 
were exiled. Trade unions have been eliminat
ed, the news media muzzled, the church har
assed, and government critics jailed. Without 
question, the Nicaraguan people were be
trayed in their struggle for freedom. 

The pluralism promised by the Sandinistas 
in 1979, 7 years ago, does not exist. Further
more, there is not the slightest indication that 
it ever will exist, if we leave the matter in the 
hands of the Marxists iff Managua. 

If we do not, this week, vote to send the 
Contras the aid requested by the President, 
we will be ensuring the consolidation of an
other Communist regime in the New World. 
Yet another bootprint of Soviet-sponsored op
pression will be made permanently on this 
hemisphere. The struggle for Nicaragua will 
end and the fight to save El Salvador, Hondu
ras, and Costa Rica will begin. 
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Why? Because no Marxist regime has 

shown any desire to discard dictatorship. vol
untarily: Not one . . . ever . . . anywhere . . . 
on the face of the Earth. Nowhere in the long 
chronicle of human history has this abomina
ble record been altered. And this is one prom
ise for the future that the Sandinistas are only 
too willing to keep. 

That is why the idea that the Sandinistas 
can be brought to the bargaining table without 
pressure is so absurd. It is an idea utterly 
without foundation. The United States and 
many other nations have bent over backward 
to bring the Sandinistas into negotiations. We 
have been waiting for 7 long years. We're still 
waiting. We will always be waiting, unless the 
Contras are given the wherewithal to defend 
the ideal or a pluralistic political sytem. 

And make no mistake, that is what they are 
fighting for. The leaders of the Nicaraguan re
sistance-Adolfo Calero, Alfonso Robelo and 
Arturo Cruz-are democrats, as well as free
dom fighters. And we must support them in 
their fight to be free of tyranny. 

The allegation that the Contras are merely a 
collection of former Somoza followers has 
been thoroughly debunked. In fact, the Contra 
leadership is drawn almost entirely from those 
who opposed Somoza. Yes, there may be 
some former Somoza supporters among the 
Contras, just as there are former Marcos sup
porters in the Philippine Government of Cora
zon Aquino. How many here would be willing 
to condemn the Aquino government for this 
fact? 

And what can the rest of Central America 
expect from a solidly entranced Sandinista 
regime in Managua? With proof of United 
States hesitancy-proof that a no vote on 
Contra aid would supply-Costa Rica would 
be forced to accept an unilateral border 
agreement with the Communists. With no de
fense force, what choice would Costa Rica 
have? This would deny critically important 
bases to the Contras. 

Likewise, Contra bases in Honduras could 
be eliminated, as Honduran hospitality for 
these bases has tended to waver in relations 
to United States support. 

In short, there would be no bases and no 
Contra effort. There would be only Marxism
and Marxism inevitably expands. Indeed, we 
already have heard Colombian accusations of 
Sandinista-supplied arms reaching the M-19 
guerrillas, Salvadoran accusations of Sandi
nista involvement with left-wing insurgents in 
El Salvador-as well as in the kidnaping of 
President Duarte's daughter. Without the 
Contra opposition, the Sandinistas would be 
free to step up this program of exported vio
lence-with the all-too-willing financial and 
military help of Cuba and the Soviet Union. 

A "no" vote this week would be a betrayal 
of the vision of freedom in which we have in
vested in El Salvador, and with the Contras in 
Nicaragua. 

Not only would the hope of peace be put to 
flight from the region, but the United States 
would see a vast floodtide of refugees fleeing 
northward, as well. Just this week a Honduran 
military officer in Washington told the Wall 
Street Journal, "Just look at the new air base 
the Americans are building at Mocoron on the 
Atlantic coast of Honduras. It makes no mili
tary sense. But it will come in handy when all 

those refugees from Nicaragua have to be 
evacuated to Florida-including the Contras." 

Voting "no" on the President's request will 
ensure a busy time at the Mocoron air base. 

The United States can and must lead on 
this issue. We must not desert the Contras in 
their time of greatest need. For to do so 
would be to desert the cause of freedom 
itself. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. ROB
ERTS]. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, in trying to 
resolve how best we should respond to the 
situation in Central America, I do not rise 
today to question the wisdom or patriotism of 
those who may not share my view. I, too, 
have strong reservations regarding the 
choices we face. This is another of those 
times when honest minds differ and differ 
strongly. I am not sure there is a totally "right" 
answer. 

I am not an expert on the subject of Central 
America. Most of my time this session has 
been devoted to the problems we face in agri
culture. But, like my colleagues, I have a keen 
interest and responsibility. I have been to the 
briefings by the appropriate agencies. I have 
read reams of material. I have not been to 
Central American, but I have talked at length 
with those who have. And, more to the point, I 
have visited with the people of my district who 
are very concerned. 

The letter I received from one of my country 
bankers is typical of this concern. 

DEAR PAT: Yesterday, I had the sad task of 
telling a 55-year-old farmer and his wife 
that, because Farmers Home Administration 
has no money for a direct loan that could 
have kept them in business, they would 
have to liquidate their farm holdings and 
leave the farm. 

As much as I hated to tell these people 
that they would have to liquidate, I had 
convinced myself that these things had to 
happen, and that when our country was 
trying its best to cut deficit spending, there 
had to be a certain amount of fallout from 
cutbacks on funding for Federal programs. 

Then I picked up my newspaper this 
morning. 

The headline said: "Reagan to seek $100 
million to help Contras." How in the world 
can we sit by and watch our farmers leave 
their farms because funding that might 
help them supposedly is not available and 
yet we seem to have funds to help people in 
another country? 

Now, Mr. Chairman, given the adversity we 
face in farm country, that is a very good ques
tion. 

But, answer the question we must. 
As I understand it, this $100 million comes 

from the Pentagon budget. It is not new 
money. That is an important point. 

Now, there are few in Congress who have a 
greater aversion to spending other people's 
money than I do. And, I have no desire to go 
meddling in someone else's back forty at a 
time when our farmers need assistance so 
desperately. At the same time, this is no time 
to be penny wise and pound foolish. Look 
beyond agriculture's pasture fence, if you will, 
to see what is coming up the road and what 
may soon be at our gates. 

The intentions of the Sandinistas are clear. 
During the first 18 months of the Sandinista 
government, the United States gave the San
dinistas $119 million in aid. Compare that to 
$224 million given Somoza over a period of 
20 years. In appreciation, they conducted a 
military buildup unprecedented in the history 
of Central America. Costa Rica, a neighbor 
without an army, could have troops and tanks 
in its capital cf San Jose within 12 hours. The 
situation could be much the same for other 
nations in the region. 

Now, I'm not trying to use scare tactics or 
tell you the domino theory is fact. But, given 
the statements and actions of the Sandinistas 
themselves, these are realistic assumptions. 
They have pledged to spread the revolution 
beyond the borders of Nicaragua. And, that is 
exactly what they have been doing. They have 
been and are providing weapons to the insur
gents and terrorists in El Salvador. When 
there is aid to the Contras, the flow of those 
weapons and the rate of terrorist activities les
sens. When there is not, they increase. 

If the Sandinistas are given free reign to do 
as they have promised, the only check on 
their assertiveness will be the U.S. military, 
not to mention an uncontrollable flood of refu
gees into this country. I can sure think of 
other places for the $100 million to go. But 
the cost of doing nothing and facing the un
pleasant but predictable consequences will be 
far greater in farm country and to every Ameri
can. 

Will the $100 million do the job? I have my 
doubts. Will it prevent the Sandinistas from 
completing the 11,000-foot airfield they would 
have us believe is being built for crop dusters? 
Will it cause the Sandinistas to think twice 
about finishing the deep water port to serve 
as a base for Soviet submarines? Will it 
lessen the flow of arms and terrorist activities 
in El Salvador and other nations of the 
region? Will this assistance reduce the 
number within current refugee camps and the 
real possibility of refugees in this country? Will 
the $100 million cause Mr. Ortega and his co
horts to restore the civil liberties taken away 
by edict last October-liberties I might add 
that we all enjoy and take for granted in this 
country? Will the newspaper La Prinza be able 
to go to press and print the truth as opposed 
to submitting their galley proofs for censor
ship? 

In truth, no one knows for sure the answer 
to these tough questions. The $100 million 
may not be enough. But, I do know that with
out this assistance there is no way, no remote 
scenario, under which the Sandinistas will re
linquish power and restore individual freedoms 
through the process of negotiation. 

We must face up to that cost-both in dol
lars and human suffering of what we will do 
when that airfield is complete, when the deep 
water port is a working base for Soviet sub
marines, when the Sandinista revolution is 
spread throughout the region, and when refu
gees, already growing in number, flee and 
come to this country, when in the course of 
the 68-year history of takeover by Commu
nists, those individual rights are never re
stored. Measured against the cost of all these 
things, I think the $100 million represents the 
proper and prudent course of action. 
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Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr . .ARMEY]. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I've been watch
ing this debate very closely since we began 
early this afternoon, and I was struck by what 
can only be described as chronic deja vu. I'm 
going to try not to impugn motives or question 
patriotism. But I would like to emphasize a 
clear historical trend which supports the alle
gations recently made in Washington that one 
of our political parties has indeed acted, 
whether intentionally or not, as "the coguaran
tor of the Brezhnev doctrine" and "the pall
bearer of democracy" in the Western hemi
sphere. 

Watching the debate I was struck by the 
similarity of the arguments espoused during 
the 1980-81 debate over U.S. assistance to 
El Salvador. I'd like to quote a few of my col
leagues, some of whom have since left Con
gress, but their arguments endure. One of the 
most representative arguments of this school 
of thought was summed up by one of my 
Democrat colleagues on February 26, 1981. 
He said: 

U.S. military support for the Duarte 
regime in El Salvador is a tragic mistake, di
rectly contrary to our own ideals and na
tional interests, and chilling in its parallels 
to the early days of U.S. involvement in 
Vietnam. 

Instead of comparing U.S. policy in Nicara
gua to that of Vietnam, why not compare it to 
our efforts in El Salvador? I point to El Salva
dor as a net success of American foreign 
policy. We all know about the relatively free 
and open elections, and the progress that the 
Duarte government has made toward creating 
a more open society. Because of U.S. sup
port, El Salvador is well on its way to a free 
and democratic society. 

Hindsight is always 20-20, but why not 
learn from our experiences in El Salvador and 
apply them to Nicaragua. Today, I have heard, 
nearly verbatim, the warnings issued by some 
Members during the debate over aid to El Sal
vador. I would like to read a few of these 
statements against aid in 1981. 

First, they said we are not supporting a pop
ular movement. On February 26, 1981, a 
Member of this body was heard to say: 

Our own intelligence agencies will admit, 
when pressed, that the Duarte government 
has almost no base of popular support, and 
that it would not even be a major contender 
in a fairly contested election. 

He went on to state that it is nonsense to 
describe this government as * * * a force for 
democracy in El Salvador. 

Where would El Salvador be today if those 
supporting freedom had lost the debate in 
1982? Where will the forces of freedom be in 
Nicaragua if the Sandinistas are encouraged 
to continue their oppressive policies? 

Another member stated on February 24, 
1981 once again during the debate over aid to 
El Salvador: 

The consequences of deeper U.S. military 
commitment cannot be ignored. There is a 
grave risk that more American personnel 
will be committed-and that more American 
lives will be lost. Then we may find our
selves on the precipice of full-scale military 
intervention. 

Last time I checked we have not invaded El 
Salvador, nor have we increased the number 
of advisers stationed in that country. I would 
like to conclude by quoting one of the most 
eloquent Members of this House, the distin
guished majority leader who stated on Febru
ary 3, 1982, while discussing El Salvador: 

I cannot imagine succumbing once again 
to the siren song of those who would sell 
down the river the responsible people who 
are trying to have a stable, free, democratic 
government on behalf of those who would 
follow the example of Castro's Cuba. 

Let's not sell down the river the only 
chance we have to achieve a democratic gov
ernment in Nicaragua. I'm tired of hearing the 
same old lines from the "peace-at-any-cost" 
lobby. If this lobby would have won the debate 
in 1982, El Salvador would probably be an
other Cuba today. 

Mr. McCAIN. May I inquire of the 
Chair how much time remains for 
both sides? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Arizona has 1 hour and 59 min
utes of total time remaining. The ma
jority side has 2 hours, 8% minutes 
total time remaining. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to our distinguished col
league, the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. EVANS]. 

Mr. EVANS of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, last May I accompanied a Na
tional Guard unit from my district to 
Honduras for 2 weeks of training. I 
also visited Panama, Nicaragua, and El 
Salvador, and met with government 
officia1c:;, businesspeople, Contra lead
ers, and ordinary people. 

I saw a region struggling with pover
ty and suffering from huge gaps in 
wealth. I learned about the daily 
battle facing most people just to get 
by, no matter who's in power. And I 
learned about the strong awareness of 
our country's role in the region. 

Mr. Chairman, at the same time I 
represent an area that has been devas
tated by Reaganomics. In rural coun
ties farmers are losing their farms. 
Rural communities are shrinking as 
farm-dependent businesses shut their 
doors. 

In the cities, more than one-tenth of 
our workers are still without jobs. 
Thousands of jobless factory workers 
from John Deere, Caterpillar, and 
International Harvester are lined up 
for retraining programs, which this 
administration has targeted for cuts. 
Real estate values are at rockbottom, 
and hard-pressed local governments 
are enacting tax increases or cutting 
needed services to make ends meet. 

Meanwhile, the President wants to 
spend $100 million on the Contras. He 
demands millions for bullets for Cen
tral America, while the unemployed, 
our veterans, the handicapped and 
poor must bite the bullet here at 
home. These priorities are badly mis
ordered. 

When our own citizens are facing 
budget cuts in student loans, agricul
ture, and job training programs, I 
cannot support sending $100 million to 
the Contras. Their leadership is large
ly the remnants of Somoza's National 
Guard. And the General Accounting 
Office can't even account for much of 
the $27 million the Contras received 
last year. 

I wish the President would turn his 
attention to the 15 million Americans 
without jobs and the hundreds of fam
ilies losing their farms every day. We 
in Congress should concentrate on 
those problems, and not send more 
taxpayer dollars to support war in 
Central America. 

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to our distinguished col
league, the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. HAYES]. 

Mr. HA YES. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in strong opposition to the 
President's proposal to give $100 mil
lion in aid to the Contras attempting 
to overthrow the Nicaraguan Govern
ment. Over the past few weeks, and es
pecially today, many of my colleagues 
have expressed their various positions 
on this issue. So have my constituents 
from the city of Chicago. The mail 
and the phone calls have been over
whelming, both in their number, and 
in their opposition to the President's 
plan. For every person who has con
tacted my office in support of the 
President's plan, 29 people have 
spoken against it. 

It is clear to me that this policy is 
not only unpopular, but unrealistic. 
We need to re-examine our Nation's 
priorities. Why do we want to increase 
the amount of funds that we spend for 
the war in Central America while re
ducing the amount that we spend for 
our own citizens? How can we criticize 
other nations for intervening in the 
affairs of other countries, and then 
turn arou..'"ld and do it ourselves? 

How can I tell the 16,000 teenagers 
in the city of Chicago that we cannot 
afford to give them jobs this summer, 
but we can afford to give guns, bullets, 
and other weapons to men who rape, 
pillage, and murder for a living? What 
kind of lesson will they learn from 
that? 

Mr. CONYERS. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. HA YES. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. CONYERS. I want to commend 
the gentleman, and associate myself 
with his remarks, because he is the 
author of the Jobs and Income Act 
that speaks to the economic plight 
generations of young people have been 
in, and I am very glad to associate 
myself with him, because he uses a ra
tional tone of voice in putting his ar
guments over. In other words, he is 
not hysterical, he is not impassioned, 
he is not accusing anybody of being 
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Communist that I have heard recent
ly, and it just makes me feel good to 
know that the gentleman is advocating 
this position. 

Mr. HAYES. I thank the gentleman 
for his remarks. 

Mr. Chairman, how can I tell hungry 
schoolchildren in Chicago that we will 
be unable to make certain that they 
are given all of their immunizations, 
but that we will give food and medi
cine to the Contras in Niearagua? 

How can I tell the Mayor of the city 
of Chicago that we must reduce per
sonnel in the city's police and fire de
partments because we are making Cen
tral America safer? 

I cannot, and I will not. There is no 
justification for our misguided prior
ities. The President has declared that 
he is a Contra. I want to declare that I 
am an American. The President sup
ports the Contras, but the American 
people are the ones who need our sup
port. 

Mr. CONYERS. Did the gentleman 
say the President said he is a Contra? 

Mr. HA YES. That is right. 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY]. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I sup
port those wonderful fighting boys in 
Nicaragua that are fighting for free
dom, and support $100 million to be 
sent to their aid. 

Mr. Chairman, since I've come to Congress, 
sometimes I feel like I'm a passenger in a car 
in which the driver has one hand on the wheel 
and the other over his eyes-and if he is told 
that the road curves left, he is willing to court 
disaster and blindly turn the wheel without 
making sure of the facts-when all he's got to 
do to avoid crashing-is take his hand away 
from his eyes. Since Congress hand seems to 
be tightly fixed over its eyes, blindly courting 
disaster, I would like to use my time trying to 
remove that hand. 

It might be unpleasant for some, but it is 
now time to take a long hard look at the accu
sations of atrocities directed at both the San
dinistas government and the democratic oppo
sition. It's time for those opposing aid to do 
more than trot out the same, well worn, alle
gations of freedom fighter atrocities while only 
reluctantly conceding that the Sandinistas are 
a bad government. It is time for them to face 
the fact that it has been overwhelmingly es
tablished that the Sandinista government has 
adopted a calculated, systematic policy of 
committing atrocities to intimidate the popula
tion and achieve absolute control over all as
pects of society. There is no corresponding 
documentation to shown the same of the free
dom fighters. 

Rather than play atrocity poker-I see your 
atrocity and raise you two atrocities-lets start 
by realizing that atrocities have been commit
ted by both sides. Unfortunately, there hap
pens to be a war for freedom going on in 
Nicaragua. Sadly, atrocities are a tragic by
product of war-even one fought for the most 
noble causes. 

First, let's discuss the question of whether 
or not the freedom fighters actually commit 

atrocities as a means of advancing their 
cause. After much research, I have found the 
answer to be without question-no. How can I 
be sure of this? And that is a fair question. It 
is because most of the documentation of 
Contra atrocities have come from groups 
whose motives and sources of information are 
suspect. Groups such as Witness for Peace, 
the Washington Office on Latin America, 
Americas Watch, the Brody Report, and even 
Christopher Dickey's book, "With the Con
tras," have proven to be at the least very mis
leading and at the worst, outright fabrications. 
Let me give you some examples. 

The 1985 human rights report issued by 
WOLA, the Washington Office of Latin Amer
ica, accusing the freedom fighters of atrocities 
was instigated by the New York law firm of 
Riechler & Applebaum. This firm is registered 
with the Justice Department as an agent of 
the FSLN-and their 1985 report was pre
pared by Witness for Peace which operates in 
Nicaragua with the personal permission of In
terior Minister Tomas Borge. Keep in mind 
that this revelation was made by a Witness for 
Peace steering committee member, Joyce 
Hollyday. Their views are hardly an objective 
perspective from which to approach such seri
ous accusations. 

The Brody report, which lists alleged Contra 
atrocities, was thoroughly discredited by the 
testimony of a man in a position to know the 
truth-Mr. Bayardo Payan, a former official of 
the Sandinista accounts department responsi
ble for paying Mr. Brody's expenses. Another 
less than objective perspective. Mr. Payan's 
testimony was given before the House West
ern Hemisphere Subcommittee on April 18, 
1985. He said, "I believe that the report given 
by Mr. Brody is nothing more than a propa
ganda job." 

With regard to the activities of the former 
Contra known as Suicida, reported on by Mr. 
Dickey, the fact is that this lunatic and his ad
herents were arrested and executed by the 
Contra high command for their crimes. The 
point is; he was stopped. In fact under an um
brella organization called UNO, the democrat
ic opposition has created an autonomous 
human rights organization, which is based in 
Costa Rica. The commission's executive 
council is composed of human rights activists 
such as Antonio Ruiz, who was an original 
member of Nicaragua's Permanent Commis
sion on Human Rights-which was created to 
monitor Somoza's abuses. Another member, 
Ismael Reyes was former president of the Nic
araguan Red Cross. This is an obvious 
effort-along with human rights instruction to 
trainees-to do all that is possible in a time of 
war to monitor rights abuses. 

Again, I am not saying that atrocities did 
not-and do not-happen. But there is simply 
no reputable evidence that this is the demo
cratic opposition's policy. How can it be when 
their very survival depends on the friendship 
and active support of the people? How can it 
be when over 85 percent of the FON is made 
up of campesinoss or country boys? And how 
can it be when they started with only a few 
dozen and have grown into a highly motivated 
force of 20,000 men and women? 

Now, lets look at the Sandinistas. The docu
mention of atrocities in their case, as opposed 
to the democratic opposition, comes from rep-

utable sources. The most important source, 
Alvaro Baldizon, is the former chief investiga
tor for the Sandinista Ministry of the Interior. 

Alvaro Baldizon was an insider in the Sandi
nista government-an avowed Marxist-Lenin
ist-who left the Government because he saw 
that the promise of communism is not the 
same in reality as it is on paper. He found that 
a Communist government can commit any 
atrocity necessary to further their goals with 
absolute impunity. They recognize no moral 
inperatives. The end-consolidating power in 
their hands-justifies any means. 

Let me quote Mr. Baldizon, "The Contras 
do not have a policy of committing abuses 
while the Sandinistas do. When Contra 
abuses occurred, they appeared to be moti
vated by revenge." Another of his statements 
illustrates the duplicity of the Sandinists and 
their active-and apparently successful-dis
information campaign. He said that in some 
instances civilians who were accompanying 
military convoys were caught in an ambush 
and reported as abuses. He estimated that for 
every Contra abuses there were 1 O committed 
by the Government-and it was his job to 
know of government abuses. 

Additionally, Baldizon reports of platoons 
coming back from training in East Germany in 
1981 to dress as Contras to lure unsuspecting 
possible antirevolutionaries close enough to 
kill them. Again, in 1982, two platoons re
turned from East Germany, bought bolts of 
blue material, boots and canteens from 
Panama. Their goal this time was to commit 
atrocities and blame them on the Contras. By 
the way, Capt. Marco Arvelo who led the first 
group is now second in command of state se
curity. 

Now, let's apply the same commonsense 
criteria that was applied to the democratic op
position. How can this-a systematic policy of 
atrocities-be when the Sandinistas rely on 
their friendship with the people for survivial? 
Obviously, they don't. They have built the larg
est military in Central America. They have built 
19 prisons for those who oppose their rule
this in contrast to the 2 that the tyrannical 
despot Somoza built. They have closed all but 
one state run radio station and two state run 
television stations. Under Somoza there were 
50 radio and 3 television stations! 

How can this be when their huge 120,000 
man military is made up of the people, don't 
they need their support? No; of course not. 
They have implemented a system of forced 
draft for everyone over the age of 12 years 
old. But, what is wrong with a draft, you ask? 
We've done it. The difference is that the San
dinistas surround villages, parks, theaters and 
even break into households where young men 
and boys are. Often, families don't know 
where their loved ones are taken. And last, 
how can it be when the Sandinistas are writ
ing a constitution? Of course, their mentors in 
the Soviet Union have a constitution. The 
Soviet Constitution is a constitution that evi
dently legalizes activities like dropping bombs 
shaped like toys for young Afghan children to 
pick up and have a hand or arm blown off. 
Somehow, I don't think that Sandinista atroc
ities will cause them to fall out of favor with a 
government that practices these activities. 
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As in any policy question there are two fun

damental questions we must ask ourselves
what are the implications of doing it and what 
are the implications if we don't. If we aid the 
freedom fighters we have a chance-First of 
containing these abuses and second, to turn 
this situation around. If we don't this systemat
ic policy of the Sandinistas will be used to de
stabilize their neighbor's government's will be 
impossible to stop. 

While the light may be alot to handle when 
you eyes have been covered-please attempt 
to pull your hand away, brave the light, look at 
what is actually there-not what you hope will 
be there to help you rationalize your vote. If 
you do, for the good of Central America, for 
the good of Nicaraguans, and for the good of 
our own national security-you'll cast your 
vote for freedom. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished gentle
man from California [Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Chairman, earlier today some accusa
tions were made about the documenta
tion of human rights violations by the 
Contras of Nicaraguan citizens; and 
the suggestion was that the only docu
mentation of those human rights vio
lations was from some report that was 
paid for by the Sandinista govern
ment. 

The fact is that the documentation 
of those human rights violations is 
well documented by Amnesty Interna
tional. As Amnesty International says: 

NICARAGUA: THE HUMAN RIGHTS RECORD 

1. AMNESTY INTERNATIONAL CONCERNS IN BRIEF 

Amnesty International's concerns in Nica
ragua include a pattern of frequent, al
though generally short-term, imprisionment 
of prisoners of conscience; prolonged pre
trial incommunicado detention of political 
prisoners, and restrictions on their right to 
a fair trial; and poor prison conditions for 
political prisoners. Amnesty International 
has received some reports of torture, arbi
trary killings and unacknowledged deten
tion carried out by military personel in 
remote areas undergoing armed conflict. 
However, the organization has also received 
information on the public trial and impris
onment of military personnel found respon
sible for such abuses. In the course of 1984 
and 1985 Amnesty International took action 
on behalf of 12 prisoners it believed were 
prisoners of conscience or probable prison
ers of conscience. 

Since 1981 Amnesty International has also 
been concerned about the frequently report
ed torture, mutilation, and execution-style 
killing of captives by irregular military 
forces opposing the Nicaraguan Govern
ment. Forces believed to have been responsi
ble for a persistent pattern of such abuses 
include those acting under the name Fuerza 
Democratica Nicaraquense <FON>. Nicara
guan Democratic Force, the estimated 
10,000-strong force operating since 1982 
from permanment bases in neighboring 
Honduras; and the largely Miskito Indian 
force, MISURA, with its primary military 
base in the Honduran hamlet Rus Rus. 
Some killings of captives have been attrib
uted to forces of the Costa Rican-based op
position .force Alianza Revolucionaria De-

mocratica <ARDE>. Democratic Revolution
ary Alliance. 

Amnesty International's policy is to con
demn the killing or torture of captives by 
anyone, including both government forces 
and those of opposition groups. However, 
the organization takes action only with re
spect to governments, since they are the en
tities bound by the international legal 
standards which Amnesty International 
seeks to uphold. It addresses itslef to gov
ernments which engage directly in human 
rights violations falling within Amnesty In
ternational's mandate and to governments 
which support or condone the commission 
of such abuses by ether forces. The organi
zation may also take action with respect to 
abuses carried out by certain non-govern
mental entities which, while not necessarily 
recognized formally as governments, have 
some governmental attributes such as the 
effective control of territory. 

2. THE BACKGROUND TO AMNESTY 

INTERNATIONAL'S CONCERNS 

2.1 HUMAN RIGHTS IN THE AFTERMATH OF THE 
NICARAGUAN REVOLUTION 

An estimated 40,000 to 50,000 Nicaraguans 
died in the course of the insurrection 
against the government of Anastasio 
Somoza Debayle, between 1974 and that 
government's overthrow on 17 July 1979. 
Amnesty International's concerns through
out that period centered on the Somoza gov
ernment's detention of prisoners of con
science, and its use of torture, extrajudicial 
execution, and "disappearance" to deal with 
those it believed represented actual or pro
tential opposition. In the final years of civil 
conocimiento de los mandos superiores">. 
The report does not indicate the time period 
within which such cases were reported in 
Special Zone One, whether individuals 
other than those reported to have "disap
peared" in 1982 were reported as victims, or 
whether those responsible for such actions 
had been the subject of investigation and 
disciplinary action. Amnesty International 
is concerned that the use of the term "Spe
cial Measures" to describe the apparent 
summary executions of 1982 suggests that 
in certain circumstances such actions were 
tolerated by higher authorities and that 
their occurrence was deliberately concealed. 
Amnesty International will continue to seek 
public clarification of the cases of the re
ported "disappearances" of July to October 
1982. 

4. HUMAN RIGHTS ABUSE AND FOREIGN OR 
DOMESTIC OPPOSITION FORCES 

Human rights violations in Nicaragua 
have been reported in the context of pro
longed armed conflict. In addition to human 
rights violations attributed to the Govern
ment of Nicaragua, a pattern of abuses by 
armed opposition forces has been reported 
in the course of this conflict, including the 
routine torture and summary execution of 
captives. Amnesty International condemns 
as a matter of principle the torture or kill
ing of prisoners under any circumstances, 
whether by governmental forces or non-gov
ernmental forces such as domestic opposi
tion groups. The organization addresses 
only governments directly, as entities bound 
by international human rights agreements. 
Amnesty International takes action when 
governments are directly engaged in human 
rights violations and when they support or 
condone their perpetration by other agents. 

4.1 ALLEGATIONS OF TORTURE AND SUMMARY 
EXECUTIONS OF DETAINEES BY OPPOSITION 
FORCES 

Since 1981 reports have been regularly re
ceived of detentions, torture and summary 
execution by armed opposition forces, with 
most reports coming from the areas of Jino
tega and Matagalpa bordering Honduras, 
and the Atlantic Coast region. Victims of re
ported summary execution by forces associ
ated with the FON included a Miskito, Jose 
Cornejo, who was released in the December 
1983 amnesty, and his wife. Jose Cornejo 
was reportedly accused by opposition forces 
of collaborating with the Nicaraguan au
thorities and as a consequence he and his 
wife were reportedly captured and killed in 
late January 1984 near the hamlet Yulo. 

Others captured were reportedly taken to 
bases in Honduras or Costa Rica. Amnesty 
International appealed to the Honduran au
thorities in December 1982 after lay church 
leaders Maria Eugenia de Barreda and her 
husband Felipe Barreda were seized by FON 
forces while working as teachers near the 
Honduran border, taken across the border, 
and reportedly transported by Honduran 
army forces to the town of Danli where 
they and other Nicaraguan captives were re
portedly held and interrogated. According 
to detailed reports, from captives who es
caped FON /Honduran custody at Danli, the 
Barredas had been severely beaten. Other 
reports maintained that Maria Eugenia de ' 
Barreda had been repeatedly raped and was 
held bound and gagged. The bodies of the 
two were reportedly found near Danli sever
al months later. 

More recently, Amnesty, International ap
pealed to the Honduran authorities after 
the seizure by FON forces in Nicaragua's 
Jinotega department of five student teach
ers on 28 September, 1984, and another on 5 
October .and their reported removal across 
the border to Honduras. In mid-November 
1985 it was reported that one of them had 
escaped. She told a press conference in Ma
nagua that she had been held inside Hondu
ras for part of her captivity, where she was 
raped and tortured. She believed that four 
of her colleagues may have been killed by 
the FON. The detention of the fifth teacher 
remains unconfirmed and the Honduran au
thorities have made no response to inquiries 
about her fate and that of other captives re
portedly taken to the FON's Las Vegas 
camp. 

In a similar case, forestry technicians 
Fausto Cristy and Jorge Canales, both Nica
raguans, and Regine Schmemann, a citizen 
of the Federal Republic of Germany, were 
seized on 14 June 1985 by forces of the 
largely Miskito Indian group MISURA 
while working north of Puerto Cabezas in 
Zelaya Department. They were subsequent
ly taken into Honduran territory to the 
MISURA camp at Srum La.ya. Following 
international protests, Regine Schmemann 
was removed from Srum La.ya on 2 July by a 
delegation of three men, one whom was 
identified as a Honduran army officer. Ac
cording to Regine Schmemann's testimony, 
the army escort was made aware that her 
two companions remained in custody at 
Srum La.ya, but made no effort to assist 
them. She was subsequently taken first to a 
Honduran army command post in Gracias a 
Dios province, and then to the capital, Te
gucigalpa, where she was handed over to a 
representative from her country's embassy 
and members of the International Commit
tee o.f the Red Cross. 
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According to the account given to Ainnes

ty International by Regine Schmemann, 
each of the three captives was threatened 
with executive while in MISURA custody. It 
is believed that her presence, as a citizen of 
the Federal Republic of Germany, may 
have provided some protection for her com
panions, and that there is now considerable 
danger to the lives of these Nicaraguan ci
vilians. On 12 August 1985 Ainnesty Inter
national telexed the president of the Re
public of Honduras to welcome the reported 
steps taken by the Honduran army to secure 
the release of Regine Schmemann, and 
urged that similar measures be taken to 
ensure the physical safety of Fausto Cristy 
and Jorge Canales and to secure their imme
diate release. 

While some prisoners were reportedly 
taken to bases outside Nicaragua by opposi
tion forces, the forces of the FDN where 
more frequently reported to retain no pris
oners, killing captives on the spot or after 
brief field interrogations. In some areas 
they reportedly killed their captives before 
the assembled residents of target communi
ties. Witnesses of such killings of relatives 
and neighbours, and FDN personnel who 
have deserted the force, have described in 
detailed testimonies made available to Am
nesty International execution style killings 
in which captives were bound, tortured, and 
their throats slit by FDN forces. In some 
cases captives were shot dead or beheaded. 
The number of captives tortured and put to 
death by FDN forces since 1981 is impossi
ble to determine, but is believed to total sev
eral hundred. 

4.1.1. INTERNATIONAL DIMENSIONS TO ABUSES 
BY OPPOSITION FORCES 

The international dimension of abuses of 
the rights of prisoners includes both the 
frequent removal of opposition forces' cap
tives to Honduran and Costa Rican bases 
and evidence that the armed forces of the 
FDN are supported, instructed and directed 
by agencies of foreign governments. 

A United States Government role in the 
FDN's development was first formally ac
knowledged in early 1982 in the US Con
gress. A November 1981 executive order was 
reported to have instructed that govern
ment's Central Intelligence Agency <CIA> to 
assist the development of the FDN as a mili
tary force <with a provision of $19.0 million 
special funding for that purpose>. Although 
US government representatives acknowl
edged assistance to equip, train and assist 
the FDN as a paramilitary force, a US gov
ernment role in the creation of, or direction 
of the FDN has been denied. 

Ainnesty International has analyzed a 
copy of a field manual issued to FDN forces, 
which proposes the public "neutralization" 
of civilians believed to collaborate with the 
Nicaraguan Government as a model "use of 
violence for propagandistic effects". The 
manual, which received widspread publicity 
in late 1984, also proposes the selective as
sassination of civilian local government offi
cials, police, and military personnel. US gov
ernment representatives acknowledged that 
a US agency has issued the manual-"Psy
chological Operations in Guerrilla War
fare"-to FDN forces, and maintained it has 
been issued as a means of exerting greater 
control over irregular forces receiving US 
assistance in combatting the Nicaraguan 
construed as US support for assassinations 
or executions, but said that it would be re
called and reissued without reference to 
"neutralizations". 

Despite the stated official interpretation 
of the manual's significance, the distribu-

tion of the "psyschlogical operations" 
manual was harshly criticized in US Con
gressional arenas, notably the Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence of the 
House of Representatives, in part because of 
its human rights implications. In the Com
mittee's public report of 5 January 1985 it 
said that a copy of the manual had been 
provided to it by a journalist in September 
1984 and that subsequently "CIA confirmed 
that the manual had been written by the 
CIA in 1983 for use in the 'covert' war 
against Nicaragua". As a consequence, the 
Committee said that it had initiated its oWll 
investigation into the matter, in order to de
termine whether violations of US law had 
occurred: 

"The Committee found that the manual 
was written and printed up on several edi
tions by the CIA. The manual talks of over
throwing the Sandinistas. This raises the 
question of whether the Boland Amend
ment was violated. 1 

"The manual talks of 'neutralizing' Sandi
nista officials and creating martyrs. This 
raises the question of whether Executive 
Order 12333, which prohibits assassinations, 
was violated The manual also talks of 
shooting civilians trying to leave a captured 
town, blackmailing others to work for the 
contras, 2 and endangering innocent people 
by inciting violence in mass demonstra
tions ... " 

The Committee concluded that the 
manual did violate the law. However it sup
ported CIA denials that the law had been 
deliberately flouted, attributing the manu
al's writing and distribution to the igno
rance of minor officials and the negligence 
of their superiors: 

"The Committee was told that all CIA of
ficers should have known about the Execu
tive Order's ban on assassination and about 
the Boland Amendment, but some did 
not . . . The incident of the manual illus
trates once again to a majority of the Com
mittee that the CIA did not have adequate 
command and control of the entire Nicara
gua covert action . . . A majority of the 
Committee concludes that the manual rep
resents a violation of the Boland Amend
ment. CIA officials up the chain of com
mand either never read the manual or were 
never aware of it. Negligence, not intent to 
violate the law, marked the manual's histo
ry. The Committee concluded that there 
was no intentional violation of Executive 
Order 12333." 

Critics of the FDN's routine torture and 
execution of captives, and the "Psychologi
cal Operations" manual included the FDN's 
own press spokesman and member of its ex
ecutive of seven Edgar Chamorro. Edgar 
Chamorro was expelled from the FDN in 
early 1985 as an apparent consequence of 
his critical statements. He subsequently 
made detailed assertions that ihe FDN had 

1 This was an amendn\ent to the US Defense Ap
propriations bill for fiscal year 1983 which prohibit
ed the use of funds "to furnish military equipment, 
military training or advice, or other support for 
military activities, to any group of individual, not 
part of a country's armed forces, tor the purpose of 
overthrowing the Government of Nicaragua and 
Honduras." The bill was signed into law in Decem
ber 1982. <See Report on the Activities of the Per
manent Select Committee on Intelligence of the 
House of Representatives during the Ninet11-Eighth 
Congress, January 2, 1985 CUS Government Print
ing Office Washington>. 

•"Contra" Is a term widely used in Nicaragua and 
the United States to describe the armed forces op
PoBing the Nicaraguan Government and Is a con
traction of the Spanish term "contra-revolucionar
ios", counter revolutionaries. 

been created and was directed by the CIA, 
and attributed its record of human rights 
abuse to the operational command of the 
force by "former National Guardsmen 
who ... stifle internal dissent and intimi
date or murder those who dare oppose 
them." 

Widespread publicity about the "Psycho
logical Operations" manual, and detailed re
porting3 of continued cases of torture and 
murder of captives attributed to FDN and 
MISURA forces in the course of 1985 have 
resulted in little apparent change in the 
operational tactics applied by these forces. 

Some action was taken by the Govern
ment of Honduras to respond to press re
ports suggesting its complicity in FDN
MISURA abuses. In January 1985 MISURA 
leader Steadman Fagoth Muller was ordered 
to leave Honduras after a widely publicized 
threat made at a press conference in the 
Honduran capital to "execute" 23 Nicara
guan soldiers he said were in MISURA's cus
tody. The fate of the 23 alleged captives was 
apparently never established, however, and 
Steadman Fagoth Muller reportedly re
turned to Honduras after several months in 
the USA. While in the USA, moreover, he 
reportedly defended his forces' policy of 
summary execution in a meeting with staff 
of members of the US Senate and referred 
to a list of people facing execution, six of 
whom he said had already been put to 
death. 

In September 1985 the FDN's titular 
head, civilian Adolfo Calero responded di
rectly to criticism of FDN atrocities by an
nouncing the adoption of a "code of con
duct" establishing norms for the treatment 
of civilians and prisoners. Ainnesty Interna
tional has not yet obtained a copy of the 
code or received information on its imple
mentation. 

We also find out from Americas 
Watch that-

All of the major parties to the conflict in 
Nicaragua contributed to the worsening of 
the human rights situation in that country 
during the past year. 

The Nicaraguan Government escalated its 
attack on freedom of expression, interfered 
with religious freedom, jailed hundreds of 
its political opponents, further restricted 
due process of law and forcibly relocated 
many thousands of its citizens. Though the 
Nicaraguan Government points to the 
severe military threat that it faces to justify 
these actions, Americas Watch's investiga
tion persuades us that most of its repressive 
acts do not bear the direct relationship to 
that threat that would make them permissi
ble under international law. 

Military attacks by the opposition forces, 
widely known as Contras, diminished during 
1985 but human rights abuses by them did 
not. Americas Watch itself obtained testi
mony on some ninety murders and disap
pearances by the Contras during 1985. Also, 
we have gathered information on additional 
abuses that they committed during the first 
two months of 1986. The record demon
strates that during the last six months, in 
the area of Central Zelaya where most 
Contra military activity is now concentrat-

3 See, for example, The Americas Watch Commit
tee Violations of the Laws of War b11 Both Sides in 
Nicaragua-1981-1985, March 1985, and the First 
supplement to the same report, JUNE 1985, and 
Reed Brody, Attacks b11 the Nicaraguan "Contras" 
on the civilian population of Nicaragua: Report of 
a Fact-Finding Mission, September 1984-.January 
1985. 
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ed, they repeatedly sought out those they 
considered to be Sandinista activists and 
mutilated and murdered them. The Union 
Nicaraguense de Oposicion <UNO>, the po
litical organization that unites the principal 
Contra forces, proclaimed that it would pro
mote respect for human rights by its own 
forces, and has established a well-funded 
and professionally-staffed human rights or
ganization. 

So to put to rest the cheap shots, to 
suggest that somehow there is not ac
curate documentation of the atrocities 
by the Contras, I have entered these 
into the record. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
MILLER] has expired. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of California. If I have 
additional time. 

Mr. BARNES. I do not have the time 
to yield to the gentleman. Perhaps the 
gentleman on the other side of the 
aisle does. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Arizona [Mr. McCAIN] controls 
the time. 

Mr. McCAIN. Thank you, Mr. Chair
man. 

I would recommend to the gentle
man from California that there are 
going to be some special orders this 
evening, and I hope we will be able to 
enjoy a spirited debate, and hope he 
can hang around for it. 

The CHAIRMAN, I yield 3 minutes 
to the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
HUTTO]. 

Mr. HUTTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Contras fighting for 
freedom in Nicaragua. I realize that 
this is an issue with strong feelings on 
both sides, and I respect those views 
on the part of the Members. 

I came to the Congress in 1979, and 
it was not long after that until the rev
olution took place in Nicaragua; and 
there was great hope on the part of 
the Nicaraguan people that they 
would be out from under the oppres
sion of the dictator Somoza, but it did 
not happen that way. 

I remember shortly after that time 
there was debate on this floor on 
whether or not to send $75 million in 
aid to the new government in Nicara
gua to see if we could not influence 
the Nicaraguan regime and to swing 
them over to the democratic side. 

Not being disposed to vote for much 
foreign aid, I was inclined to vote 
against the $75 million, but I remem
ber very vividly the late and distin
guished chairman of the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs, Clem Zablocki. 

The last thing he said in that debate 
is, "It may not work, but we've got to 
try." 
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And that convinced me that I should 

vote for it. I voted for the $75 million 
in aid and took a lot of flak for it. Of 
course it was not spent because as you 

know we know how things turned out 
there. I had the opportunity to visit in 
Nicaragua along with my colleagues 
about 3 years ago and we visited the 
Sandinista junta members as well as 
Obando y Bravo, then bishop, now car
dinal, with businessmen, with the Cha
morro family of La Prensa. And we 
found out about the oppression that 
was taking place in Nicaragua. It is 
still there perhaps even worse than 
under Somoza. I say that we cannot 
establish another Cuba, another Com
munist regime in Central America and 
that is why I support the $100 million 
in aid to the Contras. 

In Florida we are especially aware of 
the problem because of our proximity 
and we have been unloaded on by the 
Cuban dictator Fidel Castro. We do 
not want this to continue. The Soviets 
have put $500 million or more into 
Nicaragua. And does anyone think if 
we do not send money to the Contras 
that there will not be a continuation 
of this move by the Communists to 
gain further footholds in Central 
America? Of course not. They will con
tinue on. 

So we must continue to do what we 
can and put the pressure on the Sandi
nista regime. 

I would like for the Contadora proc
ess to work and maybe one of these 
days it will but you know they will not 
talk to the Contras or the freedom 
fighters and it must be done before we 
can have the right kind of freedom in 
Nicaragua and discontinue the kind of 
oppression that is there. 

So let us help the Contras for the 
sake of freedom and as Clem Zablocki 
said back in 1979 we must try it, it is 
the least we can do. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. BARNES] has 11/z 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. BARNES. I yield my remaining 
time to my distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman from M~chigan [Mr. 
HERTEL]. 

Mr. HERTEL of Michigan. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, we are all opposed to 
the Sandinistas denying freedom to 
the people of Nicaragua. But I want to 
evaluate what our policy should be 
under the doctrine set out November 
28 by a speech of our Secretary of De
fense in 1984 when Mr. Weinberger 
gave this speech enunciating when we 
should use Armed Forces. He said: "If 
we do decide to commit forces to 
combat overseas we should have clear
ly defined political and military objec
tives. And we should know precisely 
how our forces can accomplish those 
clearly defined objectives. And we 
should have and send the forces 
needed to do just that." 

Mr. Weinberger also said, "Before 
the United States commits combat 
forces abroad there must be some rea
sonable assurance we will have the 
support of the American people and 

their elected representatives in Con
gress." 

Then Mr. Weinberger came before 
the Committee on Armed Services and 
gave testimony just last month and I 
asked him what our clear military ob
jectives were. I asked him how much 
money it would take and how long. I 
asked him if American trainers would 
be used or American forces. Mr. Wein
berger's reply in open testimony, "I 
don't have my crystal ball with me, 
Mr. HERTEL, and I can't tell you all of 
the answers to all of those questions." 

I asked him later on about the very 
same thing, what is the military objec
tives, how long, how much, are Ameri
can trainers involved in the future, 
American forces involved, how much 
will it cost, what are our military ob
jectives? He said again that of course 
he could not tell me. 

Again what Mr. Weinberger said last 
year, November 1984: 

The point that we must keep uppermost 
in our minds if we ever decide to commit 
forces to combat we must support those 
forces to the fullest to show our national 
will for so long as it takes to win. So we 
must have in mind objectives that are clear
ly defined and understood and supported by 
the widest possible number of our citizens. 

And that test of Mr. Weinberger has 
not been met in this debate or met by 
the administration in answering our 
questions. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
standing in for the chairman of the 
full Committee on Armed Services. 

The CHAIRMAN. As a representa
tive of the Committee on Armed Serv
ices, the Chair now recognizes the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DEL
LUMsl. 

Mr. DELLUMS. I thank the Chair
man. 

Mr. Chairman, does the gentleman 
seek additional time? 

Mr. HERTEL of Michigan. I do. 
Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 31/z additional minutes to the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. HERTEL of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I want to quote again from 
Mr. Weinberger's speech of November 
28, 1984, when he enunciated when 
Armed Forces should be used. He 
quoted Clausewitz, who had written: 

No one starts a war-or rather, no one in 
his senses ought to do so-without first 
being clear in his mind what he intends to 
achieve by that war and how he intends to 
conduct it. 

Again the Secretary of Defense had 
this responsibility of enunciating a 
policy as to when Armed Forces 
should be used. He quotes Clausewitz 
and again we see these questions are 
not answered by the proposal of $100 
million in military aid to the Contras. 

Mr. Weinberger also said that "the 
relationship between our objectives 
and the forces we have committed, the 
size, composition, and disposition must 
be continually reassessed and adjusted 
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if necessary. Conditions and objectives 
invariably change during the course of 
the conflict. When they do change, 
then our combat requirements must 
also change." 

What he has done is left the door 
open, left the door open because as 
Mr. Weinberger said, "War may be dif
ferent today than in Clausewitz's time 
but the need for well-defined objec
tives and a consistent strategy is still 
essential. If we determine that a 
combat mission has become necessary 
for our vital national interests then we 
must send forces capable to do the job 
and not assign a combat mission to a 
force configured for peacekeeping." 

All I am trying to do today is evalu
ate the administration's policy and re
quest for $100 million in military aid 
for the Contras, to evaluate that in 
light of the standards established by 
our Secretary of Defense just a few 
short months ago. And then I take 
that, with his answers to my ques
tions, to meet his own criteria of clear 
military objectives, of having the 
American people's strong support, of 
achieving victory and I see they do not 
match up. That is what we have been 
hearing from the Members of Con
gress in this debate. The questions 
cannot be answered. We, as much as 
we are opposed to freedom being 
denied the people of Nicaragua, are 
not going to give an open-ended blank 
check. We are opposed to sending 
American forces and we still do not 
have an answer of the administration 
as to their position on that. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HERTEL of Michigan. I yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding because a lot of us 
feel as though your side has not been 
willing to answer questions. A lot of us 
have stood up, asked people to yield 
when they were making these state
ments and we just have not gotten any 
answer. 

Mr. HERTEL of Michigan. Does the 
gentleman have a question for me? 

Mr. WALKER. Well, for one thing I 
would say to the gentleman that the 
statements that he is using of "Cap" 
Weinberger's are a year and a half old. 
A lot of change has taken place in the 
last year and a half. 

When I was in Nicaragua this past 
weekend the Nicaraguan people were 
saying down there that much has 
changed there in the last year. 

Mr. HERTEL of Michigan. OK. You 
have made the statement, now I will 
answer that statement. 

Mr. Weinberger has not changed his 
policy of when Armed Forces should 
be used. Now if he wants to set a dif
ferent standard for other nations as to 
when forces should be used such as 
the Contras, such as mercenaries, 
something of that sort, I guess he 
could enunciate a different policy. 

But he has not backed down or 
changed his policy at all. He just has 
not met the mark. He just does not 
have a policy regarding the Contras in 
Nicaragua that meets his own stand
ards for when Armed Forces should be 
used. 

Clearly from his statement in No
vember 1984, surely from this major 
speech that the Secretary of Defense 
gave in November 1984 as to when 
military Armed Forces should be used, 
his criteria of having strong support 
and lasting support of the American 
people, his criteria of clear military 
objectives are not met by this $100 
million proposal. We have seen that 
throughout this debate, in past de
bates about this policy of this adminis
tration. It is wrong, and that is why 
the House will reject it, and that is 
why the American people are opposed 
to it. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the distinguished gentle
man from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM.] 

Mr. STENHOLM. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, today we have two 
choices. They are not simple choices. 
We can either decide to shape or con
tinue to watch events in Central 
America. We must decide whether we 
want to remain passive and allow 
others to shape our national destiny, 
or whether we want to use the re
sources at our disposal to stop the 
spread of and remove the Nicaraguan 
Communist cancer from our hemi
sphere. As a Deruocrat and as an 
American, I have always believed that 
we must shape our own destiny if we 
are to remain a free people. 

I have heard many arguments 
against the proposed $100 million in 
aid for the Contras. I recognize that 
there is validity in arguments that aid 
needs to be properly audited, and that 
there needs to be greater coordination 
between the various Contra factions. 
The Contras need military training 
and they need defensive weapons. We 
need time sensitive negotiations to 
pursue our objectives diplomatically. 
The Skelton package addresses all 
these issues and we have been assured 
by the President, in word and deed, 
that these proposals are being consid
ered in the formulation of a new game 
plan for Central America. 

As in all insurgencies, there have 
been far too many brutalities, just as 
there were in our American Revolu
tion. I'm sure my colleagues from Mas
sachusetts could elaborate on those in
stances when individuals loyal to the 
British Crown were tarred and f eath
ered and often hung on the Boston 
Commons. Our Nation must plan an 
active role in increasing the democrat
ic nature of the Contra movement. 
There are differences over how we are 
to best do it. However these differ
ences and this issue are peripheral. 
The fundamental question is whether 

we can tolerate the existence of an
other Communist state in our hemi
sphere. 

Rejection of the $100 million aid 
package and adoption of a policy of in
action, with vague promises of a 
future vote on a compromise proposal, 
poses unacceptably grave risks for our 
Nation and other democracies. The 
risks are clear because there can be 
little doubt as to Sandinista inten
tions. The Sandinista Commandante 
Bayardo Arce makes clear the Sandi
nista contempt for democracy, plural
ism and their plans to strengthen ties 
with the Soviets in the following re
marks: 

The power to act is precisely what consti
tutes the essence of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat-the ability of the <working) 
class to impose its will by using the means 
at hand <without> <middle class) formalities. 
For us, then, the elections, viewed from that 
perspective, are a nuisance, just as a number 
of things that make up the reality of our 
revolution are a nuisance . . . It is useful for 
example, to be able to display an entrepre
neurial class and mixed production in the 
mixed economy system we promulgated, 
while we move ahead in strategic ways. The 
important thing is that the entrepreneurial 
class no longer controls all the means to re
produce itself. It no longer controls the 
banks, foreign trade, or the source of for
eign exchange. Therefore, any investment 
project in the country belongs to the State. 
The <middle class) no longer invests-it sub
sists ... Imperialism <U.S.A.> asks three 
things of us: to abandon interventionism, to 
abandon strategic ties with the Soviet 
Union and the socialist community, and to 
be democratic. We cannot cease being inter
nationalists unless we cease being revolu
tionaries. We cannot discontinue strategic 
relationships unless we cease being revolu
tionaries. It is impossible even to consider 
this. 

These remarks and numerous other 
statements, and more importantly, ac
tions of the Sandinista regime, make it 
clear that their objective is the estab
lishment of a totalitarian Leninist 
state and the spread of their ideology 
throughout the region. Clearly both of 
these objectives are directly counter to 
U.S. interests. Sandinista success 
might well produce a flood of refugees 
into this country and lead to a reap
praisal of many of our global commit
ments. If we remain passive in the face 
of the activist, aggressive policies of 
the Communists, we will allow them to 
determine the future of this region. 

Central America is a pressure cooker 
about to explode. We cannot allow the 
Sandinistas to turn up the flames and 
bring disaster for the peoples of the 
region and our Nation. In this Cham
ber are two pictures. One of Washing
ton, our first President and command
er of the Revolutionary Armies, and 
one of Lafayette, the Frenchman who 
provided the needed military assist
ance that permitted our forces to tri
umph over British tyranny. Today 
Nicaraguans are asking for our assist
ance in ending Communist tyranny. 
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We must follow the example of Lafay
ette and provide the people of Nicara
gua with assistance to put out the 
flame of Communist dictatorship. 
With our help the people of Nicara
gua, Costa Rica and the emerging de
mocracies in the region have a chance 
for a future in freedom. Freedom is a 
precious commodity for us, and it 
should be shared with our neighbors. I 
urge my colleagues to vote for aid to 
the Contras. Vote to help our friends. 
Vote to release these funds. Vote for 
freedom for the Nicaraguan people. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
North Carolina CMr. HEFNER] for the 
purpose of engaging in a colloquy with 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. STEN
HOLM]. 

Mr. HEFNER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a 
couple of questions because my con
cern is the fact that the $100 million 
we have got kind of oversimplified and 
a lot of folks have the idea that $100 
million, then all our problems are 
gone. 

The gentleman alluded to the fact in 
his opening statement that we should 
support the $100 million to do away 
with the Sandinista government in 
Nicaragua. If that is the goal, to me I 
have a problem figuring out where do 
we go after the $100 million. The gen
tleman also mentioned that we have to 
come back, we would have to have sup
port of gunships and sophisticated 
weapons and this sort of thing. Is the 
gentleman talking about coming back 
at a later date with an appropriation 
or legislation that would give more 
moneys, appropriate moneys for heli
copters and what have you? That is a 
problem that I have had with this leg
islation all along. To me $100 million, I 
know what $100 million buys and I 
know that $100 million does not do 
anything as far as would even be 
enough to sustain for 1 year let alone 
18 months and would buy any weap
ons in time. Would the gentleman 
comment on what he meant when he 
said he is going to come back? 
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Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, if 

the gentleman will yield, I would be 
happy to. 

The gentleman's crystal ball is much 
clearer than mine when he can foresee 
what may or may not happen in the 
future. 

What I was referring to in my state
ment is what we know is a fact there 
today. We know that the Contras, 
those Nicaraguan people who want to 
fight communism within their country 
and deliver their country back, need 
help. 

Last year, the wisdom of this House 
said $27 million in humanitarian aid 

was enough to do it. Clearly that has 
not been enough to do anything. 
Whether $100 million will be enough 
or whether it is $50 million or what
ever. 

Mr. HEFNER. I am not being argu
mentative, and I do not have a crystal 
ball, but I know what things cost. 

What I am asking is, the gentleman 
said that they were going to have to 
have more arms and this sort of thing; 
do you say that we are going to have 
to come back for another appropria
tion or another resolution for more 
money? That is all that I am asking. 

Mr. STENHOLM. I have heard 
statement after statement made by 
Members on this side of the aisle, and 
there is not a doubt in my mind that 
there is an overwhelming majority of 
this House of Representatives, both 
sides of the aisle, who are prepared to 
vote those funds necessary to stop 
communism in that hemisphere. 

What we are talking about today is a 
new and revised game plan for achiev
ing that. 

The idea of $100 million being some
thing magic, I share the gentleman's 
concern about that, and do not begin 
to suggest that is a magic number. 
What we are talking about is a game 
plan to be funded. I believe that this 
amount of money can fund this new 
and revised game plan to begin help
ing the situation in Central America. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, the problem that I 
have with it is the lack of policy. It is 
$100 million and that is it. It is $100 
million, and it supposedly is going to 
stop the spread of communism, and we 
will have no more problems. I have 
real problems with this. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 11 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. DELLUMS]. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my colleague for yielding me 
this time. 

Members of the body, I would like to 
first state that this 10-hour limitation 
of the debate clearly expedites the 
business of this body, but it in no way 
stimulates a healthy deba.te on the 
floor of this Congress. We all know 
that. The best that it does is put it in 
the position of haranguing each other 
at a very adolescent level. And while 
10 hours allows us within a reasonably 
short period of time to go forward on 
the debate, there is no opportunity for 
dialog and debate; all we can ostensi
bly do is harass each other: "Will the 
gentleman yield? Will the gentlewom
an yield?" And it does not allow us to 
engage each other in a very honest 
and a very healthy way. 

Having said that, Mr. Chairman and 
Members of the Committee, I would 
like to say that in the remaining time 
that I have, this gentleman seeks to 
assert my political position, to state 
my concerns and, with whatever time 
that I have remaining, I would like 

very much to try to yield so that we 
can engage in some healthy and 
honest debate. Let me now proceed to 
stating my political position, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Let us not fool ourselves about the 
reasons for this aid and the so-called 
secret war against Nicaragua. At vari
ous times, the Contra leadership has 
declared the real reasons for the 
secret war against Nicaragua. The 
Contras and this administration and 
many of my colleagues in this Cham
ber have abandoned all pretext for 
using aid to the Contras for the pur
poses of interdicting arms supplies to 
El Salvador. It is very clear what the 
purpose of this aid is about. It is for 
the overthrow of the Sandinista gov
ernment. The Government of this 
Nation knows that and still supports 
the paramilitary operation. 

For example, Mr. Chairman, Colonel 
Bermudez, the Contra commander, de
clared in 1984, that: 

It is not acceptable to carry out missions 
to interdict Cuban and Russian supply lines 
to El Salvador. We are Nicaraguans and our 
objective is to overthrow the Communists. 

The undeclared war against the Gov
ernment and the people of Nicaragua 
is contrary to the Constitution of the 
United States, Mr. Chairman, violating 
the right of this body, the Congress, to 
declare war. And I would assert fur
ther that it is also in violation of the 
rule of law. There is a statute on the 
books known as the Neutrality Act. I 
believe that aid to the Contras is in 
direct violation of the rule of law. It 
clearly contravenes the charter of the 
Organization of American States. Here 
I have very specific reference to article 
15 of the Organization of American 
States. 

I would assert further that it is not 
only my opinion, but the opinion of 
many others, that we are also in viola
tion of U.S. international obligations 
including the charter of the United 
Nations. 

Mr. Chairman, what kind of people 
are the Contras, these so-called moral 
equivalents of the Founding Fathers? 
Here I allude to a statement made by 
the President of the United States. 

Their activities have been document
ed by America's Watch, the New York 
Times, CBS News, the Washington 
Office on Latin America, the Interna
tional Human Rights Law Group, and 
many independent observers, includ
ing Washington Post writer Chris 
Dickey. 

The Washington Office on Latin 
America report issued in February and 
compiled by Ms. Mary Dutcher, a 
former assistant attorney general for 
the State of Missouri, synthesizes the 
multiple findings as follows: 

The preponderance of evidence indicates 
that the continuation of a systematic pat
tern of gross violations committed by 
Contra forces • • • the presence of Contra 
troops in a given locale seemed to rise to a 
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pattern of indiscriminate attacks against ci
vilian targets, kidnapings, rapes, assassina
tions, mutilations and other forms of viola
tions. 

Edgar Chamorro, former member of 
the Contra directorate, affirmed this 
statement when he said: 

The atrocities I had heard about were not 
isolated incidents, but reflected a consistent 
pattern of behavior by our troops. 

Mr. Chairman, we should not be su
prised by the activities of the Contras. 
We have seen their key military and 
civilian leadership before. I quote 
from an article by James Lemoyne on 
March 24, 1985, New York Times: 

While their foot soldiers are mainly peas
ants, angered by Sandinista policies, almost 
all the top commanders are from former na
tional guard officers • • •. 

And further: 
Their supreme military commander, Col. 

Enrique Bermudez, was the Somoza govern
ment's last military attache in Washington. 

And further: 
Their numbers may be small, but their in

fluence appears to be great. Under Colonel 
Bermudez, the heads of logistics, intelli
gence, training, operations, special forces 
and most of the largest combat units are 
guard veterans. Many company commanders 
are influential national guard enlisted men. 
And two influential rebel civilian officials, 
the brothers Sanchez, were large landown
ers who backed the Somoza regime. 

And finally, Mr. Chairman: 
Worried about the guardsmen's reputa

tions, the CIA appointed a new seven
member national directorate to meet jour
nalists and Congressman. Colonel Bermudez 
and his aides continued to run the military. 

A movement committed to democra
cy, Mr. Chairman, cannot arise out of 
this fabric of oppression. The military 
adventures of the Contras are not 
going to achieve a military success. 
Outside observers hold that the major 
effect of the effort is serving to turn 
the Sandinista army into a more effec
tive fighting unit. 

And if the fighting will not bring vic
tory, Mr. Chairman, it certainly will 
not bring peace. Violence is not the 
way to a resolution of the problems in 
Nicaragua. 

The Contadora nations have been 
trying desperately to find a basis for a 
peaceful settlement of the fighting in 
Nicaragua and elsewhere in Central 
America. The United States has not-I 
repeat, has not-facilitated this proc
ess. The Contadora process is dead in 
the water because of our recalcitrance. 

I repeat for the purposes of empha
sis, Mr. Chairman, our intransigence. 

A change of policy is needed. Let us 
commit ourselves to true multilateral 
negotiations. It is either negotiations 
or an unacceptable war. 

The administration has not been 
able to explain satisfactorily in 3 
years, Mr. Chairman, what the Con
tras are to achieve and how it is to be 
done. 

The present policy besides violating 
international laws, violates our tradi-

tional values. Outside of Central 
America, we have no support. 

I would assert at this point in the 
RECORD, Mr. Chairman, that our rela
tionship with the Contras is illegal. 
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Our relationship at this time with 

the Contras is immoral. I would assert 
that at this point our relationship 
with the Contras is insane. 

Mr. Chairman, the politics of the 
cold war, which has masqueraded as 
American foreign policy for over 40 
years, only states what we stand 
against. It does not state what we 
stand for. And, Mr. Chairman, I have 
tried to state over and over that if you 
disagree with an idea, and if that idea 
is communism, then how do you fight 
it? With a bigger bomb or bigger mis
sile or bigger bullet or $100 million in 
aid to the Contras? Or do you stand up 
and say to the world, "We have a 
better idea". And if that better idea is 
a commitment to democratic policies 
and principles, we are not doing a good 
job of that. 

We have a constitutional form of 
government. Our Constitution says we 
declare war, we do not use funds 
though Contras and the President of 
the United States. 

If a better idea is a rule of law, we 
are not operating within the rule of 
law. If it is a respect for international 
law and a dedication to the orderly 
processes of dialog and debate, we are 
not doing a good job of it. If it is a 
conuitltment to a political solution and 
the embracing of the magnificence of 
the value of peace and the under
standing and the recognition of the 
magnificence of the human spirit, we 
are not doing a good job of it. If our 
better idea is a commitment to human 
development and social justice, we are 
not doing a good job of it. 

Mr. Chairman, if that better idea 
cannot be asserted from these Cham
bers, where can it be asserted from? 
From what better place than in this 
hemisphere can we show a commit
ment to dialog and democratic princi
ples and political solutions. 

What better time than now to em
brace these ideas? War and death and 
destruction is not a way to go forward 
into the 21st century. We have to stop 
this madness. Even if you oppose com
munism in the strongest of terms, 
then what do you fight it with? With 
democracy, with the rule of law, with 
the understanding and respect for 
human life and human dignity and 
social justice. You do not do it with 
aid to the Contras, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DELLUMS. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

I am reminded of a gentleman that I 
think the gentleman from California 

[Mr. DELLUMS] respects, whom we 
have helped in Central America, Mr. 
Duarte. We could not have helped 
that fragile democracy to survive if we 
had not given him the military aid 
that he needed as a shield to protect 
that democracy. The idea of having 
two legs of a triad without having mili
tary help has not worked in Central 
America. Where we have given the 
military help, those fragile democra
cies have persevered, they have pre
vailed. 

Mr. DELLUMS. If I might reclaim 
my time, I simply say to my colleague 
that I do not believe that is a wave of 
the future. War is an anachronism. It 
seems to me we have to come to grips 
with that. 

I think the best thing that America 
can export to the world is a commit
ment to democratic principles, not a 
commitment to violence, to death and 
destruction. That is all this proposi
tion gives us on the floor of this Con
gress. When we say, "Fight a proxy 
war," that is not a commitment to 
peace and democratic principles. That 
is all I am trying to assert to my col
leagues. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5% minutes to the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. EDWARDS]. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Chairman, many of the people who 
have been speaking against assistance 
to the Contras talk about the need to 
negotiate first. Well, we have tried to 
negotiate. The roadblocks to negotia
tions have come not from the United 
States but from the Sandinistas. 
When the Sandinistas have negotiat
ed, they have negotiated for their own 
purposes, and whether the Sandinistas 
have negotiated or refused to negoti
ate, they have promoted subversion 
and aggression throughout all of Cen
tral America. 

A former Sandinista intelligence of
ficer, Miguel Bolanos, who defected 
from Nicaragua in May 1983, described 
the Sandinista policy this way. He 
said: 

We wanted dialogue, the strategy is that 
we are willing to dialogue to allow more 
time for clandestine operation, especially 
with the United States with dialogue, there 
is more political space that is advantageous 
to Nicaragua • • *but dialogue is more a po
litical tool than anything else; you can use 
it as a cover. 

Let us look at the history of dialog. 
Between August and October 1981-

United States initiates diplomatic ex
changes with Nicaragua. We offer a bi
lateral nonaggression treaty, economic 
assistance, and our influence to en
courage Nicaraguan exiles in the 
United States to moderate their be
havior if Nicaragua stops helping Sal
vadoran guerrillas, and limits its mili
tary buildup. 

Nicaragua rejects the offer. 
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In October. Salvadoran guerrillas, 

trained in Nicaragua, attack the 
Puente de Oro bridge in El Salvador. 

On November 17, after we tried to 
start talks, the Honduran police 
staged a raid on a guerrilla safe house 
in Tegulcigalpa and found evidence 
that the Honduran Front for Popular 
Liberation was receiving its funds 
from Nicaragua. 

In January, 1982, guerrillas trained 
in Nicaragua attacked Ilopongo air
base in Honduras. 

April 9, 1982, the United States of
fered an 8-point proposal to Nicara
gua. 

On October 4, 1982, in Costa Rica. 
seven democratic governments. includ
ing the United States. signed the Dec
laration of San Jose, outlining a re
gional peace settlement. Nicaragua 
turned down the plan. 

On July 4, 1982, guerrilla forces in 
Honduras, trained in Nicaragua, sabo
taged the main power station in Tegul
cigalpa. 

In April, 1983, Nicaraguan Interior 
Minister Tomas Borge says in an inter
view for Cuban television that Nicara
gua will not negotiate about the situa
tion in Central America and will not 
talk with or about the counter-revolu
tionaries. 

April 27. 1983, President Reagan ap
pointed a special envoy, Richard 
Stone, to facilitate dialog in El Salva
dor and Nicaragua. 

July 21. 1983, Costa Rica. Guatema
la. and Honduras propose a peace 
plan. Nicaragua does not respond. 

In July, a large armed force crossed 
into Olancho Department in eastern 
Honduras. The weapons are provided 
by the Sandinistas. 

July 23, 1983, President Reagan de
livered a letter to the Contadora group 
presidents. supporting Contadora prin
ciples. 

September 9, 1983, the Contadora 
document of objectives is approved by 
five Central American countries. 

In October, an FMLN guerrilla de
fects, and he says that up to 50 tons of 
arms and ammunition are being deliv
ered every 3 months from Nicaragua 
to Salvadoran guerrillas. 

On December 30, the fourth brigade 
headquarters in El Salvador is at
tacked; the mockup of the headquar
ters used for that attack was built in 
Cuba and the weapons came from 
Nicaragua. 

Between March and June 1984, 100 
members of the Revolutionary Peo
ple•s Army in El Salvador receive 
training in Nicaragua. 

June 1. 1984, Secretary Shultz visits 
Managus to launch bilateral talks in 
support of the Contadora agreement. 

Between June and December 1984, 
the United States and Nicaragua have 
nine rounds of bilateral talks at Man
zanillo, Mexico. The United States 
offers a peace assurance in return for 
Nicaraguan acceptance of modifica-

tions to the September 7 Contadora 
agreement. 

December 10, Nicaragua totally re
jects the United States proposal and 
proposes to scrap the entire Contadora 
process. 

At the same time, Nicaragua receives 
shipment of the Soviets' most sophisti
cated gunship, the Hind MI-24. 

On April 4, 1985, President Reagan 
calls on Nicaragua to accept dialog and 
he asks the Contras to keep their 
March 1 peace off er open. 

Nicaragua refuses to respond. 
April 11, 1985, the Contadora group 

agrees in principle on revised verifica
tion procedures. 

April 25, Ortega flies to Moscow for 
his ninth visit. 

July 26, 1985, Secretary Shultz 
states our willingness to resume bilat
eral talks if Sandinistas move toward 
internal dialog in Nicaragua. 

There was no response. 
October 15, Ortega announces a new 

state of emergency, suspending virtu
ally all civil liberties. 

October 29, Nicaragua totally rejects 
the San Jose peace proposal. 

December 3, Nicaragua asks for com
plete suspension of Contadora talks. 

December 9, 1985, OAS General As
sembly votes 28 to 1 toward continu
ation of the Contadora talks. Only 
Nicaragua votes "no". 

January 1, 1986, Catholic radio sta
tion is closed by Sandinistas. 

February, Nicaragua repeats objec
tions to Contadora agreement in Orte
ga•s speech to Third Cuban Commu
nist Party Congress in Cuba. 

February 6, 1986, opposition parties 
in Nicaragua propose suspension of 
hostilities. Nicaragua rejects the pro
posal and Sandinista delegation flies 
to Moscow to attend the Soviet Com
munist Party Congress. 

Every other leader of Central Amer
ica has agreed to say. "We will talk 
with our guerrillas, if you, Mr. Ortega, 
talk to yours." But Daniel Ortega 
won't. He will not risk what all other 
leaders in Central America have had 
the courage and conviction to do: To 
ask the people themselves who they 
want to run their country, and what 
kind of system they believe would be 
best for their country. 

If Mr. Ortega really wants to see the 
opposition to his government disap
pear, and if he really wants the United 
States to accept his government, he 
will talk. 

Let no one hide behind the argu
ment that we cannot send military 
help, but that we need to talk. We are 
talking, but the Sandinistas will not 
talk. We need military assistance to 
force them to the bargaining table. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. SEIBERLING]. 

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, 
the most disturbing thing to me about 
this issue, as posed by the President's 

approach, is his utter failure to recog
nize that there is any other reasonable 
alternative other than the one he has 
chosen. And the one he has chosen is 
appropriately characterized as all stick 
and no carrot. It is simply mind-bog
gling that the Nation that produced 
the Marshall Plan, produced NATO, 
has done all of the constructive things 
that saved Western Europe after the 
war and democratized Japan, can now 
not seem to think of anything but a 
military approach to solving what is 
basically a social, economic, and politi
cal problem. 

Clearly, there are constructive alter
natives. The Democratic caucus task 
force, under the chairmanship of our 
colleague, the gentleman from Calif or
nia [Mr. LEvINE], has produced an ab
solutely outstanding set of recommen
dations, which I commend to every 
Member and which has been distribut
ed to every member of the caucus and 
I am sure will be available to the gen
tlemen on the other side if they would 
like to have it. 

The people of the country are over
whelmingly opposed to military in
volvement in Nicaragua. Telephone 
calls in my Akron office, after the 
President's speech, were 2 to 1 against 
the President•s position, even though 
he asked people to call in to support 
his position. The people have learned 
from their sad experience of 20 years 
and over 50,000 dead Americans in 
Vietnam to avoid military involvement 
in other nations' civil wars. 
· The nations of Central America, 
those most closely affected, are 
against the President. The leadership 
of the four largest South American de
mocracies have just come out against 
military aid to the Contras. Yet the 
President insists that he knows the an
swers and everyone else is wrong. 
Worse yet, he impugns the patriotism 
of anyone who dares to differ with 
him. 

I spent 4 years in the U.S. Army in 
World War II, 3 of them overseas. I 
think I am a freedom fighter. I think 
that it is a slur on the memory of the 
Founders of this country, the Revolu
tionary heroes who died and suffered 
at Valley Forge, to compare this gang 
running the Contras to our patriots 
throughout our history. 

Let me just read you a couple of 
things about them. A recent study by 
the Congressional Arms Control and 
Foreign Policy Caucus states that 12 
of the 13 members of the Contra's 
leadership are today, as they have 
been since 1980, former officers in So
moza's National Guard. 

The supreme commander, Col. Enri
que Bermudez, was one of the most 
senior officers in Somoza's National 
Guard. 

Capt. Armando "El Policia" Lopez, 
the commander of logistics, is one of 
Bermudez•s closest associates "and is 
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considered by a number of our sources 
to be his principal military adviser. 
Lopez acquired his nickname "El Poli
cia," under Somoza, when' he com
manded units of Managua's metropoli
tan police, a branch of the National 
Guard. 

"El Policia" is controversial both because 
of his brutal behavior toward FON 
prisoners • • • and because of his prior 
service with the Managua police, which 
Somoza used to arrest hundreds of civilian 
political opponents. By the late 1970's 
international human rights organizatio~ 
reported substantial numbers . of tortures 
and assassinations by the Managua police. 

The chief of special operations for 
Honduras, Maj. Ricardo Lau, is the 
most controversial member of the 
FDN High Command, is a close associ
ate of Bermudez. Caucus sources con
firm numerous press accounts of his 
brutal and criminal behavior both 
during his Guard service and his 
tenure with the 15th of September 
Legion and the FDN. 

Lau attained the rank of major in 
the National Guard-he arranged for 
hundreds of political arrests and at 
times supervised or approved clandes
tine torture and execution. 

These are freedom fighters? These 
are people to be compared with patri
ots of our revolution and past wars? 
Shame, shame on the President for 
saying that he is a Contra. I hope he 
realizes that he has made an allusion 
which is beneath him. The President 
is not a Contra. He is indeed a patriot 
and one who stands high in the annals 
of civilized thinking. We must believe 
that he did not realize the implica
tions of what he was saying. 

Mr. Chairman, the administration's 
approach will lead to a dead end in 
every sense of the word. The alterna
tive is to engage in serious negotia
tions, support the efforts of the Con
tadora group, and develop some con
structive programs to deal with the 
economic, social, and political back- . 
wardness of Central America. We 
should even off er to help Nicaragua, if 
it will respect basic human rights and 
the integrity of its neighbor states. 

D 1750 
Mr. Chairman, I am including for 

the RECORD at this point an editorial 
from the Akron Beacon Journal of 
March 18, 1986, and an editorial from 
the Cleveland Plain Dealer of March 
18, 1986, both of which strongly sup
port the kind of approach I have sug
gested. 

DIPLOMACY WOULD SERVE UNITED STATES 
BEST IN NICARAGUA 

President Reagan is so vehement in insist
ing that Nicaragua's Sandinista government 
is a direct threat to American security that 
even his opponents must occasionally 
wonder: What if he's right? What if he 
knows something we don't? 

The answer is that even if this worst case 
proved true, Mr. Reagan's request for $100 
million to aid "contra" rebels is still mis
placed. If the threat is as bad as he says it 

is, $100 million would not begin to do the 
Job. In that case Mr. Reagan should be pre
pared to commit U.S. troops and have the 
political courage to sell that idea to the 
American people. 

But the evidence shows that Mr. Reagan 
has overstated the threat. In his televised 
speech Sunday night, the President left no 
connection unmade. He linked the Sandinis
tas to illicit drug traffic and suggested Nica
ragua has become a "Soviet beachhead" and 
an outpost for the PLO, Ayatollah Kho
meini and Red Brigade terrorists; he said 
this "mounting danger'' would spead 
through the hemisphere and played on 
fears that a wave of Latin refugees would 
wash upon U.S. shores. 

By all unbiased accounts, this gives Nica
ragua too much credit. But even Mr. Rea
gan's congressional opponents will concede 
the fact that the Sandinistas are a shabby 
little regime that represses its people and 
would subvert its neighbors if it had the 
power. The argument, made Sunday night 
by Sen. James Sasser, D-Tenn., is how best 
to achieve the goals of promoting human 
rights in Nicaragua and peace in Central 
America. 

Mr. Reagan's own intelligence agencies 
say the contras can't win. They have little 
popular support within Nicaragua and, in 
fact, contra operations-not to mention 
atrocities-allow the Sandinistas to plead 
justification for more repression and more 
Soviet aid. Sandinista forces appear strong
er than ever and Mr. Reagan has admitted 
he will probably be back for more aid in 18 
months. 

This approach promises only more tur
moil in Central America, which can only 
make the United States more hated as an 
interventionist. And it neglects the role of 
the prime players-the other Central Ameri
can nations that oppose contra aid and have 
urged the United States to negotiate a 
peaceful settlement. Mr. Reagan says he 
has tried negotiations. But he has never 
seen the peace initiatives from the perspec
tive of the Latin Americans, who fear U.S. 
involvement as much as communism in 
Nicaragua. If the United States encourages 
war there without first exhausting the 
peace process, U.S. prestige may never re
cover. 

A word should also be said about Mr. Rea
gan's heavy-handed tactics in dealing with 
Congress on this issue. He claims he wants a 
bipartisan foreign policy, yet Mr. Reagan 
and his lieutenants have promised to brand 
as un-American anyone who opposes their 
aid to rebel guerrillas. 

The President may yet win this fight in 
Congress. But contra aid alone is not an en
lightened policy for the complexities of 
Central America. It Inight make trouble for 
one nasty government, but at the expense 
of Washington's reputation among demo
cratic nations of the region and the world. 
And it puts American taxpayers in the posi
tion of keeping alive a guerrilla war that 
has turned ugly. 

Diplomacy could also fail. But it has a 
chance and it would put the United States 
in league with its Latin allies who want to 
isolate the Sandinistas and tum back their 
subversion. 

THE COLOR RED 
Leaders of Nicaragua's government are so 

underwhelmed by the contra-aid debate in 
the United States that the Sandinista presi
dent took his fainily on a "working" vaca
tion to Cuba, The New York Times has re
ported. Daniel Ortega, the cocky leader of 

the Managua revolution, knows better than 
anyone else that he will not be driven to the 
negotiating table if the loose-knit band of 
contra-revolutionaries fighting him is given 
$100 million by the country that founded 
their movement. 

The Reagan administration's aid proposal 
cannot achieve the president's aims but 
that is not the worst element of the cu'rrent 
debate. More upsetting is the shrillness of 
the adininistration's words. Rather than 
leading to a thoughtful discussion of foreign 
policy objectives, the discussion has plunged 
Congress into a battle over who can appear 
most committed to democracy, with oppo
nents of the president feeling forced to reaf
firm their patriotism, lest they be branded 
as commie-lovers. 

What started four years ago as an effort 
to head off the arming of anti-government 
guerrillas in El Salvador has become an in
tense public relations campaign featuring 
maps of Latin America, symbolically 
splotched with the color red to illustrate a 
perceived Communist threat to much of the 
hemisphere. As each day passes before 
Thursday's House vote, we are told of new 
startling evidence but are provided fe~ 
actual details of further Soviet/Cuban/ Nic
araguan outrages. It's as if yesterday's story 
wasn't good enough, so something new must 
~e p~ovi~ed to capture a reluctant public's 
imagmation. The president Sunday night 
went beyond his listing of huge Soviet air
fiel?5, which have yet to be built, to bring 
Mu ammar Qadhafi, Yasser Arafat and the 
~yatollah Ruhollah Khomeini into the long 
list of menaces the United States faces in a 
tiny country three nations away. 

If the threat to democracy is so real, why 
fool around with a mere $30 million worth 
of medicine, food and trucks and another 
$70 million in boots, bullets and anti-air
craft missiles for a band of rogues that 
offers no guarantee of bringing about the 
intended result? Why not send in the Ma
rines? 

Because the threat does not exist to the 
extent that the president claims. The Sandi
nistas are untrustworthy engineers of an 
unsavory social revolution. But they rule 
over just three million people in a tiny 
country sandwiched between two Central 
American democracies. They can be con
tained through diplomatic and economic 
pressure on them and their sponsors, cou
pled with economic support of democratic 
governments in the region and strong notice 
that the presence of advanced weapons or 
foreign troops on Nicaraguan soil will not be 
tolerated by the United States. 

The president, by repeatedly referring to 
the contras as a "democratic resistance" 
movement Sunday night, gave the rebels a 
label they do not deserve. The contras are 
not a united force. More than one fourth of 
their leadership is made up of former mem
bers of the fallen Somoza government's 
hated national guard. They adhere to 
human right's principles no more so than 
does the government they seek to replace. 

Even some supporters of the administra
tion's position recognize those aspects of the 
contras. But they say Nicaragua offers only 
bad choices, and that the proper U.S. ap
proach is to pick the best of the bad-the 
contras. That presumes, however, that the 
contras can succeed. Were they that strong, 
Daniel Ortega wouldn't be vacationing in 
Havana this week. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. DEWINE]. 
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Mr. DEWINE. Mr. Chairman, I have 

listened to this debate now I guess all 
afternoon and the one thing that 
strikes me is that my colleagues on 
this side of the aisle who oppose the 
aid really do not have an alternative. 
We have heard the reasons for not 
giving the aid, but there is no coherent 
policy coming out as an alternative. 

Mr. Chairman, we have a policy. Our 
policy is what the gentleman from Illi
nois, HENRY HYDE, a few hours ago 
said was a triad policy. No one says 
that the Communists are going to be 
thrown out of Nicaragua purely by 
military force; neither was Somoza. 

If you read Shirley Christian's book 
about Nicaragua in the 1979 revolu
tion, what you find is he was toppled 
by a combination of economic, mili
tary, and political force. That is what 
we are talking about. 

We have a viable alternative. I just 
heard my friend on the other side of 
the aisle say, "Well, what about nego
tiations?" That is what we always 
hear. 

The gentleman from Oklahoma, Mr. 
MICKEY EDWARDS, just detailed the at
tempts at negotiations by this country. 
I only have one thing to add to that 
sorry story of futility that we have 
now been able to get them to negoti
ate, and that is this. Is there anybody 
in this Chamber who can give me one 
example of a Communist government 
that has ever negotiated theinselves 
out of power, or better yet, can they 
give me one example of a Communist 
country that has ever shared power? 
None. There is absolutely none. 

What we are asking for is the mili
tary pressure to force them to negoi
tate. 

Now, some of my friends on the 
other side of the aisle also say that if 
it is so bad, if it is so horrible, then 
why does not the President send in the 
Marines, send in the Army. 

Is that really your policy? Is it so 
bad that we are faced with another 
Cuba, another Vietnam? Is there no 
middle ground, no alternative? I say 
there is. There is middle alternative 
and that is the President's proposal of 
military aid, coupled with the other 
forces coming together. There is a 
middle ground. 

My next door neighbor when I was 
home a few weeks ago asked me, she 
said, "Mike, why do you go to Central 
America?" She said, "Why am I always 
reading about that? Why do you care 
about that region of the world?" 

My answer to her was this. I care 
about it and I believe we should send 
aid down there and your tax dollars, 
because I do not want my children 
fighting down there and I do not want 
her grandchildren fighting down 
there. That is why. That is what the 
choice is. We have a viable alternative. 

I appeal to this body, the party of 
Harry Truman, the party of John F. 
Kennedy, the party that has histori-

cally understood that you cannot be 
an isolationist country, that you save 
lives by looking forward. Look for
ward. Save our sons from going to 
Central America, support this propos
al. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. CONYERS]. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, this 
has been the most important foreign 
policy issue that this administration 
has chosen to debate, arins to fight, an 
impoverished, poor, tiny country in 
Central America. The arguments have 
been rather incredible. But hysteria 
has been rather mild, considering how 
high we can go on the Richter Scale of 
hysteria. I am very proud of the House 
so far. Somehow we have managed to 
contain our deep emotions on the sub
ject. No one has been called a Commu
nist in several hours. 

I have been following this. I was 
talking to my good friend, the gentle
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER], 
to whom I am not going to yield, and 
he told me about the Nicaraguan out 
in the chambers who had both ears 
cut off by the Sandinistas and he 
urged me to visit him and I went out 
there. He was not there. He probably 
will be back tomorrow, so I will have a 
good chance to talk with him. I hope 
that influences my vote somewhat. 

We read now today that this great 
organization called the National En
dowment for Democracy is now fund
ing through its support groups-you 
know, the ones we voted to keep out of 
politics. Their proxy organizations are 
now running ads in America to advise 
us how to vote on tomorrow's pending 
measure. 

I have seen a lot of photos and maps 
out in the hall. That means for all of 
you Congress watchers that this is an 
important measure. When we get 
maps and charts and photos, it is 
heavy duty around here, Mister, but 
there is one map I have not seen. I 
have not seen the map that draws the 
way that the Nicaraguan army is going 
to infiltrate to Harlingen, TX, in 2 
days time. That map has not been pro
duced yet but maybe it will come. It 
would have to show them going from 
Nicaragua through four nations. The 
terrain, I have been advised, is a little 
difficult, but I am not worried, Mr. 
President, because I know at the bor
ders they will be stopped by Custoins, 
the INS, the DEA, and the Coast 
Guard, so there for all these Nicara
guan invaders, 2 days away from Har
lingen, TX. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONYERS. I absolutely cannot. 
For all of you who are worried about 

that, you will not see one chart on 
that subject. 

I have listened to a lot of explana
tions about this poor country and I 
will hear some more tomorrow during 

2 more hours of debate. But one thing 
needs to be explained to me. If this is 
a Communist country, if this country 
is ruled by a Marxist-Leninist govern
ment, why is 60 percent of the econo
my in private hands and why was 
American business the largest trading 
partner with Nicaragua before the em
bargo? 

Will somebody please tell me that
and not on my time. 

So I want to close my 5 minutes by 
saying that we need not be Contras or 
not Contras to vote on this. Nobody 
here is a Contra. You do not even need 
to be a freedom fighter. You do not 
even have to have served in the armed 
services, although it helps. 

Believe me, I feel sorry for all the 
Members of C-ongress who have not 
served in the military and have not 
been in combat. They are a little bit 
disabled in this kind of battle, because 
this debate is primarily reserved for 
the people who have really served 
their country. You are not serving 
your country if you are just in the 
Congress. You must have been not 
only in the military, but in action; so 
for all of you who haven't, feel free to 
revise and extend. 

We have behaved ourselves very ad
mirably so far. I think the vote is just 
about in. There may be one Member 
floating around here with an unmade 
up mind, and I am looking for him just 
as hard as you are. 

0 1800 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

4112 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
New Jersey [Mrs. RoUKEMA]. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, it is pretty difficult 
to follow the act of the gentleman 
from Michigan, but I will try. 

I will vote for the President's re
quest for military and economic aid 
for the Nicaraguan Contras. I take 
this position only after serious study 
of the facts as they can be ascertained. 

This is not an easy decision to make. 
The so-called facts as claimed by the 
strong partisans on opposite sides of 
the issue are not hard facts at all. The 
overblown rhetoric has obscured the 
central issues and raised emotions 
when the seriousness of the problem 
demands clearheaded analysis. 

Indeed, partisans on either side have 
tried to mobilize majority opinion 
among the people. The result of their 
efforts has been polarization. Mean
while, the uncommitted majority of 
Americans remain confused and un
convinced. 

The time is now, my colleagues, to 
make reasoned judgment. And there 
are some certainties, certainties that 
have led me to conclude that this mili
tary assistance would be appropriate 
leverage at this time. 
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Certainty 1: The good guys and the 

bad guys cannot be easily identified. 
But all parties agree that the Sandi
nistas are "bad actors." They have 
abandoned their original revolution, 
become increasingly repressive and 
have moved to destabilize the region. 
Even the Democratic response to the 
President's appeal to the American 
people cited "We agree that the Sandi
nista government has betrayed the 
promise of its own revolution, has su
pressed the freedom of its own people, 
and has supported subversion against 
its neighbor El Salvador." 

Certainty 2: The facts of geography 
are compelling. The threat of insur
gency and the continuing export of 
arms and revolution in our hemi
sphere by the Sandinista government 
is acknowledged even by the Presi
dent's more severe critics. 

Certainty 3: The situation has dete
riorated. Negotiations have not been 
successful. Contadora, which still 
holds promise, has not moved forward, 
for whatever reasons. Nevertheless, I 
have concluded that Secretary of 
State George Shultz makes a valid 
case when he asserts that an incentive 
is needed to promote negotiations and 
that the diplomatic option is not fore
closed. The appointment of Philip 
Habib as Special Envoy to Central 
America is tangible evidence that we 
are pursuing diplomatic efforts. How
ever, under present conditions, there is 
no incentive to negotiate. 

Negotiations, it should be stressed, 
does not mean an overthrow of the 
Sandinista government. Negotiations 
should be conducted in the context of 
Contadora principles: 

Ending support for armed insurgen
cies and arms trafficking in Central 
America. 

Ending the foreign military presence 
in the region, and 

Developing central American econo
mies through mutual efforts and re
gional economic integration. 

Our goal should be a Nicaragua con
tained and no longer a threat to its 
democratic neighbors, and in return 
their right to self-determination. My 
friends, the threat of Communist in
surgency in Central America and 
indeed, throughout Latin America, is 
fed by the long history of brutal re
pression of the people by landed 
wealthy oligarchies and military 
juntas that have led people into grind
ing poverty. 

In summary, approving this aid 
package now is a necessary action 
toward defining a policy. That policy 
should be, as Mr. Shultz has pledged, a 
negotiated settlement. 

But the real needs of our Latin 
neighbors must also be addressed: 
Land Reform, economic aid and long
term development assistance. In short, 
a new good neighbor policy for the 
decade. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 7 
minutes to the gentleman from Geor
gia [Mr. RAY]. 

Mr. RAY. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to express my 
concern in regard to House Joint Reso
lution 540, which if passed would pro
vide $100 million to the Contra free
dom fighters. 

I have noticed that various individ
uals and publications are characteriz
ing the debate as one between the lib
erals and the conservatives. 

I want to say at the outset of my re
marks that I have fully supported all 
prior covert, overt, and other types of 
aid approved to combat the frighten
ing situation which is going on in Cen
tral America. 

In fact, my voting record lines up 
with the President's views and philoso
phies at approximately 66 percent
one of the highest among my Demo
cratic colleagues. 

I am fully aware of the serious 
threat that we face, if the Communists 
increase their hold on Central Amer
ica and spread into neighboring coun
tries. 

We do indeed face a serious dilem
ma. For instance, we have no assur
ance that the so-called Contra free
dom fighters will ever be able to gain a 
foothold or even the confidence of the 
Nicaraguan people. 

History points out that guerrilla 
armies are not created overnight. 

The Nicaraguan Sandinista FSLN 
fought for 18 years before becoming 
organized well enough to overthrow 
the Somoza regime. 

The Vietnamese and Chinese fought 
for more than a decade before creating 
effective guerrilla armies. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I would submit to 
you that this proposal of $100 million 
is hardly even a smidgen, as compared 
to what we face in the way of contin
ued aid that will be needed to protect 
our investment in the Contras, which, 
by the way, already exceeds $100 mil
lion in prior aid. 

If this sounds somewhat familiar, I 
would invite you to check the history 
of how we became involved in the 
Vietnam conflict to the tune of 50,000 
American lives and billions of dollars. 

On the other hand, we must realize 
that if we vote down the $100 million 
in aid, we are taking a risk that Nica
ragua and eventually Central America, 
and Mexico may all be consolidated 
into a Soviet-backed Sandinista 
regime. 

So, is this a stroke in time to save 
nine-or will we be shooting ourselves 
in the foot? Or is there some other 
way out of this dilemma? 

This background brings me to my 
point of concern which I want to ad
dress at this time. 

We are informed by reliable sources 
that there are six opposition groups 

totaling about 20,000 so-called Con
tras. 

The United States has chosen to 
support one of the six, known as the 
FDN, or the Nicaraguan Democratic 
Force. 

The FDN was created by the Argen
tine military and security agents with 
the assistance of the American CIA. 

The FDN high command upon for
mation, without exception, was drawn 
entirely from the Somoza national 
guard. They claim, however, that 40 
percent of their troops are former 
Sandinista soldiers and that presently 
less than 2 percent are former nation
al guardsmen. 

The group consists of about 12,000 
insurgents. It is reported that there is 
much unhappiness with current CIA
imposed leadership and that com
manders in the field fully share their 
troops' resentment of the FDN's lead
ership. 

The FDN's recent reversals and 
their weakness result from a lack of 
combat officers, as well as equipment. 
It is reported that they are poorly 
trained. They have shown little inter
est in recruiting educated and urban 
cadres who tend to or might have po
litical differences with some of the 
FDN leadership. 

My reservations to supporting House 
Joint Resolution 540 are because of 
these confirmed problems that I know 
exist. They are coupled with my shock 
and dismay to learn just a few weeks 
ago that $27 million in humanitarian 
aid, approved with considerable effort 
by myself and others of my colleagues, 
took 7 months to trickle down. The 
GAO further reports that approxi
mately $10 million of the total pack
age cannot be accounted for. 

Neither the administration nor DOD 
felt that it was necessary or important 
enough to notify their congressional 
supporters of this problem, thereby 
causing me and some of my friends 
personal embarrassment, who sweated 
some blood to get that humanitarian 
aid passed. 

One must assume that if we do not 
have the ability to distribute boots, 
clothing and food, and other humani
tarian goods, it will be unlikely that 
$100 million in cash can be channeled 
into the right area, without at least a 
portion of it ending up in Swiss bank 
accounts. 

Who will buy the weapons and 
where will they be bought, from what 
country? 

What involvement will American ad
visers play in an overt or covert 
manner? 

The $100 million has already been 
reprogrammed from military ammuni
tion and other accounts, and Secretary 
Weinberger in a committee hearing 
made it clear that this would have to 
be authorized in 1987-new money 
back to the DOD. 
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And finally, rm concerned about 

America's own threat from within, the 
threat which has been forecast by 
Soviet prophecies of fiscal irresponsi
bility and the ruin of our financial 
system, which could carry this great 
Nation down. 

It takes the debt and the deficit and 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings very seri
ously. 

There cannot be a viable national 
defense without viable economic secu
rity. We do not have viable economic 
security and we face considerable risk 
in investing $100 million in House 
Joint Resolution 540. 

Mr. Chairman, we do need a third al
ternative which I am unable to recom
mend. But, I do have some very strong 
reservations about passing the present 
plan, which I believe to be very strong
ly flawed. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. RAY] yields back 1 
minute. 

D 1810 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from Nevada [Mrs. 
VUCANOVICH]. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Chairman, fellow 
Members of the House, tomorrow we are 
going to cast a vote that is far more important 
than many had previously realized-and it will 
likely be one of the most important votes 
many of us will cast in our entire service in 
Congress, for the issue before us is, without 
question, the gravest, most vital foreign policy 
question of this decade and the reverbera
tions will be felt for generations to come. If 
the majority in this body decides to cast a 
negative vote, it will be our children and 
grandchildren who will look back and wonder 
why-how we could possibly have allowed 
such a situation to develop. They would be 
right in looking back, as we look back at Nev
ille Chamberlain, and ask if we could really 
have been so blind? 

It disturbs me that the proposal for $100 
million in aid to the Nicaraguan freedom fight
ers has become so partisan, with personal 
prestige and power on the line rather than a 
focus on the real issue. The real issue is de
mocracy. In 1979 we saw a nation of free
dom-seeking individuals topple a dictatorship. 
The odds were against them, to be sure, but 
as our own history vividly shows, when man 
has a desire for freedom, though the road be 
long and filled with obstacles, with a little as
sistance he will prevail. We saw it happen. 
The Nicaraguan people brought down the 
Somoza regime. We watched in hope and an
ticipation as the Sandinistas led their fellow 
Nicaraguans and the free world to believe that 
they were going to establish the democracy 
the people had craved-the democracy many 
of their family and friends had died for-the 
democracy the Sandinistas had vowed to pro
vide. What we now know, what has been so 
graphically demonstrated is that one dictator
ship was brought down and another, more 
brutal dictatorship has taken its place. As 

lovers of liberty we should be deeply con
cerned that a revolution to depose a hated 
dictator has regressed into an even more ty
rannical regime that we have even less power 
to moderate. 

Hindsight is wonderful, and in this case we 
have a hindsight advantage. We can look 
back through modern history and we know 
without any question what will happen 
throughout Central America if we were to 
deny aid to the Nicaraguan resistance by 
voting down the President's request. Look at 
Poland, at Hungary, at Czechoslovakia, at Ro
mania, at Cuba and Afghanistan-what have 
we learned from these and other captive na
tions about Communist totalitarian govern
ments? 

If nothing else, we have learned that the 
one thing they tell us that we can believe, is 
that they do intend to expand; they do intend 
to dominate the world. They have repeatedly 
told us, and they have repeatedly shown us 
that we can take them at their word on that 
promise. Can there be any doubt now that 
they mean what they say? 

No, there is no longer any room for doubt. 
We do not have the luxury of spending time 
questioning their goals or motives for they 
have made their position very clear and have 
consistently lived up to their promise that they 
will someday control the world. 

In a region of the world that is making 
amazing progress toward true democracy, the 
Sandinistas are committed to reversing this 
trend, to establish a Marxist-Leninist-Stalinist 
region-a hemisphere permanently aligned 
with the Soviet bloc. This must not be allowed 
to happen. If not in Nicaragua, where do we 
draw the line? How much of Central America 
do we allow to succumb to the claws of the 
Soviet Union before we can no longer ignore 
our responsibility-our responsibility to our 
neighbors, to our country, to our fellow man? 

Our goal is simple-it is moral-it is legiti
mate. Our goal is to provide the Nicaraguan 
people with the right to self-determination. 
Their democratic revolution was betrayed by 
the Sandinistas. By going back on their prom
ise of pluralism, the Nicaraguan Communists 
have forced the citizens of Nicaragua to fight 
again. The Sandinista repression in 1979, 
1980, and 1981, destroyed any hope the citi
zens had that their cherished dream of de
mocracy was achievable under the Sandinis
tas. 

Just as some have tried to make this a par
tisan issue, others have tried to make it an 
either/or issue-either aid to the Contras or 
continue working within Contadora for a 
peaceful solution. Those of us committed to 
aiding the freedom fighters are just as ada
mantly supportive of negotiations. We want a 
political solution, but the Sandinistas give lip 
service to the concept of negotiating. When it 
suits their purposes, they go through the mo
tions of pretending to be supportive of negoti
ating. However, in all this time, they have yet 
to negotiate, and have yet to live up to their 
initial agreement with their neighbors. Their 
record is one of repudiating their promises to 
the Organization of American States, and fail
ing to show good faith in any negotiating at
tempts. But why should they? Why would they 
want to negotiate away their repressive 
power? Only when they are forced to negoti-

ate will a political solution be possible; only 
when the pressure is intense will they be 
forced to negotiate, and only when there is a 
strong resistance will the pressure be intense 
enough to force the Sandinistas to the negoti
ating table, where we will be able to work 
toward a permanent Contadora agreement. 

We must support the most humane, most 
democratic faction that we can find. I am con
vinced, from my visit to the area, from my per
sonal discussions with many people on this 
matter, that the Contras represent the best, 
perhaps the only, chance that Nicaragua has 
of becoming a democratic nation. 

At the same time, I recognize that the Con
tras are not perfect, and are not all that we 
would want them to be. They are virtually un
trained and unsophisticated, and there is no 
question that some have been a part to inci
dents of brutality. But while they are not per
fect, they are the resistance-they are the 
only opposition to the brutal, repressive Sandi
nista regime. 

Of the $100 million aid requested, $3 million 
is specifically held for human rights programs. 
I believe in that as strongly as I believe in the 
necessity to support the Contras. We must 
keep up the pressure on the Contras to re
spect human rights and democratic principles. 
We know that the Sandinistas, by their own 
admissions, will never adhere to such cher
ished ideals. 

This issue is not popular, but this is one 
time when we must look beyond the popularity 
of an issue and focus on what is at stake. We 
will be casting a vote tomorrow that will have 
both short-range and long-term implications, 
not only for ourselves, but for our neighbors 
and for the rest of the free world. The future 
of democracy is on the line. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, may I 
ask the time remaining on both sides? 

The CHAIRMAN. The minority has 
39 minutes remaining and the majori
ty has 26112 minutes remaining of 
today's debate. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the distinguished gentle
man from Virginia [Mr. WOLF]. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, as we 
debate today the request for $100 mil
lion for the Contras who are fighting 
to regain basic civil and human rights 
in their country of Nicaragua, I recall 
my meeting in 1984 with then Arch
bishop and now Cardinal Obando y 
Bravo in Nicaragua. I was so impressed 
with this leader of the Catholic 
Church who has called for a national 
reconciliation in his country and who 
is trying against mounting odds to 
bring justice to the citizens of Nicara
gua. 

His statements to me take on even 
more significance today as I hear some 
of my colleagues argue against provid
ing U.S. support for the cause of free
dom of which Cardinal Bravo is such 
an important leader. 

As we consider this aid package for 
Nicaragua·~ democratic opposition, I 
believe it is important to heed the 
message of Cardinal Bravo who speaks 
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the truth about conditions in his coun
try today. 

Marxism is trying to eliminate the Church 
in Nicaragua because Marxism is the enemy 
of the Church. 

The Sandinista government intends to 
eliminate the Catholic Church in order to 
implant the so-called Popular Church. 

We want to state clearly that this govern
ment is totalitarian • • •. We are dealing 
with a government that is an enemy of the 
Church. 

The major part of the <Nicaraguan) 
people are unhappy but they are also afraid 
• • • we are fighting a monster that includes 
the Soviet Union, Bulgaria, and Cuba • • • 
and this revolution could spread to Mexico 
or other parts of the hemisphere. 

In the face of censorship of sermons and 
harassment of priests and churchgoers, Car
dinal Bravo still continues to pursue basic 
human rights and freedoms which the 
people of Nicaragua were promised after the 
1979 revolution. He continues to be the true 
voice of the people, not the Popular Church 
which has been set up by the Sandinistas as 
a propaganda piece, and his faith is reflect
ed in this statement: 

We believe the Church will continue to 
exist, and history, which is the mother of 
life, teaches us that the Church has always 
witnessed the burial of those who persecute 
her. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues to 
support this aid package to keep the pres
sure on the Sandinista government to enter 
into good-faith negotiations with the demo
cratic opposition and provide the people of 
Nicaragua with some hope for a future free 
from oppression. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the distinguished gentle
man from California [Mr. LUNGREN]. 

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Chairman, 
Charles Krauthammer, in his article 
in Sunday's Post, I think put it very 
well. After he talked about the ques
tion of the red scare of 1986 that some 
have suggested is about in this Cap
itol, he said this: 

It seems to me an unexceptionable and 
rather undeniable fact: if the contras 
wither, as House Democrats devoutly wish, 
there will be an irreversible consolidation of 
Sandinista power in Nicaragua. Can anyone 
present a remotely plausible scenario in 
which the Sandinistas, unforced, either re
linquish power or permit a free competition 
for power-i.e., a democratic election? 

That does not mean that those who are 
against contra aid want to see a communist 
Nicaragua. But the consequence of their po
sition, however unintended, is certainly not 
unforeseen. 

We are told in domestic law of the 
United States that we are responsible 
for the unintended but nonetheless 
foreseen consequences of our actions, 
and that is what we are talking about 
here. We are talking about whether or 
not there will be any change in terms 
of the Government of Nicaragua if we 
do not act. 

Then the question was brought up 
time and time again by opponents on 
the other side that it is not really in 
our interests to do anything. One of 
the speakers said if you could show me 
that somehow this government in 
Nicaragua was somehow actually jeop-

ardizing the national interest of the 
United States Government, then 
maybe, just maybe we might act. 
Pardon me, but it seems to me that 
that suggests the · isolationism senti
ment that ruled this country between 
World War I and World War II. Unfor
tunately, my party happened to be 
saying the things at that time, and we 
thought we could close ourselves off. 

The big criticism on Vietnam was 
that it was too far away, we did not 
have really established interests there. 
In fact, that probably was our undo
ing. People did not firmly understand 
why we had interests there. 

Now we are told Nicaragua, which 
just happens to be closer to the stu
dents I was speaking with by tele
phone in Torrence, CA, in my district 
than Washington, DC, is too far away 
to be interested. We trivialize it by 
saying when are the hordes going to 
come, when are the troops going to 
come. 

Maybe we ought to just look and see 
what happened with Cuba. Fidel 
Castro took over in Cuba, and then 
what has happened? Ten percent of 
the entire population now resides in 
the United States. If you apply very 
simple arithmetic to Central and 
South America, you can see that the 
problems we are having on our south
ern border are a mere trickle com
pared to what we would have if we do 
not do something. 

We have all sorts of problems in the 
House trying to pass immigration leg
islation, yet everybody gets on the 
floor and says we do not deny there is 
an immigration problem. We do not 
deny that we have a funnel of illegal 
aliens coming across our border. Let 
me just tell you if you think that is a 
funnel, wait until we have something· 
where the people of Central America 
know that this Congress will not allow 
a President to respond until-until 
when? As other speakers have said, 
until we can prove a direct threat to 
the United States on our doorstep. 

What kind of folly is that? The prob
lem is now. The problem is that we 
have to act here in the House of Rep
resentatives. 

We talked about why we are stand
ing here as Members of Congress. Let 
me just tell you, as a father of a 12-
year-old son, I happen to think a vote 
tomorrow for $100 million to assist 
Contra aid is the best thing I can do 
for my son to make sure he is not 
going to be fighting in Central and 
South America 6 years from now. 

Those of you who say look, let us 
wait until the problem gets so bad that 
we send marines in, fine. If that is 
your option, take it; put it up on the 
floor and let us vote on it. But if all 
your option is to say everything the 
President presents is to be questioned, 
we have got to doubt him, we have got 
to vote it down, then count me out. 

For my son, I am going to vote for 
$100 million for the Contras. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Tennessee [Mrs. LLOYD]. 

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, I went 
to San Salvador, to Honduras, to a ref
ugee camp on the Nicaraguan border 
and also met in Panama with United 
States military officials at our South
ern Command. I went with my col
league from Massachusetts [Mr. MAv
ROULES]. I went for honest answers. I 
wanted to know what steps were right 
and what things were right to bring an 
end to the conflict in Central America. 

I am going to vote no tomorrow, but 
I am going to vote for an alternative 
around April 15 that would provide 
firmer guidelines for funds to the Con
tras. I think it is necessary that we 
build a long-term policy for Central 
America and I am convinced that this 
policy must have at least 4 parts. 

First, it is absolutely necessary that 
we support the new peace initiative of
fered by President Duarte. At the 
President's office in San Salvador last 
Friday, Mr. Duarte outlined the initia
tive he has proposed to Daniel Ortega 
in Nicaragua. 

"On the same day and at the same 
hour" President Du2.rte has pledged to 
meet with the rebels in El Salvador
if-President Ortega will meet with 
political and military opposition 
groups in Nicaragua. 

That is step one. 
Mr. Duarte also proposed a Conta

dora/Central American summit of the 
region's Presidents which may lead to 
the establishment of a permanent 
forum for dialog and consultation 
among all the countries and interests 
in the region. 

President Duarte's initiative is both 
hopeful and positive. But time must be 
provided for his program to work. 

The Duarte proposal, however, must 
be just the start. 

For as a second point, any program 
Congress approves must include assist
ance for refugees. For the homeless 
and suffering, democracy must mean 
more than boots and bullets. If you 
have any doubts, visit the refugee 
camps and look into the faces of the 
children. 

Third, any military assistance pro
vided for the Contras, should be 
fenced for a brief period-perhaps 60 
to 90 days. This limited time provides 
sufficient opportunity for President 
Duarte to pursue his peace initiative 
and press for the regional summit. 

Saturday morning, during a meeting 
with President Azcona of Honduras, I 
asked him for his views on any delays. 
His response was direct, "a small 
period of waiting after any legislation 
is passed-would be very helpful for 
the negotiations-the negotiations of a 
political settlement with Nicaragua." 
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President Azcona was frank and to 

the point. While preoccupied with the 
internal situation in Nicaragua, he was 
clear that Honduras cannot direct re
sources away from the economy L"lto 
an arms race with Nicaragua. 

But, like President Duarte, Mr. 
Azcona prefers a political settlement. 

However, should the negotiations 
not occur-should Nicaragua refuse to 
participate in a diplomatic process
our response should be automatic. 
Once that time period has passed, the 
President should be free to certify the 
release of any Contra aid funds ap
proved by Congress. 

Finally, as a fourth point in any U.S. 
program, the specifics of any military 
aid package should be tailored to the 
direct needs of the Contras. 

The four points I have outlined, sup
porting the new Duarte initiative, as
sisting the refugees, establishing a 
brief period or waiting before any 
Contra aid funds are released, and tai
loring any military assistance to spe
cific needs, these points must be in
cluded in any package of legislation 
this Congress approves. 

"I want to prove that a democratic 
revolution is better than a Communist 
revolution," was President Duarte's 
concluding remark last Friday in San 
Salvador. His hope must become our 
goal. 

We must as the greatest deliberative 
body in the world develop a true bipar
tisan compromise. If we can do that, 
we will have taken the first steps 
toward the long-term policy that Cen
tral America needs. 

D 1820 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

2 minutes to the gentleman from Flor
ida [Mr. SHAW]. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, we have 
heard a great deal of expression on 
this floor, and I doubt whether in clos
ing part of tonight we will hear any
thing new, any new ideas that have 
not already been put forth. 

We know the reasons why we want 
the aid, and I do stand in strong sup
port of the President's request. 

We do for two reasons. One is be
cause the Sandinista has double
crossed the people; that people of 
Nicaragua whom we felt we were sup
porting at the time we asked Somoza 
to leave. We bear responsibility for 
that, and there have been gross abuses 
of human rights by the present Gov
ernment of Nicaragua. 

We do so also for another reason 
which on its own can stand; and that 
is for the security of the United 
States. We have heard a lot from 
those that are opposed, and many of 
the people have been opposed, have 
been talking about the involvement of 
American troops. 

Well, I have two sons that have just 
registered for the draft, the youngest 
of whom is 18. And those of you who 

have not seen your son go down and 
register for the draft, it is a very so
bering experience, and one that wants, 
in the deepest part of your inner 
being, wants America to never be in
volved in a war where American troops 
are sent over. Never be involved in a 
war where the draft is again institut
ed. 

We have a chance to fight this war 
with Nicaraguans, and that is right. 
All they need is some help. If the Sovi
ets had not been so deeply involved in 
pumping military aid into Nicaragua, 
the Sandinistas would be gone. 

So that is, if it is something that the 
Soviets want, do we know it is some
thing that we must react to, but par
ticularly when it is our own hemi
sphere. 

I will ask-one thing that disturbs 
me, and maybe one of the speakers to 
come on the other side will answer 
this question: We have seen time after 
time, Members come to the well of the 
House and oppose aid, and this has 
been by some of the most staunch civil 
libertarians in this House-how in the 
world can you stand up and ask that 
the same civil liberties that we enjoy 
in this country not go to the people.of 
Nicaragua? 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time a..s she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from Maryland [Ms. MI
KULSKI]. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. Chairman, our foreign 
policy toward Central America should reflect 
the same principles of freedom and democra
cy we hold so dear in this Nation. We must 
recognize our legitimate national security inter
ests by acknowledging every nation's right to 
self-determination. No country has the right to 
dictate the economic and political institutions 
of other nations. We do have a moral impera
tive to encourage democracy, not dictator
ships. 

This administration has persistently disre
garded the real issues in Central America. 
Over the past 6 years, the administration has 
sent more than $100 million to the Contras. 
Now it asks for another $100 million. It has 
spent over $250 million in the region on mili
tary bases in Honduras, mines in Nicaraguan 
harbors, and surveillance flights overhead. But 
after all this aid, the Contras have little terri
tory and scant support among the Nicaraguan 
people. 

Nicaragua is a nation plagued by poverty, 
disease, and malnutrition. Most Nicaraguans 
want good crops, a roof over their heads, and 
a safe environment for their families. Addition
al military assistance from the United States 
will only cause further bloodshed and further 
aggravation of their desperate situation. 

Aiding the Contras in the best of economic 
times is wrong. Financing more violence in 
Central America in a time of belt-tightening 
and cutbacks here at home is unthinkable. 
American students need loans to attend col
lege. Children and the elderly need funds for 
health care. This administration proposes to 
cut these programs, and this same administra
tion wants to send $10,000 to each of the 

Contras at a time when the per capita income 
in Nicaragua is $1,000. 

American taxpayers want their money spent 
on worthy causes that attain concrete results. 
They deserve nothing less. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3% minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. LEvIN]. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, let me talk about the options. 

I love democracy dearly. 
I believe the United States should 

support the development of democra
cy, everywhere. 

The question is not why or where, 
but how. Unfortunately, a single for
mula is not applicable, as to for exam
ple, Poland, Afghanistan, South 
Korea, the Philippines under Marcos, 
Cuba, or Nicaragua. 

Democracy is in bleak shape in Nica
ragua. Its Government is actively 
allied with chief antagonists of democ
racy-the Soviet Union. 

The United States has several op
tions. 

The first is to do nothing. That is 
unacceptable, because of the Sandi
nista suppression of democracy inside 
Nicaragua and their efforts to foment 
trouble outside their borders. 

The other options are: 
To apply all types of nonmilitary 

pressure for change inside Nicaragua 
and to use all necessary means to pre
vent the Sandinistas from undermin
ing their neighbors; 

Or, next, provide military assistance 
to the Contras; and 

Finally, use U.S. military force 
within Nicaragua. 

Evidence is strong that the Presi
dent's proposed military aid to the 
Contras will not work. 

If its objective is to pressure the 
Sandinistas to change, military aid to 
the Contras seems more likely than 
not to increase the intransigency of 
the Sandinistas; and the closer to the 
mark is the President's and Mr. Bu
chanan's description of the Sandinis
tas, the more hopeless are the pros
pects for any meaningful agreement 
by the Sandinistas to open up their so
ciety or share power. Further, it must 
be noted, the Reagan record is not one 
of using added pressure to negotiate 
effectively. 

If the objective of Contra aid is 
really not pressure on, but overthrow 
of, the Sandinistas, such aid by itself, 
certainly $100 million, is unlikely to 
work-given the past record of the 
Contras, the likelihood of a counter 
response of more Soviet aid, the divi
sions among the Nicaraguan people, 
and the attitudes of Nicaragua's gov
ernmental neighbors in Central Amer
ica against such overthrow. 

Whether the rhetoric and record of 
the administration to date, the more 
we would adopt its option of Contra 
aid, the more likely it is that the final 
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option will follow-direct U.S. military 
intervention. 

We are left with as effective an im
plementation as possible of the re
maining option. At best, it would mean 
a combination of containment of and 
change in the Sandinista regime. At 
worst, it would result in that regime's 
containment and isolation on the Cen
tral American mainland. That would 
not be an optimal result. It is better, 
though, than the likely result of the 
President's proposal now before us. I 
urge we reject it. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. SILJANDER]. 

Mr. SILJANDER. "Human Rights in 
Nicaragua, From Revolution to Re
pression," by the State Department, a 
report that tells all. 

Catholic Church has been singled 
out for attacks. 

Censorship of sermons. 
Harassment of the Pope. Even accus

ing Obando y Bravo of being a CIA 
agent-how ridiculous! 

Confiscation of Catholic Church 
newsletters. 

Fifty Moravian churches were 
burned to the ground by the Sandinis
tas. 

The entire Jewish community driven 
out of the country; and they have 
called the Jewish community Syna
gogues of Satan, and said that all the 
world's money is in the hands of the 
Jews. 

They have also said there is a myth 
of the chosen people; that myth is pro
moted to massacre, they say, Palestin
ians. 

Mr. Chairman, some would say these 
moral arguments against the Sandi
nista government are not sufficient to 
assist in insurgency; and maybe so, but 
we are doing it because we see the 
broader picture. We see the Soviet 
global, geopolitical strategy. 

We respond 10,000 miles away in the 
Middle East by giving millions-bil
lions of dollars to Egypt, a moderate 
country, and to Israel. It seems so ob
vious. 

Thirteen thousand miles away in 
Asia, in the Far East, we give money to 
the freedom fighters in Afghanistan 
and in Cambodia, and that seems so 
obvious. 

Eight thousand miles away in Africa, 
to secure the ores and minerals indige
nous only to the Soviet Union and the 
southern part of that continent, we 
help the freedom fighters in Angola, 
and it seems so obvious. 

In our own Americas, the same 
people forced out the Jews, persecute 
the Protestants and the Catholics are 
saying, and I quote, that: 

Libyan fighters, arms, and backing to the 
Nicaraguan people have reached them be
cause they fight with us. They fight Amer
ica on i~ own ground.-Mu'ammar Qadhafi, 
September l, 1984, the New York Times. 

Thomas Borge, July 22, 1980 says 
that: 

We say to our brother Arafat that Nicara
gua is his land and the PLO cause is the 
cause of the Sandinistas. 

Why are the PLO there? So many 
that there are two bars catering exclu
sively in Managua to the Palestinians? 
Why are Ayatollah Khomeini's radi
cals training there? And Qadhafi's 
radicals training there? 

It is because the PLO is looking for a 
homeland in Central America? Are 
they after the bananas? 

I think it is quite obvious. It is far 
more obvious than why we send 
money tens of thousands of miles 
away. 

D 1830 
There are terrorist training camps in 

Nicaragua. There was a comment 
made on the floor today: How can 3 
million poor people be a threat to the 
United States? Well, I had to look into 
the eyes of the parents of Bill Zimmer
man of Grand Haven, MI, because one 
crazy-eyed fundamentalist radical 
Moslem drove his car bomb into the 
Marine barracks in Lebanon, one 
person, and killed over 240 of our Ma
rines. When the first terrorist bomb, 
my colleagues, blows up in San Diego, 
in Florida, in Texas, Louisiana, there 
will be a cry by all the Americans: 
"Why didn't we do something to stop 
it before it escalated this far?" And 
the $100 million that we are so desper
ately seeking for the freedom fighters 
today will look trivial in light of the 
billions of dollars and the commitment 
of tens of thousands of our own boys 
at our own borders. If we allow subver
sion, revolution, death, terrorism, and 
the waves of human bodies fleeing 
from all that tyranny to occur, don't 
blame me, don't say it was your fault. 
Don't say, "It was your fault." The 
blame will go squarely on the shoul
ders of those who knew full well the 
impact of those terrorist training cen
ters, who have been persecuting those 
peoples for years. Do not blame me. 
Look to those who have decided to 
a void the issue and not see the reality 
of the terrorist devastation before us 
in the Americas. 

Mr. Chairman, the Sandinista's overthrow of 
the Somoza dictatorship in Nicaragua was 
originally welcomed by most of the interna
tional community with optimistic enthusiasm. 
The United States, in fact gave the new San
dinista regime over $130 miilion in aid during 
its first 2 years, including an $8 million grant 
to sustain the Nicaraguan Government Elment 
in the first hours of the revolution. This opti
mism faded, however, into a cruel nightmare 
for the Nicaraguan Jews and Christians as 
well as the neighboring nations of El Salvador, 
Honduras, and Costa Rica. The reason: the 
Sandinista's selling of their country to radical 
Marxist elements, most notably, the Cubans 
and the Palestine Liberation Organization 
[PLO). 

In a recent speeh in London, Aleksandr Sol
zhenitsyn stated: 

Within the philosophical system of Marx 
and Lenin and at the heart of their psychol
ogy, hatred of God is the principal driving 
force, more fundamental than all their po
litical and economic pretensions. Militant 
atheism is not merely incidental or marginal 
to Communist policy; it is not a side effect, 
but the Central pivot. To achieve i~ diaboli
cal ends, Communism needs to control a 
population devoid of religious and national 
feeling, and this entails the destruction of 
faith and nationhood. 1 

Nicaraguan leadership, by proclaiming itself 
a revolution without borders and by declaring 
itself in solidarity with Vasser Arafat in the 
world revolution and by its harsh persecution 
of religious groups has set itself up as a 
model example of Solzhenitsyn's analysis. 
Most likely because of the Sandinista's link to 
the PLO, the Jews have been the most thor
oughly oppressed religious group in Nicara
gua, if not in numbers then certainly in the 
completeness to which their exile and cultural 
genocide took place. 

The PLO desire to overthrow the Somoza 
regime had nothing to do with the legitimate 
revolution of Nicaraguan citizens against the 
dictatorship. It had historical roots of its own. 
Just why Nicaragua is of concern to the PLO 
is best explained in the autobiography of Jeru
salem's mayor Teddy Kollek, entitled "For Je
rusalem." He revealed that Nicaragua played 
a major role in obtaining arms for Israel during 
the crucial period of its creation in 1943. 
Kollek met the older General Somoza in Nica
ragua to plead Israel's case. 

According to Kollek: 
Somoza as well as the Nicaraguan foreign 

minister cooperated because of their strong 
basic sympathy with our cause. Our agree
ment included the understanding that Nica
ragua would vote for Israel in the United 
Nations whenever the occasion arose, a 
point to which they pledged themselves out 
of genuine conviction. 

Prior to the 1979 Sandinista revolution, 
Nicaragua had consistently supported Israel in 
the United Nations and was one of the very 
few nations that voted against the resolution 
condemning Zionism as racism. 2 

Clearly, the PLO had a vested interest in 
overthrowing the Somoza regime in Nicara
gua. The results of the alliance between the 
Sandinistas and the PLO are evident upon 
Nicaraguan society. This paper will examine 
the PLO-Sandinista link and attempt to dem
onstrate the existence of the religious perse
cution in Nicaragua and other Central Ameri
can countries, particularly against the Jewish 
community. 

ARAB INVOLVEMENT IN LATIN AMERICA 

Latin America has always been an impor
tant source of support to Israel in the United 
Nations. In Israel's first 25 years of existence 
Latin American nations provided more than 
one-half of the U.N. votes supportive of Israel. 
During the 1967 war, Latin America was more 
supportive of Israel than any other bloc of 
countries. However, by the seventies their 
support had weakened as Latin American na
tions began to split into political factions. Still 

1 Foot notes at end of article. 



5530 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE March 19, 1986 
today, Israel and Arab nations perceive Latin 
America to be important politically to the sur
vival of Israel. 

In a visit to Mexico in 1975, Egypt's Vice 
Chancellor Gamal Mansour expressed the im
portance of Latin American U.N. votes: 

For the Arabs, the support of Latin Amer
ican countries is essential because they hope 
to obtain a majority for a resolution in the 
next Assembly of the United Nations • • • 
recognizing the right of the Palestinians to 
convert themselves into a political entity; to 
permit the Arabs to recuperate the territo
ries occupied in the war of 196·7 and confirm 
the principle that no country can acquire 
territories of another by force. 

Gamal Mansour's visit was only one of 
many such Arab missions in the Arab League 
campaign to sway Latin America toward a pro
Arab stance. The Latin American governments 
resisted Arab efforts; however, the 1973 quad
rupling of oil prices put new pressures upon 
their economies and international policies. 

The Arabs began to use petrodollars and vi
tally needed oil to pressure the Latin Ameri
can nations into the Arab camp. Fouad 
Naffah, who was the Lebanese Foreign Minis
ter and acting as a representative to the Arab 
League in 1973, traveled to seven Latin Amer
ican nations. In his tour, he informed the gov
ernments that "no underdeveloped country 
that backs the just cause of the Arab world 
will suffer from an energy shortage." In addi
tion to a guaranteed oil supply, Naffab also 
made promises of Arab investments to 
strengthen the suffering Latin American 
economies. 

In 1981, Arab representatives met in Tunis 
and decided to focus on gaining the support 
of Latin America in an effort to oust the Israe
lis. In conjunction with this decision, "they de
cided to unleash an anti-Semitic campaign de
signed to undermine the status of Jews in 
Latin America, to nullify the political and eco
nomic support which the Latin American 
Jewish communities provide Israel." 3 The 
Palestine Liberation Organization was select
ed as the primary instrument of the campaign 
in Latin America. "Arab ambassadors, other 
high ranking emissaries and representatives of 
the PLO have been crisscrossing the region in 
a coordinated, heavily financed effort to 
secure authorization to establish an official 
PLO office in every Latin American capital." 4 

The PLO has made limited progress during 
the past 3 years in its attempt to open offices 
in Latin American capitals. So far, the PLO 
has established offices in Cuba, Ecuador, 
Nicaragua, Peru, and Mexico. Brazil and Ven
ezuela were thought to be prime candidates 
for the PLO; however, they have resisted the 
heavy Arab economic and political pressures. 
The main obstacle the PLO faces is the fact 
that it is an international terrorist network; and 
to allow the PLO to legitimatize themself in 
the region by opening an office would endan
ger the se.:urity of Latin American nations. 

CRIMES AGAINST RELIGIOUS FREEDOM 

The Sandinista government has been re
sponsible for many abuses against the right to 
freedom of religion in Nicaragua. The Jews, 
so far, have been the most intensely targeted 
group for persecution. The Government began 
its campaign of persecution in the quasi-offi
cial government newspaper Nuevo Diario. On 

July 15 and 17, 1982, the paper carried arti
cles that were not only anti-Zionist but also 
anti-Semitic. Jews were blamed for the cruci
fixion of Christ, using the "myth" of the 
chosen people to massacre Palestinians, and 
using financial power to gain political control 
of the United States. The articles referred also 
to "Synagogues of Satan," and rehearsed old 
canards that "world money, the banks and fi
nance are in the hands of descendants of 
Jews, the eternal protectors of Zion." 5 

Although resident in Nicaragua for more 
than a century, the Jewish community has 
always been exceedingly small. The 1972 
population of about 200 shrank to about 80 
after the earthquake. After the overthrow of 
Anastasio Somosa in 1979, many Jews fled 
into exile, along with others close to the 
regime. Today, there are about 8 to 10 Jews 
living in Nicaragua, and only a few Jewish
owned firms. These individuals and business
es exist under the supressive conditions of he 
Sandinista regime. 6 

The main reason for the departure of Nica
raguan Jews is the manner in which the revo
lutionary government treated them. Their 
properties were among the first to be confis
cated. Jews who owned factories and stores 
were ejected from their homes and places of 
business. Their properties were turned over to 
Arabs and local workers. Many accusations 
were made against them without proof. Often, 
their individual safety was threatened. 7 The 
foregoing took place in an environment politi
cally and emotionally charged. Jews were ac
cused of support for the Somoza government 
and blamed for Israeli assistance to the 
Somoza government. 8 

The final blow against the Jewish communi
ty came when Sandinista supporters scorched 
the doors of the only synagogue in Managua 
while worship services were in progress. The 
Sandinistas then seized the synagogue, de
stroying all religious items and putting progov
ernment posters over all religious symbols. 
The synagogue then became "an elite social 
club for the children of high-ranking Sandinista 
officials." 9 Since then, Jews have tried to 
regain their property and return to their 
homes, but the Nicaraguan Government has 
directed the courts not to act on any request 
by a Jew seeking to return to Nicaragua. 10 

On a number of occasions there have been 
attacks against religious leaders which have, 
at times, become violent. These attacks are 
not only specifically aimed at the Jewish reli
gious, but also at the Christians, most notably 
the Catholics and the fundamental Moravian 
Church. The uneasy situation is caused by the 
fact that most Nicaraguan citizens are pro
fessed Catholics. These attacks have been 
sponsored by so-called devine mobs or con
frontation groups of the Sandinista Front for 
the Liberation of Nicaragua [FSLN]. 11 Harass
ment has also been extended to Pope John 
Paul II who in March 1983 visited Nicaragua 
and was subjected to inexcusable abuse. The 
Pontiff was forced to speak from a platform 
that had revolutionary billboards as a back
drop. Also during his homily, the Pope was 
barely audible to the large crowd because the 
Sandinista government provided him with a 
poor sound system which could not compete 
with the shouting of progovernment slogans 
by the divine mob. 12 

In addition, the Government banned from 
publication letters from Pope Paul II which 
criticized the Government's effort to create a 
Marxist peoples church. 13 The leaders of this 
peoples church have insulted the Catholic 
Church by trying to change the Christian doc
trine of the Immaculate Conception of the 
Virgin Mary. The offensive reinterpretation de
picts Mary, the mother of Jesus, as in fact not 
the mother of Jesus, but the mother of the 
revolutionary. 14 The Government has also 
gone so far as to discredit the divinity of 
Jesus and instead label him "the First Sandi
nista." 15 

The Government actively discriminates be
tween those clergy who share its political 
viewpoints and those who are indifferent or 
critical. 16 An example of this was seen when 
the regular church sponsored televising of the 
mass was replaced with broadcasts of priests 
who took a progovernment position. 1 7 

Of the east coast Indians and Creole na
tives in Nicaragua, 80 percent are members of 
the Protestant Moravian Church. The Govern
ment has repeatedly described the Moravian 
Church as a center of counterrevolutionary 
sentiment. As a result, the Sandinistas have 
reportedly burned more than 50 churches, 
confiscated church property, harassed church 
leaders, and taken other actions to undermine 
the traditional role of the church. In addition, 
Government groups had stepped up attacks 
on Jehovah's Witnesses, Mormons, and Sev
enth Day Adventists, accusing the sects of 
having direct links to the U.S. Central Intelli
gence Agency. 18 

The anti-Semitic curtain that has descended 
over Nicaragua, and any other place where 
Sandinista inspired revolutions have spread 
to, is one of serious repercussions for all 
Jews. To emphasize, one of the first moves 
taken by the Sandinista government when it 
took control was to cut off all diplomatic ties 
to lsrael. 19 Obviously, this is consistent with 
the Sandinista's stated intention to root "Zion
ism" out of Central America. In fact, a bloc of 
Salvadorans based in Washington, DC, and 
loyal to the Sandinistas were asked to pro
vide, "* * * condemnation of the Zionist state 
of Israel, because of its participation in main
taining the deplorable conditions under which 
the people of Palestine, El Salvador, and 
South Africa are forced to live." 20 The ideo
logical union between the PLO and the Sandi
nistas begins to be exposed with this state
ment of direct anti-Semitic attitudes toward 
Israel. 

THE PLO, THE SANDINISTAS AND THE SALVADORAN 
GUERRILLAS 

On January 12, 1983, Daniel Ortega Saave
dra, the commander of the revolution and a 
member of the FSLN delivered a speech to a 
special ministerial meeting of the coordinating 
bureau of the nonaligned countries on Latin 
America and the Caribbean. In this speech he 
labeled Israel's policies toward the Palestin
ians as being irresponsible and that criminal 
actions were being taken against "the heroic 
Palestinian people" by Israel. 21 As the Pales
tinians were being praised and exhorted by 
the Sandinistas, the Jewish citizens of Nicara
gua were being essentially expelled from their 
own country. The Nicaraguan Jews blame the 
loss of their jobs, homes and businesses 



March 19, 1986 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 5531 
along with the general persecution on the 
presence of the PLo.22 

Late in 1979, 1,000 delegates from Arab 
and Latin American nations met in Caracas, 
Venezuela. These delegates formed two orga
nizations. The first is known as the Pan-Ameri
can Institute of Arab Culture headquartered in 
Buenos Aires, and the second organization is 
the Arab-American Information, Publicity, and 
Communications Center based in Santiago, 
Chile. One of the basic initiatives of these two 
organizations is made clear in a communique 
published by the delegates saying that they 
would "* * * work for the free self-determina
tion of the Palestinians and their right to a 
homeland * * * we consider the PLO the le
gitimate representative of that people 
* * *" 23 Victor Ananias of Chile, President of 
the Federation, was quoted in Agence France 
Presse (October 6, 1979) as stating, "The so
lution we propose for the Middle East is the 
disappearance of Israel to make way for a 
secular, democratic Palestinian state." 24 
Other delegates were asked whether the PLO 
was a terrorist organization? Their reply was 
that the PLO armed activity was "legitimate 
defense." 2 5 

The PLO's involvement in covert operations 
with the Sandinistas is not a recent occur
ance. Active cooperation between these two 
revolutionary groups has existed as early as 
1969 when Bonito Escobar of the Sandinistas 
met with three high-ranking PLO officials in 
Mexico City. As a result of this meeting, 50 
Sandinistas were sent to training camps at 
PLO facilities in Tyre, Lebanon. Not only did 
they accept training, but they fought side-by
side with the PLO against King Hussein of 
Jordan in 1970. Patrick Arquello Ryan, a San
dinista trained in the Middle East, was Leila 
Khased's partner in an abortive attack on an 
El Al airliner just outside of Amsterdam (Ryan 
was killed in the attack). 26 The ties between 
the two groups has continued for 15 years 
without interruption. 

As a result of this relationship, not much at
tention was given when the PLO announced a 
grant of $12 million to Nicaragua for economic 
aid.27 The PLO also has helped the Sandinis
tas to gain support from other radical Arab 
countries such as Mu'ammar Qadhafi's Libya 
which has given $100 million under an "agri
cultural appropriation." 28 Qadhafi has in the 
past aided many other terrorist organizations 
such as the Montoneros in Argentina and the 
Revolutionary Coordinating Junta founded in 
1974 as the first bridge between Latin Amer
ica and Cuba. From January 25 to February 1, 
1981, Libya sponsored a meeting with the 
Sandinistas, PLO, Montoneros, the JLR plus 
two other Marxist groups from Chile-the 
United Popular Action Movement and the 
Movement of the Revolutionary Left. The 
stated reason for the meeting was ". . . to 
draw up a unified plan of struggle against all 
types of fascism and imperialism in Amer
ica." 2s 

In addition to money, the PLO has been 
sending massive shipments of armaments to 
Nicaragua and El Salvador. U.S. News & 
World Report stated that there had been an 
interception of a plane load of weapons in 
Tunis which was sent to the Sandinistas by 
the PLO. 30 Weapons are always in abun
dance and training is also being provided for 

leftist forces in Central America. 3 1 The PLO 
cadres who have infiltrated into Nicaragua and 
El Salvador are providing this training. 32 
Vasser Arafat has himself admitted that San
dinistas had received training in PLO 
camps. 33 The PLO stated in 1982 that it was 
fighting along side of the Sandinista guerrillas. 
These were actual PLO troops participating in 
combat in both El Salvador and Nicaragua. 34 

According to the Washington Post of July 
12, 1979, there were Sandinista fighters train
ing in PLO camps located in Algiers. The ac
tivity of the PLO was best summed up by this 
statement by Jorge Mandi, FSLN spokesman 
to the Kuwaiti newspaper Al Watan. He said, 
" * * * there is a long standing blood unity 
between us and the Palestinian revolution. 
Many of the units belonging to the Sandinista 
movement were at Palestinian revolutionary 
bases in Jordan * * * it is natural that in our 
war against Somoza we received Palestinian 
aid for our revolution in various forms." 35 
These various forms included PLO pilots sent 
to Nicaragua and PLO freedom fighters sent 
to El Salvador. 36 Also a plane load of weap
ons in route to Nicaragua from the PLO la
beled as medical supplies, just as the recent 
Libyan shipment, was intercepted in Brazil. 37 
Those are suspected to be just two of many 
such shipments. In May 1982, the PLO gave a 
Boeing 707 jet to Nicaragua presumably for 
the purpose of transporting arms. 38 In addi
tion, there is a Belgian Air-Charter Service that 
is wholly owned by the PLO that is used to 
transport arms to the insurgents in El Salva
dor, through Nicaragua. 39 

Diplomatic relations between the Sandinis
tas and the PLO started with a similar ideolog
ical base and has expanded to their commit
ments to overthrow governments that are con
trary to their vision. In a letter from a group of 
Salvadorans based in Washington, DC and 
loyal to the Sandinistas, they stated, "* * * 
our situation is very much the same as the 
Palestinian Freedom Fighters." 40 Because of 
the unity between the FSLN and the PLO, 
Nicaragua cut off diplomatic relations with 
Israel and granted diplomatic status to the 
PLO on July 22, 1980. The office representing 
the PLO was officially opened in Managua 
with a staff of 70. The PLO's presence in Ma
nagua was accepted warmly as evidenced by 
the hero's welcome Arafat received when he 
visited Nicaragua on the first anniversary of 
the Sandinista takeover. 41 In his speech, 
Arafat praised the "strategic and militant ties 
between the Sandinista and Palestinian revo
lutions. " 4 2 

Tomas Bouge Martinez, the Interior Minister 
of Nicaragua, stated to Vasser Arafat, "We 
say to our brother Arafat, that Nicaragua is his 
land and the PLO cause is the cause of the 
Sandinistas." In response to this statement of 
good will Arafat replied, "The links between 
us are not new. Your comrades did not come 
to our country just to train, but also to fight. 
Your enemies are our enemies." 43 Of course, 
the enemies of the PLO are the Jews, particu
larly those living in Israel. To demonstrate the 
joint efforts of the PLO and the Sandinistas 
against Israel, a bomb explodad in the Israeli 
embassy in San Salvador. The People's Revo
lutionary Army claimed responsibility and said 
the bombing was in "solidarity with the Pales
tinian people."u 

THE PLO AND MEXICO 

In 1975, Mexican President Luis Echeverria 
met with Vasser Arafat and gave the PLO per
mission to open an office in Mexico. The suc
ceeding President of Mexico, Lopez Portillo, 
reluctantly honored his predecessor's commit
ment, and allowed the opening of a PLO 
office. However, the office was limited to a 
staff of one person without diplomatic status. 
In cooperation with the ·Association Mexicana 
de Amistad con el Pueblo Palestine [AMAPP], 
the PLO office has used cultural events to 
spread its message. In addition, the office has 
recruited exiled leftists and revolutionaries 
living in Mexico to work for their cause. Exam
ples of the PLO activities in Mexico include 
anti-Israeli advertisements, publications, and 
demonstrations attacking "Zionism as 
Racism." 

THE PLO AND COSTA RICA 

On May 8, 1982, President Luis Alberto 
Monge announced an extension policy of in
ternal security in order to combat the increas
ing terrorist activity in Costa Rica. In his 
speech he specifically expressed concern 
about the PLO and Libyan threat. The Nation
al Security Agency [ASN] of Costa Rica con
firmed that Libya has been training young 
Costa Ricans as terrorists. The ASN has also 
linked Libya to the secret terrorist training 
camps operating in Costa Rica. 

Many citizens of Costa Rica were alarmed 
with former President Rodrigo Carazo Odie's 
embrace of the Arab cause. It was reported 
that the Arabs had offered financial assist
ance to the president's pet project, the univer
sity of peace, in exchange for permission to 
open a PLO office. Ambassador Yamuni of 
Costa Rica increased the controversy when 
he announced to reporters that the Govern
ment had officially recognized the PLO. How
ever, Foreign Minister Bernard Neihaus quick
ly denied the statement with good reason 
since Costa Rica has been struggling with 
high oil prices and terrorists activity. 

THE PLO AND PANAMA 

The Panamanian-Arab League of Solidarity 
with the Palestinian People and the PLO [U
GASOPOLP] have been working to gain sup
port among the people of Panama. Carlos 
Perez Herrera, cousin of the late Gen. Omar 
Torrijos, was the first Secretary General of U
GASOPOLP. Torrijos was a commander of the 
Panamanian National Guard and the emi
nence gris of Panamanian politics. After the 
death of Torrijos in 1981, there has been a 
decrease in governmental support for the 
PLO. However, PLO activity and propaganda 
directed against the Panamanian Jewish com
munity has been disruptive. UGASOPOLP will 
continue to function in Panama with Libya as 
its main financial sponsor. The Panamanian 
Government has kept its promise to prevent 
the opening of an official PLO office, and 
there are no indications that they will break 
this promise. 

CONCLUSION 

PLO activity in Central America has been in
creasing, and there are no indications that 
their involvement will diminish. In 1981, 
Vasser Arafat, expressing the commitment of 
the PLO in that region of the world, stated: 

We are a great revolution that can never 
be intimidated. We have connections with 
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all the revolutionary movements through
out the world, in El Salvador, in Nicara
gua-and I reiterate Salvador-and else
where in the world. u 

"The way to Jerusalem leads through Ma
nagua," was more than just an empty state
ment made by Vasser Arafat on July 27, 1980. 
Arafat clearly intends to have Nicaraguan and 
Salvadoran support in his effort to destroy 
Israel and establish a Marxist regime. 

The PLO, combined with the Soviet and 
Cuban presence, poses a serious threat to the 
security of the vulnerable Central American 
governments. The United States must take 
into consideration the Soviet-Cuban-PLO di
mension, along with the PLO threat to the 
Jewish community, in order to have an effec
tive American policy which protects our inter
ests as well as Central American democracies 
and religious freedom. 

FOOTNOTES 
1 Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, "Men Have Forgotten 

God," National Review, July 22, 1983, p. 874. 
a Belden Bell, "The PLO is at Work Subverting 

Latin America," Human Events, November 25, 1978, 
p. 990. 

'Rabbi Morton M. Rosenthal, "ADL Internation
al Report: PLO Activities in Latin America," New 
York, May 1982, p. 3. 

'Ibid., p. 3. 
•Op. cit.. "Human Rights: Nicaragua's Human 

Rights Record," p. 33. 
s B'nai B'rith, 1983. 
7 Op. cit., "Human Rights: Nicaragua's Human 

Rights Record," p. 32. 
a Ibid., p. 32. 
v Richard Araujo, "The Sandinista War on 

Human Rights," Backgrounder, The Heritage 
Foundation, Washington, D.C., July 19, 1983, p. 5. 

IO Ibid., p. 5. 
11 Op. cit., "Human Rights: Nicaragua's Human 

Rights Record," p. 26. 
12 Humberto Belli, "Heckling the Pope in Sandi

nista-Land," The Washington Times, April 6, 1983, 
p. lC. 

u Op. cit., "Human Rights: Nicaragua's Human 
Rights Record," p. 28. 

14 Ibid., p . 28. 
'"Patrick J. Buchanan, "Jesus-the First Sandi

nista," The Washington Inquirer, June 10, 1983, 
Vol. III, No. 23, p. 7. 

u Op. cit., "Human Rights: Nicaragua's Human 
Rights Records," p. 25. 

17 Max Singer, "Nicaragua: The Stolen Revolu
tion," Publication of the United States Information 
Agency, 1982. 

18 Ibid., p. 32. 
iv The Jerusalem Post, "Unholy Alliance," August 

14, 1981. 
ao The bloc of Salvadorans in solidarity with the 

Revolutionary Popular Bloc, Washington, D.C. 
21 Speech by Daniel Ortega Saavedra at the cere

mony inaugurating the 5th Special Ministerial 
meeting of the coordinating bureau of the move
ment of Non-Aligned Countries in Latin America 
and the Carribean, January 12, 1983. 

u Rabbi Morton M. Rosenthal, Anti-Defamation 
Ler,.gue of B'nai B'rith, March 1983. 

u Jacob Koradloff, "Latin America: The Arab 
Connection," The American Jewish Committee, 
1979. 

u Agence France Presse, March 1982. 
11 Ibid. 
u U.S. News & World Report, September 1, 1980. 
11 London Daily Telegraph, December 2, 1981. 
u Op. cit .• "ADL International Report: PLO Ac

tivities in Latin America, "pp. 8-9. 
u "Unholy Alliance," The Jerusalem Post, August 

14, 1981. 
30 U.S. News & World Repart, September l, 1980. 
" Rabbi Morton M. Rosenthal, "ADL Interna

tional Repart," May 1982. 
u "Communist Interference in El Salvador," U.S. 

Department of State, February 23, 1981. 
11 Ibid. 
u Op. cit., "ADL International repart," May 1982, 

p. 9. 
n Associated Press, "Foreign Briefs," December 

13, 1979. 
u "Al Watan," <Kuwaiti Newspaper>. June 7, 

1979. 

38 News from World Jewish Congress, May 17, 
1982. 

39 Congressional Record, "Honorable Larry 
McDonald of Georgia," January 27, 1982. 

'o "The Bloc of Salvadorans." 
41 U.S. News & World Report, September l, 1980. 
42 Report--"The PLO and International Terror," 

Israeli Defense Force paper, March 1981. 
0 1bid. 
44 Associated Press, "Foreign Briefs," December 

13, 1979. 
45 "The PLO in Central America," White House 

Digest, White House Office of Media Relations and 
Planning, July 20, 1983, p. 8 quoted from Associated 
Press, April 14, 1981. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. FAZIO]. 

Mr. FAZIO. I thank the chairman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, as I listened through
out the debate, I think a couple of 
things are beginning to come through, 
one of which is perhaps a bipartisan 
comment. And that is what a tragedy 
it is that it has taken us so long to 
focus as we have for the last several 
weeks and perhaps the last year or two 
on a part of the world that we have ig
nored for so many years. It has been 
well over 100 years since William 
Walker, the adventurer, took his cru
sade to Nicaragua. We have sent the 
Marines into Nicaragua in the twen
ties and thirties, the CIA in the for
ties, and now we are back with surro
gates in the seventies, and eighties. 
But the real tragedy is we have ig
nored this part of the world for so 
long that we in effect are reaping the 
whirlwind of this ignorance. 

I hope we can all resolve that despite 
our frustration at our limited options 
today that that will not be the case in 
the future. The speeches that we 
write, the essays that we submit so to 
speak like schoolchildren will some
how scar our consciences to the point 
that perhaps we will remember a little 
bit about this in a few years when 
things have sorted themselves out and 
we perhaps can do much more about 
it. 

But it is also tragic that we somehow 
seem to ignore history. We have all 
been so proud of our accomplishments 
in the Philippines where we were the 
liberators, where we stored up a lot of 
political and economic and moral cap
ital and where we could be helpful, 
but in Nicaragua we have a different 
legacy. We are the oppressor. We come 
with unclean hands, as I have just in
dicated. 

When I made my trip to Central 
America as so many of us have recent
ly done, I concentrated on what is real 
about the contra opposition, what is a 
fact and not what is an illusion or a 
figment of our collective imagination. 

I wanted to know whether these 
people really were there, were orga
nized, were committed, had a zeal for 
freedom and democracy and for a re
versal of the Sandinista revolution 
that has gone awry because I came 
back absolutely committed to that 
fact. The Leninists are stealing the 
revolution. 

I discovered that the fact was that 
there was not any "there" there; that 
the people in refugee camps on the 
Honduran border, for example, who 
ought to be the grist for the contra 
mill, were not interested in fighting to 
the death, to regain something they 
had lost. And they had lost something. 
The Pentacostals, the farmers do not 
like cooperatives, let alone Commu
nists, let alone Marxist-Leninists. 
They felt a loss. There were some who 
were willing to go off at night with the 
Contras, make that futile effort here 
and there. But the heart of the poten
tial contra army, the young men of 
Managua who had left because they 
did not want to be drafted into the 
Sandinista army convinced me that 
what their goal was was to come to 
Mexico City or New York and get an 
education. I said, "Aren't you interest
ed in going off and doing battle with 
the Sandinistas? The response was, 
"No, the Contras are corrupt, they 
don't represent the future, they are 
not the kind of people that I want to 
fight for." They are not interested in 
going off with long supply lines in a 
futile fight against a growing Sandi
nista army; and the Sandinistas, those 
who fight, are committed ideologically 
and are dedicated whether we like it or 
not. 

So I think what we are doing, and 
certainly this debate brings it out, is 
we are putting our own wish list, how 
we want it to be, up against the reali
ty. I find that tragic. The Nicaraguan 
people are enduring this revolution as 
they have others that held promise 
which were ripped away from them. 
They are indomitable. They are still 
free to express themselves, by the way, 
in Nicaragua. They do not seem to 
fear the Sandinistas. They do not 
seem to revere the Contras. They are 
poor. The people who fight are often 
children. 

Do you know how they deal with im
minent capture? They defect. It is 
easier to go over to the other side and 
avoid potential harm. We saw in the 
refugee camp of Tua Pacente, that I 
visited, American policy flailing 
around for someplace to land. We are 
at sea. Sure, Eden Pastora is a roman
tic. People continue to think highly of 
him. But the CIA cannot work with 
him. He is not an operative guy. He is 
not like the people from UNO who can 
organize and raise money and spend it, 
sometimes even on Contra armies. 

No, what we have against us now is 
history and reality. And if we fail to 
understand that and make this futile 
effort at spending $100 million it will 
lead to our regretting this history even 
more than that which we have already 
created. 

As I indicated this past summer, I spent 1 O 
days touring Central America where I met with 
a wide variety of individuals from political lead
ers and ambassadors to refugees and towns-
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people. I went with fellow Californians who 
were both bilingual and broadly based in our 
political views across the entire spectrum. 

While in Nicaragua, I witnessed first hand 
the lack of broad support by the Nicaraguan 
people for the Contras and, indeed, I might 
add the Sandinistas. Despite the fact that we 
have already given the Contras well over $250 
million, they control less territory than ever
they do not control a single town or village
and they stay primarily in safe havens in Hon
duras and Costa Rica. Despite the President's 
assertions, these bands are not going to be 
turned into an effective fighting force with 
mass appeal by giving them more U.S. aid 
that is wildly unrealistic. 

Rather than being an effective military 
threat to the Sandinista regime, the Contras 
have largely waged war against civilian tar
gets. In my candid and private discussions 
with numerous Nicaraguan citizens, I heard 
graphic accounts of the Contras attacking 
buses, agricultural cooperative workers, vil
lages, and civilian government officials, while 
avoiding attack on Sandinista military units. I 
might add, I heard also about the increasing 
limitations on civil rights, the ecomonic "re
forms" imposed by the Sandinista leaders and 
the limitations on the true Catholic church. 

And during my discussions with soldiers of 
both the Contras and the Sandinistas it 
became clear that the foot-soldiers of neither 
group hold and strong ideological commitment 
to the views of their leaders. This is a "war of 
children," where the majority of those en
gaged in combat do not really understand why 
they are fighting. Rather than risk capture and 
possible death, the smart young man simply 
defects to the other side. 

Despite the President's claim, I am con
vinced that providing aid will not lead to nego
tiations and a regional, diplomatic solution to 
this troubled region. The President has al
ready had his opportunities in this area. In 
previous attempts to get Congress to agree to 
Contras aid, the administration has proclaimed 
its commitment to diplomatic negotiations-a 
commitment which has disappeared after aid 
is granted. 

In 1983, for example, the administration 
promised that it would encourage church-me
diated negotiations between the Contras and 
the Sandinistas, if Congress approved more 
Contra aid. Last year, the President again 
agreed to encourage a church-mediated inter
nal dialog and a regional Contadora settle
ment. However, these talks never transpired. 
This time, the President has appointed Philip 
Habib as his special emissary to Central 
America, and claims that a "new" diplomatic 
effort will be made to force the Sandinistas to 
negotiate. But why should we believe the 
President now? Why should we believe that 
he has finally seen the need to pursue negoti
ations. $100 million in aid for the Contras will 
not help him achieve this goal. I believe Don 
Regan's candid comments on Sunday are the 
true administration position. "We want these 
guys out of there," he said. 

I also reject the _President's argument that 
the Sandinista regime poses a threat to the 
rest of Central America and thus necessitates 
our involvement. Nicaragua is an impover
ished country, with less than three million 
people. The Sandinistas have not shown any 

inclination to attack their neighbors. In fact, 
Nicaragua's two neighbors, Costa Rica and 
Honduras, appear far more concerned by the 
prospect of further aid to the Contras than by 
any threat from the Sandinistas. For example, 
the president of Costa Rica has called on 
President Reagan to increase economic rather 
than Contra aid to Central America. Both na
tions believe that an enlarged Contra war 
would drag them into the conflict, thereby 
jeopardizing their security and stability far 
more than the continued existence of the San
dinista regime. 

But this doesn't seem to matter to President 
Reagan. As Michael Kinsley wrote recently, 
"The essence of the Reagan Doctrine is indif
ference to the standard of international behav
ior implied in the idea of sovereignty." 

In other words, it doesn't matter to Presi
dent Reagan that we are supporting a guerrilla 
war-in essence a foreign invasion-against a 
sovereign nation. Few people are troubled 
when we try to shore up an established de
mocracy. But that is not the situation in Nica
ragua. This is not like Afghanistan. We are not 
helping those who are trying to repel a foreign 
invasion. In this situation, the United States is 
the one violating Nicaragua's sovereignty. We 
are the ones breaking the peace. 

And this does make a difference. Good in
tentions are not enough. It's not enough that 
President Reagan wants to restore "freedom" 
and democracy to Nicaragua. I don't question 
that. But U.S. policy in Central America must 
take into consideration other factors than the 
ideology of a regime. We must carefully con
sider other factors such as the unanimous op
position of Nicaragua's neighbors to the Presi
dent's proposal to aid the contras and our his
torical role in Nicaragua. 

Our historical role in Nicaragua has been 
very telling. The United States has been in the 
forefront of foreign interference in Nicaragua 
for more than a century. 

As I said earlier, from 1855 when American 
Commodore Cornelius Vanderbilt and Ameri
can adventurer, William Walker, landed in 
Nicaragua to establish their own empire, to 
the 42-year reign of Somoza family, a military 
dictatorship put in power by the U.S. Marines, 
the U.S. role in Nicaragua has been anything 
but concerned with democracy and the "free
doms" of the Nicaraguan people. 

Now is the time to change. Now, is the time 
to encourage peace and negotiation to r~
solve the problems in Nicaragua and not, as 
President Reagan suggests, spend more on 
military aid. The real threat to stability in Cen
tral America is the poverty and repression that 
is present in most countries in the region. 
Economic and political injustice produced the 
revolution in Nicaragua, have fueled the civil 
war in El Salvador, and are a constant threat 
to the stability of virtually every other country 
in Central America. These are our real en
emies. And these are villains with which we 
should be waging war by using a wide range 
of diplomatic and economic resources avail
able to strengthen national civilian rule to pro
mote Democracy and free institutions. 

We must focus our energies on the Conta
dora process and search for a peace treaty 
which addresses military, economic and politi
cal issues in the entire region. 

To supplement my remarks, I'd like to in
clude an excellent viewpoint article by the 
able journalist Michael Kinsley published in 
the "Wall Street Journal": 

[From the Wall Street Journal, Mar. 13, 
19861 

THE GRENADA ILLUSION: WAR CAN LooK EASY 
IN HINDSIGHT 

<By Michael Kinsley) 
On Oct. 25, 1983, the American people 

woke up and discovered they'd won a war. 
By the time most folks heard about the in
vasion of Grenada-indeed, by the time they 
first heard of Grenada-the landing force of 
1,200 Marines and 700 Army rangers, sup
plemented later by 800 more paratroopers, 
had subdued a few hundred Cuban con
struction workers and military advisers, 
ousted some vicious lunatics called the New 
Jewel movement, and restored freedom to a 
grateful people. The cost was 18 dead on our 
side, about 60 on theirs. 

The whole thing was as good as over in 
time for The Wall Street Journal to editori
alize the next day: "Who will tell us that re
placing the murderous government of Gre
nada and restoring order and democracy is 
immoral? If no one will say that what hap
pened in Grenada is wrong, why should a 
different morality apply in the rest of Latin 
America and the rest of the world?" And 
the party poopers did sound rather foolish, 
babbling lamely about the Rio Treaty and 
the United Nations Charter while the Gren
adans celebrated the liberation of their 
island and Americans enjoyed a nostalgic 
imperial frisson. 

Nothing succeeds like success. The 
Reagan administration, understandably, 
would like to make Grenada the metaphor 
for its foreign policy. If it was a good thing 
to free Grenada, what is wrong with freeing 
Nicaragua? But as a guide for dealings in 
the real world, the test-tube war in Grenada 
is a dangerous illusion. The Grenada illu
sion, in a nutshell, is that you can make war 
in hindsight. If you knew for certain in ad
vance what the outcome of any act of agres
sion would be, and at what cost-as the edi
tors of the Journal in effect did when they 
started drawing the lessons of Grenada
running an aggressive foreign policy 
wouldn't be very difficult, or very interest
ing. Uncertainty about the outcome and the 
cost is not just a practical problem, but a 
moral one. It's what makes fomenting ag
gression the issue in Nicaragua, different 
not just in degree but in kind from the dip
lomatic maneuvering we engaged in, at the 
end, in the Philippines. 

A few months ago Israel hijacked a 
Libyan civilian jet, thinking, incorrectly, 
that terrorist leaders were on board. When 
all the major Western nations objected, Is
raeli diplomat Abba Eban responded indig
nantly that there wouldn't have been any 
complaints from these quarters if the oper
ation had worked. This is the Grenada illu
sion. It didn't work. And it's precisely be
cause these things sometimes don't work 
that we have neutral standards of interna
tional behavior that don't depend, for their 
justification, on the goal involved. There 
will always be bad guys who flout these 
standards, of course. But international civil 
aviation happens to be a good example of an 
area where the standards survive despite 
regular flouting, to the great benefit of the 
civilized world. They won't survive if the civ
ilized forces adopt the attitude that the end 
justifies the means-even if the end is not 
achieved. 
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The essence of the Reagan Doctrine is in

difference to the standard of international 
behavior implied in the idea of sovereignty. 
Jimmy Carter was happy to help Afghani
stan try to repel a foreign invasion. Few 
people are troubled when we help shore up 
an established foreign democracy. What's 
different about Mr. Reagan is his willing
ness to help the <ostensibly) good guys 
when they're out of power, and not just be
cause of a foreign occupation. Put that way, 
it seems like so much common sense. When 
freedom is at stake, why should we honor a 
home-court advantage? The simple answer 
is that when you violate another nation's 
sovereignty, you're the side that's breaking 
the peace. 

This also wouldn't matter much if you 
could be sure the result would be freedom at 
a proportionate cost, to you and to your in
tended beneficiaries. But that's the Grena
da invasion. You can't be sure. That doesn't 
mean you can never act, but it means good 
intentions aren't enough of a reason. And it 
means other factors the Reaganites are con
temptuous of-such as the support or other
wise of neighbors and allies, and a decent 
humility about our historical role-belong 
in the calculation. When you've already in
vaded Nicaragua twice, resulting in a 40-
year dictatorship followed by a Marxist 
takeover, you'd better be pretty certain of 
what you're up to before trying it again, 
even by proxy. 

Supporters of the contra war exaggerate 
the certainty of everything at issue: the 
nature of the Sandinistas and their goals, 
the nature of the contras and their goals, 
what will happen if we keep this war going, 
what will happen if we don't. They have to, 
to maintain the Grenada illusion. On 
Monday President Reagan cha;:ged his op
ponents with holding "an ideology that 
automatically identified anyone wearing fa
tigues, carrying a rifle and spouting Marxist 
slogans as a liberator of his nation." That 
doesn't describe the beliefs of anyone I 
lmow, but make it "anti-Marxist slogans" 
and it's a pretty good description of Mr. 
Reagan's own giddy enthusiasm for "free
dom fighters." 

I don't doubt that Mr. Reagan sincerely 
wants freedom and democracy for Nicara
gua, but his administration has yet to offer 
a plausible scenario for how we get from 
here to there. Even beforehand, there 
wasn't much mystery about the result in 
Grenada <though it easily could have been 
messier than it was). In Nicaragua, $100 mil
lion of aid to the contras won't achieve the 
result Mr. Reagan wants. Patrick Buchanan 
has put the administration on record that 
the peril in Central America is great enough 
to Justify committing U.S. troops. At the 
same time, the administration insists that 
committing U.S. troops is the last thing it 
has in mind. Essentially, Mr. Reagan wants 
the moral credit for the outcome he desires 
without taking on the moral onus of the po
tential cost. Mr. Reagan also seems unaware 
<to be generous> of the actual cost his policy 
imposes on the people it's intended to help. 
The invasion of Grenada was great for local 
business. Besides their freedom, the Grena
dans got an even better new airport than 
the one the CUbans were building for them. 
The contra war is very different. 

The president told a preposterous story 
Monday of some contras faced with the de
cision whether to blow up a power plant. 
"And those contras, those freedom fighters, 
said no, that this would hurt the people of 
Nicaragua, and we don't want to hurt the 
people, our people." Touching. But what are 

we paying the contras for if not to blow up 
power plants? Has Mr. Reagan forgotten 
the CIA mining of Nicaraguan harbor two 
years ago? The breakdown of social order 
and the destruction of the nation's economy 
are central goals of any serious guerrilla 
war. It's ironic that Mr. Reagan accuses the 
Sandinistas of being "Leninist," since our 
strategy in Nicaragua, to the extent we have 
one, is the classic Leninist technique of 
nursing rebellion by "heightening the con
tractions." 

For about a month after Grenada, the 
polls showed Americans ready to go to war 
almost anywhere. They soon reverted to 
their usual attitude, hypocritical but com
forting, or supporting a tough foreign policy 
in the abstract while opposing any particu
lar exercise of force. The Journal, which 
trumpeted the post-Grenada polls with glee, 
now asserts defensively <Tuesday) that the 
contra war has the support of the elector
ate, "whatever the polls say." I'm afraid 
not. Most of us have recovered from the 
Grenada illusion. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentlem2.n from Flor
ida [Mr. MACK]. 

Mr. MACK. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Chairman, Florida has a special 

interest in this issue. That may be be
cause my home is closer to Managua 
than it is to Chicago, maybe it is be
cause of the 1.2 million Hispanics that 
live in Florida, maybe it is because of 
the huge number of veterans that live 
in Florida, and maybe it is because of 
the huge number of retirees, many of 
whom were involved not only in the 
Second World War but in the First 
World War, fighting for freedom 
around the world. 

There is great division, no question, 
great division about this issue. But 
most casual observers and listeners 

·seem to conclude that both parties are 
attempting to accomplish the same 
thing. 

Well, the next comment they make 
is that they want to accomplish that 
same thing but by different means. 
And I say they are wrong. There is a. 
difference. One party has peace as its 
objective above all things. The other 
party, our party, says that it is free
dom above all things that must be 
won. 

There is peace in Poland today, but 
there is no freedom; there is peace in 
Czechoslovakia, but there is no free
dom; there is peace in Hungary, but 
there is no freedom; there is peace in 
Cuba, but there is no freedom. 

It is because of their commitment to 
freedom, it is their desire to accom
plish freedom in Central America, that 
the freedom fighters have not given 
up. It is for that reason that the His
panic community in Florida, which by 
the way has a commission, a Hispanic 
commission established in Florida in 
1976 by the State legislature with 15 
members appointed by the Governor, 
11 Democrats, 3 Republicans, 1 Inde
pendent. They passed a resolution sup
porting the freedom fighters and sup
porting the $100 million request. Many 
of the men and women that they rep-

resent know that it means a lot more 
and know what they lost when they 
left their homeland to come to this 
country. They know why they lost 
that freedom. That is why they have 
asked us to support the President and 
to provide the $100 million in aid. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. GLICK
MAN]. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op
position to the President's request to send 
$100 million to Nicaragua. 

President Reagan has called on Americans 
to let their elected Representatives know of 
their support for his $100 million package of 
military and nonlethal aid to the Contras seek
ing the overthrow of the Sandinista govern
ment in Nicaragua. 

Well, Mr. Chairman, over the last several 
weeks, and particularly during the last couple 
of days, I have received hundreds of phone 
calls and letters from Kansans on this ques
tion. But the majority of the views expressed 
have not been in support of the President's 
proposal. By a margin of nearly 2 to 1, Kan
sans have been telling me that they oppose 
the package before us today. Many have 
taken umbrage with the suggestion that their 
position on this issue calls into question their 
patriotism. 

Since I believe that Kansans and their opin
ions reflect a serious, sensible, fairminded, 
and progmatic approach to policy questions 
such as the one before us, I would like to 
share with my colleagues excerpts from a 
number of their communications. I hope the 
President is listening. 

A petroleum geologist writes: 
Please cast your vote against further aid 

to the Contras in Nicaragua. We have not 
given Contadora any chance at all, and in 
view of this it is absolutely against all our 
basic principles to seek a military solution. 

From the owner of a truck line comes this 
reason for opposing additional funding to the 
Contras: 

It does not appear right that we should 
support a group of people in an effort to 
overthrow a sovereign government by ter
roristic methods. 

A student writes: 
I am upset that the Congress is consider

ing aiding the Contra forces that are largely 
made up of Somoza's National Guard. • • • 
As a student that has studied and traveled 
abroad, I have noticed that people of other 
nations are aware of the contradiction be
tween the ideals and foreign policy of the 
U.S.A. I feel that his vote is a chance to 
show that the United States believes in its 
ideals. 

From a minister, I hear this: 
I recognize that powerful forces in this 

region seek to utilize the tragic situation for 
political purposes, and I call on both the 
United States and the Soviet Union to cease 
using areas such as Central America as play
grounds for superpower hostilities and poli
tics. 

From a professor of Soviet and East Euro
pean studies, I hear this: 
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When the vote comes up for aid to the 

Contras, vote against it. • • • All Latin 
American democracies are against it, our 
European allies don't approve of it, and all 
we are doing is making Nicaragua more and 
more dependent on aid from the Soviet 
Union and her allies. 

A rural Kansan writes: 
When the opportunity arrives, we hope 

you will cast your vote against this attempt 
to interfere where we have no right to be. 
As a nursing home administrator, I sure 
would like to see that $100 million spent on 
our own affairs, like, maybe, aid to the el
derly poor. 

Other Kansans offered these perspectives, 
and I quote: 

-With the recent rise in unemployment 
in Kansas to 6.3 percent, I find it difficult to 
support a foreign policy that calls for 
$100,000 million to support the contras; 

-After the 100 million dollars is gone 
they will want more and more. We would 
feel that we had to follow up with armed 
forces. We cannot afford this kind of gift. 
Our government is in the red now; 
-I hold few if any illusions about the 

Sandinista government. I do believe that if 
we are to allow the Nicaraguans to choose 
their own government and be able to influ
ence Nicaraguan policies in a positive way, 
we must change the way we deal with the 
current government in Nicaragua; 

It astounds me to hear President Reagan 
call these forces "freedom fighters," given 
their past associations with the Somoza 
regime. It is an insult to the patriots of the 
American revolution to extend this title to 
these present-day rebels; 

As an American and a Republican, I be
lieve I may enter a protest. When the Presi
dent of these United States says or even 
infers that those of us who may be in dis
agreement with some of his opinions or poli
cies are unpatriotic or may even be abetting 
or adding stature to Communism, I resent 
that very much. 

And finally, a constituent from Wichita 
writes: 

I have never before written to a politician 
but I feel very strongly about this issue. We 
must not support the Contras. • • • This 
great country must not stoop so low. Please 
represent me, vote against the Contras. 

Like the Kansans I have quoted, I do not 
believe that large amounts of military aid will 
get us the results we should be seeking in 
Nicaragua. And what are those goals? They 
should be encouraging democracy and plural
ism in Nicaragua, and greater stability in the 
whole of Central America. These goals will not 
be realized through military support of the 
Contra rebels, who have had difficulty not only 
in organizing themselves but in winning the 
hearts of the Nicaraguan people. They will not 
be realized through today's proposed military 
route because it does not have the support of 
many of Nicaragua's Latin neighbors. If effica
cy were all that mattered, that alone would be 
enough to disapprove the aid request before 
us. But there are American principles to be 
applied here, and I, for one, am not ready to 
abandon those principies of nonintervention 
and self-determination. 

I do not deny that the Sandinista govern
ment of Nicaragua is a radical one, and that is 
not something to be taken lightly. Our friends 
in the region, including El Salvador, Costa 
Rica, Guatemala and Honduras, are con-
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earned about the potential for Nicaraguan 
intervention in their countries. But, having 
been to Nicaragua, I left with the very clear 
realization that it is a nation beset with prob
lems not uncommon to other developing na
tions; poverty, illiteracy, lack of technology. 
Because of this, there remains a chance to 
bring about the true reforms that were antici
pated with the overthrow of the Somoza 
regime. But I am convinced that this military 
aid package will not make that happen. If it is 
adopted, it will only move Nicaragua further
even irretrievably-into the Soviet camp. That 
is not what America wants to see happen. 

Instead, we should pursue negotiations 
through the Contadora nations and perhaps 
accompany those efforts with a carrot and 
stick approach. The carrot could be the estab
lishment of a constructive bilateral relation
ship, with food aid perhaps, or educational 
and developmental assistance. Maybe we 
could even make an offer the Nicaraguan 
Government that for each and every Soviet or 
Cuban technicians who leaves Nicaragua, the 
United States will supply two or three teach
ers, agronomists or health care professionals 
to replace them. The stick would be the un
derstanding that if Nicaragua abridged that re
lationship or interfered with its neighbors' sov
ereignty, not only would affirmative aid be 
withdrawn, but this country would have to re
consider its position on what sort of military 
posture we might want to take in the future. 
The carrot and stick approach admittedly re
quires risk on the part of the President and 
the Congress, but we are clearly not finding 
success in the current policy. Nor does the 
military stick approach before us today offer 
anything near a risk-free resolution of the 
problems in the region. 

Mr. Chairman, in the interest of affording 
the rest of my colleagues a chance to speak, I 
will bring my remarks to a close with two calls 
to oppose Contra aid from Kansas editorial 
writers. From a newspaper in my district come 
these comments: 

The time has come to ensure that no 
American troops are sent to Nicaragua. This 
objective can best be achieved by deciding 
now that the Nicaraguan civil war no longer 
will be financed by the United States as an 
escalating prelude to military intervention. 
Military aid should end. 

From another comes this conclusion, which 
I share: 

The best hope for a solution in Nicaragua 
is a resumption of bilateral talks with Ma
nagua. Cooperation, patience and diplomacy 
are always superior to a narrow military 
course which is doomed to fail. The added 
benefit is that any solution that comes from 
diplomacy will increase American influence 
and prestige in the area, something a mili
tary solution definitely cannot do. 

I hope these words and the comments from 
concerned Kansans will not fall on deaf ears. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from ·ver
mont [Mr. JEFFORDS]. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, U.S. policy toward 
Central America has preoccupied this 
body for a long time, and no doubt it 
will continue to do so for some time to 
come. 

The divisions over that policy, how
ever, are not as deep as they sound 
today. I'm sure that most of my col
leagues share my concern over the 
current direction and policies of the 
Sandinista regime. Reports of Sandi
nista censorship of the press, forced 
conscription, mistreatment of prison
ers, control of opposition political par
ties, and harassment of religious offi
cials are all extremely disturbing. 
There is no doubt in my mind that the 
Sandinista leadership is guided by the 
principles of Marxism-Leninism, and 
looks to the socialist world for guid
ance. While the revolution of 1979 was 
a broad-based popular revolt against a 
hated dictator and in support of indi
vidual freedoms, the Sandinistas suc
ceeded in consolidating their power, 
forcing out those people who did not 
agree with their vision of a new socie
ty. 

I also sense general agreement 
among my colleagues that the Soviet 
and Cuban military presence cannot 
be ignored, nor can we sit back and 
allow the Soviet Union to establish a 
permanent base in Nicaragua from 
which to destabilize the hemisphere. 
Yes, Nicaragua is very close to the 
United States, and the historic and 
cultural ties between our two coun
tries run deep. I understand the Presi
dent's concern about the threat to our 
security from the proximity of a 
Soviet-backed regime. As we did in 
Grenada, we must draw a line over 
which we will not allow the Soviets to 
step. 

Despite such concerns, I believe the 
majority of my colleagues realize that 
the Contras are an imperfect instru
ment of U.S. foreign policy. While the 
issue of human rights abuses is disput
ed by some, careful studies of the con
flict show that the Contras continue 
to engage in gross violations of human 
rights, and that efforts to curb these 
atrocities have been largely unsuccess
ful. 

Last month, my legislative director 
went to Nicaragua to investigate 
charges of human rights violations by 
both the Sandinistas and the Contras. 
Her report to me painted a very dis
turbing picture of the methods and ob
jectives of the Contras. The Contras 
have not-and cannot-win the hearts 
and minds of the Nicaraguan people 
with such tactics, no matter what the 
policies of the Sandinista government. 
And not even the administration is 
claiming that $100 million from us will 
ensure victory for them. 

The real issue before us now is, what 
do we do about this dilemma? 

How do we bring pressure to bear on 
the Sandinista government to moder
ate its abusive policies and back down 
from its support for revolution in the 
hemisphere? How do we curtail the 
Soviet and Cuban influence and pre
vent the establishment of another 
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Soviet base so near to our border? How 
can we ensure regional stability and 
promote economic development for 
our friends? 

In the course of this debate, we will 
hear many answers to these questions. 
But there is no one solution to these 
problems-no quick fixes. What is very 
clear is that we must not continue a 
policy in Central America that goes 
against the very ideals of our Nation 
and alienates our friends on this conti
nent and our allies abroad. 

We have many alternatives other 
than military support for the Contras. 
The Contadora process has been rein
vigorated and deserves our support. 
Diplomatic and economic pressures 
can be exerted and have proven effec
tive-the most recent example being 
the Philippines. While I would not 
support a carrot approach without a 
stick, the Contras have not brought 
the Sandinista government any closer 
to military collapse or diplomatic ne
gotiations. Economic tools might well 
succeed where military threat has 
failed. 

We must remember that one of the 
strongest ways to bring pressure to 
bear on a troubled government is to 
provide its people with obvious and 
compelling examples of how democra
cy and free enterprise hold the only 
real promise of a better life for all 
members of society. A shining example 
of economic success would surely 
catch the attention of poverty-stricken 
Nicaragua. The Sandinista govern
ment would not be able to justify its 
policies to its people if their neighbors 
enjoy a substantially better standard 
of living and greater personal freedom. 
In short, we must not lose faith in the 
power and appeal of democracy. 

The Latin American democracies are 
very fragile, and badly in need of tech
nical and development assistance. Ever 
since the Kennedy Alliance for 
Progress Program, my own State of 
Vermont has been an active partner 
with Honduras, sharing technical 
knowledge, agricultural training, and 
basic health education. Honduras is 
now trying to solidify its new-found 
democracy, and is very troubled by the 
presence of the Contras on its south
ern border. Honduras is a desperately 
poor country. It does not have the re
sources to provide for the dislocated 
armed men and refugee families living 
along its border. Nor can it deal with 
unrest caused by the Contra presence. 
By focusing our attention on the evils 
of the Sandinistas, we have been ig
noring the needs of our friends. 

Our debate today will not be the 
final round over U.S. policy toward 
our nearest neighbors. Nor will our de
cisions over the next few months pro
vide us with all the answers. We are 
destined to stay involved in the affairs 
of Latin America, whether by choice 
or necessity. Therefore, it is critical 
that our policies advance the ultimate 

objective of a free and prosperous 
hemisphere. 

I strongly believe that this request 
for aid to the Contras takes us further 
from that end. This is a powerful 
country, but without wisdom, our 
power will bring us no closer to our 
goals. 

I urge all of my colleagues to vote 
against this resolution. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. KASICH]. 

Mr. KASICH. I appreciate the gen
tleman yielding. 

Let me just in my brief time try to 
capsulize why I feel so strongly about 
the issue. When constituents at home 
say, "Why do you feel you should sup
port the President in Central Amer
ica?" it is really fairly easy. I want to 
run through these points and be as 
concise as I possibly can and lead you 
to my conclusion. Since the Sandinista 
government has been in power the 
Soviet Union has given $600 million in 
military aid to the Sandinistas. Tanks: 
With that money the Soviets have also 
been able to give them tanks, 150 T-55 
tanks, Which are used in the Warsaw 
Pact countries. If you go to Europe, 
look across the fence, there are T-55 
tanks that the Soviets use in Eastern 
Europe to maintain control and for re
pression. 

Armored personnel carriers: 200 ar
mored personnel carriers along with 
one mechanized infantry brigade pro
vided by the Soviet Union. 

Artillery: The artillery within Nica
ragua controlled by the Sandinistas is 
the largest in Central America. They 
have a 96-pound shell that they can 
shoot 11 miles, provided by the Soviet 
Union. 
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The Hind-D helicopter: We all know 

about the Hind-D helicopter because it 
has been the most effective instru
ment of terror used in Afghanistan 
today against the freedom fighters. 
That is why now the opposition, the 
freedom fighters in Afghanistan, have 
weapons designed to shoot down Hind
D helicopters. We do not have that 
with the freedom fighters in Nicara
gua. 

High-performance Jets: The world 
held its breath when we thought that 
there were perhaps crates of high-per
formance jets put onto ships that were 
moving into the harbors in Nicaragua. 
But we do know that the Sandinistas 
themselves have been trained in Cuba 
and in Bulgaria in the use of high-per
f ormance jets. 

The airport: The airport at Punta 
Huete has a 10,000-foot runway. It 
rivals many of the runways in many of 
the strategic airports that we have in 
the United States. In fact, as the 
chairman of the Armed Services Com
mittee knows, it can accommodate the 
use of bear bombers, Soviet bear 

bombers with intercontinental capabil
ity. 

Personnel: Cubans, there are 3,000 
military advisers from Cuba, some out 
in the field fighting; 4,500 civilian 
Cubans who are there to construct 
military installations. 

U.S.S.R.: 200 military advisers, per
haps as many as 1,000 civilians. 

East Germans: 70 advisers from East 
Germany who are experts in internal 
security and putting down repression. 

From Bulgaria: We have 80 military 
advisers from Bulgaria who are train
ing Nicaraguans in the way in which 
you fly Mig's over in Bulgaria. There 
is a factory devoted to producing rifle 
ammunition that will fit M-16 rifles 
that were captured in Vietnam that 
are being used by Communist guerril
las in El Salvador to try to destroy the 
democratic government in El Salvador. 

Libya: There are $400 million in 
grants and loans and 800 advisers. And 
listen to what Colonel Qadhafi says 
about his friends, the Sandinistas: 
"Libyan fighters, arms, and backing to 
the Nicaraguan people." 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, may I in
quire as to how much time on both 
sides of the aisle? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Wisconsin has 12 minutes re
maining, and the gentleman from Ari
zona has 21 minutes remaining. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
California [Ms. FIEDLER]. 

Ms. FIEDLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
spent the entire day on the floor lis
tening to the arguments on both sides, 
and I cannot honestly say that I came 
to this floor without having made up 
my mind first, but the longer I sat 
here, the more I am convinced that 
my personal view in support of the 
President's $100 million aid package is 
the view that should be supported by 
the overwhelming majority of the 
Members of this House. 

When you take a look at what we 
are able to do in this country, what 
rights and privileges we have, and 
what our service here in the U.S. Con
gress represents, one is struck by the 
tremendous responsibility we hold. I 
often reflect upon how I can contrib
ute in a positive way to the betterment 
of not only the people of this country, 
but of the world. Personally, I have 
two fundamental goals that I would 
like to achieve as a Member of the 
U.S. Congress and, hopefully, as a 
Member of the U.S. Senate. 

One is to strengthen our economic 
base, and the other is to ensure that 
our people remain free. 

I personally believe very strongly 
that unless we are willing to support 
the side that is trying to expand de
mocracy in Central America, we are 
going to pay an enormously high 
price. And while each of us has to 
search our conscience for the decision 
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which we feel is in the best interests of 
our constituents and our country, I do 
not see how anyone can look at this 
situation and not recognize the tre
mendous threat that a Communist 
Nicaragua poses to our Nation. 

I have to look at it not so much as 
what are we going to do in Nicaragua. 
I have to ask myself the question: 
What would I do if this was Mexico in
stead of Nicaragua? For me there is no 
question. I would vote for the aid, be
cause living in southern California, we 
see the tremendous impact of the in
stability in Central America by the 
constant inflow of aliens and political 
refugees coming over the border. They 
are making decisions to come into our 
country because there is enormous in
stability in that part of the world, be
cause their freedoms are threatened. 

For us to make a decision here 
which will permit the continuous re
pression of people in Central America, 
means that we are making the least 
possible statement of support for their 
democratic rights as individuals. 

Comments were made earlier in the 
day regarding whether or not there 
had been repression of the Jewish 
community in Nicaragua. Let me tell 
you that I have spoken personally to 
one of the people who was in the syna
gogue the day that it was set on fire, 
and the entire Jewish community's 
lives were put at risk. This kind of re
pression is something which is ongoing 
not only for the Jewish community 
which fortunately has managed to 
escape almost to the last person, but 
also to the Miskito Indians and the 
people who are part of the Catholic 
Church, because religious expression 
is inconsistent with communism. The 
Sandinistas simply do not want to see 
any independent religious influence in 
Nicaragua that competes with their 
propaganda and opposes their repres
sion. The Soviet Union and, of course, 
from the Jewish community view
point, the PLO's influence in Nicara
gua are also factors which we have to 
recognize. 

It is not just a matter of what I am 
saying or what the Antidefamation 
League says here regarding what has 
happened to the Jewish community in 
Nicaragua, but also other statements 
made by Newsweek, where it says 
"PLO on the wing in Nicaragua," talk
ing about the PLO's influence in that 
part of the world, Qadhafi's influence, 
and, of course, the latest article which 
is in the Boston Herald titled "Law, 
Leave the Church Alone." It is a state
ment by the Roman Catholic Cardi
nals Bernard F. Lau of Boston and 
John O'Connor of New York talking 
about religious repression in Nicara
gua. 

There are very serious problems 
there. If we do nothing, we are going 
to face continued expansion of Soviet 
domination in our hemisphere. It will 
cost not only lives, but will cost an 

enormous amount of Jobs in our coun
try and eventually it could erode the 
freedom of the people of the United 
States. 

Mr. Chairman, it saddens me very 
much that there are those who can 
look at the situation and really hope 
that talk is going to change it. Believe 
me, talk did not change it in Hungary, 
it did not change it in Poland, it has 
not changed it in Afghanistan, and it 
is not going to change it in Central 
America either. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. FIEDLER. I yield to my col
league. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I ap
preciate the gentlewoman yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, let me Just say that 
in a statement that was published in 
the New Republic: 

A highly militarized. highly disciplined 
country with by far the largest army in Cen
tral America with ideological ambitions 
stretching far beyond its border supported 
by Cubans and Soviets is bound to be a 
source of instability in the region of a weak 
and fledgling democracy is clearly what we 
have in Central America. 

Let us not let them destroy the frag
ile democracies that are building 
throughout Central and South Amer
ica today. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the distinguished gentle
man from California [Mr. DREIER]. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Chairman, if no one in this House 
chooses to criticize the Sandinistas, it 
is very apparent that tomorrow we will 
see an overwhelming victory for the 
President's package. 

Why? Simply because there is only 
one hope in the region. They may not 
be perfect, but the Contras are in fact 
our one hope. 

Today there continues be two revo
lutions taking place in Nicaragua. One 
is the revolution we have been hearing 
about here, a revolution without bor
ders, which is the one that is trying to 
continue to encroach into the Western 
Hemisphere in an ev~n broader way. 
As the President said very clearly 
Sunday evening, it was most eloquent
ly put by Libyan leader Mu'ammar 
Qadhafi, who said, "Nicaragua is a 
great thing. It is fighting America at 
its doorstep." 

The second revolution is the one 
that began in the 1970's, and it is the 
one which, unfortunately, did not end 
in 1979 with the overthrow of Anasta
sio Somoza. It is one that continues 
today with the people of Nicaragua. 

D 1855 
It is the revolution which continues 

to have that basic four-point platform, 
nonalignment, an end to human rights 
violations, a. continued free and fair 
government, and a democratic elec
tions process. Those are the four basic 
points that the people were trying to 
attain back in 1979, and it is what the 

people are continuing to look for 
today. 

Throughout this debate President 
John F. Kennedy has been quoted. 
But when you look at the region of 
Central America, probably his best 
quote was the one that was delivered 
in his inaugural address in 1961. He 
said. 

Let every nation know, whether it wishes 
us well or ill, that we shall pay any price, 
bear any burden, meet any hardship, sup
port any friend, oppose any foe, to assure 
the survival and the success of liberty. 

I urge my colleagues to make that 
statement stick. Support the President 
when we have our vote tomorrow. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. BEDELL]. 

Mr. BEDELL. Mr. Chairman, I have 
been in this body for 11 years, and this 
is the first time since I have been here 
that I cannot talk. I cannot talk on 
this issue because it disturbs me so 
much and I become so emotional as I 
do. 

I am concerned not about Nicaragua. 
I am concerned about us. I am con
cerned about our country. What kind 
of values do we have in our country? 
Do we believe that the way we should 
try to settle arguments is to grab our 
guns? Or do we believe that maybe 
what we should try to do is to talk and 
see if we can settle it with other 
means? 

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEDELL. No, I will not yield. I 
have heard all that over and over 
again. Somebody better start to say 
what are values that matter. Some
body better start to say: Does it 
matter whether we grab guns or 
whether we try to settle our problems? 
I will not yield to the gentleman. I 
have heard all that palaver too much. 

Mr. Chairman, as in the past, our debate 
today centers around what we here in Con
gress believe to be the best U.S. foreign 
policy alternative toward Nicaragua. In my 
view, this foreign policy alternative must ad
dress both the long-term.. national security in
terests of the United States, and serve the 
growing cause of democracy in Central Amer
ica. The elements of this policy are not mutu
ally exclusive. Rather, they are complimentary. 
Today, we must determine whether the for
eign policy path the President has plotted for 
us-$100 million in assistance to the Con
tras-serves both the long-term national secu
rity interests of the United States and the 
cause of democracy in Central America, or 
whether that foreign policy path does not 
serve those interests. 

Mr. Chairman, in my view the path plotted 
for us on Sunday evening does not serve the 
long-term national security interests of the 
United States or the cause of democracy in 
Central America. I have visited Nicaragua. I 
have seen there, first hand, the failures of the 
Sandinista government, as well as the failures 
of a U.S. foreign policy that seeks to make 
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that government cry, "uncle," at the hands of 
the Contras. I am certainly no fan of the San
dinista government, nor am I a fan of the Con
tras. But it seems obvious to me that the San
dinista government has not cried "uncle," and 
in my opinion, it is not about to. It seems obvi
ous to me that with or without U.S. support, 
the Contras are incapable of defeating the 
Sandinista government. The Contras have no 
popular support, control no indigenous Nicara
guan territory and are dubious allies to the 
cause of democracy. Further, continued com
mitment to the Contras only isolates the 
United States from our friends and allies in 
this hemisphere, and runs the risk of drawing 
us slowly and inexorably toward direct military 
confrontation with Nicaragua. 

I believe the Congress shares many of the 
President's policy objectives in Central Amer
ica. Like the President, I believe we support 
implementation of a foreign policy toward Nic
aragua that deters and blunts Soviet, Cuban, 
and Eastern bloc influence in Central America. 
Similarly, I believe we support implementation 
of a foreign policy toward Central America 
that protects the peoples of Central America 
from the tyrannies of rightwing or leftwing re
pression. Finally I am sure we are all encour
aged by the growth of democratic govern
ments and institutions in Central and South 
America. Where I believe many of us disagree 
with the President, however, is in the con
struction of a policy toward Nicaragua and 
Central America as a whole that relies upon 
the application of military solutions to what 
most experts believe to be socioeconomic 
problems. Thus, our long-term national securi
ty interests, as well as our support for the 
continued development and strengthening of 
democratic governments and institutions in 
Central America, are related more to how we 
go about helping our Central American friends 
and allies solve the socioeconomic problems 
that confront them, than they are to the suc
cess or failure of the Contras. 

I believe we must develop a creative policy 
toward Central America that solves socioeco
nomic problems that confront Central Amer
ica. Similarly, I believe we must develop acre
ative policy toward Nicaragua. In developing 
this policy, I believe we must pay heed to our 
hemispheric friends and allies who are en
couraging us to foresake a reactive military 
policy that isolates the United States from our 
hemispheric friends and allies and instead, 
rely upon a creative, multilateral, diplomatic 
policy that allows us to work in concert with 
our friends and allies in seeking a negotiated 
solution to the problems we face in Central 
America. 

I believe we can achieve and implement 
such a policy by rejecting President Reagan's 
request for $100 million in funding for the 
Contras. I believe we can achieve and imple
ment such a policy by relying upon the Conta
dora peace initiative, an initiative President 
Reagan has said that he supports. In my view, 
a firm U.S. commitment to the Contadora 
peace initiative recognizes traditional U.S. in
terests in being a true and honest partner with 
our hemispheric friends and allies, working to
gether, toward a common solution. A solution 
that moves us away from military confronta
tion and toward promotion of economic stabili
ty, social reform, and democratic pluralism. 

Under such circumstances, Soviet, Cuban, 
and Eastern bloc influence is minimized. 
Under such circumstances, a negotiated end 
to all hostilities in Central America becomes 
feasible. Under such circumstances, the Nica
raguan people would realize the attractive ele
ments of United States foreign policy and 
power. Under such circumstances, the Sandi
nistas are put into a position of learning to live 
with Nicaragua's neighbors or live in isolation 
from both them and their people. Under such 
circumstances, the long-term national security 
interests of the United States and our commit
ment to the growing cause of democracy in 
Central America are served. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. KEMP]. 

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Chairman, I was on 
the floor listening to my colleague 
from Iowa speak about the deep emo
tion and concern that he has about 
how, this issue can be resolved without 
guns or violence. All of us share deeply 
in the desire for peace and freedom in 
Central America and throughout the 
world. 

History has something to say to us 
today, as we, the elected Representa
tives of the American people, are 
facing a very difficult decision tomor
row, as the gentleman pointed out. 

Paul Johnson, in his great book 
"Modem Times," which chronicles the 
history of the 1900's, said the twin 
evils of this century are the Holocaust 
and the Gulag Archipelago. Nazism 
and communism are the twin evils of 
our day. And one cannot tum his back 
on evil without being evil, as Elie 
Wiesel reminds us. 

I believe that there are moments of 
opportunity lost and won where re
sponsible people determine the course 
of history. Charles Krauthammer, in 
the Washington Post the other day, 
wrote that, "compromise or not, if in 
the end the Contras are cut off, the 
reason ultimately will be fear-fear of 
another Vietnam." Turning away, for 
fear of becoming involved, will not 
bring peace or freedom, it will not 
bring us the blessing of neutrality. 
"We can look back on another act 
taken in fear, the Neutrality Acts of 
the 1930's, and see how misguided and 
futile they were as a response to 
German and Japanese militarism. 
Closing our eyes did not preserve 
peace. It brought on the Holocaust, it 
brought on the murder of 6 million 
Jews. It brought on the beaches of 
Dunkirk. Have we not learned the 
lesson of history? To tum our back on 
an evil with indifference is evil. There 
is no neutrality. 

We were elected by the people of 
this country to face this responsibility. 
I am from Buffalo, he is from Arizona, 
you are from New York, you are from 
Wisconsin. We are elected for these 
votes. This is why we are here. We are 
not here for any other reason than to 
take tough stands on tough issues 

when there are great moral questions 
at stake. 

Let me tell you about that final Neu
trality Act in 1937. Fascist Italy had 
attacked Abyssinia, and everyone in 
the West said, "Who cares about Abys
sinia? Those people are in northern 
Africa. They are not Jeffersonian 
Democrats." 

Did anybody ask the question what 
was happening to Abyssinia or what 
was happening to the Rhineland when 
Nazi Germany invaded, in violation of 
the Versailles Treaty, and began to 
rearm, and everybody said, "It is too 
far away, it is in Europe, don't worry 
about that, it doesn't really matter"? 
Or when the Nuremberg laws were 
passed that ultimately resulted in the 
Holocaust and the Nazi concentration 
camps at Bergen Belsen and Dachau 
and Buchenwald, and on and on and 
on? 

Do you know what the Congress did 
in 1937? It passed the Neutrality Act. 
It sat over here, while Europe was in 
flames and northern Africa was being 
bombarded by Fascist airplanes. We 
said, "We declare neutrality." That en
couraged Hitler, that encouraged the 
Holocaust. 

The true challenge of our responsi
bility as Members of the 99th Con
gress is to look forward, and to recog
nize that a Neutrality Act in 1986 
cannot protect us against the dangers 
inherent in Soviet subversion and mili
tary expansion today. On the con
trary, the answer to staying out of 
war, the answer to resolving this issue 
is to support those men and women 
who are fighting for freedom in this 
hemisphere. Indeed, these are the 
same reasons we are supporting free
dom fighters in Afghanistan, freedom 
fighters in Kampuchea. As the Repre
sentative from Ohio pointed out a 
little bit earlier, some of us think we 
should support the freedom fighters in 
Angola, as well. 

But to close our eyes to what is hap
pening in Central America, to think 
that we are going to bring peace in our 
time by turning our backs on the Con
tras, is an act of neutrality from which 
we cannot escape the history books. 

I ask you tomorrow to think about 
this issue in terms of the lesson of his
tory and not tum our backs on the 
cause of democracy and freedom in 
our hemisphere. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. GARCIA]. 

Mr. GARCIA. Just let me start off 
by saying I am absolutely convinced 
that it is only by involving directly all 
the concerned nations of Latin Amer
ica that we are going to finally resolve 
this problem. 

I have heard today that Nicaragua is 
at our back door. Well, if it is at our 
back door, it is at Central America's 
front door. And yet of every one of 
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those nations, not one government has 
come to us and asked us or sent any 
communication to us to support the 
Contras. 

Once again we find ourselves in a sit
uation where big brother up north is 
telling Spanish-speaking America how 
they should behave and how they 
should act. 

Let me say to all of my colleagues 
here, as a person with the surname of 
Garcia, Rodriguez, and Gonzalez, I am 
sometimes resentful. I am not an ad
mirer of Ortega. I do not think he rep
resents the people of Nicaragua. I 
think he has turned out to be a person 
whom we should, in all honesty, try 
somehow in a democratic fashion to 
get rid of. But the $100 million that 
the President has asked the American 
people to come forward with I think is 
the wrong way to go. 

I would like to take this time to 
thank the millions of people who have 
called and have sent cables to this 
building and to the Members of the 
House and the Senate and thank 
them, because the overwhelming re
sponse has been against aid to the 
Contras. I want to thank you, Amer
ica, because I think that this is what 
this democracy is all about. 

So I say to my colleagues that to
morrow is a crucial vote. Do you know 
what? We are not going to solve a 
thing. We are not going to solve a 
thing. One of us may win a battle, but 
the big war, in terms of how Central 
America and Spanish-speaking Amer
ica directs itself will not be determined 
by this Chamber, it will be determined 
by the people who live in those coun
tries. If we want to help them, send 
$100 million let us help them to build 
their economy, let us help them to 
show the Sandinistas in the surround
ing countries that in fact by building 
their economy that they in fact will 
turn back communism. 

Let me say, in closing, that there are 
those of us in this Chamber who have 
fought the Communists. There are 
those who fought in two separate 
wars, in Korea and in Vietnam. As one 
of those participants, I can tell you 
that I am totally and 100 percent 
against communism. But what we are 
doing in Central America is wrong. 

Vote "no." 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, how 

much time remains? 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Arizona CMr. McCAIN] has 9 min
utes remaining. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time is there remaining on this 
side? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Wisconsin CMr. AsPINl has 7 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Georgia CMr. GINGRICH]. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, this 
has been a long day of debate. Both 

sides have probably said in a variety of 
ways about all they know, in general, 
about their feelings. And I guess, as we 
come to a close, I want to focus on the 
notion that, in the end, this is not a 
debte about Nicaragua, it is not even a 
debate about the Soviet Empire and a 
threat to America. This is primarily a 
debate over America's view of the 
world and America's view of its own re
sponsibilities. 

Yesterday, in a pattern which has 
been going on for 2 weeks and which 
was repeated several times today, a 
friend of ours on the left jumped up 
and talked about his concern about pa
triotism being questioned. He then 
went on to say something that I think 
is very revealing. After the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania CMr. WALKER] had 
made a 1-minute speech, our friend on 
the left jumped up and said, "Mr. 
Speaker, I request the gentleman's 
words be taken down. He is question
ing the judgment of other Members of 
this House." 

He then repeated, "He questions the 
judgment of the Members of the 
House who oppose the Reagan propo
sition." 

He then said, finally, "Yes, Mr. 
Speaker, I do, because it followed a 
statement that I just made where I in
dicated that I oppose the President's 
position, and certainly by inference he 
is questioning my judgment, and I 
resent it." 

Now, I would suggest to anyone who 
wants to read page 5200 that that is 
the essence of what we are saying and 
why this debate is at some level so 
emotional. 

I believe every friend I have in this 
House on the left is a sincere patriot. 
But what is at argument in this room 
tonight, what will be voted on tomor
row, on the anniversary of the "Dear 
Commandante" letter, is a question of 
judgment about the nature of reality 
and about the fact that on the left we 
have no effective strategy for dealing 
with communism. 

Now, I think the Reagan proposal 
has problems with it. I think we have 
a lot to do at the CIA, I think we have 
a lot to do at the Defense Department. 
I have been part of commissions to 
reform defense. I do not think this ad
ministration has solved the problem. 
But at least this administration is 
standing up to the fact that Soviet
Cuban colonial advisers dominating a 
country in Latin America is a real 
threat. 

I have heard my friends on the left 
say, "I don't like the Sandinistas." 

This is not a beauty contest. If the 
Nicaraguan Communists are a threat 
to America, I say to my friends on the 
left, what are you going to do about it? 

I have had three different Members 
on the left debate me in the last few 
days on television and, pushed to the 
wall, each of the three said, "Well, if 

things get bad enough, we can send in 
the Marines." 

I was stunned all three times. 
Can you honestly in your heart say 

that it is a more prudent gamble with 
our children's lives to vote "no" tomor
row on $100 million because your 
backup plan is you will send them 
down to Nicaragua to clean out the 
Communists? 

And I have had three Members on 
your side say that on television. 

The fact is that we are trapped in a 
historic tragedy that goes all the way 
back to Vietnam, and you know it. The 
fact is that for almost 20 years we 
have been having the same argument 
about communism, ever since John F. 
Kennedy was killed, and nobody on 
the left had the ability, the will or the 
courage to morally dominate the isola
tionist-pacifist wing represented by 
George McGovern. The fact is, as the 
New York Times' Fox Butterfield, 
1983, in "The New Vietnam Scholar
ship" says flatly: "Just before the 
Paris peace accords in 1973, scholars 
now say, the United States was in a 
stronger position than it realized. Had 
aid been continued, South Vietnam 
might have survived." 

0 1910 
Now, the gentleman may laugh. 

Every major scholar who has looked at 
that issue comes down on the same 
side. Congress cut off aid and then 
South Vietnam collapsed. 

Now, I can understand the concept 
psychologically of cognitive disso
nance. I can understand that people 
who have voted wrong for 16 years, 
who were wrong about South Vietnam 
and watched it become a dictatorship 
and watched the boat people flee, who 
were wrong about Cambodia and 
watched "The Killing Fields," who 
were wrong in Ethiopia and watched 
the death which continues to this day, 
who were wrong about the Sandinis
tas, and I can find you quote after 
quote after quote. It turns out they 
were Communists. It turns out they 
did dupe us. It turns out they did 
systematically lie to us. 

I can find you the quotes in the Gra
nada documents where they said to 
themselves, "We can always lie to the 
Americans. They will always believe." 

Let me just close by saying, we vote 
tomorrow not as Republicans or 
Democrats, we vote as Americans and 
we vote not just for ourselves, but for 
history. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
CMr. PEASE]. 

Mr. PEASE. Mr. Chairman, I will 
oppose aid to the Contras. 

I agree with President Reagan that 
the Sandinista government in Nicara
gua is a Marxist, authoritarian regime 
which has betrayed the ideals of the 
revolution against Somoza. 
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I believe, however, that President 

Reagan grossly exaggerates the 
danger which Nicaragua poses to 
other Western Hemisphere nations. 

Further, the President seriously mis
leads the American people when he 
refers to the Contras as freedom fight
ers seeking to restore democracy in 
Nicaragua. The Contra military lead
ership is anti-Communist, but it is not 
democratic by any means. 

The President justifies Contra aid 
on the basis of Nicaraguan plans to 
subvert and conquer Costa Rica, El 
Salvador, Honduras, Guatamala, and 
Mexico, yet the leaders of all those na
tions oppose military aid to the Con
tras. 

All of the leaders favor instead in
tensive negotiations to achieve a re
gional peace and nonaggression plan. 
Our course, I believe, should be to 
fully support those regional negotia
tions. 

Opposing Contra aid is a vote for the 
negotiated settlement which the na
tions of Central America want. Sup
porting Contra aid would be a vote for 
the first $100 million of what I believe 
would become a multi-billion-dollar 
way which would eventually see Amer
ican soldiers fighting in Nicaragua. 

Two specific points: 
First, I'm told that the President's 

proposal would repeal all existing re
strictions on U.S. intelligence agencies 
and the Def erise Department in aiding 
the Contras. 

If this resolution passes, the CIA 
will be back in business in short 
order-training the Contras, serving as 
"bag men" with millions of dollars, di
recting the Contras, fighting alongside 
the Contras, putting out manuals on 
how to assassinate opposition leaders. 

Second, on Sunday evening I heard 
President Reagan tell the American 
people that the $100 million for the 
Contras would not cost the taxpayers 
any extra money because the money 
would be transferred from funds al
ready appropriated for the Pentagon. 

Today I was informed that the Presi
dent is expected at some later point to 
ask Congress to approve supplemental 
funds for the Pentagon. 

What does this mean? It means no 
free lunch. We are going to pay and 
pay for our intervention in Nicaragua. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 4 ~utes. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, it has 
been a very long day. A few of us have 
been here since early this morning and 
I would like to take a moment to 
thank the Chair for the extreme cour
tesy and fairness with which the gen
tleman from North Carolina has pre
sided over this debate. I know all of us 
share that view. 

I would like, Mr. Chairman, to make 
a few points that have been made here 
today. There is a common thread, I do 
not know if it was the Republican and 
Democrat primer that brought up the 

same issues, but I would like in the 
very short time remaining to run 
through them. 

First of all, the GAO report. I am on 
the Western Hemisphere Subcommit
tee of the Foreign Affairs Committee. 
I questioned the person from the Gen
eral Accounting Office and his state
ment to me was that the State Depart
ment did the best they could. We have 
passed a law that does not allow the 
State Department to track the funds 
all the way through and I think it is 
ludicrous for us to expect an audit 
trail into Nicaragua when all Ameri
cans are prohibited from being there. 

The next point is that the Contras 
hold no part of the country, they do 
not hold a town or city or any signifi
cant part of the country. Indeed, they 
do not, nor do the Mujahadeen in Af
ghanistan. I have heard of no motion 
to cut off aid to the freedom fighters 
in Afghanistan and I would submit 
that aid has been cut off for the last 
16 months in Nicaragua, it would be 
very difficult for them to fight with
out the kinds of equipment that we 
are seeking to provide them with this 
bill that is coming up. 

Human rights violations-we all de
plore the human rights violations and 
I can tell you that one part of this 
debate I think was a bit of a waste of 
time, the charges and countercharges 
and the lists of human rights viola
tions on both sides, because it is very 
difficult to account for. 

I would also point out that one of 
the greatest tragedies of warfare is 
human rights violations. We can go 
throughout our own history from a 
place like Andersonville and Mylai, 
the march from Atlanta to the sea and 
others where terrible human rights 
violations were inflicted. 

I would suggest that possibly there 
would be a cessation or a lessening of 
human rights violations on the part of 
the freedom fighters if we had been 
able to give them the proper training. 

Negotiations-we all want negotia
tions. We also remember in 1968 the 
frenzy for negotiations between our
selves and the North Vietnamese. Un
fortunately, we began negotiations 
without any other pressures to bring 
about a settlement or a solution to 
that unhappy conflict and negotia
tions continued without any progress 
for the next 5 years until the B-52's 
came in Christmas of 1952. 

Jose Napoleon Duarte I think a few 
days ago said it adequately when he 
said that he would be willing to negoti
ate with his guerrillas or rebels that 
are fighting in his country if the San
dinistas would negotiate with those in 
his. 

The reason he gave was he said, "I 
cannot solve my problem until the 
problem in Nicaragua is solved." I 
think that statement is very clear. 

Will $100 million do the job? I do 
not know if $100 million will do the 

job and I do not know how many 
school lunches $100 million will buy, 
although I am sure I will be told 
before the debate is over; but I do 
know we just voted on a voice vote 
$250 million to Ireland without a 
single dissenting vote or request. 

I am running short of time. I would 
like to summarize by saying that TIP 
O'NEILL, our Speaker, said the other 
day and was quoted in the press, "The 
shadows of Vietnam have not left us." 

Indeed that is true, Mr. Chairman. 
The shadows of Vietnam are with us 
and it is time we left the shadows of 
Vietnam and took our stand for free
dom and those who are fighting for 
freedom throughout the world with
out sending American men to do that 
job. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. FOGLIETrA]. 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in strong opposition to the bill 
before us today, which would provide 
direct financial assistance to the 
Contra insurgency in Nicaragua. 

I am no more a fan of the Sandinista 
government of Nicaragua than those 
who support this legislation. Nor do I 
question that there are many serious 
problems of human rights violations 
and political and press freedoms in 
Nicaragua. Where I part company 
with those who advocate aid is on the 
question of the violent overthrow of 
the Sandinistas. Is it our right to 
create and prop up an artifical insur
gency? No, it is not. Is it appr.opriate 
for the United States to undertake to 
destabilize and remove a sovereign 
government who's abuses are no more 
severe than those of many govern
ments we provide money to keep in 
power? No, it is not. Is there any con
vincing evidence that what we are 
doing has any prospect for improving 
the lot of the average Nicaraguan? No, 
there is not. Are we, in fact, even con
cerned about the average Nicaraguan 
in this debate? I do not think so. 

We are concerned with expansion
ism, with Communist influence and 
domination of the Central American 
and Carribean region. That is an ap
propriate concern. But we must re
evaluate how to address that concern. 
The Contra movement has not con
tained or controlled the Sandinistas, 
or acted to force them to behave. 
Indeed, it has led to the rapid growth 
of the Sandinistas military, to the ex
pansion of the Soviet and Cuban influ
ence in Central America and to the 
consolidation, not the deterioration of 
power by those people which our 
President opposes. That is hardly a 
wise path to walk down. It does not 
further our aims. It def eats them. It 
does not concern itself with democracy 
in Central America, it ignores it. If 
anything, the current program of the 
executive branch, articulated and ex-
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panded by the $100 million folly 
before us today, serves only to make it 
clear that in our zealousness to unseat 
a government we don't like we are for
getting our purposes. Stability in the 
Western Hemisphere will not be en
hanced by funding this movement. De
mocracy in Nicaragua won't come 
through funding the Contras. More 
aid will lead to more Cubans and more 
Soviets and more consolidation. We 
have no business funding the Contras, 
and the time has come to stop. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, the impor
tance of this vote is beyond question. There 
will be no second chance. We are dealing 
with basic fundamentals in this resolution: 
Fundamental precepts of our heritage in liber
ty; fundamental questions about our support 
for freedom in our own hemisphere, and fun
damental challenges for the United States in 
meeting Soviet and terrorist aggression in the 
future. 

Hope is at stake with this resolution: The 
hopes of the Nicaraguan people to live in 
freedom and democracy; and the hopes of the 
people of Central America to live in peace, 
free from Communist subversion. And, finally, 
the very security of the United States is at 
stake. 

John Stuart Mill said: 
The doctrine of nonintervention, to be a 

legitimate principle of morality, must be ac
cepted by all governments. The despots 
must consent to be bound to it as well as the 
free states. Unless they do, the profession of 
it by free countries comes but to this miser
able issue-that the wrong side may help 
the wrong, but the right must not help the 
right. 

That is exactly where Congress' actions 
have brought us today. The Soviets can help 
their clients, but the U.S. Congress prevents 
us from helping the forces of democracy. 

Calls for more diplomacy in place of military 
aid are at best simplistic when we all know 
that the Communist Sandinistas will only ne
gotiate when it is in their best interest to do 
so. Since 1979, the Sandinistas have received 
over $500 million in military assistance from 
Cuba and the Soviet bloc. Last year, while we 
sent meager supplies of boots and bandages, 
the Soviets sent tanks, attack helicopters, and 
ammunition. Why should they bargain when 
we will eliminate their only opposition for 
them? 

The Contras' cause is a just one-the same 
cause pursued by freedom fighters in Texas 
150 years ago and Afghanistan today. 

And I think Texans have a special under
standing for the threat a Communist Nicara
gua poses to the United States. The prospect 
of millions of refugees fleeing to the United 
States, and the turmoil so close to home cre
ated by Communist arms and agents is chill
ing. The presence of Lybian, PLO, Red Bri
gade, and other terrorists literally at our back 
door is of even greater concern. For once, we 
have a chance to stop a terrorist base before 
people start dying. Why do we hesitate? 

We have seen a lot of namecalling and in
dignation these past few days and weeks. It 
seems to make some in this body uncomfort
able to raise the possibilities of where their in
action will take us. Well, it should make them 
uncomfortable, for if they succeed in prevent-

ing aid from reaching those struggling in Nica
ragua, millions in Central America will suffer 
the consequences as will the very cause of 
freedom. 

Too many of those in this body who profess 
to be the guardians of our ideals have instead 
become the architects of our retreat. 

We are now at a key time when we will 
decide with our votes whether we will sit by 
and let Soviet helicopters put down any 
chance for freedom and democracy in Nicara
gua. We will decide with our votes whether we 
will strangle the democratic resistance whose 
members are willing to give their lives in pur
suit of liberty if we'll just give them the support 
they need. 

Our decision cannot be made lightly, nor 
should it be made with an eye toward a 
second chance or a so-called compromise 
down the road. As the Kissinger Commission 
noted, there may be an argument for doing 
nothing; there may be an argument for doing 
a great deal more; but there is no logical argu
ment for giving some aid but not enough. 

The time is now. We decide today if we will 
put the noose around the freedom fighters' 
necks so that the Sandinistas can pull the 
rope. 

Let us all remember that a Communist 
regime has never peacefully relinquished 
power. Today we decide with our votes if we 
are willing to live with this threat on our 
border. Today we decide with our votes if we 
are willing to stand by those who are willing to 
fight and die for our principles. 

There is a heavy burden of responsibility on 
us, for our decision will go far in defining what 
will confront future Presidents and Congress
es in this hemisphere. I fervently hope that we 
are up to the task. 

Mr. CROCKETT. Mr. Chairman, here we go 
again! Another ultimatum on Nicaragua from 
President Reagan. This time, if we don't come 
up with $100 million to help the Contras over
throw the legally elected and accredited San
dinista Government, then democracy, as we 
know it, "dies" in Nicaragua and is fatally 
wounded in the rest of the Western Hemi
sphere. 

Fortunately, Mr. Chairman, the administra
tion's determination to use military aid to 
make the Sandinistas "cry uncle" is not 
shared by others in the hemisphere. 

Not a single, democratic government in this 
hemisphere has supported military aid for the 
Contras, and just this week I received a letter 
from the Honorable Edward Broadbent, a 
Member of the Canadian House of Commons 
and the leader of the New Democratic Party, 
urging me to oppose the President's request. 

I agree totally with Mr. Broadbent's assess
ment: 

That giving military support to the "Con
tras" is profoundly wrong. There is no indi
cation that the government of Nicaragua 
has hostile intentions towards any nation or 
group in the region. Whether one agrees or 
disagrees with the priorities of the existing 
government in Nicaragua, it is completely 
wrong in terms of international law and mo
rality to finance military action against a 
government that is internationally recog
nized. 

I commend Mr. Broadbent's letter to the at
tention of my colleagues for its insights and 
for their consideration: 

HOUSE OF COMMONS, 
Canada, March 10, 1986. 

Hon. GEORGE w. CROCKE'rl', Jr., 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE CROCKE'rl', JR.: It is 
with great concern for peace in our hemi
sphere that I write to you regarding the sit
uation in Nicaragua. Canadians from all 
walks of life have been contacting me in in
creasing numbers about the continued con
flict on the Honduras/Nicaragua border and 
about the reaction proposed by President 
Reagan. 

It seems that President Reagan is propos
ing to provide military funding to the "Con
tras" just at a time when real peaceful solu
tions are at hand. Countries throughout 
Central America and South America are ex
tremely serious about finding a mechanism 
to bring peace to the region. The support 
for a non-violent solution to problems in the 
region is visibly increasing in statements by 
governments in the area and from around 
the world. 

I believe that giving military support to 
the Contras is profoundly wrong. There is 
no indication that the government of Nica
ragua has hostile intentions towards any 
nation or group in the region. Whether one 
agrees or disagrees with the priorities of the 
existing government in Nicaragua, it is com
pletely wrong in terms of international law 
and morality to finance military action 
against a government that is internationally 
recognized. 

It is an extremely rare step for all our 
elected Members to take such action as to 
write directly to members of your Congress. 
In fact, it is being done for the first time. 
However, it is our strong view that the pro
visions of direct "Contra" military aid, as 
suggested by your President, will dangerous
ly escalate the conflict. It constitutes a 
major incursion upon the rights of another 
nation. 

Our concern at this time is to inform you 
of our understanding of the situation and to 
assure you that we believe politically sound 
peaceful solution is within reach. An escala
tion of violence is not only morally offensive 
but practically counter-productive. 

I respectfully urge you for the sake of 
both justice and peace in the western hemi
sphere to refuse your President's request 
and urge you to pursue the route suggested 
by the Contadora Process. In writing, I am 
acting on behalf of all the elected New 
Democratic Party Members of Parliament. 

Yours sincerely, 
EDWARD BROADBENT. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, we should not 
send military or humanitarian aid to the Contra 
revolutionaries in Nicaragua. The issue is: Do 
you want peace or war in Central America. 
Sending aid, any aid, is a vote to fund war, 
killing, and bloodshed. 

For over 5 years the Contras have been 
marauding in Nicaragua. What have they ac
complished? The Contras have spent millions 
of dollars of U.S. taxpayer's money alienating 
the Nicaraguan citizenry with their barbaric 
acts. What they have not done is generated a 
popular uprising against the Sandinistas. What 
they have not done is inspired the Nicaraguan 
people into backing their cause. We should 
not be sending $100 million to finance a 
policy that is clearly failing. 

I do not agree with everything the Sandi
nista government in Nicaragua does. But that 
does not justify the violent overthrow of the 
government. This is not, in spite of President 
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Reagan's assertions and questionable rheto
ric, the frontlines in the battle against commu
nism. In fact, by providing aid to the Contras 
we could be doing what President Reagan 
fears most, driving the Nicaraguan Govern
ment into the hands of the Communists. They 
would have nowhere else to turn. 

We must pursue the process of peace. 
Frameworks for negotiations exist in both the 
Contadora and Caraballeda proposals. These 
frameworks are backed by 13 Latin American 
nations including Panama and Mexico. Presi
dent Reagan's idea of peace negotiations is 
to send delegations to Central America that 
on numerous occasions did not even go to 
Nicaragua. 

The House of Representatives needs to 
send a clear signal. We want the peace proc
ess to work in Central America. We are not 
Contras. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, in voting in 
favor of this request to extend additional as
sistance to the Contras, I have at bottom de
cided to give the President the benefit of the 
doubt in the only choice the House Democrat
ic leadership has given us-$100 million of 
military and nonmilitary aid or no aid at all. But 
I do have doubts, and I would have preferred 
to have a wider range of choices. 

No issue in recent memory has generated 
more public response than the issue of aid to 
the Contras. My constituents are as deeply di
vided as they are deeply concerned. The na
tional debate over this issue has so polarized 
public opinion that I question whether this aid 
program will be sustained over any period of 
time. Whatever policy the United States 
adopts, it should have promise of being fol
lowed not only by this administration but its 
successors. 

Members on both sides of the aisle have 
expressed their concerns about the internal 
behavior of the Nicaraguan Government, as 
well as the tendency of the Sandinistas to 
export the revolution. Concerns have also 
been raised about the nature and prior con
duct of the Contras. Internal political reconcili
ation in Nicaragua and a viable regional 
agreement are clearly in the best interest of 
the United States. Continued Nicaraguan sup
port of guerrilla movements in Central and 
South America does little to promote such a 
resolution to the problem, and continued 
Contra aid will signal our resolve to stop such 
Sandinista activities outside their borders. 

Partisan divisions may produce a scapegoat 
but not a solution. Having worked last year 
toward a bipartisan approach to our Nicara
guan policy, I am painfully aware how hard it 
is to achieve and sustain. Nonetheless, should 
it prove possible to arrive at such a policy, I 
hope that it would be based on sustainability, 
strong support for the Contadora process, 
active steps to interdict the flow of arms from 
Nicaragua into other Central and South Ameri
can countries and have the support of Nicara
gua's neighbors. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, the importance 
of tomorrow's vote on whether the American 
people should send $100 million to arm the 
Contras cannot be overstated. With this single 
vote we will set the course for American 
policy in this hemisphere for decades to 
come. And our choices are clear. 

We can choose to work with all the other 
democratic nations in the Americas or we can 
set out on a course that isolates us from our 
friends and allies. 

We can increase the threat of violence-vi
olence that will certainly spread-and leave 
the Sandinistas no choice but to deepen their 
dependence on Soviet and Cuban military 
support or, we can seek to reduce militarism 
in Central America. 

We can actively support the negotiations of 
the Contadora group-negotiations that seek 
to establish democratic governments and 
reduce foreign intervention in Central Amer
ica-or we can support a course that prom
ises prolonged confrontation. 

If we send $100 million to the Contras, 
there will be no turning back. We would have 
burned our bridges and committed the United 
States to a war that does not need to be 
fought and that cannot be won without the 
loss of American lives. And, if we decide to 
pursue a military option, the first victim will be 
the chance for a negotiated peace. 

Mexico, Colombia, Panama, Venezuela, 
Brazil, Argentina, Peru, and Uruguay have 
committed themselves to negotiations that 
would: 

First, halt the flow of weapons into Central 
America; 

Second, reduce the presence of foreign 
military advisers; 

Third, cut the size of the armed forces in 
the region; 

Fourth, create a mechanism to support 
democratic pluralism; and 

Fifth, adopt measures to promote economic 
advances. 

The U.S. support for arms will destroy any 
hope of achieving these goals. Instead, we 
will become isolated and, as the charges of 
"Yankee Imperialism" increase in a region 
that has long resented America's "Big Stick" 
interventionsm, we will increase the likelihood 
that other nations will follow the path of the 
Sandinistas. 

Our choice is clear. We can use our intel
lect and stand with the Contadora group and 
seek to reduce the tension and antagonism in 
Central America. Or, we can provide arms and 
ammuntion to the remnants of Somoza's 
feared National Guard and start down an end
less path of war. 

I favor using our intellect. Last year, Presi
dent Reagan said that if the Congress provid
ed $27 million in aid to the Contras it would 
force the Sandinistas to negotiate. A month 
after that aid was approved, the administration 
failed to resume bilateral negotiations and, a 
month later, in August, President Reagan 
stated flatly that there would be no negotiated 
settlement. 

Once again, the President is saying that aid 
to the Contras will help force negotiations. 
Well, I believe that just the opposite is true. A 
vote against the $100 million aid to the Con
tras is a vote for the Contadora plan. The ef
forts of those countries that share a common 
language, culture, and interest hold our great
est hope for peace in Central America. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
opposition to House Joint Resolution 540, to 
approve the President's request for $100 mil
lion for the Contras fighting to overthrow the 
Government of Nicaragua. This is a huge, 

nearly fourfold increase in funding for the 
Contras since the first request 5 years ago for 
$19 million. If this request is granted, it will 
surely not be the last. 

We are all well aware that the Sandinista 
government is repressive and has a continu
ing record of human rights violations, and no 
one wants a continuation and strengthening of 
a Marxist-Leninist regime in Central America. 
But the Contras have also committed brutal 
atrocities and, led by military strongmen from 
the Somoza national guard, they do not repre
sent a viable or acceptable alternative to the 
Sandinistas. They do not inspire a popular, 
democratic movement inside Nicaragua, but 
instead spread terror and hatred among the 
innocent campesinos. 

Equally important is the message from the 
leaders of the eight leading countries in the 
region who urged a halt to aid to the Contras. 
These neighbors of Nicaragua believe the 

. only effective solution is through negotiation. It 
is time we give peace a chance and vigorous
ly support the Contadora process. 

This continued funding of the Contras, I am 
convinced, would be counterproductive and 
should be disapproved. Apart from the fact 
that we should not be aiding an ineffective 
group of men who spread violence and brutal
ity throughout the countryside, I am appalled 
that this should be asked at a time when the 
President is proposing deep cuts in vital pro
grams providing nutrition, health, education, 
job training, and other services to our disad
vantaged and vulnerable citizens. Under the 
President's proposed budget for fiscal year 
1987, 27,000 low-income women, infants, and 
children would be removed from the WIC nu
trition program. Under his budget, student fi
nancial aid programs would be reduced by 
$1.9 billion, eliminating 2 million students from 
assistance. Under his proposed budget, fund
ing for the National Institutes of Health would 
be cut by $417 million from the fiscal year 
1986 appropriation and frozen at this lower 
level through fiscal year 1991. 

It is inconceivable to me that we can con
sider sending funds to support a suspect, no
win, terrorist group while contemplating 
budget reductions that would endanger the 
health and welfare of so many of our citizens. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the defeat of this 
unwise and unrealistic request. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, earli
er I reserved the remainder of our 
original hour. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Mississippi has 1112 minutes re
maining. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the remainder of our time to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN]. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, in the 
first part of January the information 
reached us that the Sandinista govern
ment had closed the Catholic radio 
station in Managua. This news was 
greeted by many, including myself, 
with a great deal of dismay. In fact, I 
joined in sending a letter to the Nica
raguan Ambassador to the United 
States protesting the closing of this 
radio station. 
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I bring this point up this evening in 

the closing hours of this debate to 
make it clear that many of us who 
oppose aid to the Contras in Nicara
gua, the military solution to those 
problems, do not wish to whitewash 
the repression of the Sandinista gov
ernment. 

It is a curious political fact to me 
and others that while we talk about 
overthrowing this government, while 
we accuse the Sandinistas of being a 
haven for drug traffic, terrorism, the 
next Libya and the like, the United 
States maintains normal diplomatic 
relations with the Nicaraguan Govern
ment. It defies explanation to figure 
out why at a time when we are blam
ing them for the overthrow of their 
neigh boring countries, while we are 
fearful of their outreach from Central 
America into the United States, that 
we would maintain normal diplomatic 
relations. 

I will oppose Contra aid for this 
reason. 

I believe the United States is a great 
power, but I think we found in Viet
nam that we can be humbled if we do 
not use our power wisely. 

The issue at hand is regional securi
ty. Unless and until we have the sup
port of our allies, our efforts at region
al security in Central America cannot 
and will not prosper. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. 
DURBIN] having assumed the chair, 
Mr. WHITLEY, Chairman of the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consid
eration the joint resolution <H.J. Res. 
540) relating to Central America pur
suant to the International Security 
and Development Cooperation Act of 
1985 had come to no resolution there
on. 

0 1925 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 4332, FIREARMS LAW 
REFORM ACT OF 1986 
Mr. BONIOR of Michigan, from the 

Committee on Rules, submitted a priv
ileged report <Rept. No. 99-498) on the 
resolution <H. Res. 403) providing for 
consideration of the bill <H.R. 432) to 
amend chapter 44 <relating to fire
arms> of title 18, United States Code, 
and for other purposes, which was re
f erred to the House Calendar and or
dered to be printed. 

FURTHER CONFERENCE REPORT 
ON HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 
534, URGENT SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATION FOR THE DE
PARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
1986 
Mr. WHITTEN submitted the fol

lowing conference report and state
ment on the joint resoluttion <H.J. 
Res. 534) making an urgent supple
mental appropriation for the Depart
ment of Agriculture for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1986, and for 
other purposes: 

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 99-499) 
The committee of conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the amend
ment of the House to the amendment of the 
Senate to the joint resolution <H.J. Res. 
534), making an urgent supplemental appro
priation for the Department of Agriculture 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1986, and for other purposes, having met, 
after further conference, have agreed to rec
ommend and do recommend to their respec
tive Houses as follows: 

Amendment numbered 1: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate, to 
the amendment of the House, to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 1, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment, insert: 

It is agreed that at least $1, 700>000,000 is 
available for the insured operating loan pro
gram of the Fanners Home Administration. 
Therefore, the Secretary shall proceed imme
diately to make loans to fanners and Jann 
owners. If these funds should prove to be in
su,fficient, other funds should be made avail
able to meet emergency credit needs of Amer
ican fanners and ranchers. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
JAMIE L. WHITTEN, 
BOB TRAXLER, 
MATTHEW F. MCHUGH, 
WU.LIAM H. NATCHER, 
DANIEL K. AKAKA, 
WES WATKINS, 
RICHARD J. DURBIN, 
NEAL SMITH, 
VIRGINIA SMITH, 
JOHN T. MYERS, 
HAROLD ROGERS, 
JOE SKEEN, 
SILVIO 0. CONTE, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
THAD COCHRAN, 
JIM MCCLURE, 
MARK ANDREWS, 
JAMES ABDNOR, 
BOB KASTEN, 
MACK MATTINGLY, 
ARLEN SPECTER, 
MARK o. HATFIELD, 
QUENTIN BURDICK, 
JOHN C. STENNIS, 
LAWTON CHILES, 
JIM SASSER, 
DALE BUMPERS, 
TOM HARKIN, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF 

THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 
The managers on the part of the House 

and the Senate at the further conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendment of the Senate to the amend-

ment of the House to the amendment of the 
Senate to the joint resolution <H.J. Res. 
534), making an urgent supplemental appro
priation for the Department of Agriculture 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1986, and for other purposes, submit the fol
lowing joint statement to the House and the 
Senate in explanation of the effect of the 
action agreed upon by the managers and 
recommended in the accompanying confer
ence report. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 

Amendment No. 1: The conference agree
ment on the amendment of the Senate to 
the amendment of the House to the amend
ment of the Senate is as follows: 

It is agreed that at least $1, 700,000,000 is 
available for the insured operating loan pro
gram of the Fanners Home Administration. 
Therefore, the Secretary shall proceed imme
diately to make loans to farmers and Jann 
owners. If these funds should, prove to be in
su,fficient, other funds should be made avail
able to meet emergency credit needs of Amer
ican fanners and ranchers. 

The full text of H.J. Res. 534 will read as 
follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 

For the operations of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, not to exceed 
$5,000,000,000 for capital restoration, to 
enable the Corporation to use the authority 
authorized by the Charter of the Corpora
tion and other laws to carry out programs 
handled by the Corporation: Provided, That 
Corporation programs shall retain the goal 
of sufficient production to meet domestic 
needs, maintain the supply line, and provide 
for our share of exports at competitive 
prices: Provided further, That after fiscal 
year 1987, funds available to the Corpora
tion may be used to carry out section 
1241<a>< 1) of the Food Security Act of 1985, 
only to such extent or in such amounts as 
provided in advance in appropriations Acts. 
The sign-up agreement should not reduce 
total production below levels needed to 
meet domestic needs, maintain the supply 
line, and provide for an adequate supply for 
export by either the Commodity Credit Cor
poration or private corporations or individ
uals at competitive prices; since by law the 
proceeds from sales become available for use 
by the Commodity Credit Corporation, such 
sales should reduce future appropriations: 
Provided further, That the conservation re
serve program shall not replace or reduce 
any existing conservation program. 

It is agreed that at least $1,700,000,000 is 
available for the insured operating loan pro
gram of the Farmers Home Administration. 
Therefore, the Secretary shall proceed im
mediately to make loans to farmers and 
farm owners. If these funds should prove to 
be insufficient, other funds should be made 
available to meet emergency credit needs of 
American farmers and ranchers. 

JAMIE L. WHITTEN, 
BOB TRAXLER, 
MATTHEW F. MCHUGH, 
WILLIAM H. NATCHER, 
DANIEL K. AKAKA, 
WES WATKINS, 
RICHARD J. DURBIN, 
NEAL SMITH, 
VIRGINIA SMITH, 
JOHN T. MYERS, 
HAROLD ROGERS, 
JOE SKEEN, 
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SILVIO 0. CONTE, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
THAD COCHRAN, 
JIM MCCLURE, 
MARK ANDREWS, 
J illES ABDNOR, 
BOB KASTEN, 
MACK MATTINGLY, 
ARLEN SPECTER, 
MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
QUENTIN BURDICK, 
JOHN C. STENNIS, 
LAWTON CHILES, 
JIM SASSER, 
DALE BUMPERS, 
TOMliARKIN, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

WE CANNOT TRUST THE COM
MUNISTS IN CENTRAL AMER
ICA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 

DURBIN). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Indi
ana [Mr. BURTON] is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. 
Speaker, we are all familiar with the 
debate to simplify: We say if Nicara
guans are willing to fight and die to 
prevent Soviet guns from deciding the 
fate of Central America, we should 
help them. 

They say, the other side, the Con
tras are not good enough to support, 
so we'll just stand by and let the Com
munists wipe them out. 

Of course, the fact is, the Contras 
could be saints and the radicals in this 
House would not support them. 

We never hear a peep about the Af
ghans or the Cambodians who are re
ceiving our aid not being democratic 
enough, and Aquino can have all the 
Marcosistas she wants. 

As for me, if they're good enough for 
Cardinal Obando Y Bravo, who is call
ing on the Sandinistas to negotiate 
with them, they're good enough for 
me. 

At any rate, this debate is not really 
about the Contras or the Sandinistas: 
a large bipartisan majority now agrees 
that the Sandinistas must be stopped 
and it would be wrong to allow them 
to crush their fellow Nicaraguans with 
Soviet weapons while we stood by and 
watched. 

What this debate is really about are 
two facts in this world that some 
Members of this House seem to wish 
would just go away: First, brutal 
Soviet-sponsored regimes; and second, 
people who are willing to fight them. 

Until recently, we could go on bliss
fully ignoring the fact that nation 
after nation was falling to Communist 
cliques: 11 nations in 11 years. 

Those nations are: Grenada, Suri
name, Nicaragua, Angola, Mozam
bique, Ethiopia, Seychelles, Vietnam, 
Laos, Cambodia, and Afghanistan. 

These nations, except of course for 
Grenada, read like a who's who of the 
worlds most oppressive regimes. 

In three of these nations, Afghani
stan, Cambodia, and Ethiopia, mil
lions-not thousands-millions have 
died of famine and outright holocaust. 

Mozambique and Angola have their 
own Gulags, and Ethiopia is deliber
ately starving its people to death. 

The carnage is continuing through
out these nations today and for a 
decade we have been able to practical
ly ignore it. 

But then something unexpected 
happened: People started fighting 
back. They started fighting for free
dom. 

Now people are fighting back in 
most of the Soviets' newly acquired 
colonies. 

One might think that if there is one 
thing liberals and conservatives could 
agree on, it would be that we should 
help people get rid of communism. 

But a strange thing happened: some 
members only seem to want to help 
the people who are farthest away and 
have the least chance of winning their 
freedom: The Afghans and Cambodi
ans. 

So now the world is looking to us: do 
we really mean what our Declaration 
of Independence says: 

That all men are created equal; that they 
are endowed by their creator with certain 
unalienable rights; that among these are 
life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness; 
that to secure these rights governments are 
instituted among men ... ; that whenever 
any form of government becomes destruc
tive to these ends, it is the right of the 
people to alter or abolish it and to institute 
new government, ... as to them shall seem 
most likely to affect their safety and happi
ness. 

So we have to ask ourselves: how 
many nations have to fall, how many 
people have to starve, how many 
"Boat People" and "Feet People" have 
to leave their homelands, and how 
many people have to take up arms
before we will come to their side. 

I think it is high time we supported 
the Nicaraguan people. If we do not, 
their blood will be on our hands and 
Nicaragua will go the way of the most 
oppressive regimes on Earth, and their 
leader, the Soviet Union. 

Winston Churchill said in 1938, 
"Like the Communists, the Nazis 
cannot be trusted. Like the Nazis, the 
Communists are always looking for a 
new prize, a new foe, a new objective." 

That has not changed. Their goal of 
worldwide revolution is just as aggres
sive today as it was after the Bolshevik 
Revolution in 1917, and it really con
cerns me that we have not profited 
from history. 

In 1938, in August, Lord Chamber
lain went to Munich and he met with 
Adolf Hitler. Adolf Hitler said to him, 
"If you will give me half of Czechoslo
vakia, I will sign an agreement with 
you, a nonaggression pact." Lord 
Chamberlain gave away the freedom 
of Czechoslovakia and went back to 

England and he said, "Peace in our 
time. Peace in our time." 

We could not trust the Nazis then, 
World War II started because of that, 
and we cannot trust the Communists 
now. Those people are fighting for 
freedom down there today, and we 
need to support them. 

NICARAGUAN DEBATE NOT 
VERY GOOD 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
W ALKERl is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, we had 
a long debate today on the issue of 
Nicaraguan aid. I would not call it a 
particularly good debate, however, be
cause with the few exceptions we had 
a lot of Members of the majority party 
who came to the floor and refused to 
yield. They would make outrageous 
statements on the floor that in my 
opinion could not stand up to chal
lenge, and then refused to yield when 
they were being challenged. 

Therefore, what we have to conclude 
is that they simply were not willing to 
discuss the issue. They want to walk 
on the floor, make their 2-minute 
statement, and let it stand on the 
record without allowing someone to 
try to correct them along the way. 

That does not yield a very good 
debate. It also tells me something 
about their side of the argument. 
Their side of the argument, it seems to 
me, is awfully weak if it cannot stand 
up to challenge. I can only conclude 
that there were many Members in this 
Chamber today who do not want to 
explain their support for a Marxist 
government that is one of the worst 
abusers of human rights in the world 
today, and that is indeed the way the 
Nicaraguan Government sees it. 

I just came back from Nicaragua. 
The Nicaraguan Government sees this 
vote as a vote on it. We can have all 
the statements we want to on the floor 
about the fact that we hate the Sandi
nistas, too; we think they are a lousy 
government. The Sandinista Nicara
guan government sees this vote as a 
referendum on it. However this vote 
turns out, the Nicaraguan Govern
ment will see a vote against the 
Contra aid as being a vote for its posi
tion. 

I listened to the arguments out here 
today, too, and I thought there were a 
lot of interesting arguments. It is in
teresting to go through them and 
figure out what the folks were saying 
out here that does not make any 
sense. 

For example, they made the state
ment over and over again that the 
reason why we do not give Contra aid 
is because no one in the region sup
ports Contra aid. Well, if that is the 
case, then we must not be giving any 
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aid to Israel, either, because there are 
none of our allies in the Middle East 
who agree with us giving aid to Israel, 
and yet the aid flows. Most of the 
people who made that statement on 
the floor today vote for that aid to 
Israel. That is a nonsense argument. 

They say, for instance, that we 
ought not interfere with a legitimate 
government in another country. 

D 1935 
Well, what do they think we just did 

in the Philippines, and most of them 
supported that? We were directly in
volved in that. We helped get rid of 
the Marcos government and install a 
new government. That was not inter
ference? Of course it was. That is a 
nonsense argument based upon our 
performance as a nation over just the 
last few weeks. 

They say we should not support 
freedom fighters, that that is not a le
gitimate thing for this country to be 
doing. Then what are they saying, 
that we ought not support the Af
ghans who are fighting for their lives 
against Soviet tanks and Soviet gun
ships and Soviet Mig's. Is that what 
they are really saying? I do not think 
any of them would stand on this floor 
and say they do not think the freedom 
fighters in Afghanistan deserve sup
port. Again, a ridiculous argument. 

They said we will send them troops. 
What will happen is if things go bad 
for the Contras, we are going to send 
in our troops. I remember them well, 
and so they were the people who along 
the way when we had to go into Gre
nada as a result of threats to Ameri
can lives, there was at least one 
Member of the left wing of the Demo
cratic Party who stood up and suggest
ed that we ought to impeach the 
President for that. Well I would sug
gest that we should never get to that 
kind of situation, that the best policy 
is not to have to send American 
troops, to allow people within the 
countries the resources that they need 
to fight for freedom themselves. That 
will keep American boys out. So the 
idea that we are going to send in 
troops if it goes bad is just nonsense. 

They said that the $100 million 
would be better spent here at home. 
You know, that is a very emotional ar
gument and it makes some sense to a 
lot of people. But where were they the 
other day when we had $250 million 
on the floor for Ireland? I watched 
that whole debate. I did not hear one 
of those people come to the floor and 
suggest that we ought not send $250 
million of new money, not repro
grammed money, not money that is al
ready in the Defense Department 
budget, new money, $250 million, we 
ought not send that to Ireland. Why? 
Because the Speaker of the House 
here was very much in support of that, 
and yet none of these arguments were 
made at that time. It is a nonsense ar-

gument. It is a way to appeal emotion
ally without really getting down to the 
real issue involved. 

They say the Contras are all ex
Somoza Somocistas. They ought to go 
out in the hallway here and talk to 3 
of the Contra leaders who are here on 
Capitol Hill. We have three of them 
who are not only not ex-Somocistas, 
these were the opposition to Somoza, 
and they are the people who are now 
Contras who are the opposition, and 
really these folks ought to talk to 
them. It is a nonsense argument. 

They also say that the Contras have 
not won any military victories so, 
therefore, they do not deserve our sup
port. If that is the criteria on which 
we are going to judge, then there is no 
Sandinista government in Nicaragua 
because the Sandinistas did not win 
any military victory either before they 
took over. The Sandinistas, with our 
support, with the support of our Em
bassy took over and yet they did not 
win any military victories. 

These are not arguments, these are 
excuses, excuses for allowing a Com
munist enclave in Central America to 
further entrench itself. 

WORK-RELATED DEATHS AND 
INJURIES COST TOO MUCH 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GAYDOS] is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, I want to call to 
the attention of the House an article in yester
day's Wall Street Journal that dealt with the 
increase in job-related deaths, injuries, and ill
nesses. 

As the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Health and Safety of the Committee on Edu
cation and Labor, we deal with the issues of 
health and safety in the workplace on a daily 
basis. I believe it is imperative that every 
Member of this body, as well as our col
leagues in the Senate, be aware of the in
creasing number of accidents, deaths, and se
rious injuries. 

The present administration has stopped ag
gressive pursuit of employers who fail to pro
vide for the health and safety of their employ
ees, relying instead on voluntary compliance 
programs. 

I don't doubt that they-both OSHA and the 
employers-mean well, but, let's face it, if no 
one is watching, too many employers will cut 
a corner here and a corner there. And, if 
OSHA is understaffed or if the inspectors are 
baffled by confusing and contradictory pur
poses coming from the head office, it is likely 
that a lot of seemingly minor violations will go 
unnoticed or unreported. 

And then we'll have a situation like the one 
in New York City where, in two thermometer 
manufacturing firms, workers are threatened 
by exposure to unnecessary and, perhaps, ex
cessive doses of mercury. 

The figures cited in the Wall Street Journal 
article speak for themselves and they speak 
loudly about the impact of health and safety 
on people as well as business operations. 

In 1984, the most current year for which we 
have figures, workplace fatalities rose by 21 
percent from 1983, to 3, 7 40, and injuries 
jumped by 13 percent to 5.3 million. In dollar 
terms, the National Safety Council estimates 
workplace accidents cost $33 billion in lost 
wages, medical expenses, property damage, 
and indirect costs. 

And these figures don't even take into ac
count the thousands who suffer and/ or die 
every year because of a history of exposures 
to hazardous and toxic substances. 

Simply put, the present administration, by its 
failure to enforce OSHA's rules, regulations, 
and standards aggressively has put every 
working man and woman in jeopardy. 

And the result is a rise in work-related 
deaths and injuries some 2 to 5 years after 
policies are changed. And, in the article, 
former OSHA Director Eula Bingham predicts 
that things will get worse before they get 
better. · 

Mr. Speaker, I pray Professor Bingham is in
correct, but I fear she is not. For too long, as 
chairman of the subcommittee, I have had wit
ness after witness come before us, testifying 
to the lax approach taken by OSHA in work
place inspections. 

As I mentioned, the figures we have are for 
1984, and, while the figures for 1985 will not 
be available for several months, the expecta
tion by the experts is that deaths and injuries 
will rise. 

As I said earlier, the numbers we have do 
not reflect the thousands of workers, both re
tired and disabled, who are going to die of dis
ease caused by exposures to chemicals and 
other hazardous and toxic substances. 

Those deaths will not be recorded as work
related so there will not be the hue and cry 
that we should expect when a large segment 
of Americans dies unnecessarily. I think it is 
criminal that in this country, in this day and 
age, men and women are exposed to so 
many substances in the workplace about 
which we know so little. 

I am trying to do something about this, Mr. 
Speaker. In March of 1985, I introduced H.R. 
1309, the High Risk Occupational Disease No
tification and Prevention Act. This measure, 
which has been the subject of five intensive 
hearings by the Subcommittees on Health and 
Safety and Labor Standards, provides for 
identifying worker population at risk of disease 
because of exposures to substances for which 
OSHA has already developed permanent 
standards, would notify each individual of his 
or her risk, and would place that worker in an 
appropriate monitoring program. 

There are a couple of key points behind the 
thrust of the bill. First, we know that some of 
the diseases these workers are at risk of get
ting can be arrested or alleviated if medical 
intervention occurs in the early stages of the 
disease. 

Second, it encourages employers, who 
could wind up paying for the monitoring and 
eventual treatment, to seek alternative sub
stances, when available, to replace the more 
hazardous and toxic ones, even if the alterna
tive substance might cost somewhat more. 

There has been opposition to the bill, Mr. 
Speaker, but it has been more in terms of the 
approach we offer than toward the concept. In 
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fact, no witness, whether representing busi
ness, labor, the health field, government, or 
the insurance industry, has opposed the con
cept of what we are trying to do through this 
measure. 

Further, all of our witnesses recognize that 
early intervention and preventive health care 
saves substantial dollars in the long run. 

In an appearance before the Subcommittee 
on Health and Safety, Dr. J. Donald Millar, Di
rector of the National Institute for Occupation
al Safety and Health, estimated that as many 
as 100,000 American workers die from occu
pationally related diseases and illnesses each 
year. And, since many of those diseases do 
not become evident for as many as 25 years 
after the exposure, the diseases are detected 
by physicians with no background in occupa
tional medicine and who fail to see the rela
tion between the patient's work and that dis
ease. 

The loss to America, both in terms of 
people and dollars, is something on which we 
must act. When I have difficulty getting col
leagues to serve on my Subcommittee on 
Health and Safety, I fear that we, too, aren't 
as aggressive as we should be in overseeing 
the actions by those Federal agencies that 
regulate worker health and safety. 

I am including the article from the Wall 
Street Journal because it is important that 
you, my colleagues, be aware of the situation 
and be prepared to do your part as we at
tempt to have the agencies under our jurisdic
tion do more than just the minimum. 

JOB DEATHS AND INJURIES SEEM TO BE 
INCREASING AFTER YEARS OF DECLINE 

<By Robert L. Simison> 
Safety and health conditions in the na

tion's workplaces have stopped improving 
and appear to be deteriorating. 

After declining for four straight years, the 
rates of work-related injuries, illnesses and 
deaths began rising across a broad front in 
1984, the latest year for which statistics are 
available. Occupational safety and health 
professionals expect the 1985 rates to show 
a continued increase. They say that work
place safety simply has become less urgent 
to employers than it once was. 

On a drilling rig near Gillette, Wyo., the 
top priority last September 17 was saving 
time and money. Despite state safety regu
lations against the practice. Exeter Drilling 
Co. began a test for oil and natural gas long 
before daylight. To do that is dangerous be
cause the lights needed to operate in the 
dark increase the risk that a stray electrical 
spark will ignite the hydrocarbons. Just 
such an explosion occurred about 7:30 a.m., 
killing John E. Nelson, a 30-year-old rig 
hand, and injuring four other people. 

Wyoming safety authorities cited Exeter 
for the violation, and Exeter is appealing. 
To have waited for daylight, an Exeter offi
cial says, would have raised costs by as 
much as $6,000 because of the time the rig 
and its crew would have been idle. Just a 
month after Exeter's fatal accident, a huge 
piece of drilling pipe came loose and 
crushed another Exeter worker to death. 
"In hurrying to do a job fast, somebody 
must have done something in the wrong se
quence," says Douglas Basey, Exeter's ad
ministrative manager. "You've got to cut 
comers out there." 

LESS STRESS ON SAFETY 

Comer-cutting accounts for some of the 
rise in accidents. During the recession of the 

early 1980s companies reduced sharply their 
spending on health and safety. Then, with 
the recovery, many employers hired a sig
nificant number of inexperienced workers, 
which further contributed to the increase in 
mishaps. The Reagan administration has 
de-emphasized the writing and enforcement 
of safety rules. And employers have put 
greater stress on competitiveness, often at 
the expense of safety, specialists say. 

The number of workplace fatalities in 
1984 rose 21% from 1983, to 3,740, and inju
ries, 13% to 5.3 million. Workplace accidents 
in 1984 cost the economy $33 billion in lost 
wages, medical expenses, property damage 
and indirect costs, the National Safety 
Council estimates. The total excludes the 
effects of exposures to toxic substances, 
which can cause occupational illnesses that 
don't become evident for years. 

"Occupational safety is suffering greatly 
by the neglect of the administration and the 
neglect and greed of employers," asserts 
Eric Frumin, the director of health and 
safety for the Amalgamated Clothing and 
Textile Workers Union. 

Government and business safety officials 
dispute that. "It ain't so that employers 
have been neglecting safety," says Howard 
Kusnetz, the president of the American In
dustrial Hygiene Association and manager 
of safety and industrial hygiene for Shell 
Oil Co. "An unsafe plant is an unprofitable 
plant." His association has begun writing 
exposure standards that employers can 
follow voluntarily for chemicals the govern
ment doesn't regulate. 

WHAT TREND? 

Moreover, some question whether work
place safety and health conditions have 
indeed begun to decline. "One 'up' year <in 
accidents> doesn't prove that," says Patrick 
Tyson, the acting chief of the Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration. Econom
ic expansion accounted for much of the 
1984 rise in workplace accidents, though not 
for all of it, he argues. Bureau of Labor Sta
tistics data for 1985 won't be available until 
November. 

But Mr. Tyson acknowledges that the 
1984 workplace-hazard indicators rose too 
much in too many categories to represent a 
fluke. The Bureau's safety data, the best 
available, greatly understate accident and 
illness rates, it is generally conceded. 

"Things will probably get worse before 
they get better," predicts Eula Bingham, a 
professor of environmental health at the 
University of Cincinnati, who was the 
OSHA chief in the Carter administration. 

She argues that workplace accident trends 
seem to run in cycles, reflecting a three- to 
five-year lag between policy changes and 
their results. The 1984 increase in work
place accident and illness rates came three 
years after the Reagan administration start
ed cutting health and safety enforcement 
and five years after employers slashed 
health and safety spending. Spending 
bounced back only in 1984 and 1985 and is 
expected to level off this year. 

MORE INSPECTIONS 

Some workers, district attorneys, legisla
tors and OSHA itself are taking steps in
tended to reverse the trend. Labor unions 
and worker-advocate groups have sued to 
force stronger safety enforcement. Acknowl
edging concern over the rising accident rate, 
OSHA in January said it would subject 
some previously exempt employers to work
place inspections. 

In the wake of the celebrated murder con
viction of company officials last year in a 

Chicago workplace death, district attorneys 
from Waterbury, Conn., to Los Angeles have 
been hauling employers into court on crimi
nal charges. In Congress, Democratic Rep. 
John Conyers of Michigan has proposed en
actment of criminal penalties for company 
officials who fail to publicly disclose threats 
to workers' health and safety. 

Safety conditions appear to have deterio
rated most in construction, manufacturing, 
and oil and gas extraction. Much of the de
cline seems to reflect the shrinkage of cer
tain depressed industries and greater em
phasis on competition in others. 

In the steel industry, for example, acci
dent rates haven't increased dramatically, 
but "I'm convinced things are less safe and 
less healthy," says Michael Wright, the 
health and safety director of the United 
Steelworkers. He says safety complaints are 
up, although there are fewer workers in the 
industry. U.S. Steel Corp., with fewer super
visors to make sure that workers follow 
safety rules, is asking workers to shoulder 
more responsibility for their own safety. 

For oil and gas extraction, the injury rate 
shot up 22% in 1984, more than for any 
other industrial category. Some in the in
dustry, however, believe that the rate de
clined in 1985. But declining oil prices and 
drilling activity have idled thousands of 
rigs, making remaining rig operators in
tensely cost-conscious. 

"How do you cut costs? First, you let the 
safety engineers go," observes a Wyoming 
safety official. Rig operators also are get
ting by with fewer and less-experienced 
hands. Inexperience apparently contributed 
to the death in February 1985 of a Wyoming 
rig worker who, after three weeks on the 
job, was hit in the head by a four-foot 
wrench when a big flywheel he was working 
on turned. 

A number of recent industrial accidents 
indicate a pattern of neglect of safety-relat
ed maintenance and training. Nuclear Regu
latory Commission investigators found that 
inadequate safety training contributed to 
the Jan. 4 chemical leak at Kerr-McGee 
Corp.'s Gore, Okla., uranium-processing 
plant that killed one worker and injured 32 
other people. 

On July 23, 1984, a Unocal Corp. refinery 
in Lemont, Ill., erupted in an immense fire
ball, rocking the ground for 50 miles. The 
accident killed 17 and injured 17. In propos
ing fines totaling $31,000, OSHA cited the 
company for improper inspection and main
tenance of pressure vessels and lack of 
training for fire-brigade members, among 
other things. Unocal, which is contesting 
the charges, argues that it didn't break any 
safety rules. 

DEATHS AT ST. JOE RESOURCES 

Last July, two employees at St. Joe Re
sources Co. in Monaca, Pa., died of carbon
monoxide poisoning after entering a zinc
condensation tank. OSHA charged that the 
company had discontinued safety training 
and safety maintenance; the agency pro
posed fines totaling $20,000. St. Joe Re
sources, which is appealing, declines to com
ment. 

Maintaining productivity at the expense 
of safety may have contributed to the death 
of two pipefitters last Oct. 3 at McDonnell 
Douglas Corp.'s fighter-plane plant in St. 
Louis, according to Ernest Johnson, an 
International Association of Machinists offi
cial. The two died of chemical burns after a 
6,000-gallon tank they were filling with hy
drofluoric acid overflowed. "The safety 
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rules weren't being enforced; sometimes it 
cuts in the profit," Mr. Johnson says. 

The tank didn't have a quantity indicator, 
and because a safety valve had been blowing 
out frequently, a solid rubber plug had been 
inserted "to avoid shutdowns," Mr. Johnson 
says. The men weren't wearing chemical
proof suits or respirators, as safety rules re
quire. OSHA cited the company for eight al
leged safety violations and proposed fines 
totaling $44,300. McDonnell Douglas, which 
is appealing the citation, declines to com
ment but says it is reemphasizing safety 
practices. 

For some labor unions, health and safety 
issues have taken a back seat to preserving 
jobs. In Mayfield, Ky., United Rubber 
Workers Local 665 complains that it can't 
get GenCorp. The former General Tire & 
Rubber Co., to disclose contents of some 
chemical compounds, a contention the com
pany disputes. "It's hard to get people to 
walk out over safety," says Danny Bruce, 
the president of the local. Some members 
only recently have returned from long lay
offs. And, he adds, "calling OSHA is a waste 
of time." 

The federal safety agency, established in 
1970, has always faced a herculean task in 
attempting to regulate the nation's 4.6 mil
lion workplaces. But budget cutbacks and 
Reagan administration policy changes have 
shrunk what Congress's Office of Technolo
gy Assessment last year called "an already 
weak regulatory effort." At the end of 1985, 
OSHA had 1,089 inspectors, down 16% from 
1979. 

Perhaps most controversial has been 
OSHA's practice of conducting a full-scale 
inspection only if a facility's accident rate 
exceeds the national average. After examin
ing the safety records of Film Recovery Sys
tems Inc. near Chicago, an OSHA inspector 
left without inspecting the plant. Several 
months later, in 1983, a worker there died 
after inhaling cyanide fumes. Three Film 
Recovery officials were convicted of murder 
last year because of the unsafe conditions. 

Some employers may manipulate their 
safety reco:rds so as to avoid OSHA inspec
tions, safety specialists suggest. In Womels
dorf, Pa., Landis Kleinfelter, the safety 
chairman of United Steelworkers Local 
3269, noticed that the North American Re
fractories Co. plant there was reporting 
fewer accidents to OSHA than it was to 
state authorities. He took the reports to 
OSHA, which in September cited the com
pany and proposed a $5,000 fine for deliber
ately failing to report 137 injuries over four 
years. 

"They doctored up the records so they 
wouldn't be inspected," Mr. Kleinfelter 
says. Company officials, who are contesting 
the charge, say they weren't required to 
report the injuries, many of which were 
minor. In January, OSHA changed its policy 
so that even some companies with apparent
ly good records will be inspected. 

GRAIN-DUST RULES 

Critics, however, fault the Reagan admin
istration for issuing few new work-place
safety rules or exposure standards. OSHA 
has been working since 1980 on grain-dust 
rules intended to prevent explosions in 
grain elevators. In 1983, the agency sent a 
proposed standard to the Office of Manage
ment and Budget, which took nearly a year 
to approve less stringent wording. A weak
ened rule is to be published later this year. 
Meanwhile, since 1983, the number of grain
elevator explosions has risen steadily, to 22 
last year; there were four deaths in 1985. 

Because a rash of trench cave-ins killed 42 
workers last year, OSHA is stepping up ef
forts to inspect trenches. "Trenches are 
easy to dig, but people don't know how to do 
it safely," one OSHA official observes. 
OSHA has issued a civil citation against 
Kelran Constructors Inc. of Sedalia, Colo., 
in the cave-in deaths of four workers last 
July. In proposing civil fines totaling 
$50,000, OSHA cited the company for, 
among other things, falling to shore the 
walls of the 34-foot-deep trench. 

Kelran, which is contesting the civil cita
tion, maintains that, within cost limits, it 
tried to dig a trench that wouldn't cave in. 
The company asserts that there aren't any 
generally accepted safety standards for dig
ging trenches and that OSHA's own rules 
are inadequate, a point that OSHA con
cedes. OSHA's proposed new rules have 
been delayed seven months by the budget 
office. 

And, more and more, local prosecutors are 
stepping in. Criminal cases brought by the 
federal government, never very numerous, 
have plummeted under the Reagan adminis
tration. In Los Angeles County, a unit of 
the district attorney's office set up last year 
to prosecute cases growing out of workplace 
accidents claims two convictions in work
place deaths and has brought charges 
against employers in three other fatal acci
dents. A district attorney in Austin, Texas 
has charged officials of three companies 
with criminally negligent homicide in two 
trenching-death incidents, and a prosecutor 
in Durham, N.C., has charged officials of 
one company with involuntary manslaugh
ter in another trenching fatality. 

But the jury is still out on whether the 
wave of prosecutions will help. "It's a good 
idea, but it only gets the clear, outrageous 
violations," observes Nicholas Ashford, a 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology pro
fessor and a former chairman of the Nation
al Advisory Committee on Occupational 
Safety and Health. "What characterizes 
most workplace hazards is their insidious 
nature." 

THE REALITIES OF NICARAGUA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN] 
is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I have been on Capitol Hill 
for 10 years, 8 years in service and 2 
years minus some campaigning time as 
a lobbyist for the strategic defense ini
tiative of our President. I have waited 
10 years for this moment because in 
the next 30 minutes I am going to 
show you pictures, garnered at some 
risk by the U.S. Air Force and our in
telligence services that only a few days 
ago were classified top secret, no for
eign intelligence allowed to view them. 
This is material that is available only 
to your Representatives and your Sen
ators because, as many times as I have 
said it in this well, most American citi
zens are not aware that that treasured 
top secret or secret rating goes to a 
select few of our military people, and a 
select few of our civilian people, that 
type of secret briefing that the Presi
dent gets, or even l.f they are nominat
ed at one of our conventions Presiden
tial candidates get, every one of the 

435 Members of this House and every 
Member of the U.S. Senate is entitled 
to the minute he is sworn to uphold 
the Constitution of the United States 
in this well or in the other body's well 
against all foes of our country, foreign 
and domestic. The pictures I am going 
to show you are of prisons, nine major 
prisons down in Nicaragua -Where 
there are at least 11,000 people. 
Somoza at his high-water mark only 
held 500 prisoners, except for a point 
after the Eden Pastora takeover of the 
country in August 1978, when Somoza 
shot up to about 800 and then started 
releasing them within weeks along 
with the release of some of the prison
ers that Mr. Pastora had put his life 
on the line to get released, the very 
people who had betrayed the Sandinis
tas in that revolution to communism 
and has driven Mr. Eden Pastora back 
into the hills. 

Before I do that, let me explain 
something that you do not understand 
around here. We have some of the 
best graphics sitting out in the hall 
that I have ever seen in what is called 
the Speaker's Lobby where only cer
tain people with press credentials are 
allowed to move through that lobby, 
and where our Members are allowed to 
look at the wire services and read 
newspapers from all around the world. 

One of the Members on this side of 
the aisle, I do not know why, trivia
lized the pictures of the prisons where 
people are in solitary confinement and 
are being tortured at this moment, 
and trivialized the pictures that you 
only heard about. I am now going to 
show you on the House floor, because 
I think maybe my side made a mistake 
in not bringing these out onto the 
floor to share with the people who 
attend our sessions here in the very 
few chairs that we have available in 
the galleries, and those Americans 
who are just now because of that laser 
beam of focus that our President has 
put on this issue, are just now begin
ning to rediscover from their seventh 
grade geography classes just where 
Nicaragua is, and the fact that it is 
closer to my district in southern Cali
fornia than my district is to this great 
capital. So talk to New Mexicans, Ari
zonans, Texans and all of the Gulf 
States and you will see why this issue 
loses its idealogical importance with 
those States that are closest to Mexico 
and to Central America. It is no small 
observation around here that three 
liberal Democrats of conscience are 
with the President on this issue be
cause they have got some very vigor
ous Cuban-Americans, Cuban-Ameri
cans who had to flee Castro's little 
palm-covered Communist island that 
has been a colony to the Soviet Union 
for almost a quarter of a century, and 
that now sees its young men secretly 
baptized as Christians being sent over 
to the Saudi Arabian Peninsula in 
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Yemen and killing and being killed in 
countries all over Africa, particularly 
Angola where our Government says 
there are 35, but Jonas Savimbi says 
there are 45,000 Cuban mercenaries. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr .• DORNAN of California. I yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle
man from California for yielding, be
cause I think to emphasize the point 
the gentleman is making many people 
say, well, Nicaragua will not become 
another Cuba. I think we have evi
dence now that they may be headed 
that way already. 

We have an article from this morn
ing's paper from the columnists Evans 
and Novak that indicate that one of 
the commandantes who is the air force 
commander-in-chief for Nicaragua is 
right now on a secret mission in 
Moscow seeking a favorable sign from 
the Soviets; namely, a loan of Mig 
fighters, or the symbolic landing of a 
squadron of Bear bombers. Now this is 
the kind of thing that the Nicaraguans 
want. 

The article goes on to say that they 
do not think they will get it from the 
Soviets. But it is apparent what it is 
the Nicaraguans want. The Nicara
guans want that kind of military pres
ence by the Soviet Union in their 
country. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Of 
course they do. 

Mr. WALKER. So it is very, very dis
turbing. 

Mr. DORNAN o·f California. And it 
is to secure their political jobs, and it 
enables them to live in the former 
bankers' houses, and it enables them, 
like Tomas Borge, to collect their 
eight Mercedes Benz, small in compar
ison to the Marcos' loot, but still not 
the pure Communist egalitarians that 
we think about. 

D 1945 
This first chart shows the active

duty armed forces in 1945 in a perfect 
graph size of a soldier. It shows that 
the size of the military in Nicaragua at 
75,000 dwarfs all the other nations put 
together; and keep in mind that Costa 
Rica's services of 8,000 is a civil, rural 
guard; no military, and it has been 
that way from the Second World War. 

Then they say, "Why haven't the 
Contras won" or they can't win? The 
Contras started out in 1980 with less 
than 400 people. They moved up to 
4,000 the next year; 7,500, 14,000. 
They now have 20,000 potential 
people, if they have the arms and am
munition to fight for freedom. 

Look at the growth in the meantime, 
relatively, of the Nicaraguan forces, 
supplied with the only tanks in Cen
tral America. You have heard all day 
155 tanks. This is a relative thing. 
If the Soviet Union and the Cubans 

had not been arming Nicaragua's Com-

munist army to the teeth, the Contra 
freedom fighters shown in blue would 
at this point, in 1983, already been 
way larger than the Sandinista force 
that overthrew Somoza. 

Keep in mind that the Sandinistas 
have unlimited arms and weapons 
from even democratic governments in 
Europe; because Somoza was a klepto
garch; a kleptomaniac and an oligarch, 
and then finally, our country even 
turned around an Israeli ship loaded 
with small arms ammunition for 
Somoza. 

Because of the stand that the OAS 
took and our President-and I sup
ported him in the end because Somoza 
was obviously an authoritarian and a 
thief-again, small potatoes compared 
to Marcos-but this is a relative posi
tion of the growth of the Communist 
forces. 

What I have said-my colleagues in 
this Chamber on both sides of the 
aisle; very few on my side-where they 
do not attribute a sense of urgency to 
what is happening. 

Here is the airfield that two of our 
colleagues, DAVE MCCURDY of Oklaho
ma and BoB STUMP of Arizona in our 
party, walked along this airfield right 
here on the ramp area-there are not 
that many hangars built-this is 
Punta Huete. No commercial airplanes 
are allowed to fly over it, but we have 
our ways, as they say in the intelli
gence agencies. 

Jimmy Carter's first Executive order 
may have been to stop U-2 and SR-71 
Blackbird flights, but President 
Reagan, with hindsight, was able to 
see what that naivete of 4 years of the 
Carter administration-not in our own 
interests, watching a Communist 
buildup-what it got us now. 

This field has out here fighter hard
stands. I flew in peacetime years as a 
fighter pilot-I know what a hard
stand is; I know when they are build
ing up to recieve the Mig's that Mr. 
WALKER talked about. 

Punta Huete. If the Mig's come, that 
is where they go; right on the north 
shore of Lake Managua. 

Here are the improvements at what 
is not a natural harbor, but pretty 
good water here, on El Bluff over on 
the other side. You have to fly here or 
take a ferry boat; but now they have 
already built the breakwaters-it may 
be too fine for you to see here, but it is 
accentuated by this black line. 

Here are the ships, the Atlantic 
Freeze, the Niccaro, an extension of 
the cay-they are improving the air
field right through the center of the 
town. This is Atlantic water, Gulf of 
Mexico, Caribbean water out here. 
Here they are dredging-look at the 
size of this long series of barges and 
dredges, dredging a new harbor. 

All the predictions that were made 
about the Soviets turning the Ameri
can-built harbor at Cam Ranh Bay 
and our great base there with two par-

allel 13,000-foot runways into Soviet 
bases-it has all come true in Vietnam; 
the harbor at Danang, the old French
built harbor; and what we built at 
Cam Ranh Bay are now the two larg
est Soviet harbor facilities outside of 
main continental Soviet Union, ap
proaching the size of Vladivostok in 
the north. Their whole Pacific blue 
water fleet harbors down there. 

Time is catching up with me here, 
Mr. Speaker, so I want to get quickly 
to the prison pictures, because those 
are the ones that many of us begged to 
have declassified for this very debate 
today and tomorrow. 

By the way, this is the Soviet flying 
tank, the Hind-D helicopter. It is the 
principal piece of genocidal machinery 
that is gutting the nation of Afghani
stan. There are 10 million refugees in 
the world; 4112 million of those refu
gees are men, women, small children, 
and babies from Afghanistan, driven 
into neighboring Pakistan, really 
taxing Pakistan's economy to the very 
limit, and they have been driven out of 
that country most by this flying tank, 
the dreaded Hind-D. 

There are 12 of them; 6 of them 
were seen recently at Punta Huete, 
that airfield that will take Mig's. I tell 
you as a former pilot who is also quali
fied in helicopters, I would take one 
Hind-D helicopter to 10 Soviet Mig's, 
even new Mig-25's. 

Pulling off a target at 3,000 feet, lob
bing in 500-pound bombs is nothing 
compared to the capability of this hel
icopter that can hold between 8 to 14 
men, depending on how heavily you 
arm them. This comes in, strafes with 
gattling guns, rockets-in Afghanistan 
it is using poison gas-then it turns 
around and lands, and the soldiers 
come out and bayonet the wounded. 
We do not have any equivalent to 
that. 

Here is the smoking gun that all my 
liberal colleagues of conscience ask 
for: This is what we call, with frustra
tion, the "Smoking Lotta." This is a 
Soviet-made Lotta. It was so loaded to 
the gunnels with gelignite and blasting 
caps and ammunition, going from 
Costa Rica with free passage through 
Nicaragua up to Costa Rica that when 
it had an accident, blew a front tire, 
the lady who was unconscious that 
was driving this car with her agent 
cohort, Nicaraguan cohort, the lady 
started speaking in Russian, in her un
conscious. When she came to, soldiers 
were probing around this car before 
they could even tell them to go search 
it, and here is what they found: 

Is this enough of a "smoking gun" 
for you? Look at all these explosives. 
You know what this is used for? To 
kill U.S. Marines like Tim Webber, 
who graduated first in his class from 
the Fleet Marine Service and our Em
bassy Service, and asked to go to El 
Salvador because he said, "That's 
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where the action is, and I want that as 
the honor graduate of this class." He 
and two other marines were not in El 
Salvador 30 days before they gave 
their lives for you and for freedom; 
and the fourth marine had only been 
there for a period of about 3 months. 

Now, here is the map of these clan
destine prisons. Pock-marking this 
once-gentle land, tortured under 
Somoza, now tortured under betrayed 
revolution, it is beginning to look like 
what Alexandr Solzhenitsyn called an 
archipelago-taken after a South Pa
cific island. 

An archipelago of prison gulag 
camps. You can truly call them gulags 
because that is the special name given 
to Soviet camps for political prisoners. 
Who ever dreamed we would have a 
gulag archipelago right here on the 
continent of North America in that 
narrow isthmus we call Central Amer
ica? That is only a real estate name. 

That is one continent north of the 
Panama Canal, and it is our conti
nent-we are all Norte Americanos. 

Here is one of the prisons; it did not 
exist under Somoza: La Palerma. 

Here is another prison: Asuncion. It 
is near Juigalpa, where this helicopter 
earlier was killing people. 

Here is the Zona Franca prison 
system. Very close to where American 
Congressmen and Senators will land to 
get the grand revolutionary tour. 

Here is Wasmoli Prison. Brand 
new-look at the size of this prison 
complex. This is all brand new con
struction. They are only building two 
things in Nicaragua, and I have just 
witnessed it for the fourth time with 
my own eyes, spread over 30 years. 
They are building military bases and 
prisons. 

The military bases, they are slapping 
them up so fast, have kind of tempo
rary look or quality to them, but these 
are the only permanent structures 
that communism brings to this little 
Central American country. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DORNAN of California. I yield 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I just 
want to know, if the gentleman can 
tell me, how many bases have they 
built since they took power? I know 
Mr. Somoza, when he was in power 
down there, had what, 8 or 10 bases. 
How many do they have now under 
the Communist regime? 

Mr. DORNAN of California. They 
have enlarged all of Somoza's bases 
and probably by a factor of 5 or 6 
times that--

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. So they 
have 40 or 50 bases now? 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Some 
40 to 50, some people say 60, depend
ing on what size installation you are 
talking about. 

The Zona Franca Prison. we asked to 
visit. I had a meeting with the acting 

President because the head comman
dante, Ortega, was at Mr. Olof Palme's 
funeral in Sweden. 

Now this Asuncion Prison-I'm 
sorry, that is just a repeat of that pic
ture. I do not have all nine pictures. 
Some of them were so sensitive that 
they said, "Would it be OK if we de
classified five?" 

Now here is the one that President 
Carter asked to visit when he was in 
Nicaragua about 5 or 6 weeks ago, Ti
pitapa. Nice, innocent-sounding name. 
The Tipitapa Prison was Somoza's 
only federal penitentiary. There were 
city jails all over, where occasionally 
he would throw people, but as I said at 
his high water steady mark except for 
that one blip, after the Eden Pastora 
takeover of the Congress, up to about 
800 or 900, the most he ever had was 
500, and here is where he kept them. 

Now, I do not know how good our 
cameras are; I am going to hold this as 
steady as I can. This black line is the 
limit of the old Somoza prison at Tipi
tapa. 
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It held 500 people. I talked to a man 

the other day that said, "Somoza 
threw me in that prison for speaking 
out for freedom and my room was 
right here" about a fifth of the way in 
on this last long building. He said, 
"When the Sandinista Communists ar
rested me, a loyal Sandinista, and 
threw me in prison for the second time 
in my life, there were 4,000 people in 
the prison that Somoza had kept 500 
people in." He said, "when I looked 
out this window toward the northeast 
this was all a field. Now it is new 
prison facility, new prison facility, new 
prison facility, new prison facility." 
Are you listening, Msgr. Wilbur Davis, 
who has been sitting in my office all 
day long? You who likes to be called 
"Father Will," who has been taken for 
revolutionary tours down there as a 
guest of the Communist government, 
who called your own cardinal down 
there a liar, you who knows more than 
the 10 bishops, than the 840 priests, 
you who runs around with the popular 
movement down there of Communist 
priests who sold out to liberation the
ology and worse, you know more about 
this? You deny these prisons are down 
there? Come on, Father Will, before 
your name becomes Father "Devious." 

Look at this, these are guard gun 
towers, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 
13, 14, 15, 16, 17, and maybe I counted 
that one and maybe not, 18. Somoza 
did not have these gun towers with 
Soviet machineguns to prevent any
body from escaping from here. But 
meanwhile while we were in the lobby 
of the Intercontinental Hotel, here is 
a great old American actor, nominated 
for academy awards, Gary Merrill, 
with all of his little friends from "Wit
ness for Peace." They run up to the 
congressional group and tell us that 

we do not know what we are doing, 
that they really know the countryside. 
Do you think they have seen these 
nine prisons? They denied the reality 
of these pictures. 

I ask everybody who is here and 
every American within the sound of 
my voice who either sees or hears 
about this: If you think your Govern
ment under Jimmy Carter, Ronald 
Reagan, or any President of the last 
210 years would create phony evidence 
like this and debauch our CIA and our 
intelligence-gathering services and 
make liars out of the young intelli
gence pilots who fly the U-2's and the 
SR-7l's whose motto is "Alone, Un
armed, and Unafraid," but off the 
patch they will tell you it is "Alone, 
Unarmed, and Very Afraid" some
times, particularly in the perimeter of 
the Soviet Union trying to garner in
telligence to keep the peace in this 
world, the kind of intelligence we did 
not have before the Second World 
War. If you think your Government 
would trump up this kind of evidence, 
then I will tell you something I feel 
sorry for you because I did not suspect 
that of my Government, my country 
and its Government and I do not care 
who the President was. Every Presi
dent that I have ever lived under for 
the last 52 years has been an honora
ble man who would never do anything. 
They may misread it sometimes and 
they may hope that it is not coming in 
that hot. Kennedy was saying, Presi
dent John F . Kennedy was saying that 
Keating, Senator Keating of New 
York, was jumping to conclusions until 
Kennedy saw the U-2 photographs of 
Cuba and saw nuclear warheaded in
termediate-range ballistic missiles that 
could cover the whole southern part of 
this country, and he called in his 
brother and his Secretary of Non de
f ense or Undef ense, Robert Strange 
McNamara, and he said we've got to 
do something right now. And he did 
something. He brought this country to 
the brink of a conflict by turning away 
Soviet ships at sea. As irony would 
have it, the first destroyer to turn 
around the first Soviet freighter was 
named the Joseph P. Kennedy after 
his older brother, who had given his 
life on an intelligence mission, blowing 
up, atomizing in thin air over the Eng
lish Channel trying to go after 
German subpens. Every President is 
honorable when it comes to this kind 
of intelligence. You are now seeing 
photographs that were top secret just 
a few days ago and we get to see a lot 
more of this because you give up top
secret clearances when you elect us to 
office. 

I yield to my colleague who spent a 
good, productive day in Nicaragua and 
another one in San Salvador with a 
heroic President. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle
man. I take the time to tell the gentle-
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man that in another one of these 
things that sometimes confuses me 
and I must say many times angers me, 
I just had a call that indicates that 
while the gentleman is describing 
some of these things in the photo
graphs up here that much of what the 
gentleman has shown and described is 
not making the TV cameras, that they 
are spending their time sweeping the 
chairs here and so on so that America 
cannot see much of what the gentle
man is showing on his pictures. That is 
a disappointment. I think the gentle
man is revealing some things, some in
telligence photographs that this coun
try does have a right to understand in 
light of the debate. It seems to me 
that what the gentleman is doing as a 
service to the debate would somehow 
be better. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Could I 
interrupt the gentleman a moment 
and ask the Chair how much time I 
have remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman has 9 minutes remaining. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. During 
those 9 minutes I am going to hold 
these pictures under my face. They 
have to come to me occasionally. 

This is one of the nine clandestine 
prisons in Nicaragua, Carcel Modelo 
did not exist under the authoritarian 
oligarch, Anastasio Somoza. It exists 
now with the naive ignorance of many 
people on the religious left denying 
that this is a real photograph, saying 
it is a trumped-up phony picture of a 
Communist prison supplied by our 
CIA to the President. I am just telling 
you it is real. It is real. And if it is not 
real, I will resign from the Congress of 
the United States. How is that for 
those who would rather pan the cam
eras somewhere else? 

I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Did I un

derstand the gentleman to say when I 
first walked in that in the small 
prison, the first prison down there, 
there were 500 people when the gen
tleman you ref erred to was incarcerat
ed sometime back and the Sandinistas 
have put in eight times that many 
people in there, political prisoners, 
they now have 4,000 where they used 
to have 500 people? 

Mr. DORNAN of California. This is 
the prison at Tipicapa, this black 
square, this perfect square out in the 
countryside not all that far from Ma
nagua. Somoza at his high-water 
mark, let me give you the figures, 
where they come from: Amnesty Inter
national and Americas Watch. I had 
my staff ca.ll and I ca.Ued myself be
cause I could not believe this. They 
said, and I quarrel with them less than 
you would think, but they said that 
their problem is they go after the 
right-wing dictatorships around the 
world, the totalitarian, authoritarian 
governments, because they cannot get 
into the Soviet Union. They have ad-

mitted to me that failing. They are 
getting much, much better. They told 
me except for a brief high-water mark 
of 800 prisoners after the Pastora 
takeover, that 500, and even then it 
was uncomfortable. It was a big jail, 
not like our prisons in some States 
where some of our States probably 
have the same poor system as this, 
trying to find the money to build pris
ons in this permissive age of ours 
when our prison population goes up. 
But this small prison was then stuff ed. 
and that is the right word, stuffed 
with human beings. Let me tell you 
what we were told down there by Car
dinal Obando y Bravo. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. These 
were political prisoners? 

Mr. DORNAN of California. These 
are mostly political prisoners. Here is 
something that we were discussing 
while flying back home on a direct 
flight from San Salvador to this city 
in about 3 hours and 15 minutes. I 
said, "You know I can remember little 
nuns in school making me memorize 
the Bill of Rights, the first amend
ments to our Constitution, instigated 
by Thomas Jefferson." 

We have one of our prime historians 
on the floor, NEWT GINGRICH of Geor
gia. Please check my historical facts, 
Professor, if you will, The first amend
ment that Thomas Jefferson would 
have phoned it in, I guess he sent a 
little message by ship. Our Consitu
tion is great, it tells us how we are 
going to do everything, how every
thing is going to work but get it in 
writing, Jefferson said, what the Gov
ernment cannot do to its citizens. The 
first one was, the first amendment of 
the Bill of Rights, "Congress shall 
make no law abridging freedom of 
speech." These 11,000 people are in 
there for speaking out for freedom 
and all of them hated Somoza and 
most of them spoke out against their 
revolution only when they felt be
trayed, as the Kerensky revolution 
was betrayed in Leningrad and as 
Castro betrayed his revolution. 

I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. It is my 

understanding that many of those 
people were put into prison with 
three-man tribunals, none of whom 
were lawyers. They could put people 
into prison for up to 30 years without 
the due process of law. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. May I 
ask the gentleman to do me a favor? 
Would he give me that little red-and
black book from the top there? 

Now continuing with our first 
amendment, "shall make no law 
abridging freedom of speech or of the 
press" and the word "the" is in there. 
Do you know what the word "press" is 
in Spanish? It is La Prensa. That is 
the name of the heroic paper that 
pulled down Somoza. It cost the life of 

the publisher-editor. People are con
vinced 90-95 percent that Somoza had 
him killed. There is a slight doubt that 
maybe the Sandinistas were clever 
enough then to kill him, one of the 
heroes of the anti-Somoza forces so as 
to really undo Somoza. The net effect 
was that Somoza started on a greased 
path to oblivion after Pedro Chamorro 
was executed in one of the major 
intersections downtown where there is 
a big memorial built to him. We met in 
La Prensa, the press, with all the edi
tors, one of them with a pistolwhip 
wound across his forehead, several had 
been kidnaped. Even the lovely, beau
tiful young daughter of Pedro Cha
morro, her name Christiana Cha
morro, told us she had been kidnaped 
and threatened for a few hours just 
this year. She said, when asked by one 
of the Members, I think ToM DELAY of 
Texas, "Are you frightened?" she said, 
"Of course, I'm frightened." 

Then they all went "Well, we all 
are." But they continue to publish. 
They get censored and they put the 
censored articles outside of the news
paper front knowing that it may cost 
them their lives or their freedom in 
one of these gulag prisons one day. 
She said, "My father used to tell us 
something always. We think of it 
often. He said we are all masters of 
our own fear." Meaning that fear is an 
internal thing that you can control if 
your cause is great enough. Then 
when we went on, Mr. WALKER and I 
and the other seven Members, to meet 
with Cardinal Obando y Bravo and 
two of his priests who had been beaten 
and threatened with death by Lenin 
Cerna-one of the subcomandantes. 
You like that first name, Lenin? I 
wonder if his mother gave him that 
name. I doubt it. Lenin Cerna told 
Father Bismarck Carballo, "I will kill 
you if it's the last thing I do." He said 
that on New Year's day when they 
shut down the Radio Catolica, while 
we were at the office cf the curia with 
these three priests, a cardinal, a young 
bishop, Vivas, and Father Carballo, I 
thought of those words of the assassi
nated martyr, Pedro Chamorro, "We 
are all masters of our own fear." 

When Mr. WALKER says to one of the 
human-rights men, and I am sorry, I 
have forgotten his name, because his 
name deserves to be emblazoned over 
this hemisphere as a hero, Mr. 
WALKER said, "Are you afraid, sir?" All 
of the people from the independent 
human rights group said, "Of course, 
we are afraid." They said, "We have 
been ordered that if we publish our 
latest report on human rights viola
tions by the Sandinistas, we will all be 
punished." 

And BOB WALKER said, "What are 
you going to do?" They said, "We will 
publish." The nine Congressmen broke 
out in spontaneous applause. 
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The same thing we felt with the pri

vate sector. Now I met with one of 
these gentlemen and he gave me per
mission to use his name all across the 
Americas, Enrique Bolyanos. I met 
with him with Congressman VIN 
WEBER in March of last year. He was 
then president of the private-sector 
group. Do you know what this has cost 
him? It reminds me about Thomas Jef
ferson's words about "We mutually 
pledge our lives, our fortunes, and our 
sacred honor." It has cost him his for
tune, but it surely has not cost him his 
honor. It may yet cost him his life. 

Soviet-weaponed soldiers showed up 
on his property June 24, 4 months 
after Congressman WEBER and I met 
him, and at the point of Soviet subma
chine guns, automatic weapons, as a 
matter of fact Kalashnikov assault 
rifles, they took away his 2,000 acres 
of cotton that he and his brother had 
built up from scratch in 1946. He said, 
"I started from scratch after the war; 
I will start from scratch again." 

All his children are here in the 
United States now. He does not want 
to make the mistake of the Cuban 
middle class or business community 
where they all fled to Miami thinking 
that they would come back at the Bay 
of Pigs. Cuba has been a palm-covered 
prison ever since. 

I will close on this. This man told me 
and I have given a challenge to my col
leagues, "Prove this man to be a 
phony or a double agent, Alvaro Baldi
zon." I have written a "Dear Coman
dante" letter myself signed by about 
20 of my colleagues to Ortega not to 
kill his brother in one of these secret 
gulag prisons or not to abuse his 
young wife and 7-year-old son who are 
locked up in house arrest down there. 
Baldizon has told me under oath and 
he said he will take truth serum and 
sodium pentathol that in 1981 Tomas 
Borge, and he was one of the favorite 
key lieutenants, aide-de-camps, Borge 
sent to East Germany three platoons 
of Sandinista soldiers to be trained for 
almost 6 months or over 6 months as 
disinformation specialists and counter
intelligence forces. He said they were 
called "prophylaxia" meaning preven
tive, same thing it means in our lan
guage in Latin. Prophylaxia, troops 
that prevent the spread of the Contras 
by dressing perfectly as Contras, GI 
boots that they bought in the open 
market in South Korea, weapons, Is
raeli Galeels <?>,falls<?> left over from 
Somoza, and M-16's that they cap
tured-that they had, did not have to 
capture them, from Vietnam. They 
sent them out into the field. They 
have been out there 4112 years killing 
their own people. They know who the 
informer is in a little village like Was
moli. So when they go in with a list 
and kill their own informer here is a 
person loyal to the Sandinista Com
munist revolution trying to help them 
and they slit his throat to make a po-

litical point. When Adolfo Calero 
called a rally of the FDN tribes early 
in 1983 they joined as a Contra unit 
and nobody could recognize them for 
what they were. They woke up in the 
middle of the night, slit the throats of 
all the real Contras, and everybody in 
that unit was promoted instantly to 2d 
lieutenant. I asked Baldizon in four 1-
hour meetings I had with him, 
"Alvaro, what was the main thing that 
made you defect?" And I hope Monsi
gnor "Devious" is listening. He said, 
"50 things made me defect." I said, 
"Well, what made you jeopardize your 
brother, your wife, and your son when 
you were investigating Sandinista cor
ruption along the Honduran border, 
what made you walk across the 
border?" 
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He said, "Probably the No. 1 reason 

was capital punishment, because this 
country flaunts it in Europe and 
around the world that they have no 
capital punishment. I know of 700 
secret executions of people." 

He said, "Here is what happens. 
When you are arrested in the dead of 
night, if a neighbor sticks his head 
out, dares to, and sees you being ar
rested, you will not die. They will keep 
you in prison for 3 months. They will 
torture the blazes out of you, and they 
will intimidate you. But if no one sees 
you kidnaped, you die. Capital punish
ment in a Communist country." 

That is what we are up against. I 
wish now I had taken an hour special 
order. Maybe I could get a few more of 
these secret prisons before the Ameri
can public. 

I thank you, Mr. Speaker, for this 
much time. 

I hope all of America watches our · 1 
hour and their 1 hour tomorrow. I 
hope the President prevails. This is a 
malignant cancer in our hemisphere of 
pure unadulterated Communist terror, 
and the truth is getting out. 

MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States was commu
nicated to the House by Mr. Saunders, 
one of his secretaries. 

NO ANSWERS ON THE LEFT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Georgia CMr. GINGRICH] 
is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. GINGRICH. The title of my 
special order this evening is "No An
swers on the Left." The basic point I 
want to make in a variety of ways is 
that, frankly, the great problem with 
the vote tomorrow, if you vote no, is 
what is your solution. 

This is an honorable debate between 
patriots about how we deal with Cen-

tral America. It is possible for a patri
ot to argue honestly and honorably 
that there is no Soviet Communist 
threat in Central America. That is a 
factual argument that is legitimate 
and reasonable. Some of our friends 
on the left will get up and say, "No, we 
should not do anything because, after 
all, we are not threatened." 

It is also honorable and honest for a 
patriot to get up and say, "Well, we 
have some problems. Those are not 
necessarily problems worth our re
sponding to." That is an honorable 
and a sound position. 

The groups, I guess, that trouble me 
the most are in two categories. They 
are those who claim we have a prob
lem, but it is not a problem worth wor
rying about. They do not like the San
dinistas, they have said all day today. 
They do not believe it is a good 
regime. They stipulate that it is a to
talitarian regime. They recognize that 
it is bad to have Cuban colonial offi
cers and have Soviet colonial advisers. 
They recognize there is a Soviet 
empire, "but." And there is always a 
"but" in the way they describe it. 

Those in a sense are folks who, as 
Charles Krauthammer put it on 
Sunday, are engaged in what they 
regard as the Neutrality Act of 1986. 
Their viewpoint is the viewpoint that, 
while there is evil in the world, some
how we should not do anything about 
it. 

I draw a distinction, and I think 
anyone who analyzes the modern left 
should draw a distinction, between 
those who sincerely are not afraid of 
communism and are willing to say so, 
and that it is not a matter of great im
portance to them-and that is a legiti
mate position for patriots to take
those who recognize communism is 
not-but do not regard it as a threat
and that is a legitimate position for 
patriots to take-and those who stand 
up and piously explain that they don't 
like communism, "but," that they are 
afraid of communism, "but," that they 
think we should do something about 
the Communists in Nicaragua, "but." 

The point of my talk tonight is to 
focus on that group and one other 
group. 

There is another group that is sort 
of in the middle, and they are trapped 
between, on the one hand being afraid 
of saying yes, and therefore making 
their radical friends in the caucus mad 
at them, or on the other hand saying 
no, and having Ronald Reagan and 
the American people, and possibly his
tory, mad at them. 

That group always runs around and 
says, "I would like to vote for you, if." 
And their "if" is always something 
that provides them with a reason not 
quite to be with you today. They 
really want to do something "if." 

Now the real two audiences I am ad
dressing, frankly, are the people who 
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say, yes, communism is dangerous, 
"but," and the people who say I would 
like to be with you, "if." I want to 
walk through where I think we are at 
in America from their standpoint. 

Let me, as I did earlier, address di
rectly the question of patriotism. I 
think it was put by a gentleman yes
terday who said that they wanted the 
Speaker to take down Mr. WALKER of 
Pennsylvania's words because, "He is 
questioning the judgment of other 
Members of the House." He went on to 
say, "He questions the judgment of 
the Members of the House who oppose 
the Reagan proposition." He said, fi
nally, "Yes, Mr. Speaker, I do, because 
it followed a statement I just made 
where I indicated that I opposed the 
President's position, and certainly by 
inference he is questioning my judg
ment and I resent it." 

Let me say, if I may, for the gentle
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER], 
I think, frankly, he was questioning 
the judgment of the other gentleman. 
He was not questioning that gentle
man's patriotism. He is a fine gentle
man, a man who has served in this 
House now for some 15 years, a man 
who has a distinguished record. 

What is at issue is not patriotism. 
What is at issue is judgment, reality, 
and the question of whether or not we 
have answers to the problems we are 
faced with. 

Someone said recently that many 
leftwing Congressmen were trauma
tized psychologically as teenagers and 
college students in reaction to the 
Vietnam war. They now oppose any 
new information about the Soviet 
empire, because in their hearts, they 
know that if a Soviet empire exists, 
then their votes and their actions have 
increased misery, tyranny, and death 
for millions of people. They suffer 
from what psychologists call cognitive 
dissonance, which is a problem which 
says I cannot afford to learn this new 
information because it would cause me 
too much pain. I do not want to hear 
this because it would upset me, so I 
will reject the information, much as 
an alcoholic does not accept that he is 
an alcoholic because then he would 
have to give up alcohol which would be 
very painful, or much like a fat person 
who always looks for the calorie-less 
chocolate cake because while they 
would like to be on a diet, they like 
sweets even more. So they deny reali
ty. Cognitive dissonance is a major 
problem in the U.S. House of Repre
sentatives today, because I believe 
that through cognitive dissonance, 
many of our leftwing friends remain 
committed to a pleasant fantasy world 
view because they find the frightening 
reality of the Soviet empire too horri
ble to think about, too threatening to 
their own past and to their present 
belief system. 

It was said well, I think, in commen
tary March 1984, in an article by Penn 

Kemble, a man who is chairman of the 
executive committee of the Coalition 
for a Democratic Majority, and a 
board member of the Institute on Reli
gion and Democracy. Penn Kemble 
said in an article entitled "The Demo
crats and the Kissinger Report": 

Today the problem is more a disorder of 
the mind, an inability to cope with complex
ities in public issues, a sophisticated form of 
simplemindedness. 

That is, if I understand Mr. Kem
ble's point, what we are dealing with is 
not so much an intellectual problem as 
a psychological problem. 

It is one he traces back, frankly, to 
the fact that we have not had, I think 
until the last 3 or 4 weeks, aggressive 
enough leadership in the White House 
in articulating what is at stake in Cen
tral America. 

As he put it: 
The trumpet which was supposed to 

summon us again had trailed off into a 
medley of tiresome commercial jingles. 
Reawakened by Central America, the old 
anti-Vietnam coalition had begun to re
group and a new domestic political crisis 
threatened to develop. It was this threat 
first recognized by the late Senator Henry 
Jackson, a Democrat, and discussed before 
such audiences as the Sheetmetal Workers 
Union and the Coalition for a Democratic 
Majority that brought the Kissinger Com
mission into being. 

It is important to recognize, first of 
all, that the pressures, particularly in 
the Democratic caucus, but to some 
extent among some Republicans, the 
pressures against American support 
for freedom fighters go directly back 
to the crisis of Vietnam and the fact 
that for 16 years now, we have been 
arguing about the nature of the Soviet 
empire and about whether or not 
Cuba provides a colonial army for the 
support of Soviet material objectives. 

D 2020 
This was discussed during the 

Carter-Mondale administration. 
I am going to quote from a brilliant 

essay by Edward N. Luttwak, professor 
at Georgetown University and a senior 
fell ow at the Georgetown Center for 
Strategic International Studies. Mr. 
Luttwak is probably the leading 
expert in this country on the Israeli 
Army, a man who is remarkably wide 
ranging, with a Ph.D. in military histo
ry. His article, also in Commentary 
magazine, in the December 1979 issue, 
entitled "Cubans in Arabia? Or. the 
Meaning of Strategy," is one worth 
reading by every American asking 
themselves the question about why we 
are involved in Nicaragua. 

He says: 
It is perhaps a natural consequence of our 

post-Vietnam predicament, in which we try 
to make foreign policy without a consensual 
world view, without a coherent scheme of 
our interests, and without even the vaguest 
sense of a national strategy, that our gov
ernment policy-making and even our public 
debates on foreign affairs have themselves 
acquired a fragmentary character. We deal 

with issues seriatim, one by one as they 
arise, in reciprocal isolation, in a manner 
that we are pleased to call pragmatic but 
which is in fact merely episodic. Having no 
plan of concerted action ourselves, we imag
ine that others too are without plans; 
having no strategy ourselves, we imagine 
that others too conduct their policy in a 
fashion entirely unstrategical. Hence the 
episodic outlook. 

The point Mr. Luttwak was making, 
the point which I think any reasona
ble reader of today's debate will con
clude about the American left, wheth
er it is a Republican left or a Demo
cratic left, is that the Carter-Mondale 
administration, in its reaction to Viet
nam, had no vision of the world, and 
because it was afraid to think and talk 
about the Soviet empire it could have 
no vision of the world because it is im
possible to have a vision of the world 
that is realistic that does not take into 
account the Soviet empire. 

I will bet, and I will go back tomor
row and check this, that in the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD for today, if you 
read it carefully you will find at least 
20 Members of the left who say, "Why 
are we afraid of Nicaragua?" when, of 
course, the answer is we are not afraid 
of Nicaragua. Nicaragua is merely the 
current battlefield for Soviet imperial
ism; Nicaragua is merely the current 
arena for the Cuban colonial army. 

What is at issue here is whether or 
not there is a Soviet colony being 
planted in the North American Conti
nent. That is why this Congress is 
spending 10 hours on this debate. And 
it tells you something about the psy
chological and intellectual problems of 
the American left, that, faced with the 
reality of 2,500 Cuban soldiers in a co
lonial army in Nicaragua, ·faced with 
Soviet officers in Nicaragua, their 
question is to focus narrowly on the 
tiny country of Nicaragua and not on 
the vast threat of the Soviet empire. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I yield to my good 
friend, the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding, and I 
think the gentleman has touched 
upon a very important point, that 
being that the Soviets, along with 
their surrogates, have a global strate
gy, and we do not. 

On the horn of Africa, Ethiopia, 
North and South Yemen, the Commu
nists control those countries, and the 
Soviet Union and their surrogates, the 
Cubans, have taken control and have 
helped take control of that part of the 
world. What people do not realize is 
the egress of the Red Sea is there. Oil 
supplies that are vital to the free 
world come through that part of the 
world. The Soviets and their surro
gates, the Cubans, have been working 
very diligently in the southern part of 
Africa. In Angola we have 35,000 to 
45,000 Cuban troops and 12 Soviet 
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generals, and they are bringing in 
planeload after planeload of military 
supplies to make sure that the Ango
lan Government prevails over Mr. Sa
vimbi over there. In Mozambique and 
Zimbabwe you have two more Commu
nist regimes. And they are moving 
toward southern Africa, with the Afri
can National Congress in the van
guard. If they are successful, five min
erals that are absolutely vital to the 
security of the United States will be at 
risk. The only other place we can get 
most of those minerals is from, you 
guessed it, the Soviet Union. Forty 
percent of the free world's oil supplies 
come around the southern tip of 
Africa. 

So the Soviet Union is playing chess 
on the horn of Africa, they are playing 
chess on the Persian Gulf, they are 
playing chess on the southern tip of 
Africa and they are playing chess, 
most of all, in our backyard in Nicara
gua and Central America. 

I flew into Grenada, along with some 
of my colleagues, the gentlema."l. from 
California [Mr. DORNAN], who I think 
is gone right now, we flew into Grena
da and we saw without doubt clear-cut 
evidence that the Soviet Union and 
her surrogate, the Cubans, plan to use 
Nicaragua and Grenada as a spring
board for further military adventur
ism in Central and South America. 

And today on this floor I think the 
gentleman from Georgia and others 
pointed out that of the 19 nations 
south of the Mexican-American 
border, 12 have either received weap
ons through Nicaragua or terror.ists 
who were trained in Nicaragua or 
both. 

So many of these fledgling democra
cies are at risk because the Soviet 
Union and her surrogates are moving 
in Central America right now. 

I think the gentleman has made a 
very valid point by pointing out that 
the Soviets do have a global strategy 
and they are using chessmen, like the 
Nicaraguans, like the Ethiopians, like 
the Cubans, to achieve their goals, and 
if the United States does not wake up, 
we are going to be checkmated, we are 
going to be an island in a sea of Com
munist states. We must not allow that 
to happen. The Soviets are great chess 
players, but I think we are great chess 
players, as well. What we have to do is 
wake up Members on the left in this 
body to the fact that the Communists 
have one goal, and that is world domi
nation, that they want to put us in an 
untenable situation on our southern 
border, our southern flank, the 2,000-
mile border between us and Mexico. If 
they are successful in having a revolu
tion without borders down there, as 
the gentleman from Georgia has 
pointed out many times, we are going 
to see a tidal wave of humanity fleeing 
Central America, South America, and 
Mexico and coming into the United 
States. 

The economic problems we are going 
to suffer are going to be unbelievable, 
not to mention the military costs, be
cause we are going to have to deploy 
troops on our southern flank. I call it 
the soft underbelly of America, the 
Mexican-American border, and it is 
going to be very costly both militarily 
and economically. If we can wake up 
our colleagues in the next 24 hours
and I know our valiant President is 
working very hard to do that-we can 
turn the tide to make sure the free
dom fighters down there, who are 
fighting for their freedom and our 
freedom, will have a chance to prevail. 

I thank the gentleman for making 
this very valid point in pointing out 
that they do have a global strategy 
and we should have one as well. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I thank my friend 
from Indiana for commenting. It does 
seem to me that we have got to put 
this in larger perspective. 

Tomorrow's vote is not a vote on the 
Nicaraguan reform movement. Tomor
row's vote is a vote on a Soviet Empire, 
on a Cuban colonial army, on a direct 
threat to the United States. I think 
that is the central issue. As I said, 
those of our friends on the left who, as 
patriots, do not believe that there is a 
Soviet Empire, do not believe that 
that is a threat, they have every right 
to say that. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. If the gen
tleman will yield further, there was an 
article that Roland Evans and Robert 
Novak wrote I believe today or yester
day, and in it they quoted you about a 
Cuban general, a Gen. Nestor Lopez, 
who led a battalion of tanks, I guess, 
in the Yorn Kippur War in 1974. He is 
now in Nicaragua. He is moving all 
over the globe in these wars of libera
tion, so-called. 

Could you elaborate in your remarks 
a little on that? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I was going to talk 
a little bit about General Lopez, be
cause he is a perfect example of what 
we are talking about. 

Mr. Luttwak, in his 1979 article, 
points out that people on the left kept 
laughing about a Soviet training bri
gade in Cuba, they kept saying, "Well, 
what does it matter that there is a 
Soviet training brigade in Cuba?" 

Well, it matters a great deal because 
if you are the Soviet Empire and you 
can train Cubans in your tactics in 
Cuba and you can train them using 
your equipment, T-62 and T-72 tanks, 
and you can then pick up Cubans in 
an airplane, fly them to Syria, put 
them in exactly the same kind of tank, 
you are in a tremendous position to 
move people around the world and, 
much like a chess game, which is the 
favorite Soviet pastime, you are able 
now to say, "If we have a crisis, let's 
use the Cubans." 

That sounds like scare talk. That 
sounds almost like Pat Buchanan. Can 
you imagine if someone had gotten up 

in 1972, and said, "If we allow Commu
nist Cuba to keep being trained by the 
Soviet Empire, it is going to be a 
threat to Israel," people would have 
said on the left, "Why, that's silly. Of 
course it won't." 

So let me read what Evans and 
Novak said today, because I think they 
put it pretty well: 

The arrival in Nicaragua last week of a 
Cuban general who fought against Israel in 
the 1973 Yom Kippur War is the launching 
pad for a new political effort to win the 
contra-aid vote in Congress on grounds that 
a vote against the contras is a vote against 
Israel. 

Brig. Gen. Nestor Lopez, the Soviet
trained Cuban commander who is just now 
making his debut in Nicaragua, commanded 
armored forces on the Syrian front against 
Israel and then stayed there for two more 
years. His move to Managua buttresses the 
administrations charge that a seamless web 
of left-wing forces now spans the globe, with 
the capability of pinpointing its power 
where and when needed. 

According to that theory, Lopez's battle 
experience in one theater of operations 
after another shows the capability of 
moving non-Soviet communist forces led by 
Soviet-trained officers into combat almost 
anywhere. The troops that fight on the 
Honduran border today may return to the 
Israeli border tomorrow.• • • 

Lopez was one of the enemies of 
Israel who fought in Syria. 

• • • Indeed, at age 44 he typifies the 
Cuban communist professional who has 
made his mark in three theaters of war. A 
youthful fighter against the Batista regime 
in Cuba, he was trained at armor school in 
the Soviet. Union. When the ill-fated free
dom fighters landed at the Bay of Pigs in 
the spring of 1961, Lopez commanded one of 
the first Fidel Castro units to meet them. 

In 1973, he was sent to the Mideast in 
command of an armored regiment fighting 
with the Syrians against Israel along the 
Golan Heights, staying there throughout 
sporadic cleanup fighting that lasted into 
May 1974. All told, 3,000 Cubans were esti
mated to have been in Syria-including MiG 
and helicopter pilots. · 

According to The Economist's March 
1978 Foreign Report, Cuban tank 
crews commanded by Lopex suffered 
180 dead and 250 wounded in the Yorn 
Kippurwar. 

Let me say as an aside that we do 
not know how many Israelis were 
killed by the Cubans. 

I continue quoting from Evans and 
Novak: 

Less than a year later, in March 1975, the 
Cubans were dispatched to Angola to battle 
Jonas Savimbi's freedom fighters following 
Portugal's departure. Lopez was put in com
mand of a Cuban armored division. 

Thus, while Washington sends one of its 
veteran peace-seeking envoys, Ambassador 
Philip Habib, to Central America, Havana 
sends one of its outstanding combat veter
ans to Managua. 

The Nicaraguan government's pleas for 
peace, echoed by Reagan critics in Washing
ton, contrast with such war-like moves. Co
mandante Emmet Lang, the Nicaraguan air 
force commander in chief, is on a secret mis
sion to Moscow seeking a favorable sign 
from the Soviets-such as the loan of MiG 
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fighters, or perhaps the symbolic landing of 
a squadron of Bear bombers. 

U.S. experts very much doubt the Sandi
nistas will get any such stakes-raising signal 
from the Soviets. But even without the Rus
sions, internationalization of the communist 
struggle in Nicaragua is well along. 

The globe-trotting Gen. Lopez shows what 
military analyst Edward N. Luttwak meant 
when he wrote that "the pieces are on the 
chessboard" -in the Middle East and else
where. 

Tying Israel and the Contras together po
litically is not all that easy. Formidable 
Democratic spokesmen in foreign 
affairs • • • support Israel and oppose the 
Contras with nearly equal passion. 

I am omitting some Members' nemes 
who are not on the floor. 

<Many Members> will try to convince 
them they will not be able to perform that 
feat with impunity much longer. <One 
Member> acknowledged to us that the ap
parent contradiction made him "uncomfort
able." But he said "the tail should not wag 
the dog" -that giving Israel what it asks is 
not the same as supplying arms to the anti
Sandinista Contras. 

The point is simply this: The arrival 
in Managua of the Cuban general, 
with his battle ribbons from the 
Syrian front helps our effort to tie to
gether the survival of Israel and the 
survival of freedom and to say to ev
eryone that if you have a Cuban gen
eral trained in the Soviet Union who 
has fought now in Syria, Angola, and 
has now been sent to Nicaragua, what 
further proof could you possible want 
that there is really a Soviet Empire 
and there is really a struggle against 
freedom. 

I will be glad to yield to my friend, 
the gentleman from Arizona. 

Mr. RUDD. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I commend the gentleman 
for his consistent and persistent 
search for the truth and an attempt to 
convey the truth to all of us here on 
the floor. 

I have heard the gentleman make a 
number of good points and some state
ments were made today on the floor 
indicating that $100 million is not 
going to be enough and that, after all, 
25,000 troops by the Contras will not 
be enough to overthrow the powerful, 
now well-armed Government of Nica
ragua, and I would just like to make a 
statement on that effect. 

I was a carrier-based fighter pilot in 
the Pacific in World War II, and there 
was not any question in my mind. The 
point was also made that we should 
not be overthrowing the Government 
of Nicaragua. But, after all, that is not 
really a duly constituted Government 
because they came to power behind 
the barrel of a gun and they have not 
done anything except to consolidate 
that power in the same way since. But 
we were involved in World War II in 
an attempt to overthrow that ancient 
dynasty of Japan. We intended to 
overthrow it. We fought in Europe to 
overthl ow the hated fascist dynasty of 
Mussolini and Hitler's Nazi Germany. 

But I wonder what would have hap
pened in the Revolutionary War when 
our Founding Forefathers fought that 
war for liberty and freedom, an ama
teur military leader in the form of 
George Washington, who was entrust
ed with our rag-tag troops against the 
most powerful nation in the recent 
history of mankind at that time, the 
British Empire. I wonder what would 
have happened if General Lafayette, 
whose portrait appears here, would 
have said, "There is no sense going 
over and helping those people because 
they cannot make it." I wonder what 
would have happened if France would 
have said, "We are not going to help 
those people because they just have a 
rag-tag force there and there is no 
sense in us getting involved because 
they will lose the war." And that is 
what we are saying now, and the 
reason we are saying it is because we 
have been dragging our feet far too 
long and have allowed the Sandinistas 
in Nicaragua to consolidate their hold 
on the people, the atrocities that they 
have committed, the atrocities against 
freedom and liberty, everything we be
lieve in, if those were good reasons, we 
would not be here today as a nation. 

D 2035 
So I would like to respond to the 

gentleman's good statement in that 
way and I thank the gentleman from 
Georgia for yielding. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Well, let me say to 
the gentleman, I happen to have here, 
and I want to read a couple of them 
into the RECORD, letters from George 
Washington. 

I was really struck the other night 
listening to one of our friends on the 
left that if they had visited Valley 
Forge in the middle of that winter, 
they would have voted against aid to 
the American army fighting for its in
dependence, because it was clear that 
that army could never win. 

I was tempted again and again today 
when people got up on the left and 
said, "Oh, the freedom fighters can't 
win," to say to them. "Have you ever 
visited Valley Forge?" 

Let me give you just a few examples: 
It will not be believed that such a force as 

Great Britain has employed for eight years 
in this country could be baffled in their 
plan of subjugating it by numbers infinitely 
less composed of men oftentimes half 
starved, always in rags, without pay, and ex
periencing at times every species of distress 
which human nature is capable of undergo
ing." 

Again, let me suggest a letter from 
George Washington, who said, and I 
want everyone to listen to this in the 
context of all these comments about 
"the Contras can't win. The freedom 
fighter can't win. Why are we backing 
them? 

To see men without clothes to cover their 
nakedness, without blankets to lay on, with
out shoes by which their marches might be 
traced by blood fJ:'.Om their feet and almost 

as often without provisions as well, march
ing through frost and snow and at Christ
mas taking up their winter quarters within 
a day's march of the enemy, without a 
house or hut to cover them so they could be 
built and submitting to it without a murmur 
is a mark of patience and obedience which 
in my opinion can scarce be paralleled. 

Now, he also goes on to advise about 
the importance of being strong. He 
said: 

Had we kept a permanent army on foot, 
the enemy would have nothing to hope for 
and would in all probability have listened to 
terms long since. 

Let me say, nothing galls me more 
than to hear people who voted against 
sending aid to the freedom fighters 
now complaining because the freedom 
fighters are not winning, when we 
have not been allowed to give them 
military aid. We have not been allowed 
to give them military training. We 
have allowed decent men fighting for 
freedom in their country to go up 
against Soviet Hind helicopters with 
nothing effective to counterattack, 
and in that setting to hear of people 
who voted against helping them com
plain because they are not winning is 
almost more than reasonable people 
can bear. 

My point is simply, as I think my 
friend from Arizona was saying, that 
maybe instead of having another 
plane to carry people to Nicaragua, 
President Reagan should invite every
one who intends to vote no to fly to 
Valley Forge to look at that camp, not 
because the Contras are the moral 
equivalent of the founding fathers; 
whether they are or not frankly I 
think is a part of Americanism. There 
were a lot of things done in the name 
of revolution that had it appeared on 
the CBS news, people would have been 
appalled by. There were a lot of things 
done in any kind of civil war that are 
ruthless and vicious and bloody, but 
rather to say that for us to decide that 
we have the power to either give the 
Contras hope or to insure their def eat 
and we will decide they will lose, but 
then we will think we escape that 
blame for the defeat because we will 
say, "Well, they couldn't have won 
anyway," somehow I think denies the 
whole tradition of Americanism. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I am glad to yield 
to my friend, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. KOSTMA YER. I live not very 
far from Valley Forge. I am wondering 
if in his reading of Washington's let
ters and in his reading of American 
history if my good friend, the gentle
man from Georgia, has come across 
any record of serious human rights 
violations by American revolutionary 
soliders. I know that during those days 
obviously we did not have the kind of 
monitoring of human rights violations 
that we have today, but all of us know 
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of armies in the past that have been 
responsible, even before 1776, for such 
violations, through a reading of his
tory. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Oh, there is no 
question, I think-· 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Just let me 
finish my question. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I am sorry. 
Mr. KOSTMA YER. I am not aware, 

although I am sure there are always 
individual incidents, I am not aware 
that the American Revolutionary 
Army was engaged in the kinds of 
human rights violations that the Con
tras have been charged with. 

I am wondering if the gentleman 
from Georgia can enlighten us on the 
subject. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I think it is fair to 
assert that if one reads carefully the 
history of the American Revolution, 
particularly the Tory version of it, you 
will find that people were driven out 
of town, that on occasion they were 
killed and on occasion they were 
tarred and feathered, that there were 
a number of incidents that I think 
would clearly stand as violations of 
human rights, that people like Wash
ington did not participate in them 
anymore than I think my friend from 
Pennsylvania would suggest that an 
Arturo Cruz would participate in 
them. 

I think because of the tradition 
among English speaking people, there 
tended to be fewer acts of savagery, 
but frankly if you read carefully, for 
example, the war in western New York 
in which both sides tended to use Indi
ans and in which there were atrocities 
of enormous savagery in which the pa
triots, for example, butchered women 
in the Indian camps, I think you 
would find that given the modern, I 
think correct, attitude that Indians 
being killed are after all still violations 
of human rights, that the patriots 
were fairly frequently willing to do 
pretty atrocious things. 

It was a different era. It was a differ
ent standard, But I think the central 
point which my good friend from 
Pennsylvania is making is a very inter
esting one. In fact under the El Salva
dor Accord, I doubt if this Congress 
would approve aid to the American 
Revolutionary forces of 1777 or 1778, 
because I am fairly certain that they 
violated human rights frequently 
enough that we would look upon them 
with some horror, and I can guarantee 
my friend that if the British had as 
good a disinformation program as the 
Soviets and the Cubans do, that we 
would have more than enough stories 
and more than enough witnesses who 
would have been lying frequently, as 
Pravda does and as Castro does, that 
we would be totally confused. 

I am glad to yield to my friend. 
Mr. KOSTMAYER. Well, I can only 

say very briefly that it is the first time 
I have ever heard the human rights 

violations of the Contras justified by 
saying that Americans during the Rev
olutionary struggle did the same kinds 
of violations. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I did not justify 
them. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. By saying that 
Americans during the Revolutionary 
struggle were equally guilty of the 
same kinds of violations. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I did not say that. 
Mr. KOSTMAYER. That is an alto

gether new reading of American histo
ry. 

As I say, our friends on the far right 
in the extremist right wing elements 
of the Republican Party, of which 
there are sadly so few moderates left, I 
think have a very distorted and a very 
puzzling view of history. I say that to 
our friends on the right. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I think that is fair. 
Let me say to my friend on the left, I 
think the gentleman misheard me. I 
do not think the American Revolu
tionary Army was ever in its official 
form under George Washington guilty 
of the kinds of atrocities which some 
American Revolutionary groups com
mitted. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Or the Contras 
have. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I do not believe, in 
all seriousness, for just a second
would my friend from Pennsylvania 
honestly suggest that the Indian wars 
in western New York were fought with 
a delicacy which would be appropriate 
to modern human rights standards? 
Would the gentleman seriously sug
gest that? 

Mr. KOSTMA YER. Certainly not, 
but that does not justify our condon
ing the violations which have been 
charged to the Contras. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I did not condone 
them. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. And it certainly 
does not justify our paying for them. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I did not condone 
them. Why does the gentleman put 
words in my mouth? I have never, ever 
condoned the Contras' human rights 
violations. What I said was that civil 
wars often produced them. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Well, I am glad 
that at least tonight that we have got 
the gentleman from Georgia on record 
as saying that. That is progress, I say 
to my friends on the right. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Well, let me just 
say, it is not progress. I have been sys
tematic and rather frequent in saying 
that I think the best way to have an 
effective army fighting a war against 
the Soviet empire, an army that is well 
trained and an army that does not 
commit human rights violations is to 
have Americans training them with 
American values. 

I would say to the gentleman that 
the more we have trained the El Sal
vadorans, the less human rights viola
tions there have been. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Let me ask the 
gentleman a question about the train
ing of soldiers with American values. 
Does the gentleman mean the kind of 
values enunciated in the bulletin or 
brochure of the CIA on how to murder 
Sandinista officials? Is that what the 
gentleman means? 

Mr. GINGRICH. Absolutely not. I 
appreciate the gentleman bringing 
that up. 

I was proud that when that was 
brought to the attention of the Presi
dent of the United States, that people 
were punished for putting out that 
kind of garbage. 

I would say to the gentleman that 
the American Army has overall, and 
the American Marine Corps, a rather 
exemplary record of trying to fight ac
cording to the rules of the civilized 
states. 

I would say to the gentleman that I 
do not understand our friends on the 
left saying-

Mr. KOSTMAYER. We are not dis
cussing the American Army. We are 
discussing the Contras. 

Mr. GINGRICH. That is right. 
Mr. KOSTMAYER. It is not the 

American Army that is fighting down 
there, not yet. 

Mr. GINGRICH. And the question 
becomes, Are we more likely to get 
anti-Soviet freedom fighters well 
trained by having Americans train 
them, or by just backing out and pull
j.ng out? 

Mr. GINGRICH. Of course they are. 
Mr. KOSTMAYER. No one in the 

Democratic Party has suggested that 
we withdraw or back out. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Of course you do. 
Mr. KOSTMA YER. There is an al

ternative policy. In the last Congress 
we passed in the House, although not 
in the other body, an authorization, if 
the gentleman will recall, for $80 mil
lion to our allies in the region with 
which they were to interdict weapons. 
It never passed in the other body, so it 
never became law. 

So it is not as if there is no alterna
tive. No one, as the gentleman says on 
the left, is suggesting that we with
draw from Central America and that 
we do not have anything but a very 
crucial and vital role in that region of 
the world. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me just ask one 
more question of the gentleman. I am 
fascinated and I appreciate the gentle
man taking this kind of time for this 
kind of dialog, which I think is 
healthy for the country. I think it is 
good for this country for us to have 
this kind of dialog. 

As regards the freedom fighters and 
their effort to change the Communist 
dictatorship of Nicaragua, is it not fair 
to say that on the left there is no sup
port for helping to provide funds to 
the freedom fighters? 
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Mr. KOSTMAYER. Well, I do not 

speak for the left. 
I think as the gentleman knows 

from reading yesterday's Washington 
Post that a majority of my party and a 
majority of the gentleman's party, ac
cording to the Gallup poll, both dis
agree very strongly with President 
Reagan on this particular policy and if 
the policy is proper, I wonder why a 
majority of the American people, even 
in the gentleman's party, disagree so 
strongly with him. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I think frankly a 
largepart-

Mr. KOSTMAYER. I think the 
American people know what they are 
talking about when it comes to this 
issue. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I think that in 
large part because the President has 
only recently begun to lay out clearly 
what is at stake. 

Mr. KOSTMA YER. The more he 
talks, the more they disagree. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Oh, I do not be
lieve that is true. In fact, we have 
some polling data here that I will 
share with the gentleman. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Well, I 
will give this to the gentleman. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I have a copy. Why 
does the gentleman just not read the 
thing in. 

Now, there is a poll which just came 
out. It turns out if you ask the Ameri
can people, how would you like to go 
get involved in a fight in Nicara
gua-

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Well, I know the 
gentleman's views are not based on the 
polls. I was not suggesting that the 
gentleman from Georgia took the posi
tion he does because of public opinion 
polls. 

Mr. GINGRICH. No, no; but I think 
the gentleman will find this polling in
formation interesting. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I do not 

know that I will read all the polling 
data, but there is no question that if 
the American people are confronted 
with a question about the Communist 
menace and it is framed properly, the 
American people are very much op
posed to turning our backs on an im
pending danger. 

Mr. KOSTMA YER. Well, I think 
the American people realize that the 
suggestion that there is today, I think 
the American people realize that. • 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. If I may 
finish my question. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Why not let the 
gentleman from Indiana finish and 
then I will yield back to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I will let 
my colleague · from Georgia, who is 
more familiar with the poll, go into a 
little more detail; but let me just say 
this. 

I have a firm belief that my col
leagues on the left hide behind this 
human rights issue. 

Now, this human rights issue has 
been distorted in large part by the 
Communist Sandinista government. 

Today on the floor I came up to the 
mike and I talked about a Communist 
study, human rights study, that was 
paid for by the Communist Sandinista 
government that was put on the televi
sion airways in this country as fact. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. What study is 
that? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. It was a 
study paid for by the Communist San
dinista government at the request of 
the law firm of Reichler & Apple
baum, who was paid $350,000. 

Mr. KOSTMA YER. If the gentle
man will just yield for a question, is 
the gentleman speaking of the study 
conducted by the Washington office 
on Latin American affairs? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. That is ab
solutely correct. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. That is an out
rageous and preposterous charge and I 
am here to deny it. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let the gentleman 
finish and then the gentleman can re
spond to it. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. It is virtually 
slanderous. If it were not on the floor 
of the House, you would be yanked 
into a court of law. It is a reckless and 
irresponsible charge and the American 
people who are subjected each night 
to this ought to be clearly informed of 
these reckless, irresponsible charges 
by the far right, the extremist element 
in the gentleman's party. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Why does the gen
tleman not let me finish and then he 
can respond. Let me yield to the gen
tleman so he can make the charge and 
then the gentleman can respond. 

Mr. KOSTMA YER. We hear the 
charges every night. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Well, the gentle
man can respond after I make the 
charge. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. I heard them 
make the charge today. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Well, then the gen
tleman can respond. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. The law 
firm of Reichler & Applebaum was 
paid $350,000 by the Communist San
dinista government last year to repre
sent their interests in the United 
States. 

According to the Wall Street Jour
nal, a very reputable paper, they sent 
a team of human rights investigators 
down to Nicaragua to investigate al
leged human rights violations on the 
part of the Contras or freedom fight
ers. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. When was this? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Well, let 
me finish. 

Mr. KOSTMA YER. When was this? 
When was the visit? Just tell me, when 
was the visit to Nicaragua? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. It was just 
before the published document, but let 
me finish, and then the gentleman can 
respond to the charge. 

Mr. KOSTMA YER. I do not want to 
respond. I know that it is difficult for 
the gentleman to be objective, but--

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I have been yielded to by the 
gentleman from Georgia. Will the 
Chair tell that gentleman over there 
to be quiet until I finish? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
House will maintain order and deco
rum. 

The gentleman may proceed. 
Mr. GINGRICH. The gentleman 

from Indiana may go ahead. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. The law 

firm of Reichler & Applebaum sent 
this team of people down there. Their 
airfare was paid for by the Communist 
Sandinista government, as was their 
housing, their transportation and ev
erything else, according to this article, 
and this article has not been refuted 
by anybody. 

Now, after they came back, they 
gave a report to Reichler & Apple
baum, but Reichler & Applebaum, ac
cording to this, wanted to distance 
themselves from this report, so they 
sent a second team down there to 
verify these statistics that were ac
quired during the first trip. 

The second team was headed by a 
gentleman, an attorney, who has a 
wife from Nicaragua. She has two 
brothers, both of whom are members 
of the Communist Sandinista Foreign 
Ministry. He went down there and 
came back and verified the first 
report. 

The report was then published by 
the Washington office on Latin Ameri
can affairs, to which the gentleman al
luded a moment ago, and Representa
tive GUNDERSON, I believe, and others 
went before the TV cameras here on 
Capitol Hill and alleged that this was 
factual information and that this 
report was documented and was above 
reproach, and it was paid for lock 
stock and barrel by the Communist 
Sandinista government. 

The reason I get very concerned and 
frustrated about this when the gentle
man raised this issue during the 
debate is that not that human rights 
violations do not occur in any kind of 
military conflict, they do. 

0 2050 
I am sure that the Contras have per

petrated human rights violations. But 
when I talked to the independent 
Human Rights Violations Commission 
in Nicaragua when I was down there 
last year, they told me the overwhelm-
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ing number of human rights atrocities 
have been taking place at the hands of 
the Communist Sandinista govern
ment. And they said there is no doubt 
that there have been atrocities on 
both sides, but that this Congress, the 
left in Congress is really waving a red 
herring by saying that the human 
rights atrocities that are taking place 
are mainly at the hands of the free
dom fighters. It just is not true. 

What I believe that the left in this 
body is trying to hide by using this 
time and again, are the Hind helicop
ters flown to Cuba. 

Mr. KOSTMA YER. I am not going 
to participate in this session if the 
gentleman is going to talk all the time 
and talk all night. I am going to go 
home to my wife and my family. I am 
happy to respond, but if the gentle
man is going to dominate the conver
sation all night, I am not going to stay 
here. I am going to go home. I think it 
is just that all of us get tired, and I 
think the American people get tired of 
listening to this every night, innuendo, 
innuendo, misstatements of fact. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Refute it. 
Mr. KOSTMA YER. Outright distor

tion. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Refute it. 
Mr. KOSTMAYER. The fact of the 

matter is, I say to my friend from Indi
ana, I participated last month, along 
with a Member of the party of the dis
tinguished gentleman from Vermont 
[Mr. JEFFORDS] in a news conference 
organized and conducted by the Wash
ington Office on Latin America at 
which we released a report regarding 
human rights violations in Nicaragua. 
I must say that I do not know whether 
the gentleman from Indiana is speak
ing of the report which we released at 
that news conference last month. But 
we did release this report, and the 
report which we released was based on 
verifications obtained by members of 
congressional staffs, including a 
member of my own staff who traveled 
to Nicaragua last month, not at the 
expense of the Communist Party, but 
who traveled to Nicaragua and verified 
the human rights violations of the 
Sandinistas, and there are plenty of 
them. They are a bad bunch. And of 
the Contras, and there are plenty of 
them, and they are a bad bunch. They 
verified these violations that occurred 
and that were first made public in the 
initial or the original report. 

Now I do not know if my friend from 
Indiana is making reference to these 
two reports or to some other report. 
That is why I tried, unsuccessfully, to 
find out the dates of the trips to Nica
ragua because my staff member was in 
Nicaragua last month. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. If the gen
tleman will yield, the report to which I 
alluded was a report that was pub
lished last year. Now you may have a 
subsequent report. I hope it is not as 

erroneous as the one published last 
year. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. I do not know 
whether the trip made last month by 
congressional staff members verified 
the report the gentleman is talking 
about or whether it verified a differ
ent report, but the point is very much 
the same. The point is that American 
citizens are paying their hard-earned 
tax dollars to sustain a bunch of mur
derers, thugs, racists, and hoodlums 
who are not, as President Reagan said 
on television the other night, freedom 
fighters. They are the very people who 
fought against freedom in Nicaragua, 
whostood-

Mr. GINGRICH. Wait a minute. 
Mr. KOSTMAYER. I am going to be 

permitted to finish-who stood with 
Somoza in his final days. And if you 
look at the top military leadership, 
and the American people who are sub
jected to this drivel every night by the 
far rightwing ought to recognize that 
of the top leadership of the country, 
of the top 14, 12 are those who were 
associated with Somoza. That is a fact. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me just, if I 
may, ask the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania because I am a little confused 
here, I am not certain, and first of all, 
I must say, out of self-defense, I am 
not certain that a special order which 
quotes Penn, Luttwak, George Wash
ington, and the New Republic, et 
cetera is necessarily drivel, but I can 
appreciate a difference of opinion. I 
can appreciate a difference in taste. 

Mr. KOSTMA YER. It may not have 
been drivel at one time, but it has 
become drivel recently. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Because I think 
this is an example of how we get very 
emotional without necessarily commu
nicating with each other on both sides. 
I think the gentleman from Indiana 
made a series of allegations that were 
rather strong about a specific law firm 
and a specific report. I can appreciate 
if the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
thought he was ref erring to another 
activity that that might have got your 
dander up. 

The question I would ask, I guess, is 
it seems to me this should be precisely 
the kind of debate which becomes fac
tual rather than either ideological or 
psychological. That is, was the law 
firm in fact paid $350,000 by the Nica
raguan Communists and did the Nica
raguan Communists pay for the trip 
down there for that particular report. 
It seems to me we should be able by 
tomorrow to sort that out. That 
should not be a big problem. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I wish the 
gentleman would check that out. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. My concern, and 
I am sorry I do not know whether the 
report to which the gentleman from 
Indiana is ref erring is the same report 
that the gentleman from Vermont 
[Mr. JEFFORDS] and I released at the 
news conference last month, but I 

know that the organization that the 
gentleman is speaking of, the Wash
ington Office on Latin American Af
fairs, is the same organization. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. That is 
true. 

The gentleman made one charge 
about the makeup of the Contras and 
he talked about them being Somocis
tas, rapists, horrible people perpetrat
ing atrocities. And as has been 
brought out here on the floor a 
number of times today, it is not unusu
al for Communists to go in and perpe
trate atrocities and blame it on their 
enemies, the freedom fighters. 

But as far as the makeup-
Mr. KOSTMAYER. What does the 

gentleman mean by that? I wonder if 
the gentleman would explain that 
statement, because the President said 
that the other night. I think that we 
are entitled to an explanation. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. 
Speaker-

Mr. GINGRICH. Go ahead and ex
plain. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. It seems that 
the gentleman from Indiana cannot 
bear any questions. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I can bear 
questions. I can bear questions and 
will be glad to answer any questions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would interject that the time is 
controlled by the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH], and he may 
yield the time to speakers. Perhaps we 
could be a little more orderly in the 
exchange. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I appreciate the 
Chair's admonition. I have been a 
little lax because frankly I think it is a 
useful debate, and the college prof es
sor in me allows more sloppiness than 
the House rules do. Let me first yield 
to the gentleman from Indiana, and 
then I will be delighted to yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania for a 
clarifying question. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I will be 
happy to answer his question as time 
permits. 

Out of the 71 Contra commanders, 
32 peasants, farmers, professionals, 
teachers, 19 or 21 ex-National Guard, 
none higher than captain except for 
the commanding general, what is his 
name? 

Mr. KOSTMA YER. Enrique Bermu
dez, a former Somocista. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. That is 
correct, 20 of the ex-Somocistas and 
paramilitary, 20 were in on the revolu
tion that threw Somoza out, and I am 
sure you are not criticizing those. 

Mr. KOSTMA YER. If the gentle
man will yield for a clarification, the 
reason that the administration and its 
allies on the far right are able to dis
tort these figures is because of the 
universe of personnel which they con
sider. What you have got to do is not 
look at the total leadership. You have 
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got to look at the top military leader
ship, and if you look at the top, not 
the civilian leadership, but if you look 
at the top military leadership, you will 
find that the overwhelming majority, 
and I am prepared to say 12 out of 13, 
stood with Somoza as he fought 
against freedom in Nicaragua. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me reclaim my 
time. I want to ask the gentleman a 
question because you are raising, I 
think, a legitimate concern that any 
American who loves freedom and de
mocracy should have. 

Certainly to simply replace a left
wing dictatorship with a right-wing 
dictatorship, while it may help us in 
terms of the Soviet empire, is not the 
future that you and I want. However, 
in the New Republic in an article enti
tled "The Case for the Contras," 
March 24, 1986, they said, and I quote, 
and I would like you to comment on 
this: "The Contras are not Democrats 
but Somocistas." That is an assertion 
people make. 

They went on to say, "It is true that 
some top commanders are ex-National 
Guards. But even the most conserva
tive-and powerful-of the three polit
ical leaders, Adolfo Calero, was a long
time opponent of Somoza and jailed 
for his efforts. The other UNO leader, 
Arturo Cruz, an impeccable Democrat, 
says the Contras represent 'the revolt 
of Nicaraguans against oppression by 
other Nicaraguans.' One doesn't raise 
an army of 15,000 peasants with prom
ises of restoring a universally despised 
dictatorship." 

What is your reaction to that? 
Mr. KOSTMAYER. I think the dis

tinction is very obvious. The gentle
man from Georgia is speaking of the 
political leadership of the Contras. No 
one here during this debate, and this 

· is the kind of thing-I do not think it 
is a distortion because I think my 
friend is sincere, but this is the kind of 
information which the American 
people ought to have. 
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Because I do not know that the aver

age person watching tonight, or any 
night, recognizes the distinction be
tween the political leadership of the 
Contras, the three gentlemen, two of 
whom you mentioned, and the mili
tary leadership. 

We are talking about the military 
leadership. 

Mr. GINGRICH. OK. 
Mr. KOSTMA YER. And very often

times in these kinds of organizations, 
it is really the military people who 
have the power. 

So when we speak of the association 
with Somoza, we are speaking not of 
the three civilian leaders, who I think 
are not the key players here; we are 
speaking of a military leadership 
which is dominated, I think almost 
thoroughly, by those who stood with 
Somoza. 

I think that is the essential reason 
that the Contras lack the kind of pop
ular support which, incidentally, I 
think the Sandinistas probably also 
lack within Nicaragua. 

What we have to recognize is, we are 
not going to be able to change the gov
ernment until you have the same kind 
of phenomena we experienced in Haiti 
and the Philippines. The way to go is 
not the way we are proceeding now; it 
simply cannot work. 

It is a policy on which we have spent 
over $3 billion to date, if you include 
the military installations in Honduras. 
And what has it gotten us? More Sovi
ets, I concede that. More Cubans, I 
concede that. More repression, I con
cede that. 

It is a policy which has failed; it has 
not worked; it is a policy which ought 
to be changed; and the proper policy I 
think is one of negotiation, a policy 
about which I think the President has 
never ever made a sincere attempt-he 
is totally and thoroughly dedicated to 
the military overthrow of the Nicara
guan Government. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me go back on 
your initial analysis, which I think is a 
reasonable analysis, but I want to 
pursue it with three questions, and we 
can have a dialog in just a minute. 

First of all, you make the point that 
there are National Guardsmen from 
the Somoza era, high in the military 
leadership of the freedom fighters. If 
you were trying, in a country the size 
of Nicaragua, to organize an anti-Com
munist guerrilla movement, and the 
only army which had existed in your 
country for the last 30 years had been 
the National Guard, would not you be 
almost forced to accept at least some 
National Guardsmen in your leader
ship? 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. If there were a 
real feeling in Nicaragua that the gov
ernment should be overthrown. Yes, I 
would, but I do not see any indication 
that the Contras have that kind of 
popular support--

Mr. GINGRICH. That is fair-but I 
am trying to draw a distinction here-I 
am trying to ask you-there is a ques
tion of whether or not they have pop
ular support. I am also saying, though, 
that as a matter of analysis, is it not 
fair to say that a group of political 
leaders who themselves are democrats, 
who are interested in democracy; if 
they turn to their own country to find 
people with military experience, they 
are likely, it seems to me, to find 
people who are in the national guard. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Do you not see 
that is where they failed? They have 
turned to Nicaragua to find those will
ing to sustain the Contras, and whom 
have they found? A bunch of Somo
cista thugs. That is the very point that 
I have made, that the popular opposi
tion to the Sandinista government 
does not exist to the extent that I 
wish it did exist in Nicaragua. 

That is why the Contras are having 
such difficulty in finding adequate, le
gitimate democratic leadership, be
cause it does not exist. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Wait a second. You 
miss my point. Assuming that the New 
Republic is anywhere close to right 
and that there are 15,000 people show
ing up who want to fight-

Mr. KOSTMA YER. I do not think 
that is correct, by the way. It is way 
off. Your figure is double what it 
ought to be. 

Mr. GINGRICH. All right, well, 
8,000. 

If you cite 13 of the top 15, and then 
he moves to a larger universe to get a 
better number, nonetheless the point 
is-out of 8,000, to take your number, 
the top 13 out of 8,000-again, if you 
are looking for trained military leaders 
with some experience, in a country the 
size of Nicaragua, are you not almost 
forced to get national guardsmen to be 
the trained leadership? 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. If there were a 
popular movement in Nicaragua call
ing for the overthrow of the govern
ment, then that popular movement 
would consist of all kinds of people. 

Mr. GINGRICH. And you are deny
ing that-

Mr. KOSTMAYER. That popular 
movement does not exist, and so the 
Contras have been forced to look to 
the very people who were expelled 
from Nicaragua by the Sandinistas. 

Mr. GINGRICH. But you are now 
denying, in effect, the gentleman from 
Indiana's assertion that below the top 
13, there are a very significant number 
of nonguardsmen-this is a factual 
question, now-you are denying that 
there are a significant number of non
Somocistas in sort of the middle level 
leadership. 

Mr. KOSTMA YER. What I am 
saying is very clear. I am not suggest
ing that the Sandinistas are loved in 
Nicaragua. Anybody as awful as the 
Sandinistas could not be loved. 

What I am suggesting is, simply, 
there is not a popular basis for a mili
tary overthrow of the Nicaraguan 
Government. 

Mr. GINGRICH. But that is a differ
ent question. I am not trying to get 
into that question. I am trying to 
focus you in on a common assertion 
about whether or not there are people 
from the national guard leading the 
army; and I am just asking you if you 
are going to have an army and you are 
going to start with somebody who has 
never been in the military, by defini
tion, would not they be-

Mr. KOSTMA YER. Does it not 
occur to the gentleman that one of the 
reasons that the army has been so un
successful militarily is because they 
are led by former Somocistas? 

Mr. GINGRICH. OK. That is fair. 
Now let me ask you two more ques

tions before my time runs out; and I 
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think the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. BURTON] has time if we decide we 
want to pursue this. 

Does it not-and I will not say to you 
that I think-I will say explicitly. I 
think it fair to question the degree to 
which there are Somocistas in the 
leadership. Then I would have to say 
to you, Is it not then equally fair to be 
frightened by the degree to which the 
Communist leadership of Nicaragua 
was systematically trained by the Pal
estinian Liberation Organization, by 
the Cubans-and I can cite here "The 
Sandinistas and Middle Eastern Radi
cals," by the U.S. State Depart
ment--

Mr. KOSTMAYER. There are more 
PLO in New York than there are in 
Nicaragua. There really are. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me cite you an 
example, and then tell me your ver
sion of this, because I am confused. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. How about the 
Basque Separatists? Does the gentle
man include the Basque Separatists? 

Mr. GINGRICH. No, no. Let me say 
something to the gentleman--

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Because I know 
we all need to be deeply concerned in 
the United States of America about 
the role of the Basque Separatists in 
Nicaragua today. It is a serious ques
tion-also, the Red Guard. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me say to the 
gentleman, and I mean this with re
spect, and yet I have to say: The last 
two sentences or three sentences, if 
you will go back and read them tomor
row, and put them in the context of 
Ed Luttwak's article, will probably ex
plain to you everything about our 
frustration with the left in this 
debate. 

The Palestine Liberation Organiza
tion is a large, sophisticated terrorist 
institution, committed to the destruc
tion of Israel, systematically allied 
with Cuba and the Soviet Union. It is 
not a game; it is not funny, it is not 
the Basque Separatists or some looney 
group wandering around southern 
Chicago. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Your President 
mentioned the Basque Separatists. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I think there are in 
fact Basque Separatists sitting down 
there because, as early as Claire Sterl
ing's book on the Terror Network have 
indicated, that Cubans and the Soviets 
systematically train terrorists. 

I can asure you, if there are south 
Chicago terrorists available, there is a 
PLO camp that will train them. Now, I 
do not think that is a joke. I do not 
think it is funny. 

The question I would ask the gentle
man is, Does it not bother you, for ex
ample, that Sandinista Patrick J orgeo 
Ryan was killed hijacking an El Al air
liner in 1970, as part of a PLO group; 
that the Sandinistas deliberately 
named a dam for him? That in fact 
there is a systematic relationship. 

The gentleman talks about the So
mocistas; how about the fact that 
most of the senior Sandinista leader
ship is systematically tied in to Castro, 
to communism and to the Palestine 
Liberation Organization? Does that 
worry you a little bit more than a de
funct regime that is gone? 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Sure, it worries 
me, and I am as appalled by the pres
ence, the limited presence however, I 
think of all of these people. 

What concerns me, though, and I am 
sorry that the gentleman cannot un
derstand this-I guess he just dis
agrees-is that a lot of us feel that the 
President has exaggerated the pres
ence of these kinds of people; that it is 
really a kind of scare tactic. 

I am not def ending the PLO or the 
Ayatollah Khomeini or even the 
Basque Separatists, but a lot of us 
have a hard time taking very seriously 
these kinds of tactics which we really 
regard as scare tactics. 

My guess, and I do not know for a 
fact, my guess is that there probably is 
some involvement with the Sandinis
tas and drug traffic. 

Yet, in this morning's Washington 
Post a spokesman for the Administra
tor of the Drug Enforcement Agency, 
the DEA, denies the President's 
claims. If my friends from Georgia and 
Indiana saw the national news to
night, I think on CBS there was a 
point-by-point rebuttal to the points 
the President had made regarding 
drugs; and I am not suggesting there is 
not any involvement with drugs; I 
think there probably is. · 

I am not suggesting there is not any 
involvement with the PLO; I think 
there probably is. And I certainly do 
not come here, and I know the gentle
man-because we have participated in 
a number of television programs to
gether-knows that I am not a def end
er of the Sandinistas. 

What we are saying here is that 
there has been some exaggeration, 
some rhetoric, which is really I think 
quite irresponsible. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me say to the 
gentleman, I happen to agree with you 
that I think the President made a mis
take in drawing a larger picture. I 
think the central issue in Nicaragua is 
the Soviet empire, the Cuban colonial 
army, the ties to the PLO, and wheth
er or not collectively they are a threat 
to American, not Nicaraguan, security. 

Let me ask one other question
Mr. KOSTMA YER. May I ask the 

gentleman a question? 
Mr. GINGRICH. Let me ask another 

question-go ahead. 
Mr. KOSTMAYER. I wanted to ask 

the gentleman from Georgia a ques
tion. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Sure. 
Mr. KOSTMAYER. I wonder if he 

would just be specific regarding his 
definition of the Soviet threat to the 
United States in Nicaragua, because I 

have heard often my colleagues on the 
right say that it is not Nicaragua we 
are concerned about, it is the presence 
of a Soviet base in Nicaragua that we 
are concerned about. 

Mr. GINGRICH. If the gentle
man-

Mr. KOSTMAYER. If I could add 
two amendments to that question, No. 
l, I wonder if you could speak in mili
tary terms, because I think it is our 
military concern that we are really 
concerned with here; and second, if 
you could speak in fairly specific 
terms. 
·What is the specific Soviet military 

threat in Nicaragua today to the 
United States? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I have been told I 
have 2 minutes, so we will finish this; 
but I appreciate very much the gentle
man from Pennsylvania joining us; 
and I think frankly this makes for a 
better dialog than, as you put it earli
er, just having drivel on the right. I 
think this is more educational for our 
constituents and our colleagues. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. I wonder about 
that, but I am glad to be here. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I see three 
major-

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Let me 
take 5 seconds. 

I want to refute two things. First of 
all, there is popular support for re
moving the Sandinistas. President 
Monge of Costa Rica said recently, 
just before he left office, that if there 
were an election in Nicaragua, in his 
opinion, 80 percent of the people-a 
free election-80 percent of the people 
would vote against the Sandinistas. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. That is not 
what the American Embassy told me 
in Nicaragua. They told me the con
trary. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Go ahead. 

0 2110 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. That is 

No: 1. No. 2, 98.5 percent of the total 
Contra army are non-Somocistas. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Talking about 
the military leadership, not the infan
try, obviously. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me talk in my 
last 40 seconds probably about the 
three threats. The first that I men
tioned before the gentleman frore. 
Pennsylvania came over is the very 
real fact that in Cuba, Soviets have al
ready established a colonial army. If 
Nicaragua gives them a second coloni
al army, it increases their assets 
whether it is in Syria, where the gen
tleman may not realize that the cur
rent Cuban general in Nicaragua 
served against the Israeli, or whether 
it is in Angola or Ethiopia or Mozam
bique or the next place they try to col
onize. So that is the first asset. The 
second asset, I think it is an asset to 
the Soviet empire to have a country 
on the mainland of North America 
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where it is easier to organize guerrilla 
movements. We have exclusive state
ments that they are already training 
guerrillas for Costa Rica, Honduras, 
Guatemala, El Salvador, and, as you 
know, they already control and train 
the guerrillas that are fighting cur
rently in El Salvador. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, a 
very brief question. 

Mr. GINGRICH. I only have a very 
short few seconds. 

Mr. KOSTMA YER. A very brief 
question. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Very well. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Tlie 

time of the gentleman from Georgia 
has expired. 

Mr. GINGRICH. OK, let us try 
again tomorrow night. 

INTRODUCTION OF THE EM
PLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES 
FOR DISABLED AMERICANS 
ACT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. BARTLETT] is 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Speaker, today I am in
troducing a bill which is a revised version of a 
bill I introduced earlier in the 99th Congress, 
H.R. 2030, "The Employment Opportunities 
for Disabled Americans Act." The changes 
that are included in this revised bill are the 
result of literally hundreds of letters and com
ments from individuals in the disability commu
nity. 

The purpose of "The Employment Opportu
nities for Disabled Americans Act" is to 
remove a major disincentive to employment 
faced by persons with disabilities who are 
fearful that working may jeopardize the health 
care coverage already provided to them by 
the Supplemental Security Income Program 
[SSI]. The legislation will: Permanently author
ize section 1619 and thus remove the primary 
risk associated with working under the SSI 
program; require the Social Security Adminis
tration to notify prospective participants about 
the program and, where feasible, designate a 
section 1619 specialist in district offices in 
order to enhance its utilization; and provide 
automatic reinstatement to those individuals 
whose irregular earning would render them 
temporarily ineligible. Taken together, these 
and other provisions in the bill, will serve to 
remove the barriers to employment which cur
rently exist in the section 1619 program. 

This legislation is a final step in the evolu
tion of section 1619 that began in 1980. Cur
rent Members of Congress, including Senators 
Boe DoLE and PATRICK MOYNIHAN as well as 
Congressman PETE STARK, had the vision to 
realize that provided with the appropriate in
centives and services, persons with disabilities 
could overcome their handicaps and become 
independent. The step that we are proposing 
today is a refinement of the work that was 
done in 1980 when section 1619 was created. 

Currently, there are approximately 7,200 
persons with disabilities participating in sec
tion 1619. The number of working-age dis
abled Americans receiving SSI is approximate-

ly 1.8 million. Fear that section 1619 will not 
be reauthorized prevents a significant number 
of those 1.8 million persons from taking ad
vantage of the program. By permanently au
thorizing this program, we are removing a dis
incentive that presents itself as a risk to per
sons with disabilities. 

I have become aware of that risk by numer
ous conversations I have had with disabled 
persons who have told me of the dilemma 
they encounter when faced with an employ
ment opportunity. Let me take a moment to 
describe a composite of the kind of situation 
this legislation would impact. 

The typical situation is this: A person dis
abled at birth, with a severe disability which 
may confine that person to a wheelchair and 
require the need for attendant care, has none
theless combined the will to be independent 
with the appropriate training, and is offered a 
job with full-time earnings. If the person ac
cepts the job, and Congress does not reau
thorize section 1619, the individual is faced 
with the reality where the cost of his or her 
health care may consume the lion's share of 
earned income. Not accepting the job will 
maintain this person in the SSI Program, with 
an approximate annual income of $4,000, but 
with eligibility for Medicaid services. 

In other words, without section 1619, this in
dividual may not be able to afford to earn a 
living. Forced to choose between working and 
not knowing if Medicaid eligibility will be avail
able to meet health care needs, and not work
ing, but assured that Medicaid services will be 
available, disabled persons are too often 
forced to choose unemployment. 

This legislation has two benefits: First, it will 
provide persons with disabilities on SSI with 
the security they need to accept that job and 
lead independent lives. Second, it will provide 
a cost savings to the Federal Government. 

For every person who participates in section 
1619(b) and who would have otherwise re
ceived a full SSI benefit of $336, the Federal 
Government saves a little over $4,000 a year. 
Thus, for every 10,000 persons who partici
pate in 1619(b), we save $40 million per year. 
In addition to this cash benefit savings, we 
know that this same 1619(b) participant will 
pay income taxes. A recent State of Wiscon
sin survey of working-age SSI recipients with 
physical disabilities estimates that the taxes 
generated on average by this participant to be 
approximately $1,500 a year. And on top of 
this, we know, based upon information from 
the Social Security Administration that 32 per
cent of 1619(b) workers are being covered by 
their employer's health insurance plan, result
ing in additional savings in Medcaid. 

"The Employment Opportunities for Dis
abled Americans Act" will contribute signifi
cantly to the lives of many persons with dis
abilities, and perhaps the greatest testimony 
to this is the bipartisan support it has generat
ed. Major congressional leaders from both 
sides of the aisle have indicated their support 
for this measure, and I am confident that this 
bipartisan spirit will continue. I would like to 
particularly thank and note the support of 
Chairman HAROLD FORD of the Subcommittee 
on Public Assistance and Unemployment 
Compensation. 

Other provisions in this legislation, aside 
from those mentioned above, will: 

Allow section 1619 participants who are in
stitutionalized to remain eligible for benefits 
for up to 2 months. This eligibility is provided 
to such individuals once within a 2-year 
period. 

Require the Comptroller General to conduct 
a study of the operation of section 1619 to 
determine the nature of the program's utiliza
tion and the effectiveness of related programs 
conducted in connection with the provision of 
benefits under section 1619. 

Allow individuals whose entitlement to 
child's insurance benefits under SSDI would 
make them ineligible for their SSI disability 
benefits, to continue to remain eligible for 
Medicaid, so long as they would have re
mained eligible for their SSI disability benefits 
in the absence of their SSDI benefits. 

Extend the Social Security Administration's 
waiver authority regarding disability demon
stration projects. 

Amend the Social Security Act upon the 
date of enactment. 

I would like to thank countless persons 
within the disability community who have con
tributed to the development of this legislation, 
and in particular recognize the efforts of Dr. 
Robert Griss with the State of Wisconsin De
partment of Health and Social Services. Dr. 
Griss has provided me with valuable informa
tion and advice stemming from his research in 
Wisconsin. 

I would also like to point out that the follow
ing organizations have indicated their support 
for this legislation: 

Save Our Security <representing over 100 
national organizations concerned with 
Social Security programs>. 

American Association of University Affili
ated Programs. 

Association for Retarded Citizens of the 
United States. 

Epilepsy Foundation of America. 
Goodwill Industries of America. 
International Association of Psychosocial 

Rehabilitation Services. 
Mental Health Law Project. 
National Alliance for the Mentally Ill. 
National Association of Developmental 

Disabilities Councils. 
National Association of Private Residen

tial Facilities for the Mentally Retarded. 
National Association of State Mental 

Health Program Directors. 
National Association of Rehabilitation Fa

cilities. 
National Association of Protection and 

Advocacy Systems. 
National Association of State Mental Re-

tardation Program Directors. 
National Easter Seal Society. 
National Head Injury Foundation. 
National Society for Children and Adults 

with Autism. 
The Association for persons with Severe 

Handicaps. 
United Cerebral Palsy Associations, Inc. 
This legislation is by no means a panacea. 

It is important to note that unemployment 
among persons with disabilities will continue 
to be unacceptably high even with the 
changes to section 1619 proposed here. Ac
cording to recent figures supplied by the Con
gressional Research Service, 59 percent of 
working-age disabled persons are not working. 
This bill is part of the solution to this problem, 
but only a part. I took forward to working with 
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Members of Congress on this and the remain
ing parts of that solution. 

PRESIDENT'S REQUEST FOR AS
SISTANCE FOR NICARAGUAN 
OPPOSITION-MESSAGE FROM 
THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES CH. DOC. NO. 
99-185) 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid 

before the House the following mes
sage from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, re
f erred to the Committees on Appro
priations, Armed Services, and Foreign 
Affairs, and the Permanent Select 
Committee on Intelligence and or
dered to be printed: 
To the Congress of the United States: 

Since I transmitted my message to 
the Congress on February 25 request
ing additional assistance for the Nica
raguan democratic resistance, I have 
heard from many thoughtful Members 
of Congress, as well as from Latin 
American leaders and the leaders of 
the Nicaraguan democratic resistance. 
Many have raised the question of how 
the additional authority I have re
quested could be implemented so as to 
help persuade the Government of 
Nicaragua to engage in a serious effort 
to resolve the conflict in Central 
America through peaceful means. 

I am determined to make every 
effort to protect our vital interests and 
achieve peace without further loss of 
life. That is why on February 10 I pro
posed simultaneous talks by the Gov
ernment of Nicaragua-with their op
position and with the United States. 
That is why on February 25 I affirmed 
my commitment to direct the addition
al assistance I have requested toward a 
comprehensive and verifiable agree
ment among the countries of Central 
America, based on the Contadora Doc
ument of Objectives. And that is why 
on March 7 I appointed Ambassador 
Philip Habib as my special envoy for 
Central America. 

On Sunday night, I described to the 
American people the threat to our se
curity that confronts us in Central 
America. As I said then, we are still 
willing to pursue vigorously a diplo
matic effort to achieve a lasting peace. 
Approval of my request for additional 
assistance to the Nicaraguan demo
cratic resistance does not mean that a 
military solution is inevitable. It is, 
however, essential that the Congress 
act now to approve this assistance if 
diplomacy is to have a chance. Accord
ingly, I am providing in this message a 
further explanation of how I will im
plement the authority I have request
ed. 

If the Congress approves my request 
I will send my special envoy on an 
urgent mission to the capitals of the 
Contadora and Support Group na
tions. He will ask them to join with us 

in urging the Government of Nicara
gua to initiate a national dialogue with 
representatives of all elements of the 
democratic opposition, designed to 
achieve the goals set out in the widely 
heralded proposal announced by six 
opposition Nicaraguan political parties 
on February 7, 1986. Their proposal, 
which has been endorsed by the Nica
raguan democratic resistance, calls for 
an immediate cease-fire, an effective 
general amnesty, abolition of the state 
of emergency, agreement on a new 
electoral process and general elections, 
effective fulfillment of international 
commitments for democratization, and 
observance of implementation by rele
vant international groups and bodies. 

President Duarte's additional pro
posal for simultaneous dialogue with 
the Salvadoran guerrillas, a proposal 
endorsed by the democratic Presidents 
of Costa Rica, Honduras, and Guate
mala, reinforces the importance of an 
internal dialogue in Nicaragua to ad
dress the objectives of the six-party 
proposal of February 7. 

In order to give the Government of 
Nicaragua every reasonable opportuni
ty to respond favorably, and to provide 
an incentive for a positive response, I 
will limit the assistance to be provided 
to the Nicaraguan democratic resist
ance for 90 days following approval of 
my request to the following: 

< 1) humanitarian assistance, as de
fined in section 722(g) of P.L. 99-83, 
including support for programs and 
activities to strengthen respect for 
human rights; 

< 2 > logistics advice and assistance; 
(3) equipment and supplies neces

sary for defense against air attack; 
(4) support for democratic political 

and diplomatic activities; and 
(5) training in radio communica

tions, collection and utilization of in
telligence, logistics, and small-unit 
skills and tactics. 

Following this 90-day period, addi
tional types of assistance will be pro
vided to the Nicaraguan democratic re
sistance only if-

0) I have determined, after consul
tation with the Congress, 

(a) that the Central American coun
tries have not concluded a comprehen
sive agreement based on the Contra
dora Document of Objectives; 

Cb> the Government of Nicaragua is 
not engaged in a serious dialogue with 
representatives of all elements of the 
democratic opposition, accompanied 
by a cease-fire and an effective end to 
the existing constraints on freedom of 
speech, assembly, and religion; and 

<c> there is no reasonable prospect of 
achieving these developments through 
further diplomatic measures, multilat
eral or bilateral, without additional as
sistance to the Nicaragu~ democratic 
resistance; 

(2) I have reported my determina
tion to the Congress; and 

(3) Fifteen days have elapsed follow
ing my report to the Congress, during 
which the Congress may take such leg
islative or other action as it deems ap
propriate. 

-Should the conditions described in 
subparagraph (a) or (b) of paragraph 
< 1 > later be achieved, assistance to the 
Nicaraguan democratic resistance will 
again be limited to the categories, de
scribed above, available during the ini
tial 90 days following approval of my 
request, for so long as the Govern
ment of Nicaragua acts in good faith 
to maintain those conditions. 

In order to keep the Congress fully 
and currently informed of develop
ments relating to diplomatic efforts to 
achieve a peaceful resolution of the 
conflict during the 90 days following 
approval of my request, I will appoint 
a special bipartisan commission to 
report on negotiations, whose reports 
will be made available to the Congress. 
This commission shall be composed of 
individuals, none of whom shall be a 
Member or employee of the Congress 
or an officer or employee of the 
United States, recommended by the 
Speaker and minority leader of the 
House of Representatives and the ma
jority and minority leaders of the 
Senate, with a fifth member of the 
commission to be recommended by the 
four other commissioners. 

This approach represents a sincere 
effort to achieve peace through nego
tiations. In order to further this 
effort, I will make $2,000,000 of the 
funds I have requested for assistance 
to the Nicaraguan democratic resist
ance available to the Central Ameri
can democracies <Costa Rica, El Salva
dor, Guatemala, and Honduras> to fa
cilitate their participation in regional 
meetings and negotiations. In addi
tion, I will encourage those countries 
and the Contadora and support group 
nations to make regular and public re
ports on the status of negotiations, the 
likelihood of achieving a comprehen
sive agreement, progress toward na
tional reconciliation, and the obstacles 
thereto. Moreover, the United States 
will assist all indigenous groups which 
are committed to work together for . 
democratic national reconciliation in 
Nicaragua based on the six-party pro
posal. We will require only that they 
respect international standards of con
duct, refraining from violations of 
human rights or other criminal acts, 
and that they work together toward 
this common goal. 

In this regard, the democratic resist
ance has been broadening its repre
sentative base. The United Nicaraguan 
Opposition CUNOl now includes the 
largest of the Indian/Creole resistance 
groups CKISANl, and has forged coop
erative relationships with other demo
cratic resistance elements. The UNO 
has also engaged in constructive dis
cussions with the Southern Opposition 
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Bloc CBOSl. And UNO has further 
strengthened unity by ensuring that 
all its military forces are responsive to 
its civilian leadership. We wholeheart
edly support these developments and 
will encourage the democratic opposi
tion to take further steps that will in
crease its unity and its appeal to the 
Nicaraguan people. Toward this end, I 
will reserve not less than $10,000,000 
of the funds I have requested for as
sistance to resistance forces otherwise 
eligible and not currently included 
within UNO, one-half of which shall 
be for BOS and one-half shall be for 
the Indian resistance force Misura
sata. 

However, no group shall receive as
sistance from the United States if it 
retains in its ranks any individual who 
engages in-

(1) gross violations of human rights 
(including summary executions, tor
ture kidnapping, forced recruitment, 
or other such violations of the integri
ty of the person>; or 

(2) drug smuggling, or significant 
misuse of public or private funds. 

There are two other issues, relating 
to funding, that I ask you to consider. 

First there has been inaccurate 
public 'speculation about what addi
tional funds for assistance to the Nica
raguan democratic resistance might be 
available beyond the $100 million for 
fiscal years 1986 and 1987 that I have 
requested be transferred from 
amounts already appropriated to the 
Department of Defense. I want to 
state unequivocally that I will not aug
ment this $100 million through the 
use of CIA or any other funds that 
have not been approved by the Con
gress for this purpose. 

Second, when I proposed to the Con
gress a Central America Democracy, 
Peace, and Development Initiative to 
implement the recommendations of 
the National Bipartisan Commission 
on Central America, I included Nicara
gua among the countries that could 
benefit from this initiative. The Con
gress accepted my recommendation in 
enacting a new chapter of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961. The Congress 
also authorized in that Act, as the Bi
partisan Commission recommended 
and I requested, the appropriation of 
the full $1,200,000,000 in nonmilitary 
assistance for Central America for 
fiscal years 1988 and 1989. However, 
the current authorization for fiscal 
year 1987 falls short of this goal. This, 
combined with appropriations short
falls from previous years, is an obsta
cle to timely progress. I will ask the 
Secretary of State, the Administrator 
of the Agency for International Devel
opment, and the Director of the Office 
of Management and Budget to develop 
a plan to overcome the funding short
falls that have occurred. In addition, I 
urge the Congress to provide the full 
amounts of economic assistance I have 
requested in my budget for fiscal year 

1987 so that the necessary long-term 
commitment urged by the Bipartisan 
Commission will be fulfilled, and so 
that the promises of peace and free
dom will be realized throughout Cen
tral America. 

Upon the enactment of a joint reso
lution approving my request, I shall 
issue an Executive order to provide for 
the implementation of the undertak
ings I have expressed in this message 
and in my message of February 25. 
The Secretary of State, or his desig
nee, will be responsible, under my di
rection, for policy guidance and co
ordination of United States Govern
ment activities under that Executive 
order. 

In conclusion, I must stress that our 
diplomacy cannot succeed without the 
demonstrated resolve of the United 
States to protect its own interests and 
those of the brave men and women 
who are fighting for democracy in 
Central America. The time for deci
sion is now. Your vote on my request 
will be a fateful one. I need and urge 
your support on this vital issue. 

RONALD REAGAN. 
Tm: WHITE HOUSE, March 19, 1986. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to address the House, following the 
legislative program and any special 
orders heretofore entered, was granted 
to: 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. SWEENEY) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. DORNAN of California, for 30 
minutes, March 20. 

Mr. DELAY, for 60 minutes, today. 
Mr. ARMEY, for 60 minutes, today. 
Mr. KOLBE, for 60 minutes, April 15. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
Mr. BARTLETT, for 20 minutes, today. 
Mr. SOLOMON, for 60 minutes, today. 
Mr. FIELDS, for 30 minutes, today. 
Mr. DREIER of California, for 60 min-

utes, March 20. 
Mr. WALKER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. McEWEN, for 60 minutes, today. 
Mr. SILJANDER, for 60 minutes, 

today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to revise and extend remarks was 
granted to: 

Mr. BROOMFIELD, to revise and 
extend his remarks following the re
marks of Mr. MICHEL in the Commit
tee today. 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. SWEENEY) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. DORNAN of California in two in-
stances. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH in two instances. 
Mr. CRANE in two instances. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. 
Mr. WEBER. 
Mr. CONTE. 
Mr. COMBEST. 
Mr. STANGELAND. 
Mr. TAYLOR. 
Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. 
Mr. COURTER. 
Mr.ARCHER. 
Mr. KOLBE. 
Mr. DUNCAN. 
Mr. VANDER J.&GT. 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio. 
Mr. RUDD. 
Mr. CRANE. 
Mr. HYDE in two instances. 
<The following Members <at the re

quest of Mr. BONIOR of Michigan) and 
to include extraneous matter:) 

Mr.MURTHA. 
Mr. GAYDOS. 
Mr. MRAZEK. 
Mr. WHEAT. 
Mr. GARCIA. 
Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. 
Mr. RODINO. 
Mr. BROWN of California. 
Mr. SMITH of Florida. 
Mr. HAMILTON. 
Mr.MACKAY. 
Mr. HOYER. 
Mr. DASCHLE. 
Mr. STARK. 
Mr. STALLINGS. 
Mrs. OAKAR. 
Mr. BONER of Tennessee. 
Mr. TORRICELLI. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I 

move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly <at 9 o'clock and 25 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to
morrow, Thursday, March 20, 1986, at 
11 a.m. 

Mr. SILJANDER, 
March 20. 

for 60 minutes, EXPENDITURE REPORTS CON

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. BoNIOR of Michigan) to 
revise and extend their remarks and 
include extraneous material:) 

Mr. MILLER of California, for 5 min
utes, today. 

Mr. PICKLE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. JONES of Oklahoma, for 5 min

utes, today. 
Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 

CERNING OFFICIAL FOREIGN 
TRAVEL 
Reports of various House commit

tees and delegations traveling under 
authorizations from the Speaker con
cerning the foreign currencies and 
U.S. dollars utilized by them during 
the third and fourth quarters of calen
dar year 1985 in connection with for
eign travel pursuant to Public Law 95-
384. 
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, SELECT COMMITTEE ON HUNGER, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1 AND SEPT. io, 1985 

Date Per diem i Transportation Other purposes Total 

Name of Member or employee 
Arrival Departure 

Country U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar 
Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent 

currency or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. 
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 

Jeffrey Clark .................................................................... . 8/11 8/11 
8/12 8/14 ~~~~~ -·K·i~~~~.:::::::::::::: ::: ::::::::::: : ::::~::::: :: ::::::: : ::::::::: : : : 124.00 .... ......................... . ............ ......... ...................................... ... ............... ... ...... . 

672.00 ......... ..... ..... .............................................................................................................. ... .... . . 
8i14 8/17 
8/17 8/18 
8/17 8/20 

Ethiopia ........................ .. ......... . 
Kenya .............. . .... ....................... .. .. 
Somalia ........... . 

394.00 ... . ................................................................................................ ............... . 
80.00 ... ................................................................................................. .. . ......................... . 

216.00 ... ....................... . ......................................................................................................... . 
8/20 8/21 
8/11 8/11 
8/12 8/14 

Ernest Loevinsohn ............................................... . 
Italy .................... . .... .......................... ................................ . 
United Kingdom .. .. .................................................. . 
Sudan ................................................................................ . 

95.00 .................................................................................................................... .................... . 
124.00 ..................... ........ . ............................................................................................................. . 
672.00 ........................... ... .. ... ............... ...... .. ...................................................... .. 

8/14 8/17 
8/17 8/18 
8/17 8/20 

Ethiopia .......................................... . 
Kenya 
Somalia ..... ............. .... .......... . 

394.00 ................................................... .. .. ...... .. .... ...... ......... ....................................................... . 
80.00 ................................ .. 

216.00 ············································· ...... ........... :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
8/20 8/21 Italy 95.00 .. .. ...................... ..... ............. ..... .. ............................................................................ . 

Commercial transportation, $4,675, per person. 

MICKEY LELAND, Mar. 4, 1986. 

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, DEBRA M. CABRAL, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN NOV. 7 ANO NOV. 10, 1985 

Date 

Name of Member or employee 
Arrival Departure 

Country 

Debra M. cabraL............................................................. 11/7 11/10 Barbados ........................................................... . 
Military air transport ............. . 

Per diem 1 Transportation 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign equivalent Foreign 

currency or U.S. currency 
currency 2 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. 
currency2 

Other purposes 

Foreign 
currency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. 
currency 2 

Total 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign equivalent 
currency or U.S. 

currency 2 

. ............ ~~~:~~ .. :::::::::::::::::::::::: ...... 1:ssrn ... ........ ::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 184.53 
1,586.81 

Committee totals ........... .. .......................... ............................ ................. ............................................... .. ................. . ............................. . 184.53 ...... 1,586.81 .................................................. .. 1,771.34 

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
2 If foreign currency is used, eqter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 

DEBRA M. r.ABRAL, Dec. 5, 1985. 

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, DELEGATION TO ISRAEL, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN NOV. 17 AND NOV. 21, 1985 

Name of Member or employee 

Hon. Jack Russ ................... . 
Chief James J. carvino......... .. ....................................... . 

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 

Arrival 

11/18 
11/18 

Date 

Departure 

11/21 
11/21 

Per diem I Transportation Other purposes Total 

Country U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar 
Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent 

currency or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. 
currency 2 currency 2 currency2 currency• 

Israel ......................................................................................... . 330.00 ...................... .. 2,997.00 ............ ......................... .. ................ .. 
Israel. .................... ...................................................... . 330.00 ....................... . 2,997.00 .................................................. . 

2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 

CONTRACTUAL ACTIONS, CALEN
DAR YEAR 1985 TO FACILITATE 
NATIONAL DEFENSE 
The Clerk of the House of Repre

sentatives rnbmits the following 
report for printing in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD pursuant to section 
4(b) of Public Law 85-804: 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 

Washington, DC, March 11, 1986. 
Hon. THOMAS P. O'NEILL, Jr., 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: In compliance with 

Section 4(a) of Public Law 85-804, enclosed 
is the calendar year 1985 report on Extraor
dinary Contractual Actions to Facilitate the 
National Defense. 

Section A, Department of Defense Sum
mary, shows that 56 contractual actions 
were approved and that one was disap
proved. The number approved reflects ac
tions for which the Government's liability is 
contingent and cannot be estimated. 

Section B presents those actions which 
were submitted by the Army, Navy, and Air 
Force with an estimated or potential cost of 
$50,000 or more. A list of contingent liability 
claims is also included. The Defense Logis
tics Agency report indicated that no actions 
of $50,000 or more were approved, and the 
Defense Nuclear Agency reported no ac
tions. 

Sincerely, 
ARTHUR H. EHLERS 

<For D.O. Cooke, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense>. 

Enclosure. 

JACK RUSS, Chairman, Mar. 3, 1986. 

CONTRACTURAL ACTIONS TAKEN PuRSUANT TO 
PuBLIC LAW 85-804 To FACILITATE THE NA
TIONAL DEFENSE 

SECTION A-DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE SUMMARY 

SUMMARY REPORT OF CONTRACTUAL ACTIONS TAKEN PUR
SUANT TO PUBLIC LAW 85-804 TO FACILITATE THE 
NATIONAL DEFENSE, JANUARY TO DECEMBER 1985 

Department and type of 
action 

Actions approved Actions denied 

Amount Amount 
Number req~est- approved Number Amount 

~~af.~~ .. ~~ .. ~.'.~.~... 56 1 $127,260 
~~~~~~~~~~-'-~ 

Formalization of 
informal 
commitments......... 0 127,260 

Contingent liabilities... 56 O 
===================== 

Army-Total....................... 127,260 

Formalization of 
informal 

~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

commitments......... 127,260 
Contingent liabilities... 0 

=================== 
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Actions apprwed Actions denied 
Department and type of 

action Amount Amount 
Number reci:t- approved Number Amount 

Air Force-Total 

o~~~~r.~ .. ~~~~!..::: 
ONA-Total ....................... . 

CONTRACTUAL ACTIONS WITH ACTUAL OR PO
TENTIAL COST OF $50,000 OR MORE TAKEN 
PuRsuANT TO PuBLIC LAW 85-804 To FA
CILITATE THE NATIONAL DEFENSE, JANUARY 
TO DECEMBER 1985 

SECTION B-DEPARTMENT SUMMARY 
U.S. Army 

Contingent Liabilities 
Provisions to indemnify contractors 

against liabilities because of claims for 
death, injury, or property damage arising 
from nuclear radiation, use of high energy 
propellants, or other risks not covered by 
the contractor's insurance program were in
cluded in three contracts <the potential cost 
of the liabilities cannot be estimated since 
the liability to the Government, if any, will 
depend upon the occurrence of an incident 
as described, in the indemnification clause). 
Items procured are generally those associat
ed with nuclear-powered vessels, nuclear 
armed guided missiles, experimental work 
with nuclear energy, handling of.explosives, 
or performance in hazardous areas. 

Number of 
Contractor: contracts 

Martin Marietta Corp ....................... 2 
Contract and subcontracts for op

eration of the Lake City and 
Newport Army ammunition 
plants at the U.S. Army Arma-
ment, Munitions and Chemical 
Command CAMCCOMJ .................. 1 

Total.............................................. 3 
U.S. Navy 

Contingent Liabilities 
Provisions to indemnify contractors 

against liabilities because of claims for 
death, injury, or property damage arising 
from nuclear radiation, use of high energy 
propellants, or other risks not covered by 
the contractor's insurance program were in
cluded in 47 contracts <the potential cost of 
the liabilities cannot be estimated since the 
liability to the Government, if any, will 
depend upon the occurrence of an incident 
as described, in the indemnification clause>. 
Items procured are generally those associat
ed with nuclear-powered vessels, nuclear 
armed guided missiles, experimental work 
with nuclear energy, handling of explosives, 
or performance in hazardous areas. 

Number of 
Contractor: contracts 

General Dynamics Corp.................... 12 
General Electric Co ........................... 7 
Honeywell, Inc.................................... 1 
Hughes Aircraft Co............................ 1 
Lockheed Missiles & Space Co., Inc 2 
McDonnell Douglas Astronautics 

Co....................................................... 2 
Newport News Shipbuilding & Dry 

Dock Co............................................ 6 
Raytheon Co....................................... 2 
Rockwell Internatit.mal Corp........... 5 
Singer Co............................................. 3 
Vitro Corp............................................ 4 
Westinghouse Electric Corp ............. ___ 2 

Total.............................................. 47 

U.S. Air Force 
Contingent Liabilities 

Provisions to indemnify contractors 
against liabilities because of claims for 
death, injury, or property damage arising 
from nuclear radiation, use of high energy 
propellants, or other risks not covered by 
the contractor's insurance program were in
cluded in six contracts <the potential cost of 
the liabilities cannot be estimated since the 
liability to the Government, if any, will 
depend upon the occurrence of an incident 
as described, in the indemnification clause>. 
Items procured are generally those associat
ed with nuclear-powered vessels, nuclear 
armed guided missiles, experimental work 
with nuclear energy, handling of explosives, 
or performance in hazardous areas. 

Number of 
Contractor: contracts 

Aerojet Strategic Propulsion Co ..... 1 
Boeing Co............................................ 2 
Martin Marietta Corp ....................... 3 

Total.............................................. 6 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

3049. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of Defense <Comptrol
ler>. transmitting a report of the value of 
property, supplies and commodities provid
ed by the Berlin Magistrate for the quarter 
October 1, 1985, through December 31, 1985, 
pursuant to Public Law 98-473, section 
lOl<h) <98 Stat. 1926); to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

3050. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of Defense <Administration>. 
transmitting the calendar year 1985 report 
on extraordinary contractual actions to fa
cilitate the national defense, pursuant to 50 
U.S.C. 1434; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

3051. A letter from the Executive Direc
tor, D.C. Retirement Board, transmitting a 
Summary Plan Description for the teachers, 
police officers and firefighters, and judges 
retirement programs, pursuant to Public 
Law 96-122, section 164<a><i><C>; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3052. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting proposed draft bill lan
guage extending for 5 years and making 
substantive amendments to the student aid 
programs authorized under title IV of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965, which ex
pires at the end of fiscal year 1986; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

3053. A letter from the Administrator, 
Energy Information Administration, De
partment of Energy, transmitting a report 
entitled, "Annual Energy Outlook 1985", an 
analysis of energy trends and projections 
through 1995, pursuant to FEAA, section 
57Ca>(i) <90 Stat. 1139; 91 Stat. 572>; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

3054. A letter from the Secretary of 
Transportation, transmitting a report on 
automobile antitheft devices, pursuant to 
Public Law 98-547, section 102(a) <98 Stat. 
2767>; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

3055. A letter from the Chairman and Ex
ecutive Officer, Consolidated Rail Corpora
tion, transmitting the Corporation's 1985 
annual report, pursuant to Public Law 93-
236, section 301(h) (90 Stat. 106); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

3056. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary of State, Legislative and Intergov
ernmental Affairs, transmitting notification 
and copy of Presidential Determination No. 
86-6, authorizing the furnishing of up to $10 
million in emergency military assistance to 
the Government of Chad, pursuant to 22 
U.S.C. 2318Cb><2>; to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

3057. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary of State, Legislative and Intergov
ernmental Affairs, transmitting a copy of 
Presidential Determination 86-7, and state
ment of justification that it is important to 
U.S. security interests to use FAA funds 
under the special authority of section 614 of 
the act, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2364Ca)(i); to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

3058. A letter from the Administrator, 
Panama Canal Commission, transmitting a 
report of the Commission's activities under 
the Freedom of Information Act during cal
endar year 1985, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
552Cd>; to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

3059. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Election Commission, transmitting a report 
of the Commission's activities under the 
Freedom of Information Act during calen
dar year 1985, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552Cd>; 
to the Committee on Government Oper
ations. 

3060. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Information and FOIA Officer, Department 
of Agriculture, transmitting a report of the 
Department's activities under the Freedom 
of Information Act during calendar year 
1985, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552Cd>; to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

3061. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Information Resources Management, De
partment of the Interior, transmitting 
notice of a proposed revision to an existing 
Federal records system, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
552a<o>; to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

3062. A letter from the Director, United 
States Information Agency, transmitting 
the 1985 Freedom of Information Act 
report, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552Cd); to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

3063. A letter from the Executive Secre
tary, Board of Regents, Uniformed Services 
University of the Health Sciences, transmit
ting a report on the Board's compliance 
with the laws relating to open meetings of 
agencies of the Government <Government 
in the Sunshine Act> during 1985, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 552b(j); to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

3064. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for Water and Science, Depart
ment of the Interior, transmitting notifica
tion of a proposed contract with the El 
Dorado Irrigation District, Sly Park Unit, 
Central Valley Project, CA, pursuant to 43 
U.S.C. 505; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

3065. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Director for Royalty Management, Depart
ment of the Interior, transmitting a report 
on proposed refunds of excess royalty pay
ments in OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 
1339Cb>; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

3066. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Director for Royalty Management, Depart
ment of the Interior, transmitting a report 
on proposed refunds of excess royalty pay
ments in OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 
1339(b); to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

3067. A letter from the Deputy Adminis
trator, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
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Administration, Department of Commerce, 
transmitting a report on the spring flood 
potential across the Nation; to the Commit
tee on Science and Technology. 

3068. A letter from the Acting Director, 
Central Intelligence Agency, transmitting 
notification that the CIA has provided pro
grams, projects and activities information to 
the appropriate committees of the Congress 
for the National Foreign Intelligence Pro
gram, pursuant to Public Law 99-177, sec
tion 252(a)(5) <A> and (B), the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985; jointly to the Committees on Ap
propriations and the Permanent Select 
Committeee on Intelligence. 

3069. A letter from the Chairman, Com
mission on the Ukraine Famine, transmit
ting a corrected report on the Commission's 
program, project, and activity detail, in ac
cordance with instructions received from 
GAO; jointly, to the Committees on Appro
priations and Foreign Affairs. 

3070. A letter from the Acting Federal In
spector, Alaska Natural Gas Transportation 
System, transmitting a report summarizing 
significant developments that occurred, 
from July through December 1985, on the 
Alaska Natural Gas Transportation System, 
pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 719e<a><5><E>; jointly, 
to the Committees on Energy and Com
merce and Interior and Insular Affairs. 

3071. A letter from the Secretary of Com
merce, transmitting a draft of proposed leg
islation to amend the National Ocean Pollu
tion Planning Act of 1978, as amended, to 
authorize appropriations to carry out the 
provisions of the act for fiscal years 1987 
and 1988; jointly, to the Committees on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries and Science 
and Technology. 

3072. A letter from the Associate Adminis
trator for Congressional Affairs, General 
Services Administration, transmitting a 
report on the actions that must be taken to 
reach the GSA budget goals for both fiscal 
years 1986 and 1987; jointly, to the Commit
tees on Public Works and Transportation 
and Government Operations. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU
TIONS 
Under clause 2 or rule XIII, reports 

of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 

Mr. HAWKINS: Committee on Education 
and Labor. H.R. 4143. A bill to name the Na
tional Talented Teacher FeUowship Pro
gram after Christa McAuliffe <Rept. 99-
497.) Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. DERRICK: Committee on Rules. H. 
Res. 403 a resolution providing for the con
sideration of H.R. 4332, a bill to amend 
chapter 44 <relating to firearms) of title 18, 
United States Code, and for other purposes 
<Rept. 99-498). Referred to the House Cal
endar. 

Mr. WHITTEN: CommittE!e of conference. 
Conference report on House Joint Resolu
tion 534 <Rept. 99-499. Ordered to be print
ed. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
f erred as follows: 

By Mr. PICKLE (for himself and Mr. 
VANDERJAGT): 

H.R. 4448. A bill to clarify the tax treat
ment of certain mortgage related securities, 
to authorize the ownership of certain mort
gage loans in multiple class arrangements, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ATKINS: 
H.R. 4449. A bill to direct the Secretary of 

Labor to establish and carry out a 2-year 
demonstration · project in which certain 
States may utilize a portion of their unem
ployment compensation accounts in the 
Federal unemployment trust fund to carry 
out employment-related service programs 
designed to improve methods of locating 
employment opportunities for individuals 
who are receiving, or who are likely to begin 
receiving, unemployment compensation; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BARTLETT <for himself, Mr. 
FORD of Tennessee, Mr. CAMPBELL, 
Mr. JONES of Oklahoma, Mr. JEF
FORDS, Mr. STARK, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. 
PICKLE, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. LAGOMAR
SINO, Mr. McCAIN, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. 
GOODLING, Mr. GRADISON, Mr. GUN
DERSON, Mr. TAUKE, Mr. NIELSON of 
Utah, Mr. McMILLAN, Mr. KOLBE, 
Mr. MCKERNAN, Mrs. JOHNSON, Mr. 
MATSUI, Mr. DE LUGO, and Mr. LIGHT
FOOT): 

H.R. 4450. A bill to make permanent and 
improve the provisions of section 1619 of 
the Social Security Act, which authorize the 
continued payment of SSI benefits to indi
viduals who work despite severe medical im
pairment; to amend such act to require con
current notification of eligibility for SSI 
and Medicaid benefits and notification to 
certain disabled SSI recipients of their po
tential eligibility for benefits under such 
section 1619; to provide for a GAO study of 
the effects of such section's work incentive 
provisions; and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BENNETT: 
H.R. 4451. A bill to amend title 10, United 

States Code, to require live-fire testing for 
certain conventional major weapon systems 
and munitions programs before production 
of such weapons system or munitions pro
gram is begun; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. FUQUA: 
H.R. 4452. A bill to establish a Biotechnol

ogy Science Coordinating Committee to ad
dress scientific problems caused by geneti
cally engineered organisms and a Biotech
nology Science Research Program to sup
port research and regulation of the biotech
nology sciences; to regulate the release of 
genetically engineered organisms into the 
environment and the use of such organisms 
in manufacturing and agricultural activities; 
and for other purposes; jointly, to the Com
mittees on Science and Technology, Energy 
and Commerce, and Agriculture. 

By Mr. LEVIN of Michigan: 
H.R. 4453. A bill to provide for interre

gional primary elections and caucuses for 
selection of delegates to political party pres
idential nominating conventions; to the 
Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON: 
H.R. 4454. A bill to impose an $8 a barrel 

import fe1.. on petroleum and petroleum 
products; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. STALLINGS (for himself, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. DORGA.."' of North 
Dakota, Mr. BEDELL, and Mr. WIL
LIAMS): 

H.R. 4455. A bill to consolidate and im
prove existing emergency livestock feed as
sistance programs administered by the Sec
retary of Agriculture, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. STANGELAND: 
H.R. 4456. A bill to amend the Agricultur

al Act of 1949 by modifying the basis for the 
determination of certain deficiency pay
ments for wheat and ieed grains; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. STARK: 
H.R. 4457. A bill relating to the tariff clas

sification of bicycle speedometers; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FOLEY: 
H. Con. Res. 301. Concurrent resolution 

authorizing printing of additional copies of 
a message from the President, transmitting 
certain rescissions, deferrals, and revised de
ferrals of budget authority; to the Commit
tee on House Administration. 

By Mr. CHAPMAN: 
H. Res. 404. Resolution to express the 

sense of the House of Representatives with 
respect to proposals currently before the 
Congress to deny an income tax deduction 
for the Federal excise tax and tariff portion 
of business' cost of providing goods and 
services; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo

rials were presented and referred as 
follows: 

315. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
Senate of the State of New Mexico, rela.tive 
to the Former Spouse Protection Act; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

316. Also, memorial of the Senate of the 
State of New Mexico, relative to special edu
cation for gifted minority school children; 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

317. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of New Mexico, relative to acid 
rain pollution; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

318. Also, memorial of the Senate of the 
State of New Mexico, relative to the Civil 
Rights Restoration Act; jointly, to the Com
mittees on the Judiciary and Education and 
Labor. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
Mr. ALEXANDER introduced a bill <H.R. 

4458) for the relief c,f Hilda Perwolf; which 
was referred to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon

sors were added to public bills and res
olutions as follows: 

H.R. 512: Mr. CARNEY and Mr. DASCHLE. 
H.R. 513: Mrs. ScHNEIDER. 
H.R. 585: Mr. HAWKINS, Mr. DEWINE, Mr. 

Russo, and Mr. BONER of Tennessee. 
H.R. 1101: Mr. SHAW. 
H.R.1103: Mr. SHAW. 
H.R. 1375: Mr. WALGREN. 
H.R. 1486: Mrs. 8cHNEIDER. 
H.R. 2439: Mr. HEFNER, Mr. JONES of 

North Carolina, Mr. COBLE, Mr. BROYHILL, 
Mr. HENDON, and Mr. COBEY. 
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H.R. 2578: Mrs. BYRON, Mr. COURTER, Mr. 

DANNEMEYER, Mr. FRANK, Mr. GARCIA, Mr. 
GREGG, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. HARTNETI', 
Mr. HAYES, Mr. HEFNER, Mrs. HOLT, Mr. 
JoNEs of North Carolina, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. 
KOLTER, Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. McCAIN, Mr. 
McKINNEY, Mr. MAVROULES, Mr. MOORHEAD, 
Mr. PENNY, Mr. PRICE, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. 
ROBINSON, Mr. RODINO, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. 
SILJANDER, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. WALGREN, and 
Mr. WHITEHURST. 

H.R. 2620: Mr. LEvIN of Michigan, Mr. 
LoWRY of Washington, and Mr. BOEHLERT. 

H.R. 2952: Mr. DIXON. 
H.R. 3099: Mr. J ..AN'JORSKI, Mr. EDWARDS 

of California, Mr. MARTINEZ, and Mr. YOUNG 
of Alaska. 

H.R. 3129: Mr. GEJDENSON. 
H.R. 3357: Mr. DREIER of California and 

Mr. McCAIN. 
H.R. 3555: Mr. MOODY, Mr. PETRI, Mr. 

LEvINE of California, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. 
GEJDENSON, Mr. DYSON, Mr. HEFTEL of 
Hawaii, Mr. HUTro, Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. 
BONKER, Mr. DONNELLY, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. 
YATRON, Mr. DIXON, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. 
WEISS, Mr. WHITTAKER, Mr. KOLTER, Mr. 
JACOBS, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. MOLINARI, Mr. 
BOLAND, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. OBER
STAR, Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. 
M.RAzEK, Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. 
BADHAM, Mr. HERTEL of Michigan, Mr. 
-HATCHER, Mr. BROOKS, Mr. HOWARD, Mr. 
HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. LENT, Mr. FuQUA, Mr. 
BERMAN, Mr. KANJORSKI, and Ms. MIKULSKI. 

H.R. 3599: Mr. COATS, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. 
DAUB, Mr. ECKERT of New York, Mr. FIELDS, 
Mr. KOLBE, Mr. LoWRY of Washington, Mr. 
PACKARD, Mr. PICKLE, Mr. RINALDO, Mr. 
SCHUETTE, Mr. SMITH of Iowa, Mr. STAL
LINGS, Mr. SUNDQUIST, and Mr. WIRTH. 

H.R. 3799: Mr. YATES, Mr. FOWLER, and 
Mr. SABO. 

H.R. 3865: Mr. WORTLEY, Mr. COATS, Mr. 
SILJANDER, Mr. WHITTAKER, and Mr. COBEY. 

H.R. 3950: Mr. Dir.ALLY and Mr. SHUM
WAY. 

H.R. 4003: Mr. STUDDS, Mr. HOYER, Mr. 
CONTE, Mrs. ScHNEIDER, Mr. STARK, and Mr. 
MARTINEZ. 

H.R. 4030: Mr. FEIGHAN. 
H.R. 4037: Mr. KOSTMAYER. 
H.R. 4080: Mr. BEREUTER. 
H.R. 4090: Mr. MCCOLLUM. 
H.R. 4107: Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. JEFFORDS, 

Mr. KOLBE, and Mr. ATKINS. 
H.R. 4143: Mr. HALL of Ohio. 
H.R. 4147: Mr. BATEMAN. 
H.R. 4194: Mr. WHITEHURST and Mr. 

HAYES. 
H.R. 4195: Mr. HUGHES and Mr. FAZIO. 
H.R. 4259: Mr. ANDREWS and Mr. M.RAzEK. 
H.R. 4275: Mr. EVANS of Iowa and Mr. DE 

LUGO. 
H.R. 4279: ML FAZIO, Mr. WEISS, Mr. 

RODINO, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. ROBINSON, Mr. 
CLINGER, and Mr. TRAxLER. 

H.R. 4299: Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr. DELAY, 
Mr. WHITTAKER, Mr. ROBERT F. SMITH, Mrs. 
BENTLEY, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. BARTON of 
Texas, Mr. SHUMWAY, Mr. DENNY SMITH, 
Mr. HILER, Mr. MARLENEE, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. 
GUNDERSON, Mr. COATS, Mr. WOLPE, Mr. 
HUNTER, and Mr. BURTON of Indiana. 

H.R. 4304: Mr. WILSON. 
H.R. 4311: Mr. RINALDO, Mr. ScHEUER, Mr. 

WEAVER, Mr. ST GERMAIN, Mr. RoE, Mr. 
NELSON of Florida, Mr. SAVAGE, Mr. BATES, 
Mr. GUARINI, Mr. LEHMAN of Florida, Mr. 
REID, Mrs. COLLIN·.3, Mr. HEFTEL of Hawaii, 
Mr. EDGAR, Mr. WOLPE, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. 
RAHALL, Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. SMITH of Florida, 
Mr. LEvIN of Michigan, Mr. WEISS, Mr. 
VENTO, Mr. MRAzEK, Mr. STUDDS, Mr. MITCH-

ELL, Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
WHEAT, Mr. MCKERNAN, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. MAR
TINEZ, Mr. HOWARD, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. WIL
LIAMS, and Mr. GEJDENSON. 

H.R. 4423: Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. 
H.J. Res. 90: Mr. KOl'!TMAYER, Mr. DORGAN 

of North Dakota, Mr. CLAY, Mr. BENNETT, 
Mr. DIXON, Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. VENTO, Mr. 
WOLPE, Mr. WEAVER, Mr. HEFTEL of Hawaii, 
Mr. SAVAGE, Mr. DONNELLY, Mr. LEvIN of 
Michigan, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. STUDDS, Mr. 
WHITTAKER, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. MANTON, Mr. 
EVANS of Illinois, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. HORTON, 
Mr. RoE, Mr. FusTER, Mr. BEDELL, Mr. 
HUGHES, Mr. SUNIA, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. 
MINE'l'A, Mr. HOWARD, and Mr. GILMAN. 

H.J. Res. 224: Mr. SAVAGE and Mr. HAYES. 
H.J. Res. 234: Mrs. BYRON, Mr. LUNGREN, 

Mr. BRYANT, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. WAL
GREN, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. 
WHEAT, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. HILER, Mr. 
LEHMAN of Florida, Mr. DANNEMEYER, Mr. DE 
LUGO, Mr. STOKES, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. 
DARDEN, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. YATRON, Mr. 
SAXTON, and Mr. WOLPE. 

H.J. Res. 244: Mr. PE'l'RI, Mr. GEJDENSON, 
and Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. 

H.J. Res. 381: Mr. KOSTMAYER, Mr. ROSE, 
Mr. HERTEL of Michigan, Mr. RINALDO, Mr. 
VALENTINE, Mr. WEISS, Mr. STUMP, Mr. 
YATRON, Mr. DOWDY of Mississippi, Mr. 
DIXON, and Mr. OLIN. 

H.J. Res. 451: Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. COLEMAN 
of Missouri, Mr. STUMP, Mr. DARDEN, Mr. 
JEFFORDS, Mr. BONIOR of Michigan, Mr. IRE
LAND, Mr. DANNEMEYER, Mr. HATCHER, Mr. 
McCoLLUM, Mr. FISH, Mrs. SMITH of Nebras
ka, Mr. KILDEE, and Mr. AUCOIN. 

H.J. Res. 510: Mr. ROTH, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
SAVAGE, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr. WYLIE, Mr. 
WOLF, Mr. OBEY, Mr. CHAPPIE, Mr. HEFTEL 
of Hawaii, Mr. O'BRIEN, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. 
LIGHTFOOT, Mr. WEBER, Mr. TRAxLER, Mr. 
DARDEN, Mr. McGRATH, Mr. WALGREN, Mr. 
GUARINI, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. BEDELL, Mr. 
FISH, Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. 
GRAY of Pennsylvania, Mr. SUNIA, Mr. 
OWENS, Mr. DANNEMEYER, Mr. PEPPER, Mrs. 
BURTON of California, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. 
SAXTON, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. LUN
DINE, Mr. KEMP, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. MILLER of 
Washington, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. EMERSON, 
Mr. HOYER, Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. FEIGHAN, 
Mr. DAUB, Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. DYSON, Mr. 
KOSTMAYER, Mr. DONNELLY, Mr. MURPHY, 
Mr. McHuGH, Mr. FoGLIETTA, Mr. EDGAR, and 
Mr.HYDE. 

H.J. Res. 532: Mr. SCHUMER, Mrs. HOLT, 
Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. BROY
HILL, Mr. STRANG, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. BILI
RAKIS, Mr. OLIN, Mr. BATES, Mr. ECKERT of 
New York, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. 
SWINDALL, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. ARCHER, Mr. 
QUILLEN, Mr. LUNGREN, Mr. CHAPPIE, Mr. 
SPENCE, Mr. KRAMER, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. DEL
LUMS, Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. MILLER of Wash
ington, Mr. HARTNETI', Mr. LEWIS of Califor
nia, Mr. STARK, Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. ECKART 
of Ohio, Mr. GRAY of Illinois, and Mr. 
MoAKLEY. 

H.J. Res. 544: Mr. BENNETT, Mr. ROWLAND 
of Connecticut, Mr. EVANS of Illinois, Mr. 
HALL of Ohio, and Mr. MORRISON of Con
necticut. 

H.J. Res. 555: Mr. REGULA, Mr. EMERSON, 
Mrs. HOLT, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. MRAzEK, Mr. 
SKELTON, Mr. GUARINI, Mr. SUNIA, Mrs. 
BURTON of California, Mr. KEMP, Mr. ORTI:, 
and Mr. FEIGHAN. 

H.J. Res. 561: Mr. WYLIE, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, 
Mr. VANDER JAGT, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. 
KOLTER, Mr. EDGAR, Mr. LEACH of Iowa, Mr. 
SABO, and Mr. KoLBE. 

H. Con. Res. 65: Mr. COURTER. 

H. Con. Res. 66: Mr. COURTER. 
H. Con. Res. 221: Mr. MACKAY. 
H. Res. 395: Mr. FRANK, Mr. MRAzEK, Mr. 

MOAKLEY, Mr. TORRES, Mr. EVANS of Illinois, 
Mr. MATSUI, Mr. WHEAT, Mr. VENTO, Mr. 
MOODY, Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. SEIBERLING, Mr. 
FORD of Michigan, Mr. WEAVER, Mr. 
SCHEUER, and Mr. SABO. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, peti

tions and papers were laid on the 
Clerk's desk and ref erred as follows: 

290. By the SPEAKER: Petition of State 
Senator Warren K. Giese, Columbia, SC, 
relative to the provision of a nonnuclear de
fense system in space; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

291. Also, Petition of the mayor and the 
village board of the Village of Roselle, IL, 
relative to the municipal bond provisions 
contained in H.R. 3838; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

AMENDMENTS 
Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro

posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 4332 
By Mrs. BURTON of California: 

-On page 19, after line 16, insert the fol
lowing: 
SEC. 16. PROHIBITION OF SALE OF HANDGUNS 

COMMONLY CALLED SATURDAY 
NIGHT SPECIALS. 

Section 922Cb> of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended-

(!) by striking out "and" at the end of 
paragraph <4>; 

(2) by striking out the period at the end of 
paragraph (5) and inserting "; and" in lieu 
thereof; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (5) the 
following: 

"(6) any firearm, other than a rifle or 
shotgun, to any person, if the Secretary de
termines such firearm to be unsuitable for 
lawful sporting purposes based upon stand
ards established under section 925Cd)(3) of 
this title." 

<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 
in the nature of a substitute.> 
-In paragraph <4> of section 102 of the 
matter proposed to be inserted by the 
amendment, add at the end the following 
new subparagraph: 

CF> after paragraph (5), by inserting the 
following: 

"(6) any firearm, other than a rifle or 
shotgun, to any person, if the Secretary de
termines such firearm to be unsuitable for 
lawful sporting purposes based upon stand
ards established under section 925Cd)(3) of 
this title.". 

By Mr. CRAIG: 
<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 

in the nature of a substitute.) 
-In the Volkmer amendment Con page 
H1319 of the March 18, 1986 Congressional 
Record) the following amendment is made 
to subsection 924Ce)(l): strike the words 
"more than" prior to the number "15" and 
insert in lieu thereof "less than". 

<Amendment to the Volkmer substitute.) 
<This would restore the language of H.R. 

945 found on page 16, line 6.) 
-On page 15, line 24 <relating to amend
ments to Section 923(g)(l}(D)C2)) beginning 
with the words "such collector shall not be 
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required ... ", strike that sentence and all 
that follows through page 17, line 12. 

<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 
in the nature of a substitute.) 

<Page and line numbers refer to H.R. 945.> 
-On Page 8, line 2, insert between "fire
arms" and before the close parentheses, the 
following: "; Provided further that inter
state sales of rifles and shotguns between 
two private citizens, eligible to possess rifles 
and shotguns under this chapter and not re
quired to be licensed under this chapter 
shall be permitted notwithstanding any 
other provision of law" 

By Mr. DINGELL: 
-In Section 14, delete all of line 16 on page 
16 through the end of line 3 on page 18, and 
insert in lieu thereof the following new Sec
tion 14: 
"SEC. 14. TRANSPORTATION OF FIREARMS. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-Chapter 44 of Title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
between section 926 and section 927 the fol
lowing new section: 
"SEC. 926A. INTERSTATE TRANSPORTATION OF 

FIREARMS. 
"Any person not prohibited by this chap

ter from transporting, shipping, or receiving 
a firearm shall be entitled to transport an 
unloaded, not readily accessible firearm in 
interstate commerce notwithstanding any 
provision of any legislation enacted, or any 
rule or regulation prescribed by any State 
or political subdivision thereof." 

(b) CLERICAL .AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections for chapter 44 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting be
tween the item relating to section 926 and 
the item relating to section 927 the follow
ing new item: 

"926A. Interstate transportation of fire
arms." 
By Mr. FEIGHAN: 

<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 
in the nature of a substitute.> 
-In section 102<4><B> of the matter pro
posed to be inserted by the amendment 
insert after "firearm" the first place it ap
pears the following: "with a barrel length of 
3 inches or less". 
-On page 6, after line 3, insert the follow
ing: 

"<H> has been adjudicated a juvenile de
linquent on the basis of conduct which, if 
committed by an adult, would be a crime 
punishable by imprisonment for a term of 
more than one year.". 

<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 
in the nature of a substitute.> 
-In section 102<5><D> of the matter pro
posed to be inserted by the amendment 
insert at the end the following: 

"(8) who has been adjudicated a juvenile 
delinquent on the basis of conduct which, if 
committed by an adult, would be a crime 
punishable by imprisonment for a term of 
more than one year.". 

By Mr. FORD of Tennessee: 
<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 

in the nature of a substitute.) 
-In section 101 of the matter proposed to 
be inserted by the amendment-

< 1) strike out the closing quotation marks 
and the final period; and 

<2> insert at the end the following: 
"(25) The term 'handgun' means a firearm 

which has a short stock and is designed to 
be held and filed by the use of a single 
hand.". 
-On page 19, after line 16, insert the fol
lowing: 

"(3) The actual delivery of a handgun 
shall not take place until at least 15 days 
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after the documentation is sent under para
graph <1>.". 

<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 
in the nature of a substitute.) 
-In section 102 of the matter proposed to 
be inserted by the amendment strike out 
paragraph (5) and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 

(5) by amending subsection (d) to read as 
follows: 

"(d)(l) It shall be unlawful for a licensed 
importer, licensed manufacturer, or licensed 
dealer to sell, deliver, or otherwise transfer 
a handgun to an individual who is not li
censed under section 923 unless such im
porter, manufacturer, or dealer promptly 
sends by registered or certified mail <return 
receipt requested), a copy of the documenta
tion of the transaction required under this 
chapter, in a form prescribed by the Secre
tary-

"<A> to the chief law enforcement officer 
of the place of residence of the transferee 
notifying such officer of the transaction; 
and 

"CB> to the Federal Bureau of Investiga
tion which shall-

"(i) examine Federal official records 
which may reveal any circumstance making 
illegal the receipt or possession of a hand
gun by the transferee; and 

"(ii> report to the chief law enforcement 
officer of the place of residence of the 
transferee if any such records show any 
such circumstance. 

"(2) The chief law enforcement officer of 
the place of residence of the transferee and 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation shall 
each destroy each report received under this 
section from any licensee concerning any 
transferee, within 90 ·days after the date 
such report is received, if such report does 
not indicate any circumstance making ille
gal the receipt or possession of a handgun 
by the transferee. 

"(3) The actual delivery of a handgun 
shall not take place until at least 15 days 
after the documentation is sent under para
graph (1).". 

By Mr. HUGHES: 
<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 

in the nature of a substitute.) 
-Page 11, after line 22, insert the following: 

(5) Section 923<d><l><E><D of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended-

<A> by striking out "conducts" and insert
ing "engages in" in lieu thereof; and 

<B> by striking out "conduct" and insert
ing "engage in" in lieu thereof. 

Redesignate succeeding paragraphs ac
cordingly. 

Page 3, strike out line 19 and all that fol
lows through line 10 on page 5 and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 

"(21> The term 'engaged in the business', 
with respect to an activity, means devoting 
time, attention, and labor to that activity on 
a recurring basis, and for that purpose 
maintaining firearms on hand or being will
ing and able to procure firearms, but such 
term does not include the sale by the owner 
of a personal collection in connection with 
liquidation of such a collection.". 

<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 
in the nature of a substitute.> 
-Page 7, line 10, strike out "shall not 
apply" and all that follows through "fire
arms)" in line 2 on page 8, and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: "shall not apply to 
the sale or delivery of any rifle or shotgun 
to a resident of a State other than a State 
in which the licensee's place of business is 
located if the transferee meets in person 
with the transferor to accomplish the trans-

fer, and the sale, delivery, and receipt fully 
comply with the legal conditions of sale in 
both such States <and any licensed manu
facturer, importer or dealer shall be pre
sumed, for purposes of this subparagraph, 
in the absence of evidence to the contrary, 
to have had actual knowledge of the State 
laws and published ordinances of both 
States)" 

<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 
in the nature of a substitute.) 
-Page 11, strike out line 9 and all that fol
lows through line 22 and redesignate suc
ceeding paragraphs accordingly. 

<Amendment to the Volkmer Amendment 
in the nature of a Substitute.> 
-Page 11, strike out line 23 and all that fol
lows through line 24 and redesignate suc
ceeding paragraphs accordingly. 

<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 
in the nature of a substitute.> 
-Page 11, line 25, strike out "(f)" and all 
that follows through line 21 on page 12 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

(f)(3)-
(A) by inserting "de novo" before "judi

cial"; and 
<B> by inserting "whether or not such evi

dence was considered at the hearing held 
under paragraph (2)." after "to the proceed
ing"; 

<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 
in the nature of a substitute.) 
-Page 19, line 15, strike out "willfully" and 
inserting "knowingly" in lieu thereof. 

<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 
in the nature of a substitute.> 
-Page 14, beginning in line 3, strike out "of 
a person" and all that follows through "li
censee" in line 4. 

Page 14, line 6, strike out "once" and 
insert "twice" in lieu thereof. 

Page 14, line 10, strike out "in the course" 
and all that follows through "investigation" 
in line 11. 

Page 13, line 25, strike out "or". 
Page 14, line 1, insert ", or a licensed col

lector" after "dealer". 
Page 14, strike out line 12 and all that fol

lows through line 21 and redesignate suc
ceeding subparagraphs accordingly. 

<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 
in the nature of a substitute.) 
-Page 21, strike out line 23 and all that fol
lows through "(C)" in line 9 on page 22 and 
insert "(2)" in lieu thereof. 

Page 22 line 14 insert a close quotation 
mark followed by "; and" after the period. 

Page 22, strike out line 15 and all that fol
lows through line 17. 

Page 21, beginning in line 13, strike out", 
but" and all that follows through "seizure" 
in line 22. 

<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 
in the nature of a substitute.> 
-Page 27, beginning in line 23, strike out 
"part" and all that follows through "exclu
sively" in line 1 on page 28 and insert in lieu 
thereof "part designed and intended solely 
and exclusively, or combination of parts de
signed and intended,". 

<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 
in the nature of a substitute.> 
-Page 3, strike line 19 and all that follows 
through line 10 on page 5 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

"(21) The term 'engaged in the business', 
with respect to an activity, means engaged 
in that activity on a recurring basis but such 
term does not include-

" (A) the sale, exchange, or purchase of 
firearms by a collector for the enhancement 
of a personal collection or as a hobby, 
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"(B) the sale of a personal collection in 

connection with liquidation of the collection 
by the collector or by any successor of the 
collector; and 

"<C> the occasional repair of firearms or 
the occasional fitting of special barrels, 
stocks, or trigger mechanisms to firearms. 

<Amendment to Volkmer amendment in 
the nature of substitute.) 
-Page 7, line 11, insert "(except a hand
gun)" after "firearm". 

Page 5, line 25, strike out the closed quo
tation mark and the period that follows. 

Page 5, after line 25 insert the following: 
"(25) The term 'handgun' means a firearm 

which has a short stock and is designed to 
be held and fired by the use a single hand.". 

<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 
in the nature of a substitute.) 

-Page 7, line 11, insert "(except a hand
gun which has a barrel length of less than 
three inches)" after "firearm". 

Page 5, after line 25, strike out the closed 
quotation mark and the period that follows. 

Page 5, after line 25 insert the following: 
"(25) The term 'handgun' means a firearm 

which has a short stock and is designed to 
be held and fired by the use of a single 
hand.''. 

<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 
in the nature of a substitute.) 
-Page 11, line 16, strike out "one" and 
insert "three" in lieu thereof. 

<Amendment to committee amendment in 
the nature of a substitute.) 
-Page 18, strike out line 22 and all that fol
lows through line 9 on page 19 and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: "by the Secretary 
to the chief law enforcement officer of the 
place of residence of the transferee notify
ing such officer of the transaction.". 

Page 19, beginning on line 11, strike out 
"and the Fede!'al Bureau of Investigation 
shall each" and insert in lieu thereof 
"shall". 

Page 19, line 12, strike out "report" and 
insert in lieu thereof "copy of documenta
tion". 

Page 19, line 13, strike out "90" and insert 
in lieu thereof "30". 

<Amendment to committee amendment in 
the nature of a substitute.) 
...:....page 16, beginning on line 16, strike out 
"State law or of any published ordinance" 
and insert in lieu thereof "State or local 
law". 

<Amendment to committee amendment in 
the nature of a substitute.) 
-Page 6, line 3, strike out the closed quota
tion mark and the period that follows. 

Page 6, after line 3 insert the following: 
"(3) The determination of whether a 

person has been convicted of a crime under 
State law shall be in accordance with the 
law of the State in which the proceedings 
were held. Any conviction which has been 
expunged, set aside, or otherwise vitiated 
shall not be considered a conviction for pur
poses of this chapter, unless such expunge
ment, setting aside, or vitiation expressly 
provides that the person may not ship, 
transport, possess, or receive firearms.". 

<Amendment to committee amendment in 
the nature of a substitute.) 
-Page 16, beginning on line 11, strike out 
"such expungement or elimination occurs 
under any State law regarding the expunge
ment of criminal ('Onvictions" and insert in 
lieu thereof "an expungement of that con
viction occurs". 
-Page 3, line 13, insert a comma before "si
lencer". 

Page 3, line 13, strike out the comma after 
silencer. 

Page 3, run in line 8 to line 7. 
Page 5, line 13, strike out "(3)" and insert 

"(2)". 

Page 13, make lines 14 through 19 full 
measure. 

Page 13, line 20, strike out "Ammunition" 
and insert "Ammunition" in lieu thereof. 

Page 16, beginning on line 11, strike out 
"such expungement or elimination occurs 
under any State law regarding the expunge
ment of criminal convictions" and insert in 
lieu thereof "an expungement of that con
viction occurs". 

Page 18, strike out the quotation mark in 
each of lines 7 and 13. 

<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 
in the nature of a substitute.) 
-Page 10, line 12, strike out the close quota
tion mark and the period that follows. 

Page 10, after line 12 insert the following: 
"(o)(l) It shall be unlawful for a licensed 

importer, licensed manufacturer, or licensed 
dealer to sell, deliver, or otherwise transfer 
a handgun to an individual who is not li
censed under section 923 unless-

"(A) such importer, manufacturer, or 
dealer promptly sends by registered or certi
fied mail <return receipt requested), a copy 
of the documentation of the transaction re
quired under this chapter, in a form pre
scribed by the Secretary to the chief law en
forcement officer of the place of residence 
of the transferee notifying such officer of 
the transaction; and 

"CB) 3 days have elapsed since the licensee 
transmitted such documentation, unless-

"(i) such officer certifies to the licensee 
that the immediate delivery of the handgun 
to the transferee is, to the knowledge of 
such officer, necessary to protect against an 
imminent threat to the physical safety of 
the transferee; 

"(ii) the transferee provides proof that 
the transferee purchased a handgun during 
the immediately preceding 12-month period 
and that such 3-day waiting period applied 
to such purchase; or 

"(iii) such officer notifies the licensee that 
there is no circumstance which would make 
illegal the receipt or possession of the hand
gun by the transferee. 

"(2) The chief law enforcement officer of 
the place of residence of the transferee 
shall destroy each report received under 
this section from any licensee concerning 
any transferee, within 30 days after the date 
such report is received, if such report does 
not indicate any circumstance making ille
gal the receipt or possession of a handgun 
by the transferee. 

"(3) As use1 in this subsection, the term 
'handgun' means a firearm which has a 
short stock and is designed to be held and 
fired by the use of a single hand.". 
-Page 18, strike out line 4 and all that fol
lows through line 16 on page 19 and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 
SEC. 15. WAITING PERIOD; RECORD CHECK FOR 

CRIMINAL CONVICTIONS AND OTHER 
DISQUALIFICATIONS FOR PURCHASE 
OF HANDGUNS 

(a) DEFINITION.-Section 921(a) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding 
after the paragraph added by section llCb) 
the following: 

"(23) The term 'handgun' means a firearm 
which has a short stock and is designed to 
be held and fired by the use of a single 
hand.". 

Cb) Prohibition.-Section 922Cd) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(d)( 1> It shall be unlawful for a licensed 
importer, licensed manufacturer, or licensed 
dealer to sell, deli~er, or otherwise transfer 

a handgun to an individual who is not li
censed under section 923 unless-

"(A) such importer, manufacturer, or 
dealer promptly sends by registered or certi
fied mail <return receipt requested), a copy 
of the documentation of the transaction re
quired under this chapter, in a form pre
scribed by the Secretary, to the chief law 
enforcement officer of the place of resi
dence of the transferee notifying such offi
cer of the transaction; and 

"CB) 3 days have elapsed sinc:e the licenc;ee 
transmitted such documentation, unless-

"(i) such officer certifies to the licensee 
that the immediate delivery of the handgun 
to the transferee is, to the knowledge of 
such officer, necessary to protect against an 
imminent threat to the physical safety of 
the transferee; 

"(ii) the transferee provides proof that 
the transferee purchased a handgun during 
the immediately preceding 12-month period 
and that such 3-day waiting period applied 
to such purchase; or 

"(iii) such officer notifies the licensee that 
there is no circumstance which would make 
illegal the receipt or possession of the hand
gun by the transferee. 

"(2) The chief law enforcement officer of 
the place of residence of the transferee 
shall destroy each report received under 
this section from any licensee concerning 
any transferee, within 30 days after the date 
such report is received, if such report does 
not indicate any circumstance making ille
gal the receipt or possession of a handgun 
by the transferee.". 
-Page 18, strike out line 4 anc all that fol
lows through line 16 on page 19 and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 
SEC. 15. WAITING PERIOD; RECORD CHECK FOR 

CRIMINAL CONVICTIONS AND OTHER 
DISQUALIFICATIOMS FOR PURCHASE 
OF HANDGUNS 

<a> DEFINITION.-Section 92l<a> of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding 
after the paragraph added by section ll<b> 
the following: 

"(23) The term 'handgun' means a firearm 
which has a short stock and is designed to 
be held and fired by the use of a single 
hand.". 

(b) PROHIBITION.-Section 922(d) of title 
18, United States Code, is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(d)(l) It shall be unlawful for a licensed 
importer, licensed manufacturer, or licensed 
dealer to sell, deliver, or otherwise transfer 
a handgun to an individual who is not li
censed unde::.- section 923 unless-

"CA> such importer, manufacturer, or 
dealer promptly sends by registered or certi
fied mail <return receipt requested), a copy 
of the documentation of the transaction re
quired under this chapter, in a form pre
scribed by the Secretary, to the chief law 
enforcement officer of the place of resi
dence of the transferee notifying such offi
cer of the transaction; and 

"CB> 7 days have elapsed since the licensee 
transmitted such documentation, unless-

"{i) such officer certifies to the licensee 
that the immediate delivery of the handgun 
to the transferee is, to the knowledge of 
such officer, necessary to protect against an 
imminent threat to the physical safety of 
the transferee; 

"(ii) the transferee provides proof that 
the transferee purchased a handgun during 
the immediately preceding 12-month period 
and that such 7-day waiting period applied 
to such purchase; or 

"(iii) such officer notifies the licensee that 
there is no circumstance which would make 
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illegal the receipt or possession of the hand
gun by the transferee. 

"(2) The chief law enforcement officer of 
the place of residence of the transferee 
shall destroy each report received under 
this section from any licensee concerning 
any transferee, within 30 days after the date 
such report is received, if such report does 
not indicate any circumstance making ille
gal the receipt or possession of a handgun 
by the transferee.". 

<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 
in the nature of a substitute.> 
-Page 10, line 12, strike out the close quota
tion mark and the period that follows. 

Page 10, after line 12 insert the following: 
"(o)(l) It shall be unlawful for a licensed 

importer, licensed manufacturer, or licensed 
dealer to sell, deliver, or Cltherwise transfer 
a handgun to an individual who is not li
censed under section 923 unless-

"<A> such importer, manufacturer, or 
dealer promptly sends by registered or certi
fied mail <return receipt requested), a copy 
of the documentation of the transaction re
quired under this chapter, in a form pre
scribed by the Secretary to the chief law en
forcement officer of the place of residence 
of the transferee notifying such officer of 
the transaction; and 

"<B> 7 days have elapsed since the licensee 
transmitted such documentation, unless-

"(i} such officer certifies to the licensee 
that the immediate delivery of the handgun 
to the transferee is, to the knowledge of 
such officer, necessary to protect against an 
imminent threat to the physical safety of 
the transferee; 

"(ii) the transferee provides proof that 
the transferee purchased a handgun during 
the immediately preceding 12-month period 
and that such 7-day waiting period applied 
to such purchase; or 

"<iii> such officer notifies the licensee that 
there is no circumstance which would make 
illegal the receipt or possession of the hand
gun by the transferee. 

"<2> The chief law enforcement officer of 
the place of residence of the transferee 
shall destroy each report received under 
this section from any licensee concerning 
any transferee, within 30 days afte:i:- the date 
such report is received, if such report does 
not indicate any circumstance making ille
gal the receipt or possession of a handgun 
by the transferee. 

"<3> As used in this subsection, the term 
'handgun' means a firearm which has a 
short stock ar.d is designed to be held and 
fired by the use of a single hand.". 

<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 
in the nature of a substitute.> 
-Page 25, beginning in line 18, strike out 
"and inserting" and all that follows through 
the close quotation mark on line 6. 

<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 
in the nature of a substitute.> 
Page 10, line 12, strike out the close quota
tion mark and the period which follows. 

Page 10, after line 1.2, insert the following: 
"(o)(l) It shall be unlawful for a licensed 

importer, licensed manufacturer, or licensed 
dealer to sell, deliver, or otherwise transfer 
a handgun to an individual who is not li
censed under section 923 unless such im
porter, manufacturer, or dealer promptly 
sends by registered or certified mail <return 
receipt requested), a copy of the documenta
tion of the transaction required under this 
chapter, in a form prescribed by the Secre
tary to the chief law enforcement officer of 
the place of residence of the transferee noti
fying such officer of the transaction. 

"(2) The chief law enforcement officer of 
the place of residence of the transferee 

shall destroy each copy of documentation 
received under this section from any licens
ee concerning any transferee, within 30 days 
after the date such report is received, if 
such report does not indicate any circum
stances making illegal the receipt or posses
sion of a handgun by the transferee. 

"(3) As used in this subsection, the term 
'handgun' means a firearm which has a 
short stock and is designed to be held and 
fired by the use of a single hand.''. 

<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 
in the nature of a substitute.> 
-Page 2, strike out line 16 and all that fol
lows through line 21 and redesignate suc
ceeding paragraphs accordingly. 

Page 6, beginning in line 17, strike out 
"<2>" and all that follows through line 22 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: "(2), 
by striking out "or licensed dealer for the 
sole purpose of repair or customizing;" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "licensed dealer, or 
licensed collector;"; 

Page 7, strike out line 5 and all that fol
lows through line 6 and redesignate succeed
ing subparagraphs accordingly. 

Page 8, line 4, insert "and" after the semi
colon. 

Page 8, strike out line 8 and all that fol
lows through line 12. 

Page 10, line 19, strike out ", or importing 
or manufacturing" and insert "or" in lieu 
thereof. 

Page 11, strike out line 2 and all that fol
lows through line 4 and redesignate succeed
ing paragraphs accordingly. 

Page 13, line 1, insert ", or ammunition 
<other than armor-piercing ammunition, as 
such term is defined in section 929 of this 
title> in transactions involving 1000 rounds 
or more," after "firearms". 

<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 
in the nature of a substitute.> 
-Page 10, line 5, strike out "and". 

Page 10, line 12, strike out the final period 
and insert "; and" in lieu thereof. 

Page 10, after line 12, insert the following: 
<9> by inserting after the subsection added 

by paragraph <8> of this section the follow
ing: 

"<o><l> Except as provided in paragraph 
(2), it shall be unlawful for any person to 
transfer or possess a firearm silencer. 

"(2) This subsection does not apply with 
respect to-

"<A> a transfer to or by, or possession by 
or under the authority of, the United States 
or any department or agency thereof or a 
State, or a department, agency, or political 
subdivision thereof; or 

"(B) any lawful transfer or lawful posses
sion of a firearm silencer that was lawfully 
possessed before the date this subsection 
takes effect.". 

Page 28, after line 20 insert the following: 
(C) PROHIBITION OF FIREARM SILENCERS.

Section 102<9> shall take effect on the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 
in the nature of a substitute.> 
-Page 26, strike out line 16 and all that fol
lows through the matter immediately fol
lowing line 5 on page 27 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 
SEC. 108. INTERSTATE TRANSPORT OF RIFLES AND 

SHOTGUNS. 
Section 927 of title 18, United States Code, 

is amended-
<1> by inserting "<a>" before "No"; and 
<2> by adding at the end the following: 
"(b) Notwithstanding any provision of 

State law or of any published ordinance to 
the contrary, any individual may transport 
any secured shotgun or secured rifle from 

such individual's place of origin to any desti
nation State if-

"<l> such transport is-
"<A> incident to the change of the individ

ual's State of residence; or 
"<B> for the purpose of lawful participa

tion in, or returning from lawful participa
tion in-

"(i) hunting; 
"(ii} a shooting match or contest; or 
"(iii) any other lawful sporting activity; 
"(2) the individual may lawfully transport 

and possess such shotgun or rifle-
"<A> in the individual's place of origin, the 

de~.tination State, and the destination politi
cal subdivision of the destination State; and 

"<B> under Federal law. 
"<c> For purposes of subsection (b)-
"( 1) a rifle or shotgun is secured if the 

rifle or shotgun-
"<A> is enclosed or cased; 
"<B> is not readily accessible; and 
"<C> is not loaded with ammunition; and 
"(2) the term 'place of origin' means
"<A> in the case of a change of residence, 

the State and political subdivision thereof 
from which residence is changed; and 

"<B> in any other case, the State and polit
ical subdivision thereof in which the posses
sion or transport of the rifle or shotgun 
begins.''. 

<Amendments to the Volkmer amendment 
in the nature of a substitute.> 
-Page 3, strike out line 19 and all that fol
lows through line 10 on page 5 and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 

"(21) The term 'engaged in the business', 
with respect to an activity, means devoting 
time, attention, and labor to that activity on 
a recurring basis, and for that purpose 
maintaining firearms on hand or being will
ing and able to procure firearms, but such 
term does not include the sale by the owner 
of a personal collection in connection with 
liquidation of such a collection.". 

Page 11, after line 22, insert the following: 
<5> Section 923<d><l><E><D of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended-
<A> by striking out "conducts" and insert

ing "engages in" in lieu thereof; and 
<B> by striking out "conduct" and insert

ing "engage in" in lieu thereof. 
Redesignate succeeding paragraphs ac

cordingly. 
Page 7, line 10, strike out "shall not 

apply" and all that follows through "fire
arms)" in line 2 on page 8, and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 
"shall not apply to the sale or delivery of 
any rifle or shotgun to a resident of a State 
other than a State in which the licensee's 
place of business is located if the transferee 
meets in person with the transferor to ac
complish the transfer, and the sale, deliv
ery, and receipt fully comply with the legal 
conditions of sale in both such States <and 
any licensed manufacturer, importer or 
dealer shall be presumed, for purposes of 
this subparagraph, in the absence of evi
dence to the contrary, to have had actual 
knowledge of the State laws and published 
ordinances of both States>." 

Page 11, strike out line 9 and all that fol
lows through line 22 and redesignate suc
ceeding paragraphs accordingly. 

Page 11, strike out line 23 and all that fol
lows through line 24 and redesignate suc
ceeding paragraphs accordingly. 

Page 14, beginning in line 3, strike out "of 
a person" and all that follows through "li
cense" in line 4. 

Page 14, line 6, strike out "once" and 
insert "twice" in lieu thereof. 
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Page 14, line 10, strike out "in the course" 

and all that follows through "investigation" 
in line 11. 

Page 13, line 25, strike out "or". 
Page 14, line 1, strike out ", or a licensed 

collector" after "dealer". 
Page 14, strike out line 12 and all that fol

lows through line 21 and redesignate suc
ceeding paragraphs accordingly. 

Page 19, line 15, strike out "willfully" and 
inserting "knowingly" in lieu thereof. 

Page 26, strike out line 16 and all that fol
lows through the matter immediately fol
lowing line 5 on page 27 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 
SEC. 108. INTERSTATE TRANSPORT OF RIFLES AND 

SHOTGUNS. 
Section 927 of title 18, United States Code, 

is amended-
<1> by inserting "Ca>" before "No"; and 
<2> by adding at the end the following: 
"Cb> Notwithstanding any provision of 

State law or of any published ordinance to 
the contrary, any il:..'\vidual may transport 
any secured shotgun or secured rifle from 
such individual's place of origin to any desti
nation State if-

"(1) such transport is-
"<A> incident to the change of the individ

ual's State of residence; or 
"CB> for the purpose of lawful participa

ton in, or returning from lawful participa
tion in-

"(i) hunting; 
"(ii) a shooting match or contest; or 
"(iii) any other lawful sporting activity; 

and 
"(2) the individual may lawfully transport 

and possess such shotgun or rifle-
"CA> in the individual's place of origin, the 

destination State, and the destination politi
cal subdivision of the destination State; and 

"CB> under Federal law. 
"Cc) For purposes of subsection Cb>-
"(1) a rifle or shotgun is secured if the 

rifle or shotgun- · 
"CA> is enclosed or cased; 
"(B) is not readily accessible; and 
"CC> is not loaded with ammunition; and 
"(2) the term 'place of origin' means
"CA> in the case of a change of residence, 

the State and political subdivision thereof 
from which residence is changed; and 

"CB> in any other case, the State and polit
ical subdivision thereof in which the posses
sion or transport of the rifle or shotgun 
begins.". 

Page 27, beginning in line 23, strike out 
"part" and all that follows through "exclu
sively" in line 1 on page 28 and insert in lieu 
thereof "part designed and intended solely 
and exclusively, or combination of parts de
signed and intended,". 

Page 10, line 5, strike out "and". 
Page 10, line 12, strike out the final period 

and insert ";and" in lieu thereof. 
Page 10, after line 12, insert the following: 
(9) by inserting after the subsection added 

by paragraph <8> of this section thE: follow
ing: 

"<o><l> Except as provided in paragraph 
(2), it shall be unlawful for any person to 
transfer or possess a firearm silencer. 

"(2) This subsection does not apply with 
respect to-

"<A> a transfer to or by, or possession by 
or under the authority of, the United States 
or any department or agency thereof or a 
State, or a department, agency, or political 
subdivision thereof; or 

"<B> any lawful transfer or lawful posses
sion of a firearm silencer that was lawfully 
possessed before the date this subsection 
takes effect.". 

Page 28, after line 20 insert the following: 
(C) PROHIBITION ON FIREARM SILENCERS.

Section 102<9> shall take effect on the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

Page 2, strike out line 16 and all that fol
lows through line 21 and redesignate suc
ceeding paragraphs accordingly. 

Page 6, beginning in line 17, strike out 
"(2)" and all that follows through line 22 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: "(2), 
by striking out 'or licensed dealer for the 
sole purpose of repair or customizing;' and 
inserting in lieu thereof "licensed dealer, or 
licensed collector;';". 

Page 7, strike out line 5 and all that fol
lows through line 6 and redesignate succeed
ing subparagraphs accordingly. 

Page 8, line 4, insert "and" after the semi
colon. 

Page 8, strike out line 8 and all that fol
lows through line 12. 

Page 10, line 19, strike out ", or importing 
or manufacturing" and insert "or" in lieu 
thereof. 

Page 11, strike out line 2 and all that fol
lows through line 4 and redesignate succeed
ing paragraphs accordingly. 

Page 13, line 1, insert ", or ammunition 
<other than armor-piercing ammunition, as 
such term is defined in section 929 of this 
title) in transactions involving 1,000 rounds 
or more," after "firearms''. 

By Mr. McCOLLUM. 
<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 

in the nature of a substitute.> 
Page 14, beginning on line 6, strike out 

"not more than once during any 12-month 
period;" and insert in lieu thereof the fol
lowing: 

cm not more than three times during any 
18-month period, unless · the Secretary or 
the Director of the Bureau of Alcohol, To
bacco, and Firearms approves such inspec
tion; 

Page 14, beginning on line 15, strike out 
"not more than once during any 12-month 
period;" and insert in lieu thereof the fol
lowing: 

(i) not more than three times during any 
18-month period, unless the Secretary or 
the Director of the Bureau of Alcohol, To
bacco, and Firearms approves such inspec
tion; 

By Mr. MRAZEK: 
<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 

in the nature of a substitute.) 
-After the section 109 proposed to be in
serted by the substitute add the following 
new section: 
SEC. 110. PROHIBITIONS WITH RESPECT TO CER

TAIN FIREARMS. 
<a> MANuFACTURE.-Cl> Section 922 of title 

18, United States Code, is amended by 
adding after the last subsection added by 
section 102 the following: 

"Co> Except as provided in section 925<f> 
of this title, it shall be unlawful for any 
person to manufacture any firearm that the 
Secretary determines is not-

"(1) readily detectable as a firearm by the 
standard security equipment commonly 
used at airports; and 

"<2> readily identifiable as a firearm.". 
<2> Section 925 of title 18, United States 

Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

"Cf) The Secretary shall declare an exemp
tion from the prohibition of section 922<0> 
of this title with respect to firearms of a 
type determined by the Secretary to be 
identical to a type designed and produced in 
the United States for commercial sale 
before January l, 1986.". 

(b) lMPORTATION.-Section 925(d) of title 
18, United States Code, as amended by sec
tion 105, is further amended by inserting at 
the end the following: "The Secretary shall 
not authorize under this subsection the im
portation of any firearm that is not readily 
detectable as a firearm by the standard se
curity equipment commonly used at airports 
and readily identifiable as a firearm.". 

Redesignate succeeding sections accord
ingly. 

<Amendment to the committee amend
ment in the nature of a substitute.) 
-At the end of the substitute add the fol
lowing new section: 
SEC. . PROHIBITIONS WITH RESPECT TO CERTAIN 

FIREARMS. 
Ca> MANuFACTURE.-<1> Section 922 of title 

18, United States Code, is amended by 
adding after the subsection added by section 
2 the following: 

"Co> Except as provided in section 925(f) 
of this title, it shall be unlawful for any 
person to manufacture any firearm that the 
Secretary determines is not-

"(1) readily detectable as a firearm by the 
standard security equipment commonly 
used at airports; and 

"(2) readily identifiable as a firearm.". 
C2> Section 925 of title 18, Unite...: .3tates 

Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

"(f) The Secretary shall declare an exemp
tion from the prohibition of section 922<0> 
of this title with respect to firearms of a 
type determined by the Secretary to be 
identical to a type designed and produced in 
the United States for commercial sale 
before January 1, 1986.". 

(b) lMPORTATION.-Section 925(d) of title 
18, United States Code, is amended by in
serting at the end the following: "The Sec
retary shall not authorize under this subsec
tion the importation of any firearm that is 
not readily detectable as a firearm by the 
standard security equipment commonly 
used at airports and readily identifiable as a 
firearm.". 

By Mr.SHAW: 
<Amendment to the Volkmer Amendment 

in the nature of a substitute.> 
-Page 10, line 5, strike out "and". 

Page 10, line 12, strike out the close quota
tion mark and the period that follows. 

Page 10, after line 12 insert the following: 
<9> by inserting after the subsection added 

by paragraph <8> of this section the follow
ing: 

"(o)(l) Except as provided in paragraph 
(2), it shall be unlawful for any person to 
transfer or possess a firearm silencer. 

"(2) This subsection does not apply with 
respect to-

"CA> a transfer to or by, or possession by 
or under the authority of, the United States 
or any department or agency thereof or a 
State, or a department, agency, or political 
subdivision thereof; or 

"CB> any lawful transfer or lawful posses
sion of a firearm silencer that was lawfully 
possessed before the date this subsection 
takes effect.". 

Page 28, after line 20 insert the following: 
(C) PROHIBITION ON FIREARM SILENCERS.

Section 102(9) shall take effect on the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

By Mr. SMITH of Florida: 
<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 

in the nature of a substitute.) 
-Section 109 of the matter proposed to be 
inserted is amended by striking out "solely 
and exclusively". 
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-Page 2, line 16, insert "a machinegun or" 
before "a silencer.". 

Page 2, line 22, insert "a machinegun or" 
before "a". 

Page 2, strike out line 4 and all that fol
lows through line 5 and insert in lieu there
of the following: 
SEC. 2. PROHlBITIO"l ON TRANSFER AND POSSES

SION OF MACHINEGUNS AND SILENC
ERS. 

<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 
in the nature of a substitute.) 
-At the end of the matter proposed to be 
inserted add the following new section: 
SEC. 111. WAITING PERIOD FOR PURCHASE OF 

HANDGUNS. 
(a) DEFINITION.-Section 921Ca) of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended by adding 
after the paragraphs added by section 
101<5) the following: 

"(25> The term 'handgun' means a firearm 
which has a short stock and is designed to 
be held and fired by the use of a single 
hand.". 

(b) PROHIBITION.-Section 922 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding 
after the subsections added by section 
102(8) the following: 

"Co><l> It shall be unlawful for a licensed 
importer, licensed manufacturer, or licensed 
dealer to sell, deliver, or otherwise transfer 
a handgun to an individual who is not li
censed under section 923 unless-

"CA> such importer, manufacturer, or 
dealer has, before delivery of the handgun, 
sent by registered or certified mail <return 
receipt requested>, a copy of a sworn state
ment by the transferee, in a form prescribed 
by the Secretary-

"(i) to the chief law enforcement officer 
of the place of residence of the transferee 
notifying such officer of the proposed trans
action, and requesting such officer to con
firm the residence of the transferee, and to 
examine State and local official records of 
criminal convictions and adjudications of 
metal incompetency, readily available to 
that officer, and report to such importer, 
manufacturer, or dealer whether any such 
records show any such conviction or adjudi
cation for the transferee; and 

"(ii} to the Federal Bureau of Investiga
tion which shall examine Federal official 
records which may reveal any circumstance 
making illegal the receipt or possession of a 
handgun by the transferee and report to the 
importer, manufacturer, or dealer whether 
any such records show any such circum
stance; 

"(B)(i} such importer, manufacturer, or 
dealer has received such reports from the 
chief law enforcement officer of the place of 
residence of the transferee and the Federal 
Bureau of Inv·-· vigation; or 

"(ii) 10 day., have elapsed from the send
ing of the sworn statement; and 

"CC> such importer, manufacturer, or 
dealer has not received information from 
the chief law enforcement officer or the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation that receipt 
or possession of the handgun by the trans
feree would be in violation of Federal law or 
of a State or local law of the residence of 
the transferee. 

"(2) An importer, manufacturer, or dealer 
who receives a report from the chief law en
forcement officer or the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation after a transfer has taken 
place shall, if the report contains informa
tion that receipt or possession of the hand
gun by the transferee would be in violation 
of Federal law or of State or of local law of 
the residence of the transferee, immediately 
communicate all information such importer, 

manufacturer, or dealer has about the 
transfer and the transferee to-

"<A> the chief law enforcement officer of 
the place of business of the importer, manu
facturer, or dealer; 

"CB> the chief law enforcement officer of 
the place of residence of the transferee; 

"CC> the Federal Bureau of Investigation; 
and 

"CD> the Secretary. 
"(3) An importer, manufacturer, or dealer 

who receives information, not otherwise 
available to the public, in a report under 
this subsection shall not disclose that infor
mation except incident to the proposed 
transfer.". 

<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 
in the nature of a substitute.> 
-At the end of the matter proposed to be 
inserted add the following new section: 
SEC. 111. WAITING PERIOD FOR PURCHASE OF 

HANDGUNS. 
(a) DEFINITION.-Section 921Ca) of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended by adding 
after the paragraphs added by section 
101<5> the following: 

"(25) The term 'handgun' means a firearm 
which has a short stock and is designed to 
be held and fired by the use of a single 
hand.". 

(b) PROHIBITION.-Section 922 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding 
after the subsections added by section 
102(8) the following: 

"(o)(l) It shall be unlawful for a licensed 
importer, licensed manufacturer, or licensed 
dealer to sell, deliver, or otherwise transfer 
a handgun to an individual who is not li
censed under section 923 unless-

"<A> such importer, manufacturer, or 
dealer has, before delivery of the handgun, 
sent by registered or certified mail <return 
receipt requested), a copy of a sworn state
ment by the transferee, in a form prescribed 
by the Secretary-

"(i) to the chief law enforcement officer 
of the place of residence of the transferee 
notifying such officer of the proposed trans
action, and requesting such officer to con
firm the residence of the transferee, and to 
examine State and local official records of 
criminal convictions and adjudications of 
mental incompetency, readily available to 
that officer, and report to such importer, 
manufacturer, or dealer whether any such 
records show any such conviction or adjudi
cation for the transferee; and 

"<ii> to the Federal Bureau of Investiga
tion which shall examine Federal official 
records which may reveal any circumstance 
making illegal the receipt or possession of a 
handgun by the transferee and report to the 
importer, manufacturer, or dealer whether 
any such records show any such circum
stances; 

"CB><D such importer, manufacturer, or 
dealer has received such reports from the 
chief law enforcement officer of the place of 
residence of the transferee and the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation; or 

"(ii) 3 days have elapsed from the sending 
of the sworn statement; and 

"CC> such importer, manufacturer, or 
dealer has not received information from 
the chief law enforcement officer or the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation that receipt 
or possession of the handgun by the trans
feree would be in violation of Federal law or 
of a State or local law of the residence of 
the transferee. 

"(2) An importer, manufacturer, or dealer 
who receives a report from the chief law en
forcement officer or the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation after a transfer has taken 

place shall, if the report contains informa
tion that receipt or possession of the hand
gun by the transferee would be in violation 
of Federal law or of State or local law of the 
residence of the transferee, immediately 
communicate all information such importer, 
manufacturer, or dealer has about the 
transfer and the transferee to-

"<A> the chief law enforcement officer of 
the place of business of the importer, manu
facturer, or dealer; 

"CB> the chief law enforcement officer of 
the place of residence of the transferee; 

"CC> the Federal Bureau of Investigation; 
and 

"CD> the Secretary. 
"(3) An importer, manufacturer, or dealer 

who receives information, not otherwise 
available to the public, in a report under 
this subsection shall not disclose that infor
mation except incident to the proposed 
transfer.". 

<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 
in the nature of a substitute.) 
-At the end of the matter proposed to be 
inserted add the following new section: 
SEC. 111. WAITING PERIOD FOR PURCHASE OF 

HANDGUNS. 
(a) DEFINITION.-Section 92l(a) of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended by added 
after the paragraphs added by section 
101<5> the following: 

"(25) The term 'handgun' means a firearm 
which has a short stock and is designed to 
be held and fired by the use of a single 
hand.". 

(b) PROHIBITION.-Section 922 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding 
after the subsections added by section 
102<8> the following: 

"(o)(l) It shall be unlawful for a licensed 
importer, licensed manufacturer, or licensed 
dealer to sell, deliver, or otherwise transfer 
a handgun to an individual who is not li
censed under section 923 unless-

"CA> such importer, manufacturer, or 
dealer has, before delivery of the handgun, 
sent by registered or certified mail <return 
receipt request~d), a copy of a sworn state
ment by the transferee, in a form prescribed 
by the Secretary-

"(i} to the chief law enforcement officer 
of the place of residence of the transferee 
notifying such officer of the proposed trans
action, and requesting such officer to con
firm the residence of the transferee, and to 
examine State and local official records of 
criminal convictions and adjudications of 
mental incompetency, readily available to 
that officer, and report to such importer, 
manufacturer, or dealer whether any such 
records show any such conviction or adjudi
cation for the transferee; and 

"(ii} to the Federal Bureau of Investiga
tion which shall examine Federal official 
records which may reveal any circumstance 
making illegal the receipt or possession of a 
handgun by the transferee and report to the 
importer, "'llanufacturer, or dealer whether 
any such records show any such circum
stance; 

"CB><D such importer, manufacturer, or 
dealer has received such reports from the 
chief law enforcement officer of the place of 
residence of the transferee and the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation; or 

"<ii> 7 days have elapsed from the sending 
of the sworn statement; and 

"<C> such importer, manufacturer, or 
dealer has not received information from 
the chief law enforcement officer or the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation that receipt 
or possession of the handgun by the trans-
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feree would be in violation of Federal law or 
of a State or local law of the residence of 
the transferee. 

"(2) An importer, manufacturer, or dealer 
who receives a report from the chief law en
forcement officer or the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation after a transfer has taken 
place shall, if the report contains informa
tion that receipt or possession of the hand
gun by the transferee would be in violation 
of Federal law or of State or local law of ihe 
residence of the transferee, immediately 
communicate all information such importer, 
manufacturer, or dealer has about the 
transfer and the transferee to-

"(A) the chief law enforcement officer of 
the place of business of the importer, manu
facturer, or dealer; 

"CB> the chief law enforcement officer of 
the place of residence of the transferee; 

"CC> the Federal Bureau of Investigation; 
and 

"CD) the Secretary. 
"(3) An importer, manufacturer, or dealer 

who receives information, not otherwise 
available to the public, in a report under 
this subsection shall not disclose that infor
mation except incident to the proposed 
transfer.". 
-Page 18, strike out line 4 and all that fol
lows through line 16 on page 19 and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 
SEC. 15. WAITING PERIOD FOR PURCHASE OF 

HANDGUNS. 
(a) DEFINITION.-Section 921(a) of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended by adding 
after the paragraph added by section ll(b) 
the following: 

"(21) The term 'handgun' means a firearm 
which has a short stock and is designed to 
be held and fired by the use of a single 
hand.". 

(b) PROHIBITION.-Section 922(d) of title 
18, United States Code, is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(d)(l) It shall be unlawful for a licensed 
importer, licensed manufacturer, or licensed 
dealer to sell, deliver, or otherwise transfer 
a handgun to an individual who is not li
censed under section 923 Unless-

"<A> such importer, manufacturer, or 
dealer has, before delivery of the handgun, 
sent by registered or certified mail <return 
receipt requested), a copy of a sworn state
ment by the transferee, in a form prescribed 
by the Secretary-

"(i} to the chief la.w enforcement officer 
of the place of residence of the transferee 
notifying such officer of the proposed trans
action, and requesting such officer to con
firm the residence of the transferee, and to 
examine State and local official records of 
criminal convictions and adjudications of 
mental incompetency, readily available to 
that officer, and report to such importer, 
manufacturer, or dealer whether any such 
records show any such conviction or adjudi
cation for the transferee; and 

"(ii) to the Federal Bureau of Investiga
tion which shall examine Federal official 
records which may reveal any circumstance 
making illegal the receipt or possession of a 
handgun by the transferee and report to the 
importer, manufacturer, or dealer whether 
any such records show any such circum
stance; 

"(B)(i} such importer, manufacturer, or 
dealer has received such reports from the 
chief law enforcement officer of the place of 
residence of the transferee and the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation; or 

"(ii) 10 days have elapsed from the send
ing of the sworn statement; and 

"CC> such importer, manufacturer, or 
dealer has not received information from 
the chief law enforcement officer or the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation that receipt 
or possession of the handgun by the trans
feree would be in violation of Federal law or 
of a State or local law of the residence of 
the transferee. 

"(2) An importer, manufacturer, or dealer 
who receives a report from the chief law en
forcement. officer or the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation after a transfer has taken 
place shall, if the report contains informa
tion that receipt or possession of the hand
gun by the transferee would be in violation 
of Federal law of State or of local law of the 
residence of the transferee, immediately 
communicate all information such importer, 
manufacturer, or dealer has about the 
transfer and the transferee to-

"(A) the chief law enforcement officer of 
the place of business of the importer, manu
facturer, or dealer; 

"CB) the chief law enforcement officer of 
the place of residence of the transferee; 

"CC> the Federal Bureau of Investigation; 
and 

"CD> the Secretary. 
"(3) An importer, manufacturer, or dealer 

who receives information, not otherwise 
available to the public, in a report under 
this subsection shall not disclose that infor
mation except incident to the proposed 
transfer.". 
SEC. 16. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 
subsection Cb), this Act shall take effect on 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

Cb) ExcEPTION.-Section 15 shall take 
effect 90 days after the date of the enact
ment of this Act. 
-Page 18, strike out line 4 and all that fol
lows through line 16 on page 19 and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 
SEC. 15. WAITING PERIOD FOR PURCHASE OF 

HANDGUNS. 
(a) DEFINITION.-Section 921(a) of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended by adding 
after the paragraph added by section ll(b) 
the following: 

"(21) The term 'handgun' means a firearm 
which has a short stock and is designed to 
be held and fired by the use of a single 
hand.". 

(b) PROHIBITION.-Section 922(d) of title 
18, United States Code, is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(d)(l} It shall be unlawful for a licensed 
importer, licensed manufacturer, or licensed 
dealer to sell, deliver, or otherwise transfer 
a handgun to an individual who is not li
censed under section 923 unless-

"CA> such importer, manufacturer, or 
dealer has, before delivery of the handgun, 
sent by registered or certified mail <return 
receipt requested), a copy of a sworn state
ment by the transferee, in a form prescribed 
by the Secretary-

"(i} to the chief law enforcement officer 
of the place of residence of the transferee 
notifying such officer of the proposed trans
action, and requesting such officer to con
firm the residence of the transferee, and to 
examine State and local official records of 
criminal convictions and adjudications of 
mental incompetency, readily available to 
that officer, and report to such importer, 
manufacturer, or dealer whether any such 
records show any such conviction or adjudi
cation for the transferee; and 

"(ii) to the Federal Bureau of Investiga
tion which shall examine Federal official 
records which may reveal any circumstance 
making illegal the receipt or possession of a 

handgun by the transferee and report to the 
importer, manufacturer, or dealer whether 
any such records show any such circum
stance; 

"(B)(i} such importer, manufacturer, or 
dealer has received such reports from the 
chief law enforcement officer of the place of 
residence of the transferee and the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation; or 

"(ii) 3 days have elapsed from the sending 
of the sworn statement; and 

"CC> such importer, manufacturer, or 
dealer has not received information from 
the chief law enforcement officer or the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation that receipt 
or possession of the handgun by the trans
feree would be in violation of Federal law or 
of a State or local law of the residence of 
the transferee. 

"(2) An importer, manufacturer, or dealer 
who receives a report from the chief law en
forcement officer or the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation after a transfer has taken 
place shall, if the report contains informa
tion that receipt or possession of the hand
gun by the transferee would be in violation 
of Federal law or of State or local law of the 
residence of the transferee, immediately 
communicate all information such importer, 
manufacturer, or dealer has about the 
transfer and the transferee to-

"(A) the chief law enforcement officer of 
the place of business of the importer, manu
facturer, or dealer; 

"CB) the chief law enforcement officer of 
the place of residence of the transferee; 

"CC> the Federal Bureau of Investigation; 
and 

"CD> the Secretary. 
"(3) An importer, manufacturer, or dealer 

who receives information, not otherwise 
available to the public, in a report under 
this subsection shall not disclose that infor
mation except incident to the proposed 
transfer.". 
SEC. 16. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 
subsection Cb), this Act shall take effect on 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

Cb> ExcEPTION.-Section 15 shall take 
effect 90 days after the date of the enact
ment of this Act. 

<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 
in the nature of a substitute.) 
-Section 102 of the matter proposed to be 
inserted is amended-

(1) in paragraph (7), by striking out 
"and"; 

<2> in paragraph (8), by striking out the 
period at the end and inserting in lieu there
of "; and "; and 

<3> by adding at the end the following: 
(9) by inserting after the subsection added 

by paragraph <8> of this section the follow
ing: 

"(o)(l) Except as provided in paragraph 
(2), it shall be unlawful for any person to 
transfer or possess a machinegun. 

"(2) This subsection does not apply with 
respect to-

"<A> a transfer to or by, or possession by 
or under the authority of, the United States 
or any department or agency thereof or a 
State, or a department, agency, or political 
subdivision thereof; or 

"CB> any lawful transfer or lawful posses
sion of a machinegun that was lawfully pos
sessed before the date this subsection takes 
effect.". 

Section 110 of the matter proposed to be 
inserted is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 
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(C) MACHINEGUN PROHIBITION.-Section 

102<9> shall take effect on the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

By Mr. TRAFICANT: 
<Amendment to the Volkmer substitute.> 

-Page 20, line 14, insert "or if the drug traf
ficking crime is an especially serious drug 
trafficking crime" after "machinegun". 

Page 20, line 19, insert "or if the drug traf
ficking crime is an especially serious drug 
trafficking crime" after "machinegun". 

Page 21, after line 2 insert the following: 
(3) Section 924Cc> of title 18, United States 

Code, is amended by adding after the para
graph added by section lOCa> the following: 

"(3) As used in this subsection, the term 
'especially serious drug trafficking crime' 
means a drug trafficking crime that i...'1-
volves-

"<A> 2 or more kilograms of a narcotic 
drug described in subparagraph CC), CD), or 
CE> of section 102Cl 7> of the Controlled Sub
stances Penalties Act C21 U.S.C. 802Cl 7)); 

"CB) 1 or more kilograms of a narcotic 
drug in schedule I or II in the Controlled 
Substances Act C21 U.S.C. 801 et seq.) that is 
not described in subparagraph CC), CD), or 
CE) of section 102Cl 7) of such Act; 

"CC> 1 kilogram or more of phencyclidine; 
or 

"CD> 25 grams or more of lysergic acid 
diethylamide. ". 

Redesignate succeeding subsections ac
cordingly. 
-Page 14, line 6, insert "OR FIREARM USE 
IN ESPECIALLY SERIOUS DRUG TRAFFICK
ING CRIME" after "CRIME". 

Page 14, line 12, insert "or if the drug traf
ficking crime is an especially serious drug 
trafficking crime" after "machinegun". 

Page 14, line 16, insert "or if the drug traf
ficking crime is · an especially serious drug 
trafficking crime" after "machinegun". 

Page 14, line 18, strike out "DEFINITION" 
and insert "DEFINITIONS" in lieu thereof. 

Page 15, after line 4 insert the following: 
(3) Section 924Cc) of title 18, United States 

Code, is amended by adding after the para
graph added by section lOCa> the following: 

"(3) As used in this subsection, the term 
'especially serious drug trafficking crime' 
means a drug trafficking crime that in
volves-

"CA> 2 or more kilograms of a narcotic 
drug described in subparagraph CC>, CD), or 
CE) of section 102Cl 7) of the Controlled Sub
stances Act C21 U.S.C. 802(17)); 

"CB) 1 or more kilograms of a narcotic 
drug in schedule I or II in the Controlled 
Substances Act C21 U.S.C. 801 et seq.) that is 
not described in subparagraph CC), CD), or 
CE) of section 102Cl 7> of such Act; 

"CC> 1 kilogram or more of phencyclidine; 
or 

"CD> 25 grams or more of lysergic acid 
diethylamide.". 

Redesignate succeeding subsections ac
cordingly. 

By Mr. VOLKMER: 
<Amendment to the Volkmer amendment 

in the nature of a substitute.> 
-Cl) In the Volkmer amendment Con page 
H 1319 of the March 18, 1986 Congressional 
Record) following the amendments made to 
subsection 924Cc> add the following new 
paragraph: 

"(3) For purposes of this subsection the 
term 'crime of violence' means an offense 
that is a felony and-

"CA) has as an element the use, attempted 
use, or threatened use of physical force 
against the person or property of another, 
or 

"CB) that by its nature, involves a substan
tial risk that physical force against the 
person or property of another may be used 
in the course of committing the offense.". 

C2) <On page H1319 of the March 18, 1986 
Congressional Record,) strike all amend
ments made to subsection 924CD) and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 

(3) by amending subsection (d) to read as 
follows: 

"(d)(l) Any firearm or ammunition in
volved in or used in any knowing violation 
of subsection (a)(4), (a)(6), Cf), Cg), (h), m, 
(j), or Ck) of section 922, or knowing impor
tation or bringing into the United States or 
any possession thereof any firearm or am
munition in violation of section 922(1), or 
knowing violation of section 924, or willful 
violation of any other provision of this 
chapter or any rule or regulation promul
gated thereunder, or any violation of any 
other criminal law of the United States, or 
any firearm or ammunition intended to be 
used in any offense referred to in paragraph 
(3) of this subsection, where such intent is 
demonstrated by clear and convincing evi
dence, shall be subject to seizure and for
feiture, and all provisions of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 relating to the sei
zure, forfeiture, and disposition of firearms, 
as defined in section 5845Ca> of that Code, 
shall, so far as applicable, extend to seizures 
and forfeitures under the provisions of this 
chapter: Provided, That upon acquittal of 
the owner or possessor, or dismissal of the 
charges against him other than upon 
motion of the Government prior to trial, 
the seized firearms or ammunition shall be 
returned forthwith to the owner or posses
sor or to a person delegated by the owner or 
possessor unless the return of the firearms 
or ammunition would place the owner or 
possessor or his delegate in violation of law. 
Any action or proceeding for the forfeiture 
of firearms or ammunition shall be com-

menced within one hundred and twenty 
days of such seizure. 

"C2><A> In any action or proceeding for 
the return of firearms or ammunition seized 
under the provisions of this chapter, the 
court shall allow the prevailing party, other 
than the United States, a reasonable attor
ney's fee, and the United States shall be 
liable therefor. 

"CB> In any other action or proceeding 
under the provisions of this chapter, the 
court, when it finds that such action was 
without foundation, or was initiated vexa
tiously, frivolously, or in bad faith, shall 
allow the prevailing party, other than the 
United States, a reasonable attorney's fee, 
and the United States shall be liable there
for. 

"CC> Only those firearms or quantities of 
ammunition particularly named and individ
ually identified as involved in or used in any 
violation of the provisions of this chapter or 
any rule or regulation issued thereunder, or 
any other criminal law of the United States 
or as intended to be used in any offense re
ferred to in paragraph (3) of this subsection, 
where such intent is demonstrated by clear 
and convincing evidence, shall be subject to 
seizure, forfeiture, and disposition.". 

"CD> The United States shall be liable for 
attorneys' fees under this paragraph only to 
the extent provided in advance by appro
priation Acts." 

"(3) The offenses referred to in para
graphs Cl> and <2><C> of this subsection 
are-

" CA> any crime of violence, as that term is 
defined in section 924Cc><3> of this title; 

"CB> any offense punishable under the 
Controlled Substances Act <21 U.S.C. 801 et 
seq.) or the Controlled Substances Import 
and Export Act <21 U.S.C. 951 et seq.); 

"CC> any offense described in section 
922Ca)(l), 922(a)(3), 922(a)(5), or 922Cb>C3) of 
this title, where the firearm or ammunition 
intended to be used in any such offense is 
involved in a pattern of activities which in
cludes a violation of any offense described 
in section 922Ca)(l), 922Ca)(3), 922(a)(5), 
922(b)C3) of this title; 

"CD> any offense described in section 
922(d) of this title where the firearm or am
munition is intended to be used in such of
fense by the transferor of such firearm or 
ammunition; 

"(E) any offense described in section 
922(i), 922(j), 922(1), 922Cn> or 924Cb) of this 
title; and 

"CF) any offense which may be prosecuted 
in a court of the United States which in
volves the exportation of firearms or ammu
nition; and.". 
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