DICTATORSHIPS
ANDSINGLESTANDARDS
Restoring Confidence in American Foreign Policy

T
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I r a n , a relatively powerless dictatorship, seems to have
thrown into disarray the foreign policies of two American
administrations. If we had a policy of not negotiating with
terrorists, the covert arms shipment to Iran tends to render
such a policy meaningless, if not hypocritical. If we felt that
supporting the Nicaraguan contras’ war against the Sandinista dictatorship was a just cause, the secret diversion of
funds from Iran to Nicaragua implies that here is a cause
that cannot win public and Congressional support through
debate and the normal channels of the democratic process.
Certainly, it is time to reassess the principles that should
undergird American foreign policy and to consider anew
how a nation committed to democracy can apply those
principles to various problem areas in the world today.

Confident in our Founding Principles
Two main principles should guide this country’s policy
toward other nations. The first is the defense of the life,
liberty, and pursuit of happiness of American citizens. This
is the constitutional responsibility of our elected representatives-indeed, the founding of government itself is
aimed at protecting people from physical danger, either
internal or external. In America’s case, this responsibility
does not derive from social contracts alone: it is a moral
responsibility, because America is one of the few truly free
countries in the world, and the only free country which can
raise the flag of freedom, which can “make the world safe
for democracy,” as Woodrow Wilson put it.
The second principle is America’s commitment to freedom beyond its immediate borders, for its allies and indeed
for all people who long for freedom and are willing to
struggle for it and pay the price for it. The world may be
short of free states, but it is not short of men and women
who desire to be free. Again, America has an ethical
responsibility to help these people win their freedom. Our
foreign policy cannot stand for freedom for ourselves only
and for cost-benefit analyses and convenience elsewhere.
To d o so would run afoul of what America’s founding
documents make clear: that all men are “endowed by their
Creator with inalienable rights.”
These two principles of American foreign policy are not
inconsistent. Some claim that lofty talk about democratic

ideals poses as a cover for American security interests. The
fact remains that America is the best hope for freedom in
the world, and America’s security interest is allied with the
cause of freedom. Free and democratic countries tend to
be peace-loving and unthreatening to American citizens. So
there is a healthy symbiosis between the two principles:
they help to sustain and reinforce one another.
Unfortunately, there are times when policies promoting
the security interest of the United States have not been
closely enough coupled with the ideals of freedom. For
instance, several pro-Western governments, accurately described as dictatorships, have not made progress toward a
democratic pluralist society at the pace we would like. We
have sometimes looked the other way when in the name of
American security interests, people are restricted in their
aspiration to be free.
Further, America’s resources are limited, as we all know,
and while our hearts are willing to pay any price to secure
the freedom of American citizens, we must decide what we
can afford in order to help other nations and other peoples
win their freedom. In general, the United States should
attempt to put its two principles of foreign policy into
effect with a realistic view toward what is possible, what
will help more than hurt, and what is desirable, not just in
the short term, but in the long term as well.

Democracy and Vigilance
Alexis de Tocqueville, the great 19th-century student of
America, warned that “Foreign policy demands scarcely
any of those qualities which are peculiar to a democracy;
on the contrary, it calls for the perfect use of all those
qualities in which a democracy is deficient.” Tocqueville
reminds us that, historically, the wielding of power in foreign relations has been the province of empires, tyrants,
and despots. The keepers of such empires enjoy the freedom to pursue their goals, unbridled by democratic processes. Citizens d o not fare so well, for their lives and their
labors are often confiscated and laid waste as though they
were somehow lesser humans than the despots they serve.
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There’s no winner without a loser. And when the
loser cannot blame his defeat on the inferiority of his
equi ment, then he has to have lost either because he
use what he had badly or because of some peculiar
crack in his self-confidence.

B

One of the five million Afghan refugees.
Democracies, on the other hand, have a thousand
voices, each openly participating in free discussion and
advocacy, often with deep disagreement about the methods and purposes of foreign policy. Democracies are not
adept at developing official state points of view: political
parties, labor unions, interest groups, and churches all put
forth their own interpretations of the national interest.
Such pluralistic debate guards against the usurpation of the
rights of individual citizens. At the same time, foreign policy objectives can become inarticulate. Definitions of liberty, security, morality, and ethics are often muddled.
Fortunately, the strengths of the United States-its talented and hard-working population, its great industrial and
agricultural base, its commitment to freedom and JudeoChristian morality-have been sufficient to withstand the
aggressions of the conventional empires of Tocqueville’s
era. Indeed, most such empires were permanently defeated
in World War I.
But the 20th century has witnessed the emergence of a
fundamentally new kind of totalitarian state. Soviet Russia,
Fascist Italy, and National Socialist Germany have had
several features in common: a materialist philosophy, a
socialist economy, hostility to traditional social mores and
institutions, and, most important, an all-encompassing utopian ideology. Of these three, only the Soviet dictatorship
remains. Its theory and practice, guided by Marxism-Leninism, aims at reordering the international system by turning every encounter into a gain for world socialism.
Jean-Francois Revel warns us that the West has not yet
learned to withstand aggressive totalitarian pressure from
the Soviet dictatorship. He seeks to explain why we have
so often been on the losing end of Soviet expansionism.

Unlike our successful defense against traditional empires
throughout most of our nation’s history, we have used our
nation’s assets poorly when confronted by Communist
states. Our strongest weapon-confidence in the truth of
our founding principles-has been shaken at its roots.
We were irresolute in the face of the Hungarian uprising;
confused about Castro; cowardly during construction of
the Berlin wall; negotiated out of Vietnam. We could only
muster strong words during the Prague invasion in 1968
and the KAL 007 shootdown three years ago. We kept our
sports teams home after the Afghan invasion and then took
fully seven years to deliver Stinger missiles to mujahedeen
freedom fighters. We took five years to decide to act
against Qaddafi even while in the possession of ample
evidence of his monstrous behavior. We gave Marxist Nicaragua $120 million in foreign aid, which no doubt helped
the Sandinista regime buy Soviet weapons and go into the
narcotics business. These are not mere “embarrassments”
or mismanaged crises or foreign policy blunders. Real people lost their lives and liberty, and American security was
attenuated.
The Soviets view these conflicts as past context of a
global class struggle. Communists promote guerrilla war,
terrorism, disinformation, subversion, espionage, whatever
is necessary to achieve their objectives. America’s democratic strengths have been probed and now exploited by an
evil empire.
In an effort to socialize the Soviets into the international
community, we have negotiated with them. We have
granted them most-favored-nation status and lenient banking credits. We have shared our scientific achievements
through technological pillage and industrial espionage.
The U.S.S.R. excels in using our humanitarian desires to
live in peace, our sense of community, our democratic
openness, into furthering totalitarian hegemony. Without a
comprehensive and cohesive strategy, without self-confidence in our values, we will allow the Soviets to overwhelm us.

The Hellish Marriage
We must learn to expect that Communist dictatorships
will exploit tumultuous social conditions promising opportunities to manipulate violence-prone groups against U.S.
targets. The K.G.B. has found, in the Ayatollah Khomeini,
a willing accomplice. In 1981, the Khomeini government
organized the Islamic Revolutionary Council to train and
coordinate the holy war against the “great Satan,” the
United States. Numerous terrorist groups, including Amal
Islami, AI Dawa, and the Iraqi Shiites, have received training in the Iranian city of Qum. Intelligence sources believe
that the two trucks used in the bombing of the U.S. Marine
barracks in Beirut were rigged and driven by terrorists
trained in Iran.
The U.S.S.R. is currently poised to establish the kind of
influence inside Iran that could assure dominance after
Policy Review
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Khomeini dies. Thousands of Iranians are Soviet-educated,
and the Soviets have operated a hospital and steel plant
inside Iran. These opportunities for recruitment are backed
up by significant Soviet military assets on their mutual
frontier with Iran.
To combat Islamic terrorism, we need much higher
quality intelligence gathering operations. The trend toward
electronic means, typified by spy satellites, has limited access to the deserts and mountains where terrorist acts origi.nate.
What is needed is greater use of human intelligence
gathering that literally shadows terrorist organizations.
Clandestine counter-terrorist infiltrators could neutralize
terrorist acts through sabotage or by calling in paramilitary
assistance. When particular information about terrorism
will not compromise intelligence sources and methods,
wider public dissemination is in the interest of our democratic principles.

What TQDo About Qaddafi
Often portrayed as a madman, Muammar Qaddafi is
instead among the world’s foremost terror strategists. He
has never viewed terrorism as senseless violence. Qaddafi’s
sponsorship of political violence is designed to intimidate
and demoralize. When directed at U.S. persons or property, his terrorist acts are designed to confuse decision
making in o u r nation. The surprise attack on our peacekeeping marines in Lebanon, carried out by one man driving a truck full of explosives, was broadcast to millions by
the mass media. Americans are stunned by such bloodbaths, o u r leaders rendered less effective.
In a truly remarkable speech delivered during the anniversary celebration of the Libyan revolution, Qaddafi
bragged:
The defeat the Americans suffered in Lebanon is not
less than its defeat in Vietnam. The battleshi N e w
Jersey, the most powerful vessel in the wor d, was
used. The Marines, who can land and occupy any
ace in the world-they were dealt a powerful blow
y the blowing up of the U.S. and French headquarters and were forced to leave.

f
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Libya has offered itself up as a terrorist training area,
support center, and even a conference center for any
groups that will join the collective struggle against the
West generally, and the United States and Israel specifically. For example, Qaddafi has maintained close ties with
both factions of the Palestine Liberation Organization.
Funding of around $30 million was provided to AI Fatah,
which carried out the infamous Black September operations of the early 1970s. An AI Fatah splinter group, the
Fatah Revolutionary Council, carried out the December
1985 attack on holiday passengers in the Rome and Vienna
airports. Eighteen people, including five Americans, were
slain as they stood near TWA and El AI ticket counters.
The other P.L.O. faction, the Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine (P.F.L.l?), also heavily financed by Libya,
has strong ties with European terrorist groups, including
the Baader-Meinhof gang. The P.F.L.P. was responsible
for the Entebbe hijacking and maintained the “Carlos
group.”

The list of additional terrorist groups supported by
Qaddafi goes on and on. The Tupamaros (Uruguay),
Montoneros (Argentina), the E.L.N. (Bolivia), the M.I.R.
(Chile), the F.A.L.N. (Puerto Rico), the Sandinistas (Nicaragua), and the M-19s (Colombia)have all received Libyan
support. European terrorist groups that receive training or
aid from Libya include the Red Brigades (Italy), the BaaderMeinhof gang (West Germany), the Red Army, and Action
Directe (France).

In addition, Qaddafi has dispatched independent teams
of terrorists worldwide, including a team to attempt to
assassinate President Reagan that was hiding for a time in
Canada. Libya has established training centers for three
groups in Ras Halal, Misurata, Sirle, Tarhoona, and Foera,
all terrorist shipping centers for weaponry, explosives,
forged passports, and logistical support.

Quarantining the Disease
In October 1937, President Franklin Roosevelt recognized the threat to peace posed by Nazi Germany. He
suggested that the lawless brutality of the fascist regime
was like a disease that should be quarantined to protect
innocent members of the community. Although later vindicated by history, F.D.R. was lampooned in the press for
his proposal. President Kennedy used a quarantine to prevent the Soviets from deploying nuclear missiles in Cuba.
Yet another use of quarantine was the mining and closing
of Haiphong Harbor during the Vietnam War.
The U.S. use of force in the form of a surgical air strike
last March was justified by Libyan involvement in the
bombing of a West German night club frequented by U.S.
military personnel. But what of Qaddafi’s regular complicity in criminal acts against innocent civilians?A quarantine
would close Libyan ports that export and import the tools
of terrorism and would cut off Libya’s mainstay terrorism
funding source, oil exports. U.S. air power could close the
ports with mines deployed in operations that would take
only minutes. Mine sweepers to remove the mines would
have to come from Soviet bloc states, which would place
them in the position of acknowledging their friendship
with Qaddafi.
Bombing raids, though at times justified, are risky and
endanger civilians. A quarantine is not an overt act of war;
it is simply drawing a boundary between those infected
with the deadly disease of terrorism and innocent people
who do not wish to be contaminated.
The assets of Libya should be seized wherever possible
and a fund established for the victims of terrorism. We can
5
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no longer permit Qaddafi to continue the random murder
of innocent civilians. A quarantine, if properly utilized, will
move us beyond mosquito swatting and place us in the
business of draining the swamp.

We cannot tolerate in our
hemisphere a regime which closes
down the Catholic radio station,
which executes political opponents,
which destroys schools, independent
unions, and the media.

ters, the Mi24/Hind D, the so-called flying tank, in the
Sandinista Air Force. The Soviets have also provided 120
anti-aircraft guns and 700 SA-7 surface-to-air missiles.
Eastern bloc states have provided a variety of other military vehicles, including 1,500 trucks and 800 jeeps. Ortega
has loaded Nicaragua up with 500 Cuban troops, 200
Soviet military advisers, and over 10,000 Eastern bloc technicians.
Under construction at Nicaragua’s Punta Huete airport
is a runway capable of accommodating Soviet military aircraft. Reconnaissance planes of Soviet origin based at
Punta Huete could fly missions along the U.S. Pacific
coast, much the same way they now reconnoiter our Atlantic coast from Cuba. Similar expansion into the Pacific
would be possible for Soviet seagoing vessels, including
warships and submarines, utilizing the Nicaraguan port of
Corinto.
The F.S.L.N. military buildup directly threatens the
safety of other Central American states whose military
assets are a small fraction of Nicaragua’s.

What We Should Know About Ortega

Terrorism under Ortega

In July 1979, the Sandinista National Liberation Front
(F.S.L.N.) installed itself as the new government of Nicaragua. A loose confederation of political parties, religious
groups, and business interests had overthrown the authoritarian Somoza dictatorship. By December, key ministries
were under control of the Combined National Directorate, a group of nine comandantes, all dedicated Marxists. The world, including the Carter Administration, welcomed the new regime with open arms, providing $300
million in grants and nearly $1.6 billion in loans to the tiny
nation with a population of less than three million. To be
eligible for this aid, the Sandinistas promised, in June 1979,
to hold free elections, protect political pluralism, allow a
mixed economy, and maintain a non-aligned foreign policy.
Only days after the Sandinistas took control, the first
Cuban military and security advisers arrived. Within a
month, diplomatic relations were established with various
Soviet bloc countries. Then the Soviets arrived to supervise
the Cubans. Authority over the liberation army was placed
under the exclusive control of the F.S.L.N., making it
possible for the ruling junta to consolidate its internal
authority along Stalinist lines. The outline of the agenda
was spelled out in the September 1979 “72-hour document.” The plan called for the continuation of the revolutionary process throughout Central America: “The foreign
policy of the Sandinista Peoples’ Revolution is based on
the full exercise of national sovereignty and independence
and on the principle of revolutionary internationalism.”
In March 1980, the F.S.L.N. established party-to-party
ties with the Communist Party of the U.S.S.R. The following month, Daniel Ortega adopted the title, junta “coordinator.”
The Sandinistas inherited only three tanks, 25 armored
vehicles, seven helicopters, and three artillery pieces from
Somoza’s National Guard. Today, they have over 150 Soviet-made tanks and 200 additional armored vehicles of
various descriptions. Along with 30 multiple use helicopters, there are at least 12 of the world’s best attack helicop-

In July 1985, representatives of the world’s most notorious terrorist groups were convened in Managua for strategy sessions. As a demonstration of solidarity, each was
invited by the F.S.L.N. to open an office in the Nicaraguan
capital.
This open acknowledgement of terrorist organizations
as legitimate demonstrates the integration of revolutionary
militarism into all levels of the Nicaraguan government. In
1980-81, the Nicaraguan military made itself the secret
supply hub for the guerrilla war in El Salvador.
Commandante Bayardo Arce coordinated the logistical
infrastructure that transshipped Soviet bloc weapons
through Nicaragua and into the hands of Salvadoran guerrillas. At least three military training camps operated by
Cuban personnel serve as Nicaraguan staging areas for
attacks on Salvadoran targets, including utilities, transportation infrastructure, and food supplies. Honduras and
Costa Rica have also been victims of Sandinista air hijackings, kidnappings, assassinations, and sabotage.
Although F.S.L.N. officials deny involvement in these
attacks, their fingerprints continue to appear. There was a
Nicaraguan connection when U.S. Marines were gunned
down in a San Salvador cafe.
Weapons supplied by Nicaragua were used by the terrorist group, M-19, which brutally murdered virtually all
the members of the Colombian Supreme Court. Indeed,
the Ortega government held a “hero’s funeral” for the
comrades killed during the Colombian government’s attempt to rescue the justices.
Nicaragua is well on its way to forward basing status for
the U.S.S.R. on the North American mainland. This
presents major security challenges to the Panama Canal,
Gulf Coast sea lanes, (from both a commercial and military
resupply perspective), and to other states in the region.
Indeed, Ortega’s open willingness to participate in terrorist
and low intensity warfare activities outside Nicaragua typifies a fully operational Soviet proxy. In the words of
Andrei Gromyko, Nicaragua has become “an American
problem.” It is, so far, for the Soviets, a strategic success.
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The Ortega Dictatorship
President Truman declared that “It must be the Dolicv of
the United States to support free peoples who are resisting
attempted subjugation by armed minorities or by outside
pressures.” Our strategic and moral responsibility is clear,
We cannot tolerate, in our hemisphere, a regime which
closes down the Catholic radio station, which executes
political opponents (including expectant mothers), desecrates synagogues, and coordinates guerrilla war against
neighboring democracies. For too long, we have been attempting a covert war against this illicit regime. The diversion of funds from Iran is simply an extension of this policy
of furtively attempting to undermine the Sandinistas.
Here is a dictatorship whose neighborhood block committees are quickly coming to resemble Hitler’s Germany.
It is perpetuating unspeakable atrocities against its minority
Indian population. The United States is a great power and a
force committed to freedom. It is both embarrassing and
unbecoming to act under the table in a matter where facts
are so compelling. Halfheartedness and secrecy are not the
partners of policies that are morally right. Covert support
and C.I.A. secret mining of harbors are the handiwork of
uncertainty and illegitimacy. We don’t want a “dirty little
war” in Nicaragua. We want an open drive for freedom.
Recognizing the higher moral ground of the Truman
Doctrine, our support for the United Nicaraguan Opposition (U.N.O.) should be public and official. The U.N.O.
should be recognized as the legitimate Nicaraguan govemment in exile. We should take the initiative and invite its
representatives to join the United Nations, the Organization of American States, and other appropriate organizations. Full diplomatic relations, treaties, and other normal
state-to-state arrangements should be made. We should
require that the U.N.O. demonstrate the appurtenances of
a democratic government. They should draft and approve
a constitution, and draw up a schedule for free elections.
Our allies, our citizens, the freedom fighters, and the
Sandinistas need to know where we stand. Accordingly, we
should dissolve diplomatic relations with the Sandinista
junta, and terminate commercial trade. The terrorist adventures of the Ortega regime demand nothing less. To
assist the thousands of innocent victims of Sandinista terror, including the families of the murdered Colombian
Supreme Court justices, we should freeze any Nicaraguan
assets in this nation. These resources should be used to pay
restitution to the victims of Sandinista crimes.
The most underutilized asset of our foreign policy is
simply to communicate the truth about dictators such as
Ortega. Seriousness about our security and freedom requires nothing less.
I

,

How We Can Deal with Deng
It has been said that the 21st century will be the Pacific

century. The People’s Republic of China (P.R.C.), while
still a developing country, is likely to become a major
industrial and military power by the year 2050. Already it
welcomes commercial relationships with the United States.
Even though a Communist country, China seems determined not to become a subordinate of the Soviet Union.
At the same time, the P.R.C. can be expected to identify
and cement relations with client states of its own in the
Winter 1987

Hong Kong children in 1978.
region, analagous to the kind of hegemony exercised by
the Soviets in Eastern Europe.
A range of views has been articulated on the future of
China’s reform movement. One approach emphasizes new
economic opportunities for enterprises ranging from street
vendors and private vegetable plots to factories. Under
Mao Zedong, a billion Chinese were expected to labor
harder for the state than free people work for themselves.
This did not happen. After Mao’s death, Deng Xiaoping
instituted liberal economic experiments in his native
Sichuan province. These quasi-capitalist improvements
proved a success and soon spread throughout China.
Other views of the reform argue that party favoritism is
widespread, allowing some Chinese to be more capitalist
than others. Enterprising businessmen from outside the
party are often persecuted or even jailed if they are too
successful. Additionally, the adjustments in economic rules
have not been followed by political liberalization.
For human rights purposes, China operates under the
old guidelines of Mao. Criticism of the government is still
an offense that is punishable by imprisonment. Amnesty
International reports that most Chinese prisons contain
political prisoners, many of them untried. Other Maoist
remnants remain also. China’s plan for a stable population
by the year 2000 has led to millions of forced abortions. In
one commune, out of 587 abortions, 252 were performed
on women past their fifth month, a clear indication of
reversal of an earlier government decision to allow the
children to be carried to term.
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After the United States opened relations with China,
commercial relations between the two countries increased
dramatically. Today, 200 American firms do $2 billion in
business with China. We have approved the sale of $550
million in high-tech military equipment for the P.R.C. Air
Force, as well as a similar naval package.

Helping China get moving
economically cannot take the form
of computerizing its ability to
subjugate its population.
Despite Deng’s promotion of internal capitalist adjustments, the P.R.C.’s trade with the United States hardly
reflects adherence to market factors. Chinese leaders have
insisted that their share of the U.S. textile market increase
at a rate of six percent per year. When Pan American
Airways, which services China, decided to add a stop in
Taipei, the P.R.C. threatened to terminate the carrier’s
license in China. Also directed at Taipei was China’s insistence that the island nation not be allowed to issue visas
inside the United States.
For the most part, the U.S. government has held tough
on such requests. Congress is on record in favor of terminating U.S. contributions to the Asian Development Bank
if Taiwan loses its membership to the P.R.C.
The opening of China to the West has also brought on a
gradual thaw in Sino-Soviet relations. While the difficulty
in U.S.-China relations continues to be Taiwan, from China’s point of view, the three great obstacles with the Soviets are the shared frontier, Afghanistan, and Kampuchea.
Nonetheless, the Chinese Twelfth Party Congress issued a
formal statement declaring that Soviet and U.S. global behavior were equally hegemonist, and that one superpower
need not be preferred over the other. Shortly thereafter,
U.S.S.R-China trade was doubled. By 1985, agreements
were signed boosting that trade to $1.8 billion. Cultural
exchanges, technological cooperation, and other negotiations have been taking place regularly.
These Sino-Soviet accommodations present profound
implications for the continuing viability of the strategic
premise of our nation’s relationship with the P.R.C. Will
Deng attempt to leverage the ties with Moscow into
greater U.S. hostility toward Taiwan? Would China share
U.S. technology with the Soviets? The existence of these
possibilities requires that U.S. policy take a hard and realistic approach toward China. This should not minimize the
hopeful enthusiasm experienced by many Americans who
have visited China and become acquainted with many Chinese citizens. We have empathy with the people of China
and should rejoice that individuals have greater economic
freedom. At the same time, we must conduct our affairs
with China with greater linkage in the areas of fair trade,
regional security, and human rights.

Deng and Linkage
The United States has much that China wants, especially
industrial know-how and technology. I believe our policy
should link trade to changes in Chinese behavior elsewhere.
If we are going to trade with China, one side’s gain
should not be another side’s loss. Trade must be fair, not
concessionary, and rooted in market factors. We must
always remember that China’s economic problems flow
from its systemic commitment to Communism. Fine-tuning here and there does not mean fundamental economic
change. We must guard against the syndrome of throwing
good money after bad, which has happened too often
when the United States embarks on development programs
with nations whose economies fail to work.
Our nation’s moral commitment to freedom and individual rights prevents us from helping to rebuild China’s
centralized totalitarian command system that stagnated
under Mao. Helping China to get moving economically
cannot take the form of computerizing its ability to subjugate its population. Specifically, China must move toward
granting Americans the kind of freedom of movement in
China that we allow for their citizens. Also, progress in the
area of treatment of political and religious dissenters must
be made.
We have required similar linkage in our dealings with
South Afrita, El Salvador, and Chile. China requires the
same. Lastly, we must communicate to China that the
Republic of China on Taiwan is a permanent and sovereign
entity. Any cultural or ethnocentric ideas about a united
China or “one China” have no place in the American idea
of democracy and self-government. All indications are that
Taiwan wants nothing to do with being a “special administrative province” of China. To enable the P.R.C. to annex
Taiwan would violate the most fundamental of our nation’s principles.
Discussions of China often employ the figure of speech
“playing for the China card,” implying that the United
States has at its disposal an asset for the promotion of
freedom and security in the Pacific Basin. Strong linkage of
our Chinese trade with our fundamental goals will ensure
that we do not become an “American card” for China.
Right-wing Dictators
Several states favorable to American security interests
fall short on the freedom principle. This leads to the temptation of overlooking the longing for freedom to assure
security, or of pressing for freedom regardless of the realities of security on the other. We are all impatient when we
see people hurting under oppressive regimes, more so
when the United States has ongoing relationships with such
states.
There is a historic bond between our nation and the
Philippines. The Filipino people fondly remember Douglas
MacArthur for his role in securing their freedom, even to
the extent of regarding their country as the 5lst state.
Ferdinand Marcos rose to power in the Philippines at a
time of anarchy. He brought order and even greater freedom to his people out of chaos and danger on the streets.
Initially, he was welcomed by the people, especially the
middle class and the owners of small businesses.

8

Policy Review
LICENSED TO UNZ.ORG
ELECTRONIC REPRODUCTION PROHIBITED

Unfortunately, Marcos and his wife were gradually consumed by greed. This is a great temptation for those who
stay in power unchecked by democratic processes. Graft in
the government spread to the point where it was systematic
and outrageous. In time, this alienated the middle class, the
very people who initially supported Marcos. Our policy,
which insisted on elections in the Philippines, was correct.
Elections are the best way, if not the only way, to ensure
that governments are acting in congruence with the will of
their people. Corazon Aquino came to power backed by
the churches, the middle class, and ultimately by the army.
Although the Aquino government will continue to face
difficulties, including terrorism and insurgency by the
Communist guerrillas, democratic elections have brought a
new stability to the Philippines.
Confidence can be restored in American foreign policy
if we do not become preoccupied with fine distinctions
between dictatorships of left and right. Progress has been
made in Grenada, El Salvador, Haiti, and the Philippines
because the Reagan Administration has endeavored to sow
democracy and freedom wherever there was soil that
needed planting.
Promoting our two principles of security and freedom is
never easy. South Africa, a regime with two tiers-democracy for one group and authoritarianism for everyone
else-has taken some steps toward reform. The Pretoria
government indicates a willingness to listen and black
moderates like Chief Buthelezi courageously probe avenues of democratic reform. I propose a policy of assertive
engagement that expands the involvement of U.S. business,
educational, and cultural resources that will expand the
black majority’s access to the tools of self-government.
Apartheid must end, but let us never side with those such
as the African National Congress who say that millions of
blacks will die in the process of the revolution that they are
trying to create. Sanctions create the climate for revolution. Engagement with greater assertiveness makes us part
of the solution.

South Africa is without a doubt a critical component of
U.S. security. By carefully balancing our principle of security with our commitment to freedom, both goals can be
achieved.

Our policy, which insisted o
elections in the Philippines, was
correct. Elections are the best way
to ensure that governments are
acting in concert with the wi
their people.
Dictatorships present problems that our nation, because
of its commitment to security and freedom, must resolve.
When we know in our hearts that a policy is morally right,
the courage and forthrightness to act openly is essential.
When outlaws murder whomever they will, in an effort to
destroy the freedom to travel and our security, we must tell
the truth about what is happening.
The Soviet Union has a global strategy-with Khomeini,
Ortega, and Qaddafi each serving specific tactical purposes. Terrorism, human rights violations, and military
proliferation are all part of the agenda. These programs are
carried out under the ideological guise of liberation and
historical inevitability, when in fact the program is enslavement.
The United States must make its vision clear to these
despots: commitment to democracy, the rule of law, decisive actions against evildoers, and freedom for all.
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THEROADTo MANAGUA
How the Contras Can Win

TIMOTHY
ASHBY
L a s t July, the Congress of the United States belatedly
recognized the strategic and moral importance of aiding
the contras of Nicaragua against their country’s Sandinista
oppressors. The strategic case for aid is that the Sandinista
regime is a beachhead for Soviet expansionism on the
mainland of the Western Hemisphere, and therefore a
serious threat to U.S. national security. The moral case is
that the contras are fighting for the freedom and democracy that was promised by the Sandinistas when they took
power from Anastasio Somoza in 1979. Neither reason for
supporting the Nicaraguan resistance has been changed by
the recent controversy over who in the Reagan Administration did what to circumvent a prohibition on contra aid
that Congress has since reversed.
Time is on the side of the Sandinistas, as it is of any
totalitarian regime consolidating its power. The $100 million appropriated by Congress to the contras in July did
not begin reaching them until October, thanks to procedural obstructions by House Speaker Tip O’Neill. Now
that the democratic liberation forces are finally receiving
their aid, the important thing is to make sure they win.
Otherwise, the Sandinistas’ base for the Soviets in our
hemisphere will grow so impregnable that it could be dislodged only by American troops.
So far the freedom fighters have mainly waged a war of
sabotage that has exacerbated the damage to the Nicaraguan economy already inflicted by the Sandinistas themselves. By keeping the Sandinistas on the defensive in their
own country, the contras have contributed to peace elsewhere in Central America, particularly in El Salvador and
Guatemala where Communist guerrilla wars are winding
down.
But the contras have not yet been able to hold territory
in Nicaragua, or to pose a serious threat to Sandinista rule.
Today their struggle is even more difficult than it was
several years ago: while Democrats in the U.S.Congress
were holding up aid to the contras, the Sandinistas proceeded to consolidate their internal power and the Soviet
Union poured close to a billion dollars in military aid into
Nicaragua. The freedom fighters must contend against a
military force that is already by far the strongest in Central
America and is growing stronger every month.

The Sandinistas, however, have many vulnerabilities,
and it may be possible for the contras to free their country
within two years. To win, the contras will require another
$100 million in aid, and may need a U.S. naval blockade to
prevent Soviet and Cuban reinforcements of the Sandinista
army. But the direct introduction of American ground
troops is probably unnecessary and even undesirable at this
point. Given the hostility of many Latin Americans to U.S.
interventionism, Moscow’s thrust in the Western Hemisphere will be thwarted most effectively if the people of
Nicaragua liberate their country by themselves.
In framing a strategy for victory, the contras can draw
upon the experience of the Sandinistas in 1979. The
Somoza regime was not defeated militarily by the Sandinista insurgents; it collapsed through a loss of will brought
about by a combination of military and diplomatic pressures. The contras can similarly try to provoke a Sandinista
collapse by following a strategy with three phases:
1.Liberating and holding territory, preferably the Caribbean coastal region Miskitia.
2. Establishing a provisional government on Nicaraguan
territory that will win recognition by Latin American, European, and North American democracies.
3. Staging a final military offensive, on three fronts,
coinciding with popular uprisings and large-scale defections from the Sandinista military.

The Balance of Forces
The contras are the largest “people’s liberation army” in
Latin America today. The best estimate of troop strength
in the Honduras-based Nicaraguan Democratic Force
(F.D.N.) is 17,000 combatants, with another 3,000 recruits
in training. The loosely allied Indian and black combatants
operating in Miskitia number between 2,500 and 3,000.
Their leaders claim that only a lack of weapons and supplies keeps their forces from doubling. Approximately 800
other freedom fighters, formerly under the command of
Eden Pastora, operate in southern Nicaragua.

TIMOTHY
ASHBYis a policy analyst with The Heritage
Foundation’s Arthur Spitzer Institute for Hemispheric
Development.
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