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Summary of Findings

From 1987 through the early part of 1989, Nicaraguan military
and security forces engaged in a pattern of killings of contra
supporters and contra collaborators 1in remote communities of
northern Nicaragua in the area known as "Region 6." Through
testimony obtained from family members and witnesses and other
evidence obtained from reliable sources, Americas Watch documented
74 murders, 14 disappearances and two severe Dbeatings; in
addition, we obtained some evidence about another 20 possible
killings and one disappearance.

Prior to the period in which these killings and disappearances
took place, Americas Watch had documented sporadic killings and
disappearances that we attributed to government forces. The only
previous occasions that we were aware of a pattern of such
killings and disappearances by government forces in Nicaragua
under the Sandinista government involved abuses against the
Miskito Indians in the Atlantic Coast region in late 1981 and in
1982; and in the region of Pantasma, Jinotega in late 1983 and in
early 1984.

As we became aware of the pattern in the 1987 to 1989 period,
Americas Watch published accounts of it in an August 1988 Report

and in an April 1989 News from Americas Watch. In addition, we

provided information to journalists for U.S. media.
Before publishing these accounts, Americas Watch informed the
Nicaraguan government of our findings starting with meetings with

officials in Managua in June 1988 when we first became aware that



there seemed to be a pattern and, thereafter, in correspondence,
telephone calls and further meetings.

At the outset in mid-1988, our provision of information on
these killings to the Nicaraguan government did not appear to
elicit a significant response; subsequently, in late 1988, the
Nicaraguan government's principal visible response was to publish
a critique of our methodology. In 1989, however, especially
during the period since April when the U.S. media gave our
findings prominent attention, the Nicaraguan government has
responded vigorously, launching a substantial number of
investigations.

The report that follows is devoted primarily to an account of
those investigations. The results have been mixed. Some
prosecutions have been launched, convictions have been obtained
and appropriate punishments have Dbeen imposed; 1n some cases,
culprits have been identified but have reportedly absconded; in
some cases, culprits have been prosecuted and convicted but have
not been appropriately punished; in other cases, the Nicaraguan
government has absolved its agents of wrongdoing.

Americas Watch regrets that the Nicaraguan government did not
respond more speedily to the information we submitted. On the
other hand, we are pleased that a major effort has been underway
in the last several months and that, despite the deficiencies we
have noted, some prosecutions, convictions and punishments have
resulted. We disagree with some of the decisions to absolve
agents of the state for the crimes that we reported. At the same

time, we note with satisfaction that the prosecutional response



that has now taken place has reduced sharply the number of new
abuses that have been reported to Americas Watch. It is not yet
clear to us, however, whether the pattern has stopped.1

The Nicaraguan government's response to our findings seems to
us to be of great significance. For now, we are gratified that a
vigorous -- if somewhat belated and still only partial -- response
is taking place. Our ultimate assessment of that response must be
withheld, however, until additional results are obtained.

As 1is our practice, Americas Watch also discusses 1in this
report human rights violations by the guerrilla force attempting
to overthrow the government, the contras. In the period covered
by this report, we previously submitted to the contra leadership
inquiries about 19 murders of civilians and 37 kidnappings of
civilians by their forces; in addition, this report discusses four
additional murders; two woundings (which were attempted murders)
and two kidnappings. Americas Watch has had no response to any of
these cases by the contra leadership. We also note a case in
which a contra commander and five other contras were found guilty
of murder, rape and torture by a contra disciplinary court and
expelled from the Resistance, but that decision was reversed in an
appellate proceeding. The contra commander was reinstated and has

been appointed Chief of Intelligence of the general staff.

! It takes time for us to hear reports of abuses

and to get to the remote places where they occur to try

to verify those reports. Also, it is only when we
conduct fact-finding investigations in the field that
we learn of some abuses. Accordingly, Americas Watch

is not now 1in a position to make a more categorical
statement about developments in the last several
months.
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I. Introduction

In the course of a periodic fact-finding visit to Nicaragua
in mid-1988, Americas Watch learned of several cases 1in remote
areas of Matagalpa and Jinotega in which agents of the security
forces had selectively targeted suspected contra supporters for
kidnapping and murder. In a report published in August 1988, we
reported a few cases that we had been able to document, and called
for an aggressive investigation of what appeared to be a distinct
pattern.* The relevant section of that report is reproduced as
Appendix A. On subsequent visits to Nicaragua, Americas Watch
documented this practice further. A researcher travelled to Region
6 1in February, April and July 1989 and sought out relatives of
victims and other witnesses. As a result of those fact-finding
visits, we submitted additional cases to the Government of
Nicaragua in letters dated March 20, April 25 and June 20, 1989.

Also, in April 1989, we published an issue of News from Americas

Watch which discussed the cases submitted to the Government in the
first of those letters and the cases cited in our August 1988
report to which the government had not responded.H Copies of NFAW
and of the two subsequent letters are reproduced here as
Appendices.

All told, the cases submitted to the Nicaraguan government

Human Rights in Nicaraqua: August 1987 to August 1988,
Americas Watch, August 1988, pp. 89-93.

* %

"Extrajudicial Executions in Nicaragua," News from
Americas Watch, April 1989.




involved 74 murders, 14 disappearances and two severe beatings
between 1987 and the first part of 1989. In addition, our research
discovered an additional 20 possible killings and one possible
disappearance, which we did not submit because our information is
still incomplete or not sufficiently verified. Though some cases
are from other regions of Nicaragua, the vast majority of these
killings and disappearances took place 1in Region 6, 1in remote
areas of Matagalpa and Jinotega, in the Northern mountains of
Nicaragua. The concentration of so many cases 1in a particular
geographic area 1in this period led us to conclude that these
killings constituted a pattern, and could not be dismissed as
isolated or sporadic.

In general terms, the pattern that emerges from our
examination of these cases 1indicates that certain regional

authorities of the Direccidén General de Seguridad del Estado

(DGSE) or of the Ejército Popular Sandinista (EPS) have engaged in

selective kidnappings and assassinations of persons they suspected
of being couriers’ for, or collaborators with, the contras. In

most of the cases, bodies were found within hours or days, and in

"Couriers" 1is our translation of the term correos that is
commonly used in Nicaragua. This term has come to signify, for
Sandinistas and contras alike, a Jjob that not only includes
transmitting messages but also collecting military intelligence
(spying) on Sandinista troop movements, providing food and shelter
to passing contras and storing military hardware such as mines.
In some cases, correos assist in laying mines and other military
tasks.



many cases those corpses showed signs of brutal torture. It is
possible that those listed as disappeared are cases in which the
corpses have been hidden, though we were informed of one case in
which the wvictim "reappeared" after a few days of clandestine
detention and one other case in which the decomposed body was
located several months after the victim's abduction. Some victims
were identified for kidnapping or assassination with the
assistance of former contras who had taken advantage of the
amnesty offered by the Nicaraguan government.

The areas where these crimes took place are generally
considered among those in which the contras enjoy considerable
support from the population and where they have relatives.
Needless to say, abusive practices by the Sandinista authorities
may well have contributed to this support. At the same time, this
is an area where the war has created profound and lasting wounds
in the social fabric. For that reason, many of these crimes could
be attributed to personal vendettas, or settling of accounts. The
fact that the culprits have been entrusted with the authority and
apparatus of the state, however, converts these crimes into human
rights violations, regardless of the personal motivation of the
murderer, and regardless of whether or not a deliberate policy
decision to commit any of them can be ascertained. The government
of Nicaragua is responsible for the acts of its agents and has a
grave obligation to investigate these crimes, to punish all those

who took part in them or authorized them, and to put a stop to the



practice.

Americas Watch concentrated research and advocacy efforts on
this matter for more than a year and, from the start, engaged the
Nicaraguan government in a dialogue about it through meetings and
correspondence that are described in greater detail later in this
report. In August 1989, Jemera Rone, Director of our San Salvador
office, and Juan E. Méndez, Executive Director, met with Vilma
Nufiez de Escorcia, Nicaraguan National Commissioner for Human
Rights, in Managua. Dra. Nufiez gave us information and
documentation showing that investigations of some of the cases we

submitted, done by the Auditoria Militar under her supervision,

have yielded convictions or warrants of arrest against some
current and former members of the security forces and Army. Mr.
Méndez obtained further information during a visit to Nicaragua in
September 1989. A detailed analysis of that information 1is
presented in this report. Dra. Nuafiez has also promised to continue
providing information to Americas Watch as other investigations
progress.

Our expressions of concern prompted the government of
Nicaragua to look at the matter at the highest level and, we were
told, to order the dispatch of special investigatory teams formed

by the Comisidén Nacional de Promocidn y Proteccidn de los Derechos

Humanos (CNPPDH, chaired by Dra. Nufiez) and by the Auditoria
Militar, the office of the military prosecutor with jurisdiction

over crimes committed by officers and members of the Ministries of



Defense and Interior. Our initial assessment of the information we
have obtained is that some investigations have been conducted in
earnest. More significantly, our information from Region 6
indicates that the number of new cases declined sharply since
April 1989, which coincides with the initiation of the
governmental inquiries.

As far as we can tell from the documentation provided by the
government, no complicity by higher-ups in the command structure
has yet been established. For our part, we lack evidence of such
complicity. Nonetheless, we note that the prosecutorial activity
was prompted by a decision in Managua only after the matter had
become a major national and international embarrassment after
publication of the cases. Since the practice had been fairly
well known at least since the publication of our August 1988
report, this means that for more than half a year the Nicaraguan
authorities were looking the other way or were grossly negligent
in controlling the actions of their subordinates -- even if they
were not actually planning and promoting these killings.

We await information on investigations and prosecutions
dealing with the remainder of the cases we submitted, and we will

continue to monitor the situation before we formulate a definitive

Front-page articles in The New York Times and in The Los
Angeles Times on April 16, 1989, as well as a story 1in the
international edition of Newsweek, all Dbased on their own
investigations that verified information furnished to those
periodicals by Americas Watch, gave prominence to the story.




judgment on the seriousness of the investigations. For the time
being, we are encouraged by some of the results to date, and we

hope that the Nicaraguan government will continue on this path.

10



IT. Background

In the course of our frequent visits to Nicaragua on fact-
finding missions starting in 1982, we had previously encountered
cases of killings attributable to the security forces, and we
discussed those cases in our reports. We found that, in some
cases, the Nicaraguan government had acted to punish those
responsible. In a few instances, the repetition of cases in a
given area indicated a pattern, notably the disappearance and
subsequent murder of some 70 Miskitos in the Atlantic Coast region
between June and September of 1982, preceded by the murder of some
17 Miskito prisoners in Leimus in December 1981. A similar,
relevant example, 1s a pattern of murders and other abuses in the
general area of Pantasma, Jinotega, in late 1983 and early 1984.

In these cases, the Nicaraguan government conducted
investigations, ordered at the highest 1level of the Sandinista
leadership. In the case of Pantasma, the investigation was very
public and it resulted in long sentences against some of the
culprits. Other defendants were never caught. Last year, we
learned that the government had exercised considerable leniency in
favor of some or all of the Pantasma defendants.  The
investigation into abuses against the Miskitos was conducted in

secret; Americas Watch has not been able to establish that any

Human Rights in Nicaragua: August 1987 to August 1988,
Americas Watch, August 1988, pp. 99-100.
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defendant was seriously punished; those who had been punished at
all were amnestied on December 1, 1983 when Miskito prisoners were
released. We are aware of several other cases, however, in which
security agents were punished for crimes that constitute abuses of
human rights.

Though the exercise of leniency -- and in the case involving
the Miskitos, the absence of significant punishment -- partially
negates the effect of this investigatory activity, we recognize
that, to a degree not matched by other governments in the region,
the Nicaraguan government investigates, prosecutes and punishes
those responsible for gross abuses.’ Obviously, this is not a high
standard against which to measure the Nicaraguan government's
performance. Yet the prosecutions that have taken place have had
the effect of putting a stop to those practices when patterns have
emerged, as in the two major examples cited above.

In Nicaragua and elsewhere, Americas Watch has always
insisted that governments have a duty to investigate, to prosecute

N * *
and, where warranted, to punish abuses. For that reason, our

On October 7, President Carlos Saul Menem of Argentina
pardoned all but six of the high military officers responsible for
systematic torture and thousands of disappearances and murders.
President Menem has also announced an 1intent to pardon the
remaining six mass murderers. Argentina had been the only Latin
American government with a good record of investigating and
punishing such abuses.

" See, for example: Truth and Partial Justice in Argentina,
August 1987; The Killings in Colombia, April 1989; Human Rights in
Peru: A Certain Passivity, December 1987 and Tolerating Human
Rights Abuses, October 1988.

12



research is not completed with the publication of testimony by
victims or witnesses; based on that information, we ask
governments for access to judicial or administrative files in an
effort to establish the institutional response to each incident
that appears to be a human rights abuse. We press for this,
because investigating in good faith is a legal and ethical
obligation of the State, also because we are persuaded that a
consistent public policy of prosecuting those responsible is the
best deterrent against the spread or repetition of abuses. Not
surprisingly, countries in which egregious human rights abuses are
numerous and sustained are also countries in which serious
investigations or prosecutions never, or hardly ever, take place.
From 1983 to 1987, Americas Watch had considered
extrajudicial executions that we learned of in Nicaragua to be
"sporadic" and not to constitute a pattern.* In our August 1988
report, when we first described the practice that is the subject
of this report, we said that these incidents could not be
considered sporadic; their number, frequency and concentration in
a certain geographic area suggested that they could take place
only if some higher authority was deliberately condoning them.

Our subsequent research reinforces our view that these cases

See, for example, Human Rights in Nicaragua 1986, Americas
Watch, February 1987, p. 7.

* %

Human Rights in Nicaraqua: August 1987 to August 1988,
Americas Watch, August 1988, p. 2.
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constitute a pattern. We have not revised the view we expressed in
our earlier reports about an earlier period; rather we consider
that we are in the presence of a new phenomenon, not unlike the
killings of the Miskitos in late 1981 and in 1982.

It must be noted that the killings and disappearances cited
in this report, like those of the Miskitos several years earlier,
have taken place 1in remote areas where monitoring 1is very
difficult. On the one hand, this means that the problem could well
be of a larger scope than we have been able to detect. There are
other, equally remote and inaccessible areas 1in Nicaragua where
similar abuses could take place and go undetected for a long time.
In this regard, initial reports that we have heard suggest the
need to turn our attention to Region 5 (Chontales, Boaco and parts
of Zelaya), where the influx of fresh contra troops caused the war
to heat up again in mid-1989, with a corresponding increase in
security-related operations by government forces.

Our experience 1in other countries indicates that the
continuing presence of neutral, independent organizations in
remote conflict areas 1is of great wvalue 1in monitoring and
preventing these crimes. It is, therefore, important to encourage
relief groups, church-related agencies and development
organizations to establish such a presence in as many rural areas
as possible. The presence of outsiders, whether Nicaraguans or
foreigners, should serve to protect human rights -- provided of

course that the participants in these efforts are concerned about

14



abuses against all, regardless of the political alignments of the
victims. Regrettably, the polarized conflict in Nicaragua has
made some relief, church and development agencies turn a blind eye
to abuses against those aligned with whichever side they consider
the enemy.

A lesson to Dbe drawn from this 1is that the Nicaraguan
government and citizenry must remain attentive to prevent a
continuation, in Region 6 or elsewhere, of these acts of cruelty.
This 1s particularly necessary at this time when a settlement of
the long and bloody conflict seems at hand. If killings of this
sort go unchecked, they will constitute a formidable obstacle to
peace. On the other hand, if peace is achieved, it will still be
necessary to monitor the situation closely to prevent disgruntled
security agents from settling old scores when the outside world is
no longer looking. Americas Watch remains committed to such
monitoring; we believe, however, that it will be up to the
authorities of Nicaragua, as well as to the institutions of civil

society that Nicaraguans develop, to find lasting solutions.
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IIT. The Attitude of the Nicaraguan Government

When we first described this matter in our August 1988
report, the Nicaraguan government reacted promptly. In September
1988, Commissioner Vilma Nufiez travelled to Washington to offer
evidence to rebut our assessment that these cases constituted a
pattern and, as such, were a departure from the previous
situation. The documentation made available to us showed that
prosecutions were under way in four of the cases we had reported.
Also, with respect to another abuse, the murder of two Communist
labor activists during a demonstration in March 1988, our report
had indicated that an investigation was being conducted by the

Auditoria Militar; the documents Dra. Nuflez brought to our

attention showed that the culprits had been convicted.

On December 2, 1988, Nufiez and Daisy Moncada BermUdez, a
Foreign Ministry official, wrote to Aryeh Neier, Executive
Director of Human Rights Watch, objecting to our findings in the
August 1988 report. The letter repeated the information on
specific cases that had been provided to us 1in September, and
included a broader critique of the conclusions we had drawn from
the cases we reported and of our research methodology. The letter

took issue with the fact that we cited the Comisidén Permanente de

Derechos Humanos (CPDH) as a source for some of the cases, and

articles in newspapers in the United States as sources for others.
This critique was subsequently published, in English and in

Spanish, by CNPPDH in its regular publication, which is widely

16



distributed in Nicaragua and abroad.

On January 11, 1989, we responded by letter to the government
of Nicaragua. Though we have disagreed publicly with CPDH on many
occasions, and we have criticized its methodology and the fact
that it has obtained funding from the United States government
through PRODEMCA, an organization formed in large part to support
the contra war, we made it clear that we do not consider CPDH's
information to be worthless. It has been our experience in many
countries that it is precisely organizations that are perceived as
antagonistic to a government that are often among the recipients
of information from wvictims of abuses by that government. Our
practice in such circumstances is to obtain that information but
to incorporate it in our own findings only when we have been able
to verify such abuses independently. In these cases, we had
verified by our own means the pattern of abuses reflected in the
report by CPDH that we cited. We also made it clear that we have
frequently cited journalistic information on human rights cases
when we know the journalists and know that their investigatory and
reportorial methodology is rigorous and impartial. In these cases,
though we cited the press accounts, we also had obtained
additional information on the cases. As to the conclusions drawn
from a relatively low number of cases actually discussed in our
report, we stated once again that the examples cited illustrated
what we thought to be a pattern, and did not constitute the whole

universe of cases from which these examples were drawn.

17



The Nufiez-Moncada letter also criticized our practice of
publishing reports without giving the government an advance copy
and appropriate time to respond. In our response, we noted that
in the process of preparing our reports, we meet frequently with
government officials, share our information and solicit their
views, and that their responses are scrupulously reflected in our
reports. We have followed such a policy in the case of every
report we have published on Nicaragua. In our August 1988 report,
for example, we pointed out that we had met with Comandante Toméas
Borge on June 9, 1988; had asked him about crimes attributed to a
particular security official; that the Minister of the Interior
had agreed to look into the matter; but that we had received no
further word by the time we published our report two months later.

In the course of a public appearance 1in December 1988,
President Daniel Ortega repeated some of the criticism of Americas
Watch set forth in the Nufiez-Moncada letter.

On April 11, 1989, Dra. Nufez, the Commissioner for Human
Rights, again wrote to Juan E. Méndez, to complain that our March
20, 1989 letter had been made available to the press a few days
after it went to the Nicaraguan government. On April 14, 1989, we
responded that the March letter was not a confidential
communication. We made it available to Jjournalists who were
following our investigation and our dispute with the Nicaraguan
government and who asked for it. We also noted that, given the

seriousness of the cases we had investigated, we had decided to

18



publish accounts of them in an issue of News from Americas Watch

that we circulated in April 1989. NFAW reported that we had
submitted the cases we described to the government and that a
response was expected; it also discussed killings we attributed to
the contras which, in turn, had been submitted by us to their
leadership.

On April 24, 1989, Dra. Vilma Nufiez de Escorcia again wrote
to Americas Watch repeating her complaint about the manner that
Americas Watch was proceeding in publicizing these cases. 1In
addition, the April 24 letter expressed concern that Americas
Watch's information was being used as an argument by those in
Washington who support continued aid for the contras.

In each of these letters, the Nicaraguan government stated
that its policy of welcoming visits and inquiries by Americas

Watch remained unchanged. The Nicaraguan Chargé d'Affaires in

Washington, Mrs. Leonor Arguello de Huper, met with Juan Méndez to
express similar concerns and, at the same time, repeated that the
government would not change its policies regarding our fact-
finding in Nicaragua. At other times, the Nicaraguan government
publicly described Americas Watch as a responsible human rights
organization and, in February 1989, at a meeting of the Central
American governments, proposed that we should act as monitors of
the human rights provisions of the various accords that constitute
the Central America peace process.

In keeping with that spirit, we proposed to the Nicaraguan

19



government that we would conduct another mission to Nicaragua in
early July to review the information gathered by the Nicaraguan
government 1in response to our inquiries. We requested interviews
with President Ortega and with several other high-ranking public
officials. The government of Nicaragua asked us to change the
dates on the grounds that Dra. Nuafiez and an official of the
Foreign Ministry would be wvisiting Washington and wished to make
the responses available to us in our offices. Also, we were told
that in July it would be difficult to obtain high level meetings
because of the preparations for the celebration of the tenth
anniversary of the Sandinista revolution on July 19, with many
international visitors in attendance.

We agreed to shift our visit to early August. After several
delays, Dra. Nufilez was not able to visit Washington after all. It
appears that the United States Embassy in Managua initially
refused to give her a visa. Towards the end of July, she was given
a restricted visa solely for the purpose of visiting Americas
Watch and the Organization of American States. The Foreign
Ministry official, Mr. Julio Icaza, did come to Washington and in
late July met with members of our Washington staff. He told them
that appointments with high ranking Nicaraguan officials would be
difficult to obtain in the first week in August. In spite of this,
Jemera Rone and Juan E. Méndez visited Nicaragua between July 31
and August 4, 1989.

Dra. Nufiez and Mr. Icaza made it clear to our delegation that

20



all conversation about this matter would be channeled through
CNPPDH. When we persisted in seeking a meeting with the President
and other high officials of the national and regional governments
to convey directly to them the seriousness of the abuses we had
found, we were told that a decision had been made to respond to us
only through CNPPDH. We noted that on many previous occasions we
had met with cabinet members and with leaders of the Frente

Sandinista de Liberacidén Nacional (FSLN). We also requested

interviews with the Auditoria Militar, with whom we had frequently

met in the past. That request was also turned down.

We were informed by CNPPDH that our concerns had been the
subject of discussions by Vilma Nufiez with the President and that
he had ordered a special investigation on the merits of the cases
we had submitted, including the lodging of formal charges where
appropriate. A team of special prosecutors in the Auditoria had
been formed and, according to Dra. Nufiez, staff of CNPPDH had been
assigned to monitor their investigations. We were also told that
the decision not to meet with our delegation was made in order to
"lower the profile" of the problem, apparently Dbecause the
government thought that highlighting it in the midst of difficult
domestic and international negotiations (leading to the general
elections of February 1990 and to implementation of the Central
America peace plan) would disturb the government's bargaining
position.

We expressed regret at this decision as 1t pays undue

21



attention to the public image part of the problem. The government
of Nicaragua must take responsibility for the creation of the
problem. The degree to which the abuses that its agents engaged
in will stand in the way of its other goals can be diminished by
the degree to which it makes good faith efforts to prosecute those
responsible and thereby end the abuses.

As discussed in detail later in this report, the Government
has produced investigations, prosecutions and punishment of some
agents. This, and the fact that the number of new cases in Region
6 has declined sharply in recent months, is the best result of our
efforts so far, though our evaluation is necessarily preliminary

at this point.
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IV. The Public Response

Over the past year, Americas Watch has received numerous
requests for information on this subject, as well as letters and
telephone calls questioning our methodology and our findings.
These critics by and large have repeated the arguments set forth
by CNPPDH. We have Dbeen criticized for failing to take into
account "the context" in which these abuses have taken place.
Regrettably, this appears to us as an attempt to Jjustify these
crimes or to exculpate those responsible. In many countries,
civilian and military leaders have criticized us for failing to
understand "the context": officers angry because of the deaths of
their comrades-in-arms; prosecutors and judges with poor training
and lacking in resources; rebel forces that themselves do not have
clean hands. In Nicaragua and elsewhere, we will continue to
describe the circumstances as fairly as possible, and we will
accept no excuses for murder, torture or disappearances; nor for
the State's failure to meet its obligation to act promptly and
efficiently to investigate, prosecute and punish such acts.

On the other hand, our public condemnation of the killings in
Region 6 has generated unusual mentions from quarters where we
have been frequently criticized in the past. For example, The

Washington Times, a newspaper which has tirelessly advocated the

overthrow of the Sandinista government, and which has published
attacks on Americas Watch, cited Americas Watch in an editorial in

support of contra aid on April 17, 1989. Similarly, Morton
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Kondracke, a columnist for The New Republic who has attempted to

expose Americas Watch as an organization with a liberal bias,
found it expeditious to cite our findings in an article advocating
more aid to the contras.’

Republican Congressman Robert Dornan, who is given to
rhetorical excess, twice inserted comments in the Congressional
Record calling Americas Watch "...a left-of-center group but
fairly decent." We are not <concerned with such 1labels;
nonetheless, we feel the need to distance ourselves from the
characterization Dornan makes of our findings, when he calls the
pattern we describe here "...a mini-genocide" Dby the "nine

* *
comandantes."

It appears that the killings 1in Region 6 have become an
argument for repudiating the Tela accord of the Central American

presidents for the demobilization of the contra forces.’ We

regret this, above all because those making this argument and

"Look out, Gringo," The New Republic, September 4, 1989.

* %

"Americas Watch, which is a left-of-center group, but
fairly decent, they say that there is now a policy of killing
hundreds of civilians in the northern part of Nicaragua because
they might feed Contras. If they ever come back in the country.
That is a kind of minigenocide by these Communist thugs, the Nine
Comandantes." Congressman  Robert Dornan, R-California, The
Congressional Record, July 19, 1989, p. H3892.

* kK

See for example, "Democrats Double-Deal on Nicaragua" by
Senator John McCain, The New York Times, August 24, 1989, and
"Don't Expect Glasnost from New World Marxists," Penn Kemble and
Robert S. Leiken, The Washington Post, August 25, 1989.
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seeking further funding for the contras neglect to point out that
the contras have continued to kill civilians or prisoners placed

hors de combat, and that their 1leadership has ignored our

