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La Patria and Perestroika
Toward the Twenty-first Century

Hemispheric security partners, like dancing partners confronting
unexpected music with a different rhythm, must confirm shared
perceptions and review their complementary roles and agreements
before trying out new dance steps.

—Lt. Col. Richard Downes, USAF (ret.), 15995

The army that was born with la patria in May 1810 will finish its
second century in a world whose uncertainty imposes unprec-
edented challenges on a society in a permanent process of change,
demanding of its basic institutions systematic adaptation. . . . The
army will more than fulfill [this mission] . . . always maintaining
upright its traditions and the ethical values that are the founda-
tions of the military profession.

—Lt. Gen. Martin Balza, Argentina, 1995*

Latin American militarylore tells the same story from Mexico to Chile: the
armed forces created new patrigs in nineteenth-century wars, then defended
their sovereignty and national values until the end of the twentieth century.
When la patria is threatened, the armed forces rise to the challenge. The true
military leader has a “gift,” or don de mando, a vocation for the sacred duty of
leadership and command. In times of crisis this don can be transferred from
strictly military to political salvation of la patria.

La patria encapsulates all that the armed forces hold dear—family, religion,
community, solidarity, territory, and honor. In a dangerous world, full of po-
tential and actual threats (or SPOCs, using Argentine General Laifio’s acro-
nym),? it must be defended against the machinations of politicians, the
subversion of “exotic” movements and ideologies, and the errors of transitory
governments. And in the 1990s it must be defended against the international-
ism that threatens its sovereignty. Despite tireless efforts at nation-building,
within each Latin American state certain social, cultural, regional, and ideo-
logical differences block a universally shared patriotic vision and impede na-
tional development. Militarylore attributes the failure to overcome these
impediments to national development mainly to generations of nefarious par-
tisan politics and to civilian neglect—of la patriz and of military institutions.
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Military institutional doctrine from the 1880s to the 1990s wove antipolitical,

antipartisan, and anticivilian threads into the fabric of military thinking. In-
part, this ethos was anti-Marxist, especially because of Marxism’s appeal to~

internationalist (and therefore antinationalist and antipatriotic) values. This
anti-Marxism and anticommunism repeatedly led to repression of anarchists;
socialists, Communists, and so-called subversives from the beginning of the

twentieth century. But rmilitary anti-Marxism was part of a broader emphasis,
on nationalism, sovereignty, and anti-internationalism that linked the military -

institutions to the modern nation-state. While Latin American national secu-

rity laws and doctrine preceded the Cold War, post-World War II versions of

national security doctrine that inspired the draconian repression of socialists

and Communists from the 1950s to the 1990s also emphasized traditional themes
of militarylore: the importance of strong governments, the directive role of the -

nation-state for social and economic development, and the connection between
economic modernization, political order, and national security. These aspects

militarylore blended colenial traditions and legislation with the doctrines
of European military missions in Latin America from the 1870s to World War L.

This concept of naticnal security was associated with enhancing govern- -
ment capacity and with reinforcing sovereignty—both menaced by the link- :

ages betweenﬁrﬂg@i_s_tlbversm and international political movements,
especially international communism after 1945. Threats to national security
were threats to sovereignty, to autonomy, and to national independence,

whether from internationalist doctrines, internal insurgencies, or U.S. hege- .

mony. Neither Brazilian nor Peruvian versions of national security doctrine in
the 1950s, and their adaptations elsewhere in the hemisphere, accepted U.S.
hegemony or a dependent role for their nations or their armed forces, Nowhere
in Latin America did the armed forces willingly accept the substitution of U.S.
policy objectives for their own or willingly acquiesce in subordinating their

own institutional and national interests to those of the United States. When .

guerrilla struggles broke out in the 1960s, the armed forces faced threats from
self-declared revolutionary enemies. They accepted U.S. assistance and adapted
U.S. training and doctrine to their own circumstances. But they sought to limit
the “contamination” of this influence to the greatest extent possible, and they
recognized that U.5. interests often diverged from their own. Latin American
military institutions quietly resisted, as best they could, inconvenient “contri-
butions” of U.5. advisers and objectionable policy constraints imposed by
Washington.

Not surprisingly, as the armed forces battled revolutionary msurge;x@es '
(as they had deployed against workers’ organizations and strikes sitice the nine- -

teenth century), Marxists and other analysts of military political behavior iden-
tified the military as the armed instruments of certain class interests—first of

the landowners, then of industrial, financial, and commercial ehtes, and then

of the “middle class.”* This class conflict-based interpretation oFthe T military’s

political role 15 cénsistent with theories of politics and social change that em-

phasize the dependent and instrumental functions of military institutions and
military elites. An updated and more complex version of this approach at-
tributes coups and repressive military governments to linkages between
transnational capital, U.S. foreign policy, domestic capital, and the armed
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forces.® Others attribute the iterated coups in Latin America to deep cultural
and institutional contradictions between democracy, modernization, and the
region’s inherited Hispano-Catholic values and institutions. According to this
view, political democracy and more egalitarian socleties are incompatible with
the Hispanic traditioh. Whenever popular demands become too radical or

eatening, the military restores political equilibrium—as it has in Spain and
the Spanish American colonies since the 1780s.

The class-conflict and culturally based explanations of military behavior
overlap. In both, the military is seen primarily as an instrument that exercises
an assigned role as”en ofcer” for the politically dominant groups. After World
War 11, still others pointed-to the Influeiice of Washifigfon s Cold War policies
and the impact of military assistance programs in supporting coups and mili-
tary governments.® Again, the Latin American military was doing the bidding
of others—in this version, acting as instruments of U.S. Cold War policies and
defending the interests of transnational corporations. A variation on this ex-
planation characterizes many of the region’s armed forces as merely U.5. sur-
rogates (and fails to identify the corporate, institutional, and political reasons
for the military’s repression of insurgencies while using U.S. assistance and
public rationale to carry ont-thelr GWit ob}qctwes) _

In the mid-1960g; Guillermo O Donnel}s*inﬂuenhal work on "bureaucrat1c-7

authoritarian” reginies- hypmh.emed’t'ﬁat the 19605 coups that led to milifary |

dictatorships in the more industrialjzed Latin American countries resulted from )
their inability to contain popular demands and new forms of sacial mébiliza- /

ton. An acute social crisis threatened society and | the mlhtary, makifip the armed

sklll trammg in ‘social problems,” and sufﬁc1ent mtemal umty to involve them

'f"i-ces “the last hope” and “also an orga.mzatxon which had acqmred techmca1>

empha51zed the extent to which coups were precipitated by the military’s per-
ception that incumbent governments (or soon-to-take-office presidents, in the
case of preemptive coups) threatened its institutional and professional inter-
ests.® A more recent interpretation asserts that factions within the armed forces
often engineer coups to secure dominance over military institutions, making
them an instrument for resolving internal factional battles even when effected

in the name of patriotic and salvational motives.’ -—

All these explanations for coups and military rule, as well as more idiosyn-
cratic ones {deposing a drunkard president, for example), are useful for under-
standing particular military decisions to “save la patria.” All coups involve
personal decisions, factional behavior, immediate social, economic, and politi-
cal circumstances, professional and institutional histories, national political
structures and institutions, and international contexts. Depending on the level
and detail of explanation sought, hundreds of potential explanations for coups,
involving countless variables (whether “predispositional” or “triggering”), may
be relevant. None of these explanations and variables applies to all coups, which
occur for many reasons and under greatly differing circumstances. Social, eco-
nomic, cultural, institutional, conjunctural, and personal variables contribute
to military ousters of incumbent governments. Sometimes the interplay of these
variables and the immediate motives for coups are fairly clear; at other times
they are more confusing, even bizarre. In all cases they are embedded in a more
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enduring system of civil-military relations that routinely allows military influ-
ence and participation in policymaking.

Explaining why coups d’état occur in Latin American countries requires
careful understanding of their political systems, since the coups are an inte-
gral part of political crisis resolution in most of the region. Understanding why
a certain coup occurred requires the application of some theory of coup behav-

ior to the immediate circumstances (the one in which General A ousted Gen- 5
eral B, for example, was the result of factional conflict within the armed forces), ~

plus a detailed analysis of its idiosyncratic features {General A’s faction had
lost influence relative to General B's faction and sought to restore the balance).
Most important, however, coups are a recurrent part of complex national sys-
tems of civil-military relations, more so in some countries than in others, but
not the essence of civil-military relations or of the armed forces” influence and
participation in politics and policymaking.

Civil-military relations consist of complex cultural, structural, and behav-
ioral interactions among civilian government agencies, diverse social groups
(religious, labor, business, landowner), mass media, political parties, and mili-
tary institutions. And the particular patterns of civil-military relations that
develop within each nation-state are framed by international and transnational
systems. Explaining different aspects of these relations in particular cases, at
particular historical moments, thus requires reference to an array of variables
that encompass the broad cultural, institutional, and behavioral influences that
create the contingencies {rom which emerge momentary political outcomes.
Which variables exert the most influence at a specific historical moment it is
not possible to predict; but the fact that changes in certain variables have tended
to induce military coups or other sorts of changes in civil-military relations is
clear from the historical record.

Military leaders and coup-makers often proclaim their revoluticnary in-
tentions, their determination to transform and thereby reconsecrate la patria.
Coups have occurred not only to prevent change, to preempt the rise to power
of certain parties or politicians, and to restore order but also to create new
political regimes. This is seen clearly in the common use of such slogans as
Patria nueva and Gebierno revolucionario de las fuerzas armadas, or even the less
common “People-Army-Third Force” proclaimed in the 1950s by Gustavo Rojas
Pinilla in Colombia, the worker-army alliance of Argentina‘s Peronismo, and
Bolivia's mid-1960s “peasant-military pact.”* Sometimes military governments
have imposed their programs brutally, sometimes with restraint. They have
responded to economic crisis, social unrest, political polarization, and public
disorder. Military leaders have also toppled governments because of personal
ambition, institutional malaise, and even “strikes” by enlisted personnel and
noncommissioned officers {as in the “sergeants’ movement” led by Fulgencio

Batista in Cuba in 1933).% - -
Underlying all these motives fog direct assumption of political power and
also for the insistence on some participatien.i icymaking-and-viftual au-

tonomy in certain defense and institutional matters is the military’s belief in
its supposed mystical connection to la patria and its historic mission as ulti-
mate guardians. Whatever these officers did, whether seeking to defend the
status quo or transform it, their action was justified publicly as political salva-
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tion, a return of the warrior-priest to protect, cleanse, and redeem la patria.
They called on their sacred images, historical imperatives, and constitutional
duties—on all the elements of militarylore—to legitimate their political deci-
sions and actions. Even when such evocation of national symbols and patriotic .-
catechism was cynical, it was still an essential ritual for sanctifying the military’s
political role. Importantly, this political role (that is, military guardianship)
has been an integral element of Latin American constitutions and legislation
since independence and is a premise widely shared by the general population
and civilian political elites. Protected democracy and military guardianship
evolived as part of Latin American political culture, with national variations in
institutions and style. They were reinforced and further enhanced by the Cold
War, the challenge of the Cuban Revolution and regional guerrilla movements,
and several decades of counterinsurgency politics. And they were reaffirmed
again by the transitions back to elected civilian governments and the “wave of
democratization” from 1978 to 1993.

Thus, militarylore was a quasi-religious, catechistic foundation for mili-
tary political action that was partly shared by popular political culture and
was (is) embedded in constitutions, law, political thetoric, and political prac-
tices. Ritual language justified recurrent crusades against multifarious threats
to la patria. It framed military self-perception, was broadly shared, and changed
slowly. Its transmittal in military schools and academies joined generation af-
ter generation of officers in the “priesthood of ln patria”;*? it also pervaded civ-
ics textbooks for primary schools. In its national variations it outlasted in
consistency and coherence all the major political ideclogies and party programs
proclaimed from the 19205 until the 1990s: indigenismo, social democracy, so-
cialism, Marxism-Leninism, Aprismo, Peronismo, fascism, Christian democ-
racy, Fidelismo, and many others. Militarylore informed a political subculfure
mythologizing and rationalizing the armed forces’ role in society and national
politics

Significantly, no modern political ideology or militarylore itself justified
permanent military rule. The presumption always existed that eventually ci-
vilian government would be restored. While military institutions could be
guardians of the national interests and paladins of la patria, they could never
assert the historical and constitutional authority of a vanguard political party
such as Cuba’s Communist party, the Sandinistas in Nicaragua, and even a
dominant revolutionary party such as Mexico’s PRI. No legitimacy existed for
permanent military government. Transition to civilian government was always
a matter of circumstance and timing, even for the longest-lasting military
regimes.

Historical and constitutional definitions of popular sovereignty, “democ-
racy,” and representative government were as much a part of militarylore as
was patriotism. Of course, “democracy’s” many meanings and interpretations
were so contradictory that even most officers also favored some form of it,
usually preferring Rousseauism and other versions emphasizing a “general
will” and common good (bien comiin) to that based on the more individualistic
ideas of John Locke, John Stuart Mill, and other liberal writers. Constitutions
and statutes adopted by military governments in Brazil, Chile, Peru, Bolivia,
El Salvador, and Guatemala in the 1%70s and 1980s left no doubt. Military-
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imposed constitutions, decrees, and laws specified an eventual return to “de-
mocracy” and civilian rule while embedding new prerogatives for military in-
stitutions and legal limits on elected governments. Officers favored democracy
with qualifications: “protected democracy,” “limited democracy,” “authoritar-
ian democracy,” or “true democracy.”" (But so did many civilian political lead-
ers.) To achieve this outcome they took additional precautions before transition
back to civilian regimes, such as new laws to regulate political parties, elec-
tions, and the civil service, and legal guarantees of military professional
AUIOTNOMY. . —rmee o —

_.~While eventual transition to civilian goverament was always expected, the
ind of the Cold War and.ifs ¢challenges were not. Littm American armed forces
had frequiently returned formal government authority to civilians in the twen-
tieth century after episodes of military rule. The post-1978 transitions were
not, in this sense, unfamiliar. But they had never before confronted the com-
plex regional and global threats to their institutions and nations that were un-
leashed in the 1980s and 1990s."

La Patria and the New World Disorder

Militarylore and much of what the armed forces cherished were questioned
with the end of the Cold War in the 19805 and 1990s. The disappearance of
international communism as an internal threat, the international “democrati-
zation” fad, severe budget and debt crises, and pressures to reduce military
expenditures forced the Latin American armed forces to retrench: to redefine
their missions and to defend their political and economic prerogatives. Mean-
while, revolutions in communications, transportation, and military technol-
ogy made traditional notions of sovereignty ever less viable—particularly in
poor, less powerful, and less technologically advanced countries. Global pro-
duction systems, investments, financial flows, and markets clouded the mean-
ing of “national” enterprises. All nation-states were permeable and vulnerable
as never before—to ideas, information, capital and commercial flows, immi-
gration, disease, and environmental transformations. Global television and com-
puter networks invaded sovereign spheres and imperiled national integrity.
Nonstate actors, from bankers, multinational enterprises, nongovernmental or-
ganizations, and drug lords to religious prophets, sometimes exercised more
influence than government officials in a postinternational world.*¢

Attacks on the concept of sovereignty and the increasing interdependence
imposed by economic and technological globalization conflicted with military
values and institutional interests. Disjunctures between the idea of sovereign
authority and the reality of increasing international constraints on national
policymaking made evident the further erosion of state autenomy. For most
countries, sovereignty was a legal fiction and autonomy in making and imple-
menting national policy an illusion. This was most obvious for small, less pow-
erful countries, but even larger, more industrialized countries such as Brazil,
Argentina, and Mexico chafed at the globalizing supranationalist impositions
of the new world disorder. With the 1990s reconfiguration of internaticnal re-
lations there emerged nastier, less containable external and internal threats to
national identity and sovereignty:'’ ethnic*and religious conflicts, economic
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sabotage, narcotics trafficking, private armies, weapons smuggling, money
laundering, currency counterfeiting, political corruption, international terror-
ism, and sundry other dangers from nonstate actors. Nation-states (and the
human race) faced security threats ranging from environmental deterioration
to backyard scientists experimenting with biological and chemical agents.

For the armed forces, whose professional identity and worldview were
coterminous with the nation-state, these developments were appalling. Worse
still, even where they had retained considerable political influence, they could
not expect to be spared the budget cleaver that hacked resources from the state.
They had maintained their roles as guardians of Iz patria, but “democracy”
slowly whittled away other prerogatives and economic privileges. To this were
added attacks on their morality, probity, and professionalism from international
and national human rights activists still unwilling to forget the recent past and
to acknowledge the salvation of Latin America from international communisen.

The Latin American militaries in the 1990s perceived themselves to be un-
der siege. In response they sought to rejustify their historical missions and to
identify new defense and security challenges that would make them even more
indispensable. In particular, they focused on the multitudinous threats to sov-
ereignty and national values—from traditional enemies and from more recent
and exotic perils—the gamut of SPOCs identified by General Laifio. As usual,
they reaffirmed their role as the last bastion of defense of la pafria. They would
uphold its values, defend its long-term objectives, its resources and patrimony.
Indeed, they would guarantee its very existence in the new world disorder.
Taking seriously the implications of globalization and the communications revo-
lution, most of the region’s armed forces presented their visions of the military
role in national development in the post-perestroika world on elaborate Internet
Web sites, replete with national symbols, histories of their institutions, and
glorified descriptions of their conkributions to la patria.

According to their views, the end of the Cold War and economic globaliza-
tion did not mean the end of traditional military missions. To the contrary, the
ultimate origin of warfare, human nature, remained the same; the sources of
conflict within and among states were found in this immutable curse of
humankind:

The first thing that must be kept in mind is that the existence of the armed
forces as an indispensable resource of societies that organize themselves to
achieve the common good for their members is in the political nature of things
(es de naturaleza politica). . . . As long as sifuations of insecurity exist that affect
directly or indirectly this objective, such as the severe poverty associated with
critical levels of unemployment and external debt, corruption of the political
and administrative systems, migration to seek ways to satisfy the necessities
of life, drug production and trafficking, and viclence . .. the sovereign expres-
sion of the popular will requires the presence of armed forces.”

The confusing and violent reshaping of the international system seemed to
confirm this military assessment. Nation-states proliferated in the 1980s and
1990s. Some sfates self-destructed. Age-old ethnic, linguistic, and religious
cleavages resurfaced as the putative boundaries of new nations."” Predictably,
and paradoxically, these new nations asserted traditional sovereign authority
in internal and external affairs. As interdependence in all domains intensified,
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the new states proclaimed their independence and autonomy on the model of
post-1789 European nation-states. The myth of sovereignty prevailed. As in
the past, its application resulted in bloodshed and mayhem. On every conti-
nent, subnationalists sought more political autonomy, if not outright indepen-
dence. The resurgent ethnic, religious, cultural, agrarian, industrial, and
regional conflicts compounded the legacies of the 1980s recession, the debt
crisis, civil wars, and increased criminal violence. The armed forces sought to
meet these threats to 1a patria and to their own institutional survival.
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Supranational Military Missions and National Sovereignty

One sign of the times was the ever more frequent deployment of supranational
peacemaking and peacekeeping forces to trouble spots by the United Nations
and regional security regimes, such as the Organization of American States/
Rio Treaty alliance. Military, political, electoral, and humanitarian interven-
tion occurred around the globe.® Supranational observer delegations and the
supervision of elections and plebiscites also became more common. Elections,
the supposed expressions of popular sovereignty within various countries, came
to resemble more those in the Caribbean and Central America from 1900 to the
1930s (supervised now by the United Nations rather than by the U.S. Marine
Corps}.

Peacemaking and peacekeeping missions by multilateral forces belied
claims of sovereignty, as did renewed U.S. unilateralism. Would UN or regional
armed forces impose environmental and human rights decisions on Latin
American countries? Would foreign troops supervise trials by international tri-
bunals of military officers charged with “crimes against humanity” (as in the
former Yugoslavia)? Would Washington disregard territorial sovereignty (as it
did in Mexico and Panama) to apprehend persons charged with crimes in the
United States? Was U.S. unilateral military intervention in Panama a portent
of the consequences of the end of the Cold War for Latin America? Could Latin
Americans ignore the possibility that the United States, the OAS, and the United
Nations would impose settlements in border disputes and internal political
matters??!

Of course, no important military and economic powers allowed such mis-
sions. U.5., British, German, Japanese, Chinese, and Russian sovereignty were

Comando Conjunto de las Fuerzas Armadas
Miristerio de Defensa Nacionaj
Quito, Ecuador.
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Figure 9-2, Joint Command, Ecuadorian Armed Forces Web site, 1998.
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one thing; Haitian, Somalian, Angolan, Nicaraguan, and Salvadoran sovereignty
were quite something else. What did the new world disorder imply for the
various regional armed forces and their nations’ sovereignty?

While Latin America faced fewer ethnic, linguistic, and religious demands
for reconfiguring or dividing existing countries than did other regions, efforts
by indigenous peoples (and their international supporters) to secure more po-
litical and cultural autonomy nonetheless challenged Brazil, the Andean na-

e

CENTRO DE ADIESTRAMIENTO Y OPERACIONES
ESPECIALES

"KAIBIL"

BOSQUEJO HISTORICO

Con el propsito de Incrementar ia mistica de combate, compaferiamo, inicistiva, agresividad,
lealtad y disciplina en los miembros del Ejército, el 5 de diciembre de 1974, fue creada la
"ESCUELA DE COMANDOS",

Toicialmentie s¢ le conocié como "ESCUELA DE COMANDOS" hasta que o1 5 de maryo de 1975,
¢l selior Ministro de Ja Defeasa Nucional, ordend gue ol nombre de dicha Escuela fuers ol de
"KAIBIL",

Elnombre "KAIBIL" le correspondia a nn Rey del Imperio Mam, gquicn gracias a sa astucia
Bunéa pudo ser eapturado por las faerzas invasoras conguistadoras Espafiolaz de Pedro de
Alvarsdo, KAIBIL BALAM era considerado eomo wn vordadero estratega y recibia consultas de
caciques de otras iribus.

ElL 12 de enero de 1989, fue ol trasiado de in Escucla de Adiestramieato y Operaciones Especiales

"Kaibil", de has fincas denominadas El Infierno y La Pélvors en el muaicipio de Melchor de

Mencos, Petén, 2 las antiguas instalaciones de la Zona Militar No. 23, con sede en Poptiin, Petén,
"KAIBIL" significa:

HOMBRE ESTRATEGA,
EL QUE TIENE LA FUERZA Y LA ASTUCIA DE DOS TIGRES.

Figure 9-3. Guatemalan Special Forces, Kaibil Web site, 1998.

La Patria and Perestroika 263

tions, and parts of Central America.? Even Mexico confronted rebellious eth-
nic insurgents in the 199{0s. Other aspects of the new world disorder directly
impinged on the Latin American nation-state: the reach of drug lords and narco-
terrorism; the pressures to adhere to regional and global environmental trea-
ties, trade agreements, and human righis standards; unregulated international
migration {(and extensive internal migration as a result of the economic dislo-
cations induced by neoliberal reforms); the penetration of multinational capi-
tal, technology, information systems and mass media, and the challenges of
innovation in military doctrine and technology.

For the armed forces, the external and internal attacks on the concept of
sovereignty and traditional patriotism threatened their basic purpose, their
razén de ser, while economic and budget crises brought demands for force re-
ductions and mission redefinition.” Defense spending in the region declined
from 3.7 percent to 1.6 percent of gross national product from 1987 to 1992,
Latin America and the Caribbean had the lowest military budgets and fewest
uniformed personnel per capita of any world region.® Military salaries de-
clined generally, although periodic readjustments were obtained through
behind-the-scenes and public discussion, particularly in Chile, Brazil, and
Ecuador.

More and more military personnel, struggling to maintain the dignity that
they associated with their service to la patria, took second and third jobs driv-
ing taxis, waiting on tables in restauranis, or operating small businesses in the
informal economic sector. Officers’ spouses entered technical and professional
occupations, sometimes earning more than majors and colonels. The welcome
addition to family income thus also complicated military careers and family
life when duty assignments took officers to provincial garrisons and their
spouses remained behind. Social modernization, changing gender roles, the
job market, and economic necessity also threatened traditional military values
at the brink of the twenty-first century.

If Ia patria began with the family, did transformation of the family (espe-
cially military families) mean reimagining la patria? Were feminism and the
women’s organizations that emerged in the 1980s and 1990s also a “security
threat”? The answer, at least for some officers, was yes, for they believed that
feminist movements threatened the very foundations of Iz patria: the idealized
nuclear family. And the same held for abortion, divorce, and excessive birth
control. Many countries gradually incorporated women into the armed forces
in the 1970s and 1980s in conflict with fundamental precepts of militarylore.
Demands for gender democratization also required modifying historic versions
of la patria, but such changes were not easily digested.

Even as social and economic change menaced la patriz and its traditional
values, guerrillas, terrorists, drug-lord armies, and organized crime syndicates
bloodied the region. Headlines from Mexico, Guatemala, El Salvador, Nicara-
gua, Colombia, and Brazil announced surging rates of violent crimes and waves
of economically motivated kidnapping. Governmenis could not maintain law
and order. Did “dermocracy” imply personal insecurity and pervasive criminal
violence? Some military personnel derided civilian regimes for their compla-
cency, while others contributed to the violence through death squads, kidnap-
ping rings, smuggling, collaboration with drug producers and traffickers, and
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the most varied sorts of corruption. Naturally, suc1.1 actiYities affected so?e
military institutions more than others, but nowherg in L'atm America were the
armed forces completely immune from these nefarious mﬂu'enc.:es. N
Still, the armed forces’ institutional myths and credos msxste_d t-hat hey
protect la patria from traditional threats as well from such new affhcn}(:nsl, ‘jggt
as they had defended and conserved it for alrnost' two cen?unes._ln‘t e 198 ts
and 1990s they organized more specializeq, highly trained ant1ter;01;sl,
antinarcotics, and intelligence units. After a disastrous 1985 atta.cljc on the ‘;;11 -
ace of Justice in Bogotd, occupied by members gf the M—}9 pohhnco-gm:.;n a
movement, Colombia created the Fuerzas Especiales Antiterroristas Ur ana;
{AFEAU).” A multiservice force, its missions ranged fromi?ostage resic?e e;nt !
security for diplomats to attacks on targeted t?lrug lords: Ggafemg a S.i Ilfl
counterinsurgency force, the Kaibiles, posted signs at the:llzx; training base: th
advance, follow me; if I stop, grab me; if I retreat, kll.l me. {md in Mexico the
Grupo Antiterrorista (GAT) combined Fedel'ral ]uc.hmal Police an.d army pt?r—t
sonnel “to perform a range of missions dealing with hostage-taking, terror11s
and guerrilla violence and associated problems. . . . GAT membr-:'rs:1 are also
trained to infiltrate subversive or guerrilla groups such as the Revo ut1ortl_ary
Workers Party and the Zapatista Liberation Army. . . ._In a recent operation,
elements of GAT were thought to be deployed to the Mexma'n s.tates of .Guei'rerc;
Michoacdn, Jalisco, and Chiapas.” In the past_ s.uch.s?f.fcxe}hzec_i umt? P a):
central roles in coup-making and military political initiatives In Bohwfa, Ar-
gentina, Brazil, and Guatemala. The great autonomy that thfey rgqulred | 0.11'111-
telligence gathering and “black” operations made subordination to civilian
rule of law unlikely. .
Cong‘ﬁlef;?nieforces had learned fiom José de San Martin that ev.erythmg was
licit when la patria was threatened; it could notbe_ allowed to perish. Thgy Illad
learned from Simén Bolivar that necessity recognizes no law. In the 199 z t ety
were forced to ask again: What patria, and what ngcessxty? How were they 3
fulfill their historic mission and keep their pact with Iz patria as they ent?re
the twenty-first century? As in the past, some of the answers to tk}ese; qu.estmmf
depended on changes in international politics ‘a.nd on U.5. .hlem1sp ;nc ;‘ec?n
rity policy, some on regional and domestic politics and political leadership
Latin America.

The U.S. Hemispheric Security Agenda in the 1990s

With the Sandinistas’ electoral defeat in 1990 in Nicaragua,‘ and the‘lmplom?n
of the Soviet Union after 1991, Washington’s Latin Amerlca.n policy lost l1ts
Cold War rationale. Pieces of old policies and programs sun:wed: a hard line
against Fidel Castro’s Cuban government, new initiatives to “promote demgc-
racy” concocted in the State Department ancl. th.e .Department of Defense, and a
general return to the traditional focus on limiting European and other non-

American influence in “our” hemisphere.” Other programs lost favor, such as .

the Inter-American Foundation’s focus on grass-roots c.levelopxlnent and non(;
governmental organizations. Overall, U.S. Latin American policy floundere

because of underfinancing, excessive rhetoric, poor coordination among many

government agencies, and minimal pragmatic initiatives. It returned to
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unilateralism, moral condescension, and a propensity to condition aid and fa-
vorable commercial treatment on compliance with declared U.S. objectives such
as antinarcotics programs, trade liberalization, market-oriented economic re-
forms, and “democratization.”®
Latin America took a back seat to European and Asian concerns, with spe-
cial exceptions made for policies toward Mexico and Cuba. In the latter case,
policymakers and military strategists speculated on the implications for the
United States and the hemisphere of an eventual departure of Castro as head
of the Havana government. Scenarios ranging from the assassination of Fidel
and Raiil Castro by dissident military officers to Fidel’s liberalization of Cu-
ban politics and negotiations for his “possible retirement in exile” were pub-
lished in U.S. military journals.* The lengthy list of possible activities in which
the U.S. Army might participate after a Cuban political collapse could hardly
have reassured Cuban nationalists (even anti-Fidelista nationalists) about the
irland’s political future: reception, control, and processing of refugees; eco-
logical cleanup; public health management; security of key installations, nota-
bly former military bases; prison management and inventory; contrel and
recovery of small arms; inventory and disposition of major weapons systems;
mapping support; formation or reformation of public forces; restoration of
domestic order and police operations; establishment and enforcement of in-
terim landlord-tenant rules; regulatization of real property dispositions; pro-
vision of basic services; replacement of infrastructure; protection of U.S. citizens;
resistance to criminal organizing (probable counterdrug emphasis); control of
counterfeiting; self-protection security operations; temporary reinforcement of
Guantdnamo Bay’s perimeter; peacekeeping, peace enforcement, conflict reso-
lution, or war termination; counterguerrilla operations; registration of graves.®
While this scenaric was not the official view of the U S. Army, its publica-
tion in Military Review in 1994 gave new meaning to défi vu, What could Latin
American military readers of this article imagine? Did the Clinton administra-
tion intend to create a2 U.S.-led peacemaking and peacekeeping force to impose
its own version of democracy on Cuba? Would it do the same elsewhere? Pro-
posals in military publications for the creation of a new U.S. military force,
specially trained, equipped, and solely dedicated to “expeditionary police ser-
vice,” added to the apprehension.®
Meanwhile, public and congressional support in the United States for mili-
tary assistance to Latin America waned. U.S. and Latin American officers and
key civilians struggled to secure continuing funding for the main inter-
American military institutions: the Inter-American Defense Board; Inter-
American Defense College (Fort McNair); Inter-American Air Forces Academy
(Lackland Air Force Base); and the Naval Small Craft and Technical Training
School {(Panama). Reduced budgets also affected training and professional in-
terchange programs at facilities such as the School of the Americas (Fort
Benning), which, though with fewer instructors after 1993, still survived as a
locus for officer-to-officer contacts despite critical journalism, revelations re-
garding a counterinsurgency manual that taught torture techniques to Latin
American military personnel, and films labelling it a “school for dictators.”*
The School of the Americas now included a mandatory course on human
rights and required instructors to be certified in this area. Supposedly, Latin
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American officers would return home and introduce such courses in their mili-
tary curricula. The School also sought to respond to the new world disorder,
“preparing the armed forces to confront the conditions of the post-Soviet
world.”® An expanded International Military Education and Training program
(E-IMET) was partly justified by programs promoting greater respect for de-
mocracy and for civilian control of the military. These programs included ci-
vilians in courses related to defense and military matters. In theory, their
inclusion would make civilian defense ministries and legislatures more able to
communicate with, and exercise informed control over, the military. *

Central to U.S. hemispheric defense and security policy after 1989 was a
redefinition of roles for the Southern Command {SOUTHCOM) and for the
military more generally, and also for Caribbean operations in a world without
a Soviet threat.’ This same challenge faced the Latin American armed forces,
each in the unique way required by political and security circumstances in their
own countries.” In December 1994 the leaders of every Western Hemisphere
government except Cuba met in Miami for the Summit of the Americas. The
United States claimed that this meeting was “impressive testimony to the
progress of democracy in the region, bringing together 34 countries with demo-
cratically elected leaders.” Washington’s policymakers were convinced that
democratization would be assisted by promoting free trade, opening markets,
encouraging private investment, and downsizing the Latin American states.
Ironically, this approach sounded remarkably similar to President Dwight D.
Eisenhower’s policies for Latin America during the intensely Cold War 1950s.%
Confusing democracy with capitalism, neoliberal economics with eternal eco-
nomic truths, and the “end of history” with the global uncertainty and disor-
der after 1989 might appeal to U.S. policymakers, but it would not reassure
many Latin American military officers and their civilian allies.®

Once again they saw the United States divert its attention and resources to
other regions while peddling rhetoric on democracy and the advantages of
market economies and capitalism to its southern neighbors.*' If more liberal
regimes promised overall economic growth and quicker modernization, they
also brought unemployment, hunger, and displacement for millions in the short
term. Poverty, internal migration, social dislocation, and increased concentra-
tion of income and wealth were juxtaposed to the return of electoral democ-
racy. Many of the socioeconomic conditions that made the Cuban Revolution a
hopeful alternative for millions in the 1960s {and that were to be improved
with the Alliance for Progress) persisted. The post-1964 military regimes, de-
feat of most guerrilla movements, and implosion of communism had killed the
utopian dream of socialist revolution—but had not overcome the socioeconomic
and political origins of discontent. Indeed, in the 1980s and 1990s misery and
despair increased in much of the hemisphere. What greater threat to la patria
could exist?

Tn mid-1995 the Defense Ministerial of the Americas, “the first-ever gath- ..
ering of the hemisphere’s civilian and military leaders,” reached a consensus

agreement {at least according to William J. Perry, U.S. Secretary of Defense);
“The bedrock foundation for our approach to the Americas is a shared com-

mitment to democracy, the rule of law, conflict resolution, defense transpar- -

ency, and mutual cooperation. To make this vision real, our vital security

La Patria and Perestroika 267

interests must be protected through diplomacy, peacetime engagement, rapid
response capabilities, and close defense cooperation with our friends and al-
lies in the region.”** In September 1995 the Department of Defense (DoD) re-
leased United States Security Strategy for the Americas, which defined the
“strategic challenge for the United States in its neighborhood.”® The report
proclaimed that democracy, peace, and prosperity in the region are the best
guarantees of U.S. national security. DoDY's regional strategy is to use the de-
fense assets at its disposal to promote these goals.”* It also identified three
“threats to democracy, peace, and prosperity”: 1) internal conflicts (such as
guerrilla movements in Colombia, Peru, Guatemala, and Mexico); 2) border
disputes (such as the brief Ecuador-Peru War in 1995); and 3) transnational
threats (drug trafficking and terrorism). This statement was followed by two
“opportunities for advancing global peace and security”: 1) arms control (the
Treaty of Tlatelolco on nuclear devices, the Mendoza Accord in which Chile,
Argentina, and Brazil agreed to halt development, production, and purchase
of biological and chemical weapons, and the 1992 OAS General Assembly reso-
lution that endorsed various UN arms control and antiproliferation agree-
ments); and 2) infernational peacekeeping.

Latin American Armed Forces and International Peacekeeping

While the DoD vision of regional security was only partly shared by Latin
American military leaders, the new international disorder presented numer-
ous “opportunities” for international peacemaking and peacekeeping opera-
tions. In June 1995, twenty American countries supported fifteen of the sixteen
peace operations of the United Nations, contributing over 9,000 military and
police personnel in missions from the former Yugoslavia to India, Pakistan,
the Western Sahara, Angola, and Haiti. Some Latin American armed forces had
limited experience in international peacekeeping efforts as military observers
with the UN Truce Supervision Organization (UNTSO, 1948) in Lebanon and
the India-Pakistan observer mission (1949}. Colombia sent troops to Korea
{1953-54); Brazil and Colombia, to the first UN Emergency Force (UNEF I} in
the Suez (1956); Argentine pilots went to the Congo (1960); and Peru sent per-
sonnel to the Golan Heights (1974).%° In the 1990¢, Latin American participation
in peacekeeping missions mushroomed. The number of Latin American coun-
tries deploying personnel in peacekeeping and observer missions increased
from 1994 t0 1997, as did the number of personnel and the variety of missions.
Ar‘ge.ntina, Uruguay, and Brazil played a particularly active role in such
missions.

U.S. policymakers viewed these developments as encouraging. Latin Ameri-
can armed forces were participating in multilateral peacekeeping operations,
upgrading their technical and professional skills, and cooperating with other
military units in the region and with their international counterparts. All this
activity would keep them out of domestic politics, serve as confidence-
building measures with officers from neighboring countries in some cases, and
commit them further to economic development and democracy.® It might even
make young officers more cosmopolitan, less nationalistic, and more resistant
to calls for military “salvation” via coup in times of crisis.
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Yable 9-1. Latin American Participation in UN Missions, September 1994 (including Troops,

Military Observers, and Civilian Police}

UN Mission

Country (number of personnel)

UN Truce Supervision Organization (UNTSO)

UN Military Observer Group in
India and Pakistan (UNMQOGIP)

UN Peacekeeping Forces in Cyprus
{(UNFICYP)

UN Angola Verification Mission.
(UNAVEM 1I)

N Irag-Kuwait Observer Mission
{(UNIKOM)

UN Mission for the Referendum
in Western Sahara (MINURSQO)

UN Observer Mission in
El Salvador (ONUSAL)
UN Protection Force in former

Yugoslavia (UNPROFOR)

UN Mission in Mozambique (ONUMOZ)

UN Observer Mission in Liberia (UNOMIL)
UN Mission in Rwanda (UNAMIR)
UN Mission in Haiti (UNOMIH)

UN Mission in Georgia
{(former Soviet Union) (UNOMIG)

Argentina (6), Chile (3}

Chile (3), Uruguay _(3)
Argentina (391)

Argentina (5), Brazil (24)
Argentina (56), Uruguay (6),

Venezuela (2)

Argentina (7), Honduras (16),
Uruguay {19), Venezuela (8)

Argentina (2), Brazil (43), Chile (15},
Colombia (23), Mexico (29),
Venezuela (3)

Argentina {890), Brazil (43),
Colombia (12), Venezuela (3)

Argentina (48), Bolivia (10),
Brazil {264), Uruguay (874)

Uruguay (16)
Uruguay (27)
Guatemala (2)

Uruguay {1)

Source: UN Military Staff Commitiee, September 30, 19947

Officers recognized some of the benefits of.su‘ch missiopg_especially the
opportunity to modernize doctrine, tactics, logistical capabilities, a'nd We;E-
ons systems, and to collaborate with officers from around the world in warlike
operations.*® Argentine General Carlos Maria Zabala, forn}er UN sn.actor .con'fl-
mander in Croatia, noted many advantages of peacekeeping for his nation’s
army: “On a professional level, it is an occasion to operate na complex_opera—
tional environment. You have the opportunity to work vxlnth o'ther armies and
appreciate their capabilities as well as your own. It provlldes f1rs_thand knowl;
edge of the effects of war, allowing our troops to appn?mate the unporta'ncefo
the UN and its peace operations. On a persopal level, it lends opportunity for
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travel to foreign locations and exposure to other cultures and customs. Addi-
tionally, it allows the troops to feel as representatives of their country in an
important mission abroad.”* In some cases, the United States facilitated weap-
ons and matériel transfers to support Latin American peacekeeping, including
sending surplus C-130 transport planes to Argentina and Uruguay, frigates to
the Argentine navy, and helicopters and spare parts to Chile to support its role
in Kuwait during the 1990 Persian Gulf War.5® While these missions enhanced
the experience and international prestige of Latin American armed forces, more
fundamental questions remained regarding their domestic political role and
that of their nations in the post-Cold War world. In these matters, much of the
U.3. security agenda for the hemisphere was viewed with concern by Latin
American officers.

Latin American Security Agendas and Civil-Military Relations

As always, the diversity of Latin American politics and military institutions
makes it difficult to generalize about a shared security agenda in the late 1990s
and beyond. Common concerns existed; each country also had a unique na-
tional security and defense agenda, and the armed forces confronted potlitical
conjunctures bequeathed by institutional histories and by the last decades of
debt crisis and the end of the Cold War. In some cases, such as Argentina and
El Salvador, the armed forces’ political influence declined. In other cases, such
as Mexico, Cuba, Ecuador, and Chile, their influence increased or remained
very strong. Nowhere, however, did the armed forces”’ influence in politics
evaporate. Nowhere could their subordination te civilian authority be taken
for granted,

Overall, the performance of elected governments in the 1980s and 1990s
did little to erase the military’s historical conviction that political parties and
elected politicians were corrupt, venal, and lacking in patriotism. International
circumstances, particularly the apparent consensus on “democracy” {or at least
on the desirability of elected governments), and the lack of internal support
for renewed military government, kept the armed forces from direct interven-
tion. Nevertheless, elected governments in the region were far from univer-
sally proving their probity, efficacy, or patriotism. In many cases they ruled by
default rather than from deep public support for elections and democratic
norms. Cynicism toward legislatures, courts, and public administration au-
gured poorly for more than an instrumental commitment to democratic proce-
dures and governance. The weakness and inefficacy of civilian governmental
institutions, political parties, and nongovernmentat organizations in most of
Latin America remained an Achilles’ heel for efforts to consolidate democracy.

Officers were left in a quandary. They neither regarded the moment propi-
tious for direct intervention, nor favored a return to the presidential palace
and the burden of administration. In any case, for professional, institutional,
and political reasons, they generally preferred elected civilian governments.
Yet they desired more material and symbolic support as well as greater com-
mitment to military institutions, to the positive redefinition of missions
and doctrine for the next century, and to modernization, professionalization,
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improved status, and prestige. They wanted de fense and security issues to be
treated seriously by competent policymakers.

How were they to wrest these commitments and resources away from the
weak, economically hard-pressed elected governments that dotted the hemi-
sphere in the mid-1990s? How could they create the political conditions to en-
courage legislative support for the military wish list? Almost no Latin American
legislators lobbied for defense expenditures to appeal to the electorate’s eco-
nomic interests {as occurred in the United States, where the defense indusiry
had constituents in almost every congressional district). How could they con-
tend for scarce resources against the pent-up demands for social services, in-
vestment in infrastructure, and more politically attractive programs? What
could they legitimately stake out as national defense and security objectives?
How could they contribute to national development? And how could they avoid
the pitfalls of the U.S. hemispheric security agenda that sought to make them
gendarmes, road builders, and international peacekeepers rather than truly
professional military officers?

Despite their diversity, the Latin American armed forces shared these con-
cerns at the end of the twentieth century. They also had a common, if implicit,
security and national defense agenda that involved several related policy pri-
orities” First, maintaining national savereignty, their most traditional and le-
gitimate role, in the new world disorder preaccupied Latin American military
leaders. Attacks on sovereignty-and national territory revalidated the need for
professional, modern military establishments. Budget constraints and civilian
intrusion into defense policymaking threatened the armed forces’ ability to
plan, organize, and implement military modermization. Thus, the post-Cold
War milieu both justified their claims on resources for national defense and
made it more difficult for them to obtain them. New threats to sovereignty,
both internal and external, exacerbated this frustrating paradox in most of Latin
America.

The Brazilian armed forces’ security planning in the 1990s was typical in
its concern for sovereignty, border defense, internal security, countersubversion,
internal social and economic development, and inclusion of the military in
policymaking and implementation. An important statement on the role of s0v-
ereignty in national security thinking in the 1990s was published by Brazil's
Colonels Alvaro de Souza Pinheirp and Paiild Cesar Miranda d vedo®?
Significantly, they emphasized;t_klreats to their nation’s _gqg_qg_igj}w_ frpdm “in-
ternational greed and attempts to intérfere in the Braziliar Amazon area.”®

¢ The Environmental-]5gfe;1;évw?;;\;& énd the Natidﬁal Wwildlife Federa-

tion have pressed the Inter-American Development Bank to provide pro- -

tection for the rain forest and the Indians. In December 1987 the Bank
suspended the U.S. $58.5 million project loan because Brazil’s Federal Gov-

ernment “had failed to create institutions to prevent unchecked devasta- -

tion of the forest and the overrunning of Indian lands.”

» In 1989 a subsidiary of Japan’s Mitsubishi Corporation offered to buy

Brazil’'s U.S. $115 billion foreign debt in exchange for mining rights over
Amazon gold fields. Then-president Jogé Sarney said that “Brazil's sover;
eignty cannot be swapped for anything.”
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¢ U.S. President George Bush, influenced by environmentalists, pre-
vented Japan from financing construction of a road linking Brazil and
Peru—the first road from the Pacific into the Amazon.

* French President Frangois Mitterrand stressed a variety of social
colonialist ideas, which he defended at the 1991 Conference on Ecology at
the Hague. He urged the formation of a supranational body to evaluate the
behavior of governments on environmental matters and raised the prin-
ciple of devoir d’ingérence (duty to intervene).

The two colonels concluded, with wicked understatement: “Such statements
suggest that international designs on the Amazon could directly affect Brazil-
ian sovereignty.” )

To counter such threats, the Brazilian armed forces took an active role in
expanding military installations in the Amazon and in combating transborder
smuggling, drug trafficking, illegal mining, and guerrilla operations on the
Colombian and Venezuelan borders. They also redefined their ‘mission, in
accordance with the new constitution, to meet the challenges of the 1990s:
1) training men for jungle warfare (including upgrading the Jungle Warfare
Training Center [CIGS] created in 1964, which also trains personnel from other
Latin American countries, Portugal, and the United States); 2) operating where
needed to safeguard Brazilian sovereignty and the national patrimeny; 3) ex-
ercising surveillance of border areas; 4} establishing new settlements with ci-
vilian populations around remote military bases; 5) promoting education in all
frontier units through high school; 6) providing health care to civilians and
military personnel (80 to 85 percent of health care by military personnel was
to civilians in the mid-1990s); and 7) improving transport throughout the
Amazon.

The Brazilian armed forces’ focus on the Amazon had parallel expressions
of concern over “internal frontiers,” countering paramilitary, insurgent, and
guerrilla forces and promoting sociceconomic development in Mexico, Guate-
mala, Colombia, Venezuela, Perv, Ecuador, Bolivia, and Chile. Such concerns
reemerged as part of the armed forces’ efforts to clarify and reaffirm their im-
portance to la patria after perestroika. Nation-building, development, “democ-
racy,” and protection of sovereignty all gave familiar rationales for conserving
and protecting la pairia.®

Second, every military establishment was primarily preoccupied with na-
tional geopolitical objectives, strategy, and doctrine as well as with the rela-
tionship of the armed forces to politics and development. Military leaders were
absorbed with securing resources and respect for their institutions. They wished
to conserve as many of their traditional prerogatives as possible without ap-
pearing openly to oppose democratization.® In any case they did not associate
democratization with any erosion of professional autonomy or with the elimi-
nation of their historical and constitutional mission to defend la patria. This
gave priority to traditional internal security, law and order, external defense,
nation-building, and economic development missions. Possible threats from
neighboring states remained a focus of military exercises, war games, and con-

tingency planning in most of the hemisphere—although to these were added
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numerous multilateral exercises involving “military operations other than war,”
such as refugee evacuation, disaster relief, hostage rescue, urban insurgency,
and peacekeeping,

To these missions the armed forces cautiously and selectively added from
the agenda proposed by the United States. Most were particularly reticent to
identify their institutions fully with the drug eradication and interdiction pro-
grams that alienated local populations and corrupted the Latin American armed
forces. In contrast, many of the other “military operations other than war” in-
corporated into U.S. defense doctrine and taught at the School of the Americas
in the mid-1990s coinciited with the traditional subsidiary missions of the Latin
American m].hta,r,y_ staster relief, public health services in remote areas, map-
ping and technical education, nation-building, and even international peace-

\. keeping were part of the armed forces’ historical experience.

“~Third; military leaders everywhere accepted some sort of developmentahst

mission as a supplementary task, ranging from road building and communica-
tions to more exotic and comprehensive regional development projects as in
Brazil, Ecuador, and Chile. Nowhere did officers accept economic development
as their primary mission, although they readily agreed, as in the past, that pov-
erty, despair, and backward economies threatened national security. They rec-
ognized the utility (and ambiguity) of the new U.S. doctrine introduced in the
Army manual FM 100-5, Operations, regarding “military operations other than
war” (MOOTW). Ironically, while this might be a new focus for U.5. officers,
. the Latin American officers at the School of the Americas found little that was
innovative in such a doctrine. They fought few wars; most of their operations—
from mapping, building roads and airports, maintaining internal order, break-
/ ing strikes, managing public enterprises, and operating internal political
intelligence networks to occasionally ousting governments—had been “other
5 than war” for most of the twentieth century.
" Why riot add “suppotting democracy and promoting human rights” to the
}ist? A Honduran general wrote in 1993: “The armed forces of this country, in
addition to fulfilling their fundamental missions, must assume a new role: re-
inforcing the success of the process of democratization and supporting respect
for human rights; supporting and stimulating economic development; imped-
ing drug trafficking; protecting the environment to assure rational use of natu-
rak resources; actively joining in the Central American peace process; developing
antiterrorist capabilities; and preventing a cholera epidemic.”” Similarly, the
Argentine Gendarmeria commander, Juan Obdulic Sainz commented in 1994
that in deciding the numbers and composition of Latin America’s armed forces,
potential sources of regional and national instability had to be considered: “eco-
nomic insecurity, the result of underdevelopment, of lack of preductive capac-
ity, of unjust social structures, of regressive distribution of income and lack of
minimal subsistence conditions for much of the population; social insecurity,
the result of unemployment and hunger, of the increase in crime and the ab-
sence of opportunity; political insecurity, that provekes frustration and grave
social tensions that permanently threaten social peace.”*® To prepare the Latin
American armed forces for the post-Cold War era, Sainz urged more emphasis
on professional education, improved promotion and specialization procedures
to ensure a lean and efficient officer corps, téchnological modernization with
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special attention to interservice operations and rapid deployment capabilities,
and more flexible, collaborative, and decentralized leadership. In short, the
armed forces needed to modernize and fully participate in national develop-
ment—hardly a new theme for the region’s military leaders.

According to this view, in many “operations other than war,” the Latin
American armed forces were still the vertebrae of la patria. They retained their
external defense mission, coniributed to internal security and development,
and gained international prestige in peacemaking and peacekeeping missions
around the globe. While some officers resisted these latter roles as diversions
from their principal tasks, most “operations other than war” were as compat-
ible with the Spanish Bourbon reforms of the 1780s as with the fads of “devel-
opment” and “democratization” of the 1990s.

Fourth, despite the acceptance of subsidiary missions and the reluctant y
genuflection to “democracy” and human rights, none of the Latin American
military establishments wished to be converted into quasi-police forces focused
primarily on drug-eradication and -interdiction programs, immigration con-
trol, and environmental issues. The antidrug mission was particularly objec-
tionable (as it was to many U.S. officers): it diverted professionals from
conventional military tasks, corrupted military institutions and personnel, and
turned officers into policemen.

U.5.-Latin American multiagency antidrug programs involving the region’s
military forces had negligible success from 1989 until the mid-1990s. Fanci-
fully named operations such as Green Sweep, Green Merchant, Ghost Dancer,
Ghost Zone, Grizzly, Wipeout, Badge, and Blast Furnace did almost nothing to
reduce the supply of drugs reaching the United States while increasing levels
of narco-terrorism, peasant resentment, corruption, and government frustra-
tion in Mexico, most of Central America, Colombia, Bolivia, and Peru. In testi-
mony before the U.5. Congress in March 1995, SOUTHCOM's commander,
General Barry R. McCaffrey, stated that in Bolivia “[coca leaf] cultivation has
also increased to record levels despite U.S.-funded eradication programs.”®
Occasional “misunderstandings” between U.S. law enforcement and military
teams and Latin American military units and police even led to violence. “Ac-
cidental” shootdowns of U.S. aircraft and the use for drug trafficking by Latin
American military personnel of aircraft supplied to counter drug trafficking
added to the nightmare *

Officers recognized the security threat represented by the narco-terrorists.
Some accepted fighting the drug industry as a legitimate task if the police and
other security agencies could not contain threats to government authority and
public order. Moreover, given changing U.S. priorities, antidrug operations
financed training, matériel, and weapons acquisitions. They generally believed,
however, that controlling the demand for drugs in the United States and Eu-
rope would be more effective than the militarized supply-suppression policies
that bloodied their nations and cost them popular support. Why should Boliv-
ian, Peruvian, and Guatemalan troops confront thousands of peasant preduc-
ers of coca leaf and poppies? Protecting U.S. and European consumers seemed
a poor excuse for the enmity gained in eradication programs. Perhaps pursuit
of processors and traffickers made more sense. But wasn’t this essentially a
police function?
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The political and professional ramifications of collaborating with the U.S.-
declared war on drugs were frequently negative for Latin American military
institutions. Some argued, referring to the prohibition of alcohol in the United
States, that deeriminalizing consumption would so reduce the price of drugs
that the power and influence of the drug lords would be destroyed. Instead,
the huge profits to be reaped in the international drug trade guaranteed that
the traffickers and their sometimes guerrilla allies had larger budgets than most
national armies. Such conditions brought to mind General Alvaro Obregén’s
cynical remark during the Mexican Revolution: “No general can resist a can-
nonade of pesos.” It also angered Latin American military officers who were
expected to protect their nations with decreasing budgetary resources and at
the same time protect U.S. drug consuwmers from themselves.

Fifth, for these officers, “democracy” and “human rights” remained am-
biguous terms—more instrumental rheforic imposed by the United States and
its temporary Latin American civilian allies than inviolable norms. Military
institutions continued to press for amnesty decrees for earlier human rights
abuses and to emphasize political stability and respect for law and order as the
requisite conditions for development.

For the armed forces, democracy and subordination to civilian authority
did not mean intrusion of politicians into military education, training, promo-
tion and duty assignment decisions, or formulation of doctrine, strategy, and
tactics. Until competent civilians could be found, defense policy was still con-
sidered a military bailiwick, In Chile, as in Brazil in the past, civilians were
invited te study in military schools to obtain proper orientation toward de-
fense issues and to understand the needs of military institutions. Elsewhere,
research centers and universities provided new places for intellectual exchange
and social contact between officers and civilians interested in defense and se-
curity issues. For the moment, however, a consensus existed that defense and
security policies were too important to be left to civilians.

Sixth, whether implicitly or explicitly, commitment to the residual military
guardianship role persisted, even when referred to less frequently in public
due to international and regional trends that delegitimized direct military in-
tervention in governance. Officers recognized that the United States had more
than once exported the same democratic tonic in different bottles, only to “with-
draw it from the market” under the stress of international or regional tensions.
They worried that the U.5. security agenda for the 1990s had forgotten the real
missions of the Latin American military: external defense, internal order, de-
fense of la patria, and its transcendental national cbjectives.®

Even as the United States sought to invent a more economically integrated

hemisphere at peace, with countries cooperating in regional security tasks such.

as fighting drug dealers and terrorists, preventing proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction, impeding arms smuggling, protecting the environment, and
monitoring illegal flows of immigrants, the Latin American militaries remem-
bered historic border disputes and recent conflicts (see Map 9-1), They lived in
increasingly violent societies. In Central America, governments failed to pro-
vide land, pensions, and economic opportunities to demobilized veterans and
former guerrillas; armed bands engaged in political violence and crime-for-
profit. In Bolivia, Mexico, Guatemala, Colombia, and Peru, armed forces and
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pollice engaged in guerriila wars and destructive conflicts with drug lords. For
qfﬁcers, pressures lo create leaner, more efficient, and tougher military ins.titu-
tions meant more sophisticated weapons; better communication and logistics
systems; higher quality, more specialized personnel; more training and mili-
tary exercises; and smarter intelligence operations—usually accompanied by
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pressures to downsize. They wished to be patriotic, professional, technically
modern, and respected. Moreover, they resented the second-rate role assigned
to them in the U.S. scheme and were unable to ignore the fact that most Wash-
ington policymakers still had not learned much about Latin American military
traditions and their historic contributions to la patria. (Of course, the progres-
sive corruption of these armies by drug wars, smuggling, off-the-books busi-
nesses, and demoralization called into question all of militarylore’s patriotic
and virtuous discourse.)

Inconsistent efforts by the United States to withhold sophisticated tech-
nology and weapons, limit Latin American arms production and exports, rel-
egate the region’s armed forces to subsidiary and surrogate missions, and
update the Monroe Doctrine’s pretense of excluding foreign systems from the
hemisphere alienated Latin American nationalists—among them most military
officers. The 1989 invasion of Panama (Operation Just Cause, or “Operation
Just Because,” as cynics labeled if), with the subsequent destruction of the U.S.-
trained Panama Defense Force, dramatically illustrated to Caribbean and Cen-
tral American officers the U.S, disposition to unilateralism and disrespect for
the sovereignty of small Latin American countries. The asymmetry of bilateral
relations between Washington and most of the region’s capitals was further
evidenced in pompous congressional debates over whether Colombia, Mexico,
Peru, Bolivia, and Guatemala had spilled enough blood fighting the drug car-
tels, made enough progress in protecting human rights, or implemented suffi-
cient structural reforms in their economies to merit resumption of military or
economic assistance. (Latin American officers reasoned that if similar standards
were applied to the US. Customs Service, the Drug Enforcement Agency, the
Immigration and Naturalization Service, and Congress itself, the United States
would fail the test of probity and efficacy required of Latin America.) The U.5.
Congress also sought in the early 1990s to condition assistance to the Nicara-
guan government on its choice of an “appropriate” commander for its armed
forces and to dictate the political behavior of Honduran, Dominican, Salva-
doran, and even Argentine officers.

How were the last bastions of sovereignty, the Latin American armed forces,
to react to such blatant hegemonic pretensions? What sort of democracy was
the United States promoting? Why had the military institutions that buttressed
U.S. Cold War strategy in the hemisphere become less valued, if not expend--
able, assets in the 1990s? And what could they do to reaffirm their value to ls
patria? Resuscitating old border disputes and ancient geopolitical threats was.
one obvious answer. Most Latin American states had pending disputes
with neighbors over borders or redemptive claims from nineteenth- and
twentieth-century wars. As described in Chapter 2, nationalism and indepen-:
dent military traditions in Latin America had originated to a great extent in!
nineteenth-century conflicts, !

In 1995 war erupted in territory disputed by Peru and Ecuador in th
Cenepa Basin. Elements of the dispute originated in claims that went back to’
Spanish colonial demarcations; the most recent juridical erigins stemmed fro
ambiguity in the 1942 Rio Protocol that ended the June-August 1941 war be-
tween the two couniries. The 1941 war not oply resurrected historical animosi
ties between Ecuador and Peru but also forged the reformist officer generatior
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Figure 9-4. “Armed Forces, True National Valoy,” Lima, Peru, 1997,

that had founded Pern's Centro de Altos Estudios Militares (CAEM). In Ecua-
dor, .which had lost territory in several wars since independence and sought to
regain access to the Amazon Basin, the 1941 war contributed to its peoples”
sense of victimization by larger, more powerful neighbors.

The basis for Pern’s and Ecuador’s competing claims were both historical
and technical, ultimately involving questions regarding the topography and
watershed between the Zamora and Santiago rivers.> More important than
the details of the claims was the fact that two countries in South America gov-
efned by elected civilian presidents did not avoid armed conflict despite the
high cost in lives and resources that such an engagement exacted, and despite
Peru’s ongoing battle against Sendero Luminose, other guerrilla movements
and narco-terrorists. ’

The war involved high-performance aircraft, antiaircraft missiles, global-
Positloning satellites to pinpoint targets, and adaptation (by Ecuador) of “ac-
tive defense’ and “air-land battle” concepts from the Israeli and U.S. armed
forces.” The motto, “Ecuador Is an Amazonian Country and Always Will Be,”
Feﬂects the importance of traditional patriotism and national claims on civill—
ian a.nd military thinking. (A similar slogan in Bolivia exhorts its soldiers to
regain access for Iz patria to the Pacific Ocean, lost to Chile in the 1879-1883
War of the Pacific.) Ecuador’s defense minijster, General José Gallardo, remarked
in June 1995 that “the knowledge among the members of the armed forces of
the il:n.mense territorial loss of our patria has created-a sentiment of decisive-
ness tha_t never again will the country be the victim of territorial plunder, of
aggression against its dignity, its honor. "%

In the 1990s, Ecuador’s military was still generally respected and its bud-
gets secret.® Military budgets increased significantly after the transition from
military to civilian government, and the armed forces exercised considerable
autonomy in defense policymaking and other areas defined as part of their
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extremely broad national security functions. Direct allocation of oil revenues
to the armed forces and operation of numerous private enterprises contrib-
uted to this autonomy. Congressional oversight remained minimal. Peru’s
military, in contrast, had lost prestige after its direct rule of the country from
1968 to 1980. It had been engaged in gruesome combat against Sendero
Luminoso and other guerrilla movements throughout the 1980s and was
accused of massive human
rights violations against civil-
ian, especially peasant, popula-
tions. It was also riven with
corruption and, along with the
national police, tarnished by the
penetration of drug cartels and
organized crime.

Caught by surprise in the
1995 war, the Peruvian military
sought to rearm, modernize,
and regain its prestige in the
next two years. Mobilization of
public opinion against what
was characterized as Ecuador’s
brazen violation of the 1942 Rio
Protocol, and President Alberto
Fujimori’s support for enhanced
military preparedness, renewed
the Peruvian commitment to
“appropriate” budgets and at-
tention to the armed forces in
their traditional patriotic role.
Meanwhile, Chilean, Colom-
bian, and Brazilian army, navy,
and air force officers took note
of the Ecuador-Peru conflict.
New purchases of aircraft and
naval armaments followed
shortly. Regional spin-offs of the
conflict created markets for
arms dealers in Europe and the

Figure 9-5. “To Love Peru Is to Construct Its Develop- United States, even as the latter
ment,” Peruvian Army Web site, 1998, preached arms control.

Toward the Twenty-first Century

The resuscitation of dormant conflicts and the reality of border wars between
ostensibly democratic states provided new political ammunition for the region’s
armed forces, even in the Southern Cone, where many historical disputes were
being resolved diplomatically. Seeking to carve a suitable niche for themselves
in the post-Cold War era, the military continued to insist on the importance of

La Patria gnd Perestroika 279

sovereignty, to concern themselves with internal security and external defense,
to be the guardians of their nations’ values and institutions, and to be the last
bastion of defense for la pairia’s transcendental interests. To do all this meant
continued involvement in many different ways in politics: as guardians, as
institutional interest groups, as potential allies for civilian movements and
parties, as arbiters of political conflict among civilian politicians, as adminis-
trators and technocrats in numerous public agencies, and as symbols of na-
tional unity, patriotism, and destiny. On a day-to-day basis, the visibilty of
military participation in politics varied considerably from country to country.
Also, the influence of the Cold War national security docfrine ideology within
some of the region's officer corps had declined. But whether quietly lobbying
legislatures for funds, operating internal intelligence agencies, preparing for
civil defense and disaster relief tasks, or publicly reminding civilian leaders of
their responsibilities, the Latin American armed forces remained commitied to
their historical missions: internal and external security, public order, law en~
forcement, political intelligence, economic development, and defense of sov-
ereignty. These missions were inherently political. The legal, institutional, and
professional legacies of Spanish colonial militarism and the nineteenth-
century European missions were stil) evident in the 1990s. The fusion of civil
and military authority, the overlapping military and police functions, and the
virtually mystical-religious identification of the armed forces with la patria per-
sisted. Militarylore changed slowly despite the profound transformations
wrought by technology, global economic interdependence, and the end of the
Cold War.

The twenty-first century will bring new challenges from both domestic and
international threats. The Latin American armed forces will likely continue to
uphold their centuries-long traditions, perhaps redefined and repackaged for
the era of “democratization” and globalization, but without abandoning refer-
ence to their ultimate justification and commitment: the patrias they had cre-
ated, helped to shape and develop, ruled, and misruled since the 1820s.
Whatever action taken would be in the name of la patriz. In parts of Latin
America such as Chile and Ecuador, the armed forces could count on substan-
tial support if they were once again “forced” by circumstances to save their
nations from subversion, civilian incompetence, and political corruption. Ci-
vilian corruption and political disorder in Colombia, Guatemala, Nicaragua,
El Salvador, Peru, Venezuela, and Mexico could provoke a more overt military
presence in government and policymaking, even without coups, with substan-
tial popular approval. In other countries, such as Uruguay and Argentina, their
lackluster performance as economic managers in the 1970s and 1980s and their
horrendous human rights violations have inhibited broad support for more
overt military participation in policymaking and governance.®

Nowhere did the armed forces lack some civilian social base if economic
aftd political crises pushed countries to the brink. This social base was not usu-
ally majoritarian, but it was always politically and economically powerful. Ev-
erywhere, with the arguable exception of Costa Rica, the idea that the armed
forces were ultimately responsible for preventing political chaos and for con-
serving the sovereignty and integrity of la patria was still a basic premise of
politics in the late 1990s. This premise, shared by many civilians and military
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officers alike—glorified in historical traditions, public holidays, and school
texts, sanctified in constitutions, codified in statutes and military regulations,
reified in military oaths and national hymns—ensured a continuing political
role for the Latin American armed forces in the post-Cold War era.

Paradoxically, political liberalization and erosion of military prerogatives
in the 1990s did not alter the fundamental premises regarding the military’s
constitutional and political roles. Nevertheless, contestation over particular pre-
rogatives, such as whether defense ministers should be officers or civilians,
the extent of congressional review of military budgets and promotions, and
the number of officers appointed as managers in public enterprises, went against
the armed forces in many countries. The end of the Cold War and of insurgen-
cies in most of the region brought reductions in military budgets and person-
nel. The mass media gradually risked more open coverage of security and
defense issues. Obligatory military service, an article of faith for the armed
forces since the early twentieth century, was eliminated in several countries
and debated in others. Emphatic support for “democracy” (usually simply
meaning elected governments) by U.5. policymakers, the European Commu-
nity, and the Organization of American States made coups less acceptable. The
threat of nonrecognition and economic sanctions discouraged military mter-
vention even where civilian governments exceeded past levels of incompetence
and corruption, as with the impeachments of presidents in Brazil and Venezu-
ela in the early 1990s and the ouster of Ecuador s iconoclastic president in 1997.
Support by Latin American civilian political leaders for their counterparts gen-
erally reinforced the “tide of democracy.” With the exception of Haiti, no suc-
cessful military coups occurred from the 1980s through 1998.

These changes altered the immediate balance in civil-military relations and
allowed more effective exercise of civil liberties in much of the region. The
military felt more constrained by hemispheric and global circumstances, in-
hibited from overt intervention against elected leaders. Butnone of this changed
militarylore regarding guardianship of ia patria or the military’s basic consti-
tutional and statutory missions, nor did it blank out the social memory of fear
bequeathed by the 1970s and 1980s. Democracy was conditional; national se-
curity and antiterrorist legislation actually increased military jurisdiction over
civilians in some countries, and human rights violations increased after transi-

tion to civilian rule in Pern, Guatemala, and Honduras. Military influence was

also increasing in Mexico and Cuba.

Civil-military relations in Latin America thus varied greatly as the twenty-
first century approached. Generally, military forces and budgets were being
reduced, military prerogatives were under attack, and the armed forces
struggled to adapt to the new world disorder. Yet nowhere had the normative
and legal foundations for protected democracy and military guardianship been
removed. Civilian leaders still Jacked expertise in defense and security issues—
a legacy of neglect, if not disdain, for military matters that had historically
limited civilian oversight of the armed forces and reinforced their relative au-
tonomy. For most civilians the military institutions, still partly totemic, inspired
a combination of fear, reverence, and nationalistic pride. For their part, mili-
tary leaders continued to doubt the politicians’ sincerity, trustworthiness, and
competency. These perceptions of the politicians and of the major political
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parties were shared by much of the civilian population. Transition to elected
governments did not quickly overcome generations of mistrust and misunder-
standing between civilians and military elites. And for many Latin Americans
the memories of recent human rights viclations remained open wounds.

If international economic and political conditions abruptly change, crises
undermine elected civilian governments, or U.S. regional security policy veers
(as it has so often in the past), the armed forces remain committed to protect-
ing the permanent interests of their nations, as they define them. This commit-
ment might not involve coups or direct rule by military juntas—or it might. In
either case, Latin American nationalism and reactions to the supposed “end
of history” will invariably involve the armed forces in their nations’ political
destinies.

As the twenty-first century nears, there is no foreseeable end to the Latin
American armed forces’ historical missions in defense of la patria. However,
the persistence of militarylore and of these missions does not mean that no
changes in attitudes have occurred within the armed forces and within civil
society. To the contrary, the traumas of the last four decades have contributed
to serious political rethinking by military officers and civilian politicians, la-
bor leaders, and the broader civilian populations. But the post-1959 traumas
have yet to be thoroughly “worked through” politically and socially. Recon-
ciliation with the recent past is more a political slogan than reality. Civil-
military relations are in flux as part of the more profound political and ideo-
logical transformations of the 1980s and 1990s.

The elected civilian governments that emerged after 1978 thus presided
over traumatized and uncertain societies. Globalizing trends sparked reactive
nationalism and widespread socioeconomic tensions. Despite the triumphalism
of proponents of “market democracy” and of the neoliberal creed that tempo-
rarily dominated international politics in the 1990s, other voices proclaimed
alternative futures and different political and economic visions. These quests
for political and economic alternatives mean dissatisfaction with the present.
Criminal and political violence have escalated; gaps between rich and poor
within countries have widened. As Argentine General Laifio argued, a multi-
tude of “potentially critical situations” threaten la patria at the advent of the
twenty-first century. These threats reconfirm militarylore in its insistence on
the need for eternal vigilance by the armed forces to protect the nation’s secu-
ity and its “destiny.” If, and when, the armed forces in Latin America choose
to counter such threats, they will claim to do so for la patria.
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Glossary

aguardiente

alcabala
alcalde mayor
alférez

amparo

armada real

asiento

audiencia

autogoipe

banda oriental
bando

bando militar

cacique

castas

caudillismo

caudillo

cédula

fomarca

popular alcoholic beverage distilled from sugarcane or other
plant, whose production and sale the Spanish colonial authori-
ties attempted to regulate.

sales tax.
district officer, comparable to a corregidor.
military rank of ensign or second lieutenant.

court order protecting arrested prisoners or restricting govern-
ment action; historically related to writ of secorro in Guatemala.

royal navy; Spanish navy in the colenial period.

monoepoly concession to import slaves into the Spanish empire;
conceded to England after 1713.

highest court and advisory body to the regional chief executive
in the Spanish colonies; also the territorial jurisdiction of such
courts; territories of the audiencias were one basis for determin-
ing boundaries of Spanish American countries after independence.

“self-coup” in which the incumbent government usurps author-
ity and establishes an extraconstitutional regime; illegal closure
of the congress by the president and imposition of a temporary
emergency government.

territory across the Rio de la Plata from Buenos Aires that be-
came Uruguay. ‘

edict, proclamation, or decree; often refers fo decrees issued to
meet emergencies, rebellions, or crises.

decree issued by military authorities.

Indian chieftain; kuraka in the Andes, batab in Mayan region; used
also to refer to local political bosses.

people of mixed racial background, including these with some
Indian and African ancestry; term used to refer to Spanish Ameri-
can underclasses, neither strictly mestizo nor mulatts.

politics based on conflict among caudillos; refers often to 1820s-
1880s period in Spanish America.

leader whose authority is based on personal charisma.

decree issued by the Crown or its minister jointly with the Coun-
cil of the Indies (Consejo de las Indias); a decree issued without
the Council was a real decreto.

territorial jurisdiction in Brazil.
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COMURNeros

conguistadores

consejo

consejo de guerra
continuisme
contras
varonelismo
corregidor
corregimiento
coup d’état

criotlo
derecho de gentes

desaparecidos
dictablanda

donacion
escuelas de clase

estado de excepcibn

estado de sifio

estado mayor

estado mayor general

facultades
extraordinarias

. Glossary

members of a community sharing some land in common; sup-
porters of a popular revolt; rebels in Paraguay in the 1720s and
1730s and in New Granada in 1780.

Spanish conquerors in the Western Hemisphere; refers usually to
those of the sixteenth century.

council; Spain was governed under a conciliar form of gov-
ernment, including the Consejo de las Indias for the overseas
colonies.

court-martial: military tribunal in wartime, or during periads of
a regime of exception such as a state of siege or internal war.

presidential “holding aver” in office; establishment of long-term
dictatorships with petiedic fraudulent elections.

members of the U.S.-supported guerrilla army opposing the
Sandinistas in Nicaragua in the 1980s.

Brazilian version of caudiliismo; domination of politics by local
notables and landowners.

magistrate and provinicial administrator in colenial Spanish
America; corregidor de indios administered Indian communities;
also refers to provincial administrator in colonial Brazil.

territorial jurisdiction of the corregidor.

unscheduled ouster of an incumbent government by a force that
is predominantly military.

or Creole, person of pure Spanish ancestry born in the colonies.
literally, peoples’ rights; an early version of human rights.

those persons “disappeared” by dictatorial governments, withno
bodies found and their fate unknown but presumed murdered.

“goft” dictatorship that usually refrains from the harsh measures
of a dictadura.

grant; cession of land.
specialized schecels for noncommisstoned officers.

state of exceplion or regime of exception, excepcidn being a tem-
porary suspension of Jivil liberties and rights with increased
government authorily; sometimes verges on constitutional
dictatorship.

state of siege; a common type of regime of exception, origirating
in Erance; has various legal and political consequences from coun-
try to country.

general staff; officers who have received specialized advanced
training.

general staff command.

extraordinary facuities, or special authority granted to presidents
or others to meet crises; may include suspension of civil liberties

and rights, emergency legislative authority, and constitutional
dictatorship.

Glossary
fijos

foces

Sforjando patria

Sfueros/foros
fueros militares

Sfuerza piblica
gamonal
garantias
golpe/golpistas
hacendade
hacienda

junta

junta de goblerno

latifundista
Hlanero
matanza
mazombo

mazorea

mestizo
mita/mitayos

montoneros

mulatto

papeles sediciosos
pardo

patria

patria chica

pena de azotes

peninsular

politiquerig
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“fixed” Spanish military units sent fr i i
om S
Jcouey ¥ pain to garrison the

guerrilla cadres in the countryside; refers to Che ’
of guerrilla warfare ymee Guevara's theory

forging the nation, or nation-building.

special legal and juridical privileges enjoyed ,
joyed by particular gro
for example, the clergy, military, and mgdievzlri oWnS. groups,

special privileges extended to military personnel; r
cial privi ; refers als
the jurisdiction of military courts. ye ot

public force, or the armed forces and police.

rural landowner; manager of political party machine.

civil liberties and rights as guaranteed in constitutions.

military coup/coup-makers.

owner of large rural estate.

large rural estate, usuatly with resident agricultural labor.

small group of military officers, and sometimes civilians, formed
to geP!ace normal government institutions and to assume respon-
sibilities for the management of the state. F

gxetcutive committee directing the government; often a military
junta,

owner of large rural estate (latifundio); synonym for hacendado.
plainsman (Venezuela); similar to the gaucho in Argentina.
massacre; La Matanza refers to 1932 events in El Salvador.
person of pure Portuguese ancestry born in Brazil.

semi-officlal terrorist squad formed by Juan Manuel de Rosas in
Argenfina; an early instance of state terrorismn in Latin America.

person of first-generation mixture of Spanish and Indian.
Indian labor draft in Peru/Indians drafted to work in the mines.

irregular armies or guerrillas; Percnist guerrillas in A .
the 1970s. gu as in Argentina in

person of first-generation mixture of Spanish and African.
seditious writings and documents.

persons of mixture of Spanish (European) and African.
nation, fatherland, or native land.

subnational patria (farms, towns, province}-

punishment by whipping, common for infractions of military law
and also as torture to extract information.

person born in Spain or Portugal of pure European ancestry.

politics, “dirty politics,” populism, or demagoguery.
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pragmitica
presidio

pronuncigmiento

quinto

recongquista
repartimiento

repartimiento
de bignes

republiqueta
revanchismo

seguridad individual
suma del poder

fenentes

tergo

Glossary
royal ordinance or decree.
frontier garrison.

military proclamation; justification for military coup or rebellion
against the government; also refers to the coup itself.

tax of one-fifth; the “royal fifth.”

reconquest; refers to the seven-hundred-year Christian war to
retake the Iberian Peningula from the Muslims that ended in 1492,

allocation of Indian labor to Spaniards by colonial authorities;
forced labor system.

forced sale of merchandise by Spaniards to Indians.

mini-republic; subnational unit; guerrrilla enclave.
quest for revenge.

personal civil liberties and rights in early Spanish American
constitutiens.

absolute or dictatorial power delegated by legislatures to presi-
dents or chief executives to meet emergencies.

junier officers, or lieutenants, in Brazil's army.

one-third; refers to organizational unit of colonial militia.
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