A New Political Environment:
The Church and the Military in Conflict

Leonidas Proafio, one of the best known Latin American bishops, invited some church
leaders whose friendship he had made during and after Vatican Il to his home in
Riobamba, Ecuador. There seventeen bishops, including four from the United States,
and twenty-nine priests, sisters, and lay persons, were to reflect on the current state of
affairs in the church.(1)

On the second day of the meeting, men dressed as civilians, carrying pistols and
automatic weapons, entered the house. For the most part, they were silent, refusing to
speak; they offered no identification and gave no explanation. Then they manhandled
two of the bishops and took all forty-six participants to Quito and jail.

Aifter a day of confinement all were let go or were sent out of the country, except for
Proafio who was questioned through the night and held for another twenty-four hours.
His questioners were agents of the military regime. The issue at stake was a working
document of the Center for Nonviolence with which Proafio was associated. This
harassment, involving one of the most prominent progressive bishops in Latin America,
was meant to stifle criticism of the social order under military rule. The subsequent
smear campaign and the manhandling of Chilean delegates at the Santiago airport by
secret police were signs of a regional military conspiracy.

The break-in and the jailing of the bishops illustrate a tense and tortuous church-military
relationship as it has existed in much of Latin America. A change in the relationship
began taking place when thelitary as an institution took over rule in one Latin

American country after another. As Penny Lernoux points out, "Nelson Rockefeller in
1969 was one of the first to predict that thiéitary and the church would be the

principal actors in Latin America's coming political drama."(2)

Why is the church, a religious institution, concerned with the political environment? As

a major institution in society the church has to act in the political arena. The church
achieves its corporate goals in a social environment that in large part is governed by the
rules of the political order.

Before Vatican Il churchmen considered most of the goals of the church to be internal,
realizable within the confines of the church. Its major goals-praise of God, sanctification
of members through prayer and sacraments, and education in the gospel message-could
be achieved internally. Twenty years ago the only major goal that was overtly political
was organizationmaintenance. And at times national churches spent vast amounts of
energy to maintain the organization, given a political environment of antichurch liberals

or populist revolutionaries.



Since Vatican Il and the Medellin and Puebla conferences, the self-understanding of the
church has changed. The church created a "new" ideology for itself. This ideology holds
that goals of the church that were to be accomplished internally are now to be achieved
externally as well. Praise of God, sanctification of members, and communication of the
gospel message are all to be oriented to activity in society. In a word, church leaders
and their ideologues began changing an otherworldly religion to a this-worldly religion,
with at least indirect political consequences.

The deaths of dozens of priests and sisters and thousands of lay persons at the hands of
military and security forces leave many questions. Why is the military frequently in

conflict with the church? What in the military character allows some officers to look

upon the church as an enemy and ranking clerics, such as Dom Hélder Camara, as
communist "plants?" What moves the military in El Salvador and many other countries

to employ paramilitary as death squads?

The Changing Political Scene

Until recently, more than half the population of Latin America has lived unii&ary

rule. No longer was it a caudillo who took over the government and controlled it
personalistically but a whole institution that took command of the regime. This was a
major shift from the days of Fulgencio Batista in Cuba, Marcos Pérez Jiménez in
Venezuela, or the Somoza dynasty in Nicaragua. The change occurred largely since
1964.

The government in many Latin American countries became in pailitary institution.

Even where the military did not occupy the presidential chair, it was usually a
considerable force in the governing elite. The size and strength of the military, its virtual
monopoly of force, enhanced its sharing of power. As a large corporate body, the
military established new game rules in the conduct of national life. This corporate aspect
is seldom considered. But corporate features -- hierarchy of command, impersonal
quality of military behavior, and diffuseness of responsibility had profound

consequences for those attempting political activity or social reform.

The military also developed an ideology that purported to explain social, economic, and
political reality. This is the doctrine of national security. The church, for one, actively
opposed that doctrine.

The military has given up the personalistic politics ofdhedillo general. That type of
politics is disdained as unprofessional. Instead, military regimes have tended to rule
from institutional authoritarian platforms, having consequences for all who enter the
political sphere.

The focus here will be on the South American situation. The discussion has relevance
for Central America and the Caribbean, but these subregions will not be taken up
directly. Employed will be middle-level analysis based &sent country-by-country



studies and interviews conducted from 1964 to 1984.(3) The year 1964 is an
appropriate entry point for the discussion because "permaméitéity rule began that

year in Brazil, marking a new order of things in Latin America. Similar military

takeovers would be taking place soon in neighboring countries. For its part, the Catholic
Church concluded the Second Vatican Council in 1965, also marking the beginning of a
new era.

One by one, South American countries came under military rule. First Brazil and Bolivia
in 1964, then Argentina, Peru, Chile, Uruguay, and Ecuador. Centering the lower
triangle was General Stroessner and the Paraguayan military who had been in power as
long as anyone could recall. All but the northern perimeter with Colombia and
Venezuela were run directly by the armed forces.

In Colombia and Venezuela, too, the army at times has acted as a shadow government.
During the 1950s and '60s in Venezuela and at least since 1960 in Colombia, the army
has monitored critics of the government, dissolved or controlled labor unions and
universities, and conducted a general overview of political activities. Amnesty
International reported in 1980 that the Colombian army maintained thirty-three prisons
or detention centers where political activists were held. In a sense, Colombia has been in
a state of seige for more than twenty years, maintained largely by the army and national
police. Security forces maintain a highly visible, extensive, and dominant presence. In
daytime one sees soldiers alone or in pairs patrolling with rifles or automatic weapons in
many districts of Bogota; at night one finds a soldier or policeman on every block or

two in more fashionable sections such as Chapinero.

In countries not directly run by the military, the physical and psychological presence of
the army is felt by those who play the political game or who have attempted even
episodic political action. The army lays down the rules of the game or enforces the limits
beyond which one may not go. This has been true throughout much of the
contemporary history of the "democratic" Dominican Republic and Venezuela. In the
Dominican Republic the army routinely breaks up strikes of sugarcane workers, blocks
unionization efforts, and monitors certain political parties and university political

activity.

This chapter will first point out three key themes that permeate the political
environment. Then it will enlarge upon concrete issues in church-military relationships,
specific aspects of the new political environment of the church. This will lead to an
examination of the changing stance of the church and of the armed forces in politics.

The first of the three major themes of this chapter is that the church has not and does
not fully comprehend the nature of its new political environment. Having made dramatic
changes at the Medellin conference, it did not consider systematically what the changes
would mean to other political bodies. The new self-understanding of itself as a "servant
church" and a church that would give preferential treatment to the poor would have
enormous consequences in the political order.



Because the Latin American church did not think of itself as a regular (and important)
political factor, it did not reflect on the political effects that would result from its

changes. Rather the church (encouraged by Rome) thought of itself as above, or at least
outside, politics. If ever it had to act politically, it would be on an episodic basis. Thus,
the church ignored, at least at the beginning of this period, the effects on its political
environment of the changes it proposed for itself. It also ignored for a long time changes
taking place in its former political ally, the armed forces.

The second theme running throughout this chapter is that, inasmuch as the church only
partially understood the political environment with which it was dealing, its own

political responses have often been inadequate. Further, its actions have often been
misunderstood as inappropriate, out of step with what had already been decided by
authoritarian governments. The militargdame impatient with the "meddling” of the
church-its prophetic criticism of authoritarian tactics-or enraged at questions of
legitimacy or corruption. The extent of this impatience and rage is seen in the deaths,
disappearances, imprisonments, and banishments that the church has had to endure.

The third theme is one that has already been developed: the church is counteracting
authoritarian regimes in the best possible way: it is building grassroots communities,
thereby preparing the masses for participation in national life. This counteracts the
tendency of military governments to do away with or severely curtail popular
participation.

Conflict Issues

In the years since the first military takeover and the beginning of "permanent” military
rule in 1964, conflicts that the church has had withthigary have arisen especially
over four issues: specific military practices, military doctrine, the goals of military rule,
and the consequences of military rule.

Specific Military Practices

The first type of conflict has to do with specific military policies, especially when the
military is in power. But this conflict also exists in countries where the military has not
ruled directly for a number of years -- for example, Colombia. The church has long
criticized indiscriminate repression, torture, censorship, and derabefs corpus

These are human rights in the narrower sense. But the church has also consistently
criticized the military for the lack of extensive and free participation in the political and
social life of a country. These are human rights in a larger sense, a topic not emphasized
even by President Jimmy Carter's overseas human rights campaign.

When the military seized power in eight of the ten South American countries beginning

in the mid-1960s, the correlation military intervention and social conflicebame

most notable in the southern tier countries -- Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, and
Paraguay. These regimes systematically violated a whole range of human rights. Priests,



sisters, and lay persons have been killed, expelled, imprisoned, or have disappeared in
notable numbers.(4) Violations of human rights in the larger sense will be considered in
the fourth area of conflict.

What was happening in those five southern tier countries mirrored what was happening
in a number of other countries, though usually in an intermittent or milder manner --
with the conspicuous exception of El Salvador, Guatemala, and Nicaragua under the
Somozas. Also notable in those five countries was the organized way that the church
has attempted to fight back, even though at the time it did not fully comprehend the
"enemy" it was fighting.

At the beginning, in 1964, conflict over human rights was relativéty. By 1969 the
situation had grown much more serious. In that year popular magazines reported that
torture was now systematic in Latin America. The five years between 1964 and 1969
were to witness a much greater involvement on the part of the United States in training
Latin American police and military in riot, subversion, and counterinsurgency
techniques.(5) But from whatever source Latin American military and police learned
their tactics, they were good at what they did.

The arsenal of weapons against "subversion” has grown steadily; Amnesty International
reported in 1980 that the Colombian security forces were now employing fifty different
torture techniques. Systematic, technically sophisticated torture is but one of the
accusations the church has made agamigary governments. Repression of various
sorts-including censorship and the shutdown of publications and radio stations,
harassment, illegal break-ins, exile, imprisonment without the righalodéas corpus,

and the disappearance of citizens-has also been objected to.

Basically, the rules of the political game have changed on a systematic basis. With it, the
environment accompanying the game has changed too. Subtleties observed before the
changes were no longer in effect. The right of sanctuary (if persons could make it to a
church or a religious building, they were safe) was no longer observed in many places.
Those offering sanctuary, sometimes begrudgingly, were subject to arrest,
imprisonment, and the threat of death (as in the case of Father Gerald Whelan, a Holy
Cross priest who was sentenced to death, a sentence that was forestalled by the efforts
of President Theodore Hesburg of Notre Dame University and others).

Under the old rules, those who held power could be expected to exile political
opponents who threatened conflict. The number of those exiled was often determined by
the number of seats on the next plane out of the country. In the case of imprisoning
one's opponents, rulers would not want to go "too far," because they feared that some
day they might be deposed and held answerable.

Amnesty, too, was granted on an almost calendarlike basis. It is still granted now, but
much less frequently and on a much more restricted basis. Fear of retaliation, a strong
cultural tendency, is not a strong deterrent for the military.



The Catholic and mainline historical Protestant churches have become important
counterweights to the abuses of human rights. Pentecostal groups, sects such as
Jehovah's Witnesses, Seventh Day Adventists, and Mormons, and syncretist religious
elements such asacumbéeldom involve themselves in human rights efforts in the five
countries in question. Efforts to combat human rights violations have been made at
international, regional, and national levels. At the international level churches have acted
as reliable and sustained sources of information for the outside world. They have elicited
informal and formal pressure from the Vatican and from other international bodies. They
have also furnished considerable financial and material help.

From an organizational perspective the Catholic and Protestant churches offer a number
of advantages in that they are transnational bodies. They serve as reliable sources of
information in an atmosphere where information about human rights violations is
carefully guarded. The five regimes strongly resisted efforts by fact-finding groups.
Amnesty International, the Organization of American States (OAS), the Bertrand

Russell Peace Foundation, the United Nationsu@ission on Human Rights, and ad

hoc groups from the Vatican, the U.S. State Department, and other organizations
typically encounter resistance to or denial of requests for investigations.

The southern tier churches have sent information to other countries through formal and
informal networks. The National Council of Churches (New York), the U.S. Catholic
Conference (Washington), the World Council of Churches (Geneva), and the Pontifical
Commission on Justice and Peace (Rome) -- each with its own publications -- have
important channels for the information pouring from Latin America. So too have less
formal organizations that have sprung up, such as the ecumenically-based Office on
Latin America (Washington) and the North American Congress on Latin America (New
York), and numerous other organizations such as the Sojourner Community
(Washington). They share concern about human rights along with other justice issues.

To stop this flow of information would be impossible but at times incoming and
outgoing mail is subjected to "surveillance.” At times in Bolivia a third of the normal
incoming mail would be missing; sometimes the reason, though, was simply theft, not
counterintelligence. Attempts to survey information from Latin America have taken
place in the United States as well. Father Louis ("Mike") Colonnese, former director of
the Latin American Bureau (LAB) of the U. S. Catholic Conference took it for granted
that U. S. intelligence agents hasgiged his office. In the middle of a conversation he
would pick out a homing device from his desk, adjust the antenna, dial, and say, "See,
this tells what channel they're on."(6)

With reliable information in hand, personnel from the Vatican, foreign embassies, and
other international agencies can apply pressure on repressive governments. Usually
these efforts to redress human rights violations are first attempted "diplomatically,”
when a visitor from Rome (Vatican), Geneva (WCC), or an ambassador visits a minister
of foreign relations to discuss or protest the jailing or threatened expulsion of church



personnel. (The majority of religious personnel in many Latin American countries are
foreigners.)(7)

There are several reasons why such efforts have seldom had much success: 1) visitors
frequently do not know all the facts of the situation and may have doubts about the
ideology or orthodoxy of the aggrieved religious parties; 2) the foreign minister does

not control the defense or interior ministries and may not like or approve of the behavior
of the military and the police anyway; and 3) most visitors have little power over the
host government, in the sense of posing a real threat.

In contrast to the informal efforts just described, formal international efforts of fact-
finding, publication, and ultimately public pressures for reform of violations have had a
somewhat stronger effect. Initiatives taken by church personnel have led to published
reports by various international bodies of the specifics and extent of rights violations.

The threat of the loss of international esteem is no longer as strong a threat as it was
once, as has been evidenced in the Philippines, Iran, Korea, El Salvador, Chile, and
Guatemala. The response of Argentina to the 1980 OAS report was typical. The
government categorically denied the validity of investigations leading to the contention
that, among other things, that as many as fifteen thousand Argentinians had simply
"disappeared.” Nonetheless most observers believe that these international efforts have
moderated or reduced the volume of human rights violations in Latin America. (It is
noteworthy that in Argentina some of the grosser violations ceased after the OAS
report.) International efforts have been most effective when reinforcing strong national
initiatives.

At times individual cases have gained widespread international attention-for example,
Bishop Pedro Casaldaliga, a Spaniard threatened with expulsion from Brazil, and
Doctor Sheila Cassidy, an English Catholic doctor sentenced to long-term imprisonment
in Chile but eventually released. Both have since published moving accounts of their
interior lives and their personal commitments.(8) What sorts of persons pose a threat to
military governments can be discerned in thesmunts.

International church bodies most strongly aided human rights efforts in Latin America

by contributing financial and material help. These groups sent millions of dollars in
support of efforts for improving human rights in both the narrower and wider sense.
European and North American churches have contributed large amounts of clothing and
food as well.

In addition to formal and organizational initiatives, vigorous efforts have also been
expended by informal groupings of persons who have come to know one another
through shared interests. The tracing of these networks is intriguing. Network members
met one another in the national and international commissions for Vatican I, or at
similar congresses or conferences at summer institutes or seminars and courses in
theology or the ministry. They continue to communicate with one another and



disseminate new ideas.

Formation of one of the earliest networks grew out of the threat to Catholic intellectuals
and activists that by 1970 had become widespread. The network was called MIAU, after
the sound a cat makes when its tail is walked on. The group went out of existence, in
part because its coordinator, Father Colonnese, was removed in 1971 as executive
director of the Latin American Bureau. Other groups arose to fulfill the need for
communication and publicity about human rights violations. The First Conference of
Latin American Christians in Exile met in 1978 in Brussels. It is a grassroots
organization set up to represent two million exiles. Another group, of key leadership
figures, created HABEAS (Human Rights Group for Latin America and the Caribbean).
Cardinal Arns of Sdo Paulo and other leading Latin Americans started the group as a
Mexican-based foundation.

Leadership at the regional level has been reinforced by the Latin American Episcopal
Council (CELAM). The bishops stepped up their public condemnations of the abuses of
power. At their meetings at Medellin and Puebla they discussed structures of injustice in
Latin America. They pointed to the deeper underlying causes that engender the
escalation of systematic violations of human rights: unjust economic structures,
maldistribution of land and wealth, inadequate social and political participation by the
poor in national life, and the pervasiveness of an ideology of national security that
subjugates personal rights to elitist expediency.

Thus in the bishops' minds there is a connection between repression of rights and the
desire of elites-especially wealthy elites-to maintain their power. There is also in their
minds a connection between poverty and repression.

These statements were foreshadowed in pastoral letters from various bishops, especially
in Chile, Brazil, and Argentina.(9) The bishops did not stop with simply calling for an

end to repression and torture. More importantly, they urged secular leaders to make
more radical changes: to effect a more equitable distribution of land and other

resources, to respect worker organizations, to allow greater participation in the social
order for the rural and urban poor, and to enforce laws impartially.

This vision led the way to the setting up of a whole new series of social and pastoral
programs at the grassroots level and the establishment of church-sponsored
organizations for the defense of human rights. The documents of the bishops and their
commissions have received wide publicity. But until the awarding of the 1980 Nobel
Peace Prize to Adolfo Pérez Esquivel, little attention was given to lay or grassroots
leadership.

Human rights organizations have provided considerable assistance for the victims of
violations of human rights and for the poor generally. But they have also caused serious
tensions between church and state, and within the churches.



Military Doctrine

The second area of conflict between the church and the military is that of military
doctrine. The church strongly opposes the ideology of national security, which identifies
government, nation, and the military. It makes national security the highest goal of a
country and it postulates a mentality of perpetual readiness for warfare.(10) It has led
the military from being arbiter of the regime to being arbiter of the nation.

The church did not immediately comprehendeact to the shift imilitary doctrines,
although an occasional chaplain in the 1960s underwent lengthy training at titierBraz
command school where the new doctrines formed the basis of much of the instruction.
In 1968, the year of the Mellie conference, very few prophets saw what the military
presence would mean. But Bishop Candido Padin was one of those prophets.(11) His
acquaintance with the Brazilian military led him to a study of the ideology (which he
perceived to be new) prevailing in Brazilian military elites. Padin prepared a detailed
analysis of new military doctrines given the unfamiliar title of the doctrine or ideology of
national security.

He presented his analysis at the national meeting of the Brazilian bishops. The document
he presented went unsigned by the Brazilian bishops. His argument was beyond the ken
of most of them, a notable instance of cognitive dissonance (the inability to believe what
is too far away from one's value system). Within a decade, bishops in Brazil and Latin
America would understand what Padin was arguing. For many in the church, agreement
with Padin would come not so much because of reasoning but because of painful
experience, that of the repression of human rights, torture, and the disappearance of
clerical, religious, and lay members. A new church was facing a new political
environment.

By 1975, the first formal analysis of the doctrine of national security was made by an
important subregional group within CELAM, at the meeting of the Andean Regional
Social Action Commission. But the topic was only a secondary one on the agenda. The
three cardinals and nine bishops read and discussed the working paper on the doctrine
of national security, as well as papers on other topics related to the military (extreme
nationalism and the arms race).(12) In the intervening years before the Puebla
Conference (1979), many other studies, statements, and discusswilitaigf

philosophy and conduct would be made within the Latin American church.

The official preparatory document leading up to the Puebla Conference reflected little of
this debate because the document had been controlled tightly by conservative
Archbishop (later Cardinal) Lopez Trujillo. Nonetheless within the hectic two-week
meeting at Puebla three of the twenty-two commissions interposed considerations of the
military and their doctrine of national security. The problem was clearly on the minds of
many bishops. In the end, they said:

To those in the military we would reiterate what the Medellin conference told



them: "They have a mission to guarantee rather than inhibit the political freedom
of citizens." They should be mindful of their mission, which is to guarantee the
peace and security of all. They should never abuse the force they possess. They
should be the defenders of the force of right and law. They should also foster a
societal life that is free, participatory, and pluralistic.(13)

The bishops at the Puebla Conference took up explicitly the question of national
security in five places in the final document; the question was very much on their minds.
They speak of the nature of the doctrine (8 49); they define it (§ 547); they argue
against it generally (8 549) and specifically state that the ideology opposes a Christian
view of human nature (88 12 and 1262).

The ideology of national security that the church opposed was changing its

formulations, but the church was not fully aware of the changes. José Comblin and other
intellectuals in the church saw the military ideology as primarily focusing on East-West
conflicts. Military planners were shockedlif73 by the Arab oil crisis and mounting
external debts owed to banks outside their own sphere of influence. Military thinking
turned to North-South conflicts rather than East-West. Argentina went to war with
Britain. The church has not tracked well the shifts in military ideology.

Goals of Military Rule

Another area of conflict has to do with the goals of military rule. Two goals are singled
out by the church: national development and what is cafi@@ntismo,
"armamentism."(14) The church holds that development must be integral and
universalthat is, applying to the whole person and to every person. Military rulers
defined development differently among themselves. The two most prominent models
were the Brazilian and the Peruvian. The Brazilian model tended to ignore the lower
sectors of society. It was thought that they would benefit at a later date as a fallout
effect of economic growth. The Peruvian model aimed at improving the conditions of
the lower classes. The church, which by then proclaimed that preferential treatment
should be given the poor, found itself more easily aligned with the Peruvian than the
Brazilian model.(15)

Armentismdeads the military to continuousipdate and augment nslitary stock.

Some attention was given by the church to the enhanced potential for warfare among
nations caused by the arms race. But the church based its critigistitany buildup
primarily on the argument that poorer countries can ill afford such expenditures. The
needs of the masses are too great to be sacrificed for additional armaments.

Consequences of Military Rule
The last area of conflict has been over the consequences of military rule. This is a

relatively new area of criticism for the church: only after a history of some years could a
clear judgment be made on the effectsnditary rule. Moreover, in countries such as



Brazil the economy was booming for a while and there was talk of an "economic

miracle.” Even so, the final assessment, whether made by church-related observers or by
most social scientists, is the same: the masses (rural and urban poor) have borne the
costs of development, and the privileged classes have advanced.(16) In most countries
where the military has been in power, its rule has not really benefited the rural and urban
working classes from the standpoint of improved real income levels or availability of
public services. In fact, for many the situation is worse than it was in the mid-1960s.

There are some exceptions -- select groups of skilled workers, for example. But the
general picture is bleak. Even of Brazil, with its much publicized boom, Sylvia Ann
Hewlett can say, "The existence of massive poverty, the extreme concentration of
income, and the increase in inequality during recent years are now accepted facts of
contemporary Brazilian development.”(17)

The Military and Politics

In Latin America the military is an extensively political enterprise. Most countries there
have been ruled at one time or other by the military. Many countries recognize,
constitutionally or unofficially, the armed forces as moderators of the regime, meaning
that the armed forces are the ultimate judges of what is constitutional or not, a power
unknown in the United States.

In most Latin American nations the armed forces receive a sizeable portion of the
national budget, more than most other governmental agencies, despite the fact that
major wars are virtually unknown in this century. Attempts to cut military spending are
almost always unsuccessful, at least in the long run. Military men on active duty or on
leave often fill governmental positions. Aside from a few Caribbean or Central American
countries, most Latin American nations pay officers well, both in salary and in benefits,
relative to other professionals in their countries.

Salaries, arms purchases, moderator role, governmental positions-all these are the result
of frequent and effective political action. Despite the myth of being apolitical, the
military is one of the most highly political institutions in Latin America.

The church has been changing since the mid-1960s, but the Latin Anmetitzy has

been evolving for a considerably longer period. Changes took place in the professional
character of the military in the late nineteenth or early twentieth century; additional and
important changes occurred during World War Il and the period immediately following
it. These changes include: major technological advances, new professionalism, new
military doctrines, enhanced corporate character, and new identity and awareness of
institutional interests.

A caution must be expressed lest the church or the military be thought to be monolithic.
Among most progressive Catholics there is general agreement about positions taken at



Medellin and Puebla (where the vote on the final document was unanimous), but there
are diverse interpretations among Catholics and an even greater variety of behavior
patterns. Among Latin American military officers there is an even greater variety of
positions and behavior patterns. There is less agreement about doctrines and an ever
greater number of factions among and between branches of the armed forces.

Given the problematic inherent in any attempt to study a semisecret organization, at
times it is difficult to ascertain the nature and extent of factions within a particular

armed force. Glimpses are afforded by debates that take jpl organizations such as

the Clube Militar in Brazil or changes in political direction following a shuffling of chairs

in a cabinet. These and other indications are sufficiently frequent to divulge the number
of factions and the depth of cleavage among the factions. Often it is the little publicized,
unsuccessful, and frequent coup attempts that are the best indicators of factionalism. (In
Argentina alone there were sixteen unsuccessful coup attempts in one ten-year period).

Military rule in Latin America (except perhaps in Paraguay) is not rulecaydillo

with whom one bargains one's fate. Military regime means rule by a more or less
faceless organization that has numerous power bases within it. Many of these power
bases are hidden from public view. How are nonmilitary political activists to bargain

with or attempt coalitions with such opaque political partners? In addition, the
bureaucrats in power are armed and they are trained to use force. Unfortunately for
many Nicaraguans under Somoza or Bolivians under Garcia Meza, to name but two
countries, armed bureaucrats used tactics (indiscriminate firepower) and weapons (tanks
and fighter planes) designed for use against other armies, not against civilians.

Military rule in Latin America means a regime of military and civilian elites in
government. Military men dominate in that mix when controlling the presidential office
and when setting overall policy orientations. But civilians fill many more positions in
government. Often these positions are key: thus the minister of planning in Brazil is
sometimes thought of as more important than the president. Even in the heyday of the
military takeover in Peru, military men in direct governmental positions numbered no
more than 175. In countries such as Colombia, Venezuela, or the Dominican Repubilic,
where the regime is said to be civilian, there are many military men (active, on leave, or
retired) in government positions. Officers sometimes fill posts in the military and
"coordinate” their policies and tactics with civilian counterparts. Thus military "civic
action" planners influence and are influenced by civilian colleagues in regional and
national offices of the ministry (or secretariat) of planning.

In many ways, then, the distinction between military and civilian regimes is blurred in
Latin America. In a general way one may say that almost all regimes, including Cuba, in
Latin America are military-civilian regimes. This does not negate what has been said
about "military" government in Latin America but rather emphasizes that the military
organization and its characteristics have to be taken into account when discussing
governments in Latin America, no matter whether a civilian is president or not.



New military regimes seek legitimacy from civilian elites in the government. Under the
old political rules, new regimes sought legitimacy from other key political groups in the
political system, groups that represented the people. Civilian elites in government
generally continue their support wilitary regimes, in partdrause the armed forces

bring to the government goals and ways of acting that civilian governmental elites
readily understand and agree with. The military knows how to manage the government
becausenilitary officers understand bureaucratic procedures and generally act them out
well. This makes civilian bureaucrats comfortable, unless, of course, they question goals
and means.

The symbiosis of military-civilian elites in government and the elimination or

delimitation of the democratic political process leaves military regimes without a
widespread political base. More importantly, Latin American military governments often
do not have extensive, reciprocal interfacing with civilian political elites. This leaves
military regimes open to the likelihood of being blind and deaf to other political groups
and to the needs and will of the people as articulated through political groups. The
degree of blindness and deafness varies from country to country.

Given the changed nature of the Latin American military, what does it mean for such an
organization to occupy the presidential office or to act as a shadow government? The
corporate nature of the armed forces, the doctrine of national security, and
preoccupation with preservation of corporate interests all have consequences on the
character of military rule (or tutelage): 1) the exercise of political power is carried on by
the military high command in an institutional manner; 2) democratic processes for the
most part are done away with for an indefinite period; 3) political parties, labor unions,
and student political organizations are proscribed or closely watched; 4) a political
economy is established that sooner or later welcomes foreign investment, does away
with many of the measures designed to protect national industry, and redistributes
national income in terms that are negative for many workers; 5) the government
intervenes in universities and "restructures” them accordinglitary thinking or limits
severely the political activities of faculty members and students; 6) published thought
that is critical of the government is proscribed, daily censorship of the mass media is
often imposed, and newspapers are frequently "restructured” to fit better the "needs of
the people;" 7) new technical forms of repression are used that tend to have at least a
mild terrifying effect on the nation, and punitive operations, sometimes on a grand scale,
are conducted against dissidents of the regime.

Why new rules for the political game? Loveman and Davies observe: "According to the
military leadership, the old political institutions and practices gave rise to corruption,
failed to solve national problems, and allowed advance of internal subversion."(18)
Further, as Edward Feit puts it:

The world, as they [military and civilian bureaucrats] perceive it, is essentially
plagued by poor organization, and it is organization that can provide the means
by which problems can be overcome. Organization is the key. The solution of



problems is merely a matter of finding the right key for the particular lock.
Conflicting factions and structures of bureaucracy tend to center in the "right"
organizational form and 