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PREFACE

This study,Political Violence in Latin America—A Cross-Casengaarison
of the Urban Insurgency Campaigns of the MontoneMsl9 and the
FSLN in a Historical Perspectivés part of the larger research project “A
History of Counterterrorism” under the direction@f Isabelle Duyvesteyn
at Utrecht University. A History of Counterterrariscompares processes
of political violence based on empirical case staddf Asian and Latin
American domestic conflicts, and on secondaryditme about a variety
of case studies from Africa, Europe and North AcgriThe project's
global scope provides a thorough analysis of thepiex dynamics of
political violence in internal conflicts and offereew insights into the
processes of escalation and de-escalation of gadlitiolence in irregular
warfare. My study contributes to this global prajdxy focusing on
empirically-based Latin American case studies.

The investigation was initially aimed at evaluatthg effectiveness of
counter-insurgent measures that states have atdtspiosal. Evaluating
the effectiveness of counter-insurgent measuresigt, imposed a state-
centered vision on internal conflicts. Furthermaeidence from the case
studies indicated that the states were centrahéoproblem rather than
providing the solution. Given these circumstanaas] particularly the
evidence presented by the Latin American case estudi was clear the
state needed to be included as a central actohaniriternal political
violence. Consequently, the outline of the projesd to be readjusted. Its
focus shifted from evaluating the effectiveness stdite measures to
reconstructing the development of internal cordliftom beginning to
end, paying special attention to the often disrégadrmiddle phase of the
conflicts. This shift of focus was necessary tomixe the processes of
political violence, i.e. the causal chain that expd the escalation and de-
escalation of political violence in internal confB at different moments in
time. Examining the specific conflict developmeatsd their causes also
required the investigation to explore the intexattbetween the parties in
conflict. This introduced great dynamism into therkvand helped the
project to overcome its initial, state-centered atatic view of internal
conflicts.

The study is primarily based on empirical matedallected in field
research in Argentina, Colombia and Nicaragua id928nd 2010. While
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gathering the empirical material, particularly wheanducting interviews
with former insurgents, | found it necessary tooresider the terminology
used in this study. The analytical concept of tieem” that is part of the
framework in which this research project was uralem (see Chapter
One), provoked objections and discussions. Genesaktaking, the term
terrorism has negative connotations and is oftex us discredit acts and
actors. Therefore, | opted to use the politicalgutnal term “political
violence” which circumvents such objections. Simylal have avoided
labeling the actors insofar as possible. This adidwmne to look exclusively
at the processes of escalation and de-escalatigroldically motivated
violence.

At the same time, my field research unveiled themlex reality of the
internal conflicts. Surprising details and unexpdctiewpoints challenged
preconceived categories and expectations. In thay, whe empirical
research required me to rethink causal chains androvide new
explanations for how the conflict developed.

Unless otherwise indicated, citations from the iodfy empirical
material are my own translations from the Spar&intaining the central
idea and staying close to the original text wasrofla challenge. |
apologize for any linguistic tensions or awkwardnglations that may
have resulted.

Intermediate results of the study have been predeon several
occasions: at the Inter-University Seminar on ArrRedces and Society in
2009, and, in 2010, at Andes University in Bogo#d, the Expert
Workshop on Irregular War in Utrecht, and at thedpean University
Institute, to name a few. The work strongly beeefifrom expert comments
and suggestions, and from being embedded in a éraadearch project,
particularly because this sparked off frequentuisions and constructive
criticism from the other project members, my dedteagues, Dr. Isabelle
Duyvesteyn, Alistair Reed and Bart Schuurman.
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INTRODUCTION

In the second half of the twentieth century a wa¥eviolent political
conflicts swept across nearly all Latin Americagies. Social revolutionary
movements spread in the aftermath of the Cubanlugen. Insurgent
attacks as well as military interventions and hasshte repression of
internal challengers (Solimano 2004) dominatedr_dtmerica’s politics
between the 1960s and the early 1990s, when criraiokence became
the region’s main security concern (Kruijt 2002;dfings & Kruijt 1999).
High levels of violence that ranged from systematate terrorism to open
civil war caused hundreds of thousands of deaths.

However, important differences between Latin Amamiconflicts can
be observed. Internal conflicts developed diffdserthe levels of violence
varied significantly between states and over tiare] the outcomes of the
struggles included insurgent defeat, negotiatedtiqall reform and even
revolution. A first wave of weak and short-livedraliinsurgencies in the
1960s was followed by relatively strong urban gillarchallenges in the
southern cone. Then a second wave of rural insargemeveloped in the
1970s and violent conflicts took hold of Central émgca, Colombia and
Peru in the 1980s (Wickham-Crowley 1992). Harshtest@pression
crushed many of Latin America’s insurgent groupst bften such an
approach only strengthened opposition forces aditatized protest, and,
thus, essentially contributed to the escalatiomt&rnal conflicts (Ross &
Gurr 1989; della Porta 1995a; Goodwin 1994; Worckelal. 1974).
Hence, while state terrorism ended the southerre’soarban guerrilla
movements and silenced voices of opposition, silyilaepressive
approaches caused civil wars in the second wawerslicts and even
triggered a revolution in Nicaragua. Eventuallpiibved to be negotiation
and the opening of political opportunities to thgposition, and not mere
force, that succeeded in de-escalating these ctmflThis study is an
attempt to contribute to the clarification of thenditions and processes
that account for the different conflict developnseahd endings, as well as
for the changing levels of palitical violence.

Literature on Latin American conflicts highlightsetimportance of the
Cold War and especially of US interference in Lalimerican internal
issues to explain the development and ending ofstheggles (Weitz
1986; Dinges 2004; McClintock 1998; Joes 1996; Dmuez 1986; Gill
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2004; McSherry 2005; Menjivar & Rodriguez 2005).eTRold War,
however, was not the source of internal confliblsnetheless, it did have
an important influence on how social tensions wpegceived and it
contributed to their radicalization. The Cuban iation alerted Latin
American elites and the US to the possibility ofvanted regime changes
even in its sphere of exclusive influence (DeFroB207; Roniger 2010)
and put the growing social claims for change atcdweter of national and
hemispheric security concerns (Roca 1984). Elitersfeof reform and
exaggerated US fears of communism favored espgdiefiressive state
responses to internal challengers, regardlesseoh#ture and aims of the
challenges (Esparza 2010; Roniger 2010; Calvei@®RD The international
bias of the bipolar frame denied recognition of thaticularity of the
national social tensions and subsumed them undedntérnational dispute
(Horowitz 1968; Mercier Vega 1969).

However, Latin America’s internal conflicts were af socio-
revolutionary nature (Art & Richardson 2007; Abbit989) and
developed mainly on a national level. Massive dogratest called for
socio-economic and political changes from belowmned opponents
pursued structural changes by force; and stateortids resorted to
coercion and even to state terrorism to counterima challengers and to
defend the status quo. Political violence in Laimerica, in other words,
might have been framed by important internationahditions, but it
largely manifested itself in the interaction betwemational actors. To
understand the development of political violencelLatin America, we
have to bring the national conflict situation banto the analysis. This,
however, does not downgrade the importance of nternational frame,
but shifts the research focus away from externfliemces and towards
the interaction between the active parties to thaflict and, thus, to the
processes that account for changing levels ofipaliviolence and explain
the development of conflicts on the national level.

Social movement theory, which developed over thessmaocial
protests and challenges to the established ordéreof960s and 1970s in
the United States and Europe, offers an interesfiagnework for
approaching internal conflicts (Peterson 1989;adPBlbrta & Diani 2006;
Goodwin & Jaspers 2009; Weissmann 2008; Tilly 197The early
research efforts can be clearly divided into Aremicand European
approaches, focusing respectively on the “mechanigmwhich movements
recruit participation”, or resource mobilizatiomdathe structural question

! According to Robert J. Art & Louise Richardson @29 we can differentiate
between social revolutionary, ethno-nationalist egljious orientations of armed
opposition organizations.
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of “how social problems are transformed into sociabvements.”

(Peterson 1989:419) The core questions of sociaement research rest
on the reasons and conditions for social movemenindtion, the

individual’s motive for participation and organiiatal features, action,
tactics and cycles of protest, and the change Iscm&ements brought
about (della Porta & Diani 2006; Goodwin & Jasp2f9). Different

approaches to the study of social movements highligeir internal

organization (Zald & Ash 1966), their political démsion (Tilly 1977;

Tarrow 1994; Meyer & Minkoff 2004), and their framgi capacities

(Benford & Snow 2000). Also the question of “perahrcollective and

public identity” (Weissmann 2008:8) formation thghusocial movements
has come to the fore since the 1980s (Melucci 1989papproaches agree
that social movements are a central agent in satiahge and internal
conflict. Research on internal conflicts, furthemmofocuses on protest
cycles, protest tactics, state approaches to ofosiallies, and the
rational cost-benefit calculation for social mamiliion (della Porta 1995a;
Tilly 1977; McAdam et al. 2001; Pierskala 2010; @is1994). However,

only scant research has been done into the mechsiitgat link social

movements and even the social environment at kartfee development of
internal conflicts and the level of political violee. The Theory of
Contention (McAdam et al. 2001) forms a notableegtion to this lack of

research. Yet it remains largely unexplored justvlsmcial movements
and the broad social environment influenced thesidg@ment of internal

conflicts and, importantly, the level of violence.

Despite the diversity of internal conflicts in LatiAmerica, the
conflicts did not attract significant attention rfino social movement
investigation until the 1980s when this researcidition tentatively
started to produce analysis of the region’s cotsfligCalderon & Jelin
1987; Seoane 2003). Although the social movemergpeetive became
central to analysis of Latin America’s social cit8 of the 1990s and
2000s, some examples of which would be the Moven@niThose
Without Land or the significant revulsion in Argaman society in the
aftermath of the 2001 economic crisis, or the “rle’ (Seoane 2003;
Seoane 2006; Coletti 2003; Gandara 2003; Carrer&ofarelo 2003;
Rodriguez 2003; Giarracca et al. 2003; Rodrigueza@® & Barrett
2004), few attempts were made to analyze the immpbend highly violent
internal conflicts of the 1960s and 1970s by meafnsocial movement
theory. This is surprising if we consider the fiwt the conflicts in Latin
America were mainly internal struggles between ¢hedo held power
and (radical) opposition movements, and that itéesconflicts in the
region were rare. Ernesto Salas’s analysis of tlatbhero organization
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as a social movement is an exceptional approatfisrrespect (2007). A
partial explanation for this neglect might be thetfthat Latin American
social movements and protest were largely labekednaurgency and
guerrila movements by the governing regimes and ilmportant

international actors, such as the United Statekstgmn 2001).

Social movement research, furthermore, is maimhjtéid to a specific
movement or state where it appeared (Trevizo 200@&re are few cross-
national and cross-case comparisons of social mertmin internal
conflicts. Notable exceptions are Donatella debat#®s comparative work
on “Social Movements, Political Violence and theat8t (1995a) in
Germany and lItaly, and Jeff Goodwin’s investigatibio other Way out.”
(2001) Detailed analysis and cross-case comparisbsscial movements
still seem to exclude each other.

This study aims to shift the traditional focus afcil movement
research from the emergence, mobilization and sehients of social
movements (Peterson 1989) towards explorationeofrifiuences of social
movements and the public at large on the developofanternal conflicts
and the level of political violence in Latin Amegic The analysis,
therefore, principally focuses on the internal diohfconstellation and
refers to external influences only when they debeemthe conflict
development. While the study leans on social movereory, it is more
concerned with exploring the influence of the largecial “audience”
(Oberschall 2004:29) on the development of conflittan with
contributing to the social movement debate. Howether study does try
to create a bridge between important traditionganflict research and
social movement theory and to apply this theorktimmework to the
study of conflict dynamics in Latin America.

By focusing on processes at the national level ghudy finds that
political violence in Latin America was largely sopguct of the triangular
interaction between the regimes in power, the geots and the social
audience to the conflicts. The importance of theiadorevolutionary
conflict constellation by far exceeds that of thiefaction between regime
forces and insurgents; this constellation drewdaggcial sectors into the
conflicts. The social audience, as will be showthia course of the study,
played a decisive role in the development and onésoof the conflicts. It
was this important role that made the social awgiem target of violence
from both regimes and insurgents, violence whicls wined at shaping
the social audience’s position. Political violenicethis constellation, was
mainly a product of influences on the social audéermhe position of the
social audience, however, was central if not deeisd the development of
the conflicts. In short, while the means used tapghthe social audience
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largely determined the level of political violentke violence’s impact on
the position of the social audience was centrah&éodevelopment of the
conflict.

It is the explicit aim of this study to trace thepesses that take place
in this triangular conflict constellation and topéain the escalation and
de-escalation of political violence in Latin Amegis internal conflicts.
The conditions that determined the changing effettdolent events will
be pointed out. Therefore, this study sets outemomstruct the causal
chain that links violent events to specific cortflitevelopments; or to use
the terminology of the Theory of the Dynamics ofn@mtion, the study
aims to explain the “causal chains” (processeshachanisms” (events)
that alter the given situation to explain “episodésontentious politics”
(insurgent campaigns) (McAdam et al. 2001:27-2%us] the research
focuses especially on the effects that violent oasti had on the
development of the conflict and on the developnaniolitical violence.
To understand these processes the research takeactount the broad
socio-cultural and historical-political embeddingf dhe conflicts
(McAdam et al. 1996). This study will not restritdelf to analyzing the
interaction between regimes and insurgents but twillto bring society
into the picture.

To achieve this original heuristic goal of uncowgrithe processes, or
causal chains, of political violence, this inveatign systematically
compares three case studies of largely urban ¢aestruggles, namely
the Argentinean Montoneros, the Colombian M-19, #mel Nicaraguan
FSLN. This case selection, which will be detailedolw, is an attempt to
systematically trace the conditions and proceskes led to extremely
divergent conflict developments and outcomes ranfiiom the defeat of
insurgencies to successful revolution. Therefohe, study employs the
method of a “structured, focused comparison” anésus “set of
standardized, general questions to ask of eachi &lexander & Bennett
2005:71) to allow a better comparison and to tteeoon the escalation
and de-escalation of political violence.

The comparison of the case studies will be strectuaround the
specific actions of insurgent groups and regimsgeeially with respect to
their influence on the social audience. The selecibcus (Alexander &
Bennett 2005) of the study centers on the effd@s the insurgents’ and
regime’s actions have on the social audience aeddiévelopment of
political violence. The causal chains that link cfie events to their
outcomes will be tracked in a historical recondinrc of the conflicts.
This procedure will point out the conditions thatceunted for the
different conflict developments and outcomes.
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Apart from the claim of making an original contriltmn based on the
focus of the internal interactions, this study Isage analysis on a wide
range of secondary literature and original empiriceterial collected
during fieldwork in Argentina, Colombia, and Nicgtea. The backbone of
this study is built upon statements made by insurgeoups, in the shape
of leaflets, internal analyses and general pubtioat as well as thirty-four
in-depth interviews mainly with former insurgent migers of different
ranks. Governmental decrees, laws and interventiamavell as national
newspapers from the time period of the insurgetitviag were used to
reconstruct the governmental approaches to intecwiflicts. The
fieldwork, furthermore, is not only the source afp@rical material; it also
helped the researcher to better understand thdigilly national debates
about the conflicts of the past.

The investigation will proceed as follows. The doling pages will
outline the selection of the case studies, namedy dcampaigns of the
Montonero group in Argentina, of M-19 in Colombiadaof FSLN in
Nicaragua.

Chapter One then will set the theoretical and hisab framework for
the study of political violence in Latin America.efitral concepts, the
triangular nature of conflicts, and the developmehtviolence in this
constellation will be discussed. Subsequently,hiséorical embedding of
Latin American conflicts will be examined. This iihclude a discussion
of the influence of the Cold War and foreign intmtions, as well as the
national conditions for the conflicts. A short bistal overview of the
main Latin American social revolutionary confliai§ the second half of
the twentieth century points to trends in how difg state approaches to
internal challengers influenced the developmentttad struggles and
political violence. This helps to identify importagonditions for the
development of political violence and, thus, tousdhe analysis of the
following case studies.

Chapters Two, Three and Four of this thesis arécdtstl to the three
case studies on which the main conclusions wilbhsed. Chapter Two
examines the Montonero urban insurgent strugglénagthe Argentinean
state. Chapter Three explores the campaign of argely urban-based
Colombian M-19. Chapter Four analyses the insumectof the
Nicaraguan FSLN against the Somoza family dictaiptsThe three
empirical case studies are structured in a uniforamner. A time-line and
a brief historical overview embed the struggleghair historical socio-
political environment and point out key events a®elopments. Then
the conflict development is reconstructed from plwént of view of the
insurgent groups and the regimes, with special ideration for their
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relationship to and influence upon the social aoucke First, the
emergence and development of the insurgent grogpriginized and its
contributions to the conflict development describ@dntral to this section
is a description of the organizational set-up & thsurgent groups and
their relationship to the social audience. Thenwilklook at the role the
ruling regimes played in the development of theflatts and political
violence. Subsequently, we will focus on the exteftlegal political
opportunity and the specific counter-insurgencypoeses of each state,
and we will analyze the impact of these factors the subsequent
development of the struggle. Each case study wilhctude with a
summary of the respective processes of politicalevice observed.

Chapter Five compares the results of the case estudhd draws
conclusions about processes of political violetics. here that we discuss
the main conditions that explain the developmenttha& conflicts and
account for the escalation and de-escalation oitigall violence. The
interaction of insurgents and regime forces, amuk@slly these parties’
ability to influence the social audience and tme@thods for doing so, are
central to the comparison. The processes of palitidolence will be
described in detail. A short conclusion that hights the main findings
and reflects on ways to counter social revolutignawnflicts closes the
study.

Selection of Case Studies

The diversity of internal conflicts, their differepaths of development and
various outcomes make Latin America a key region tfe study of
processes of political violence. Several critedalgd the selection of case
studies through which to track the processes dfigall violence by means
of empirical research and comparison. Firstly, ohigtorical insurgent
campaigns should be studied, and not current asfliThis allows an
analysis of the whole period of conflict betweespacific insurgent group
and the respective state. The second criteriorelafcgon is the type of
regime under which armed opposition campaigns tolake. Different
regime types offer a chance to compare how vargiegrees of political
opportunity affect the development of political keince. A third criterion
is the outcome of the struggle. Studying a varietyconflict endings
makes it possible to examine why different statgpoeses to internal
challenge have divergent effects. Different outcerhelp us to identify
different processes of political violence. The fbuand final criterion is
the geographical location of the struggle. Cordlittnded to develop
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differently in rural and urban environments, asdgsed in Chapter One.
To facilitate a comparison, this study will focus urban conflicts.

On the basis of these criteria, the conflicts gelbdor this study are
those that developed between the Argentinean Mentsnthe Colombian
M-19 (Movement 19 April) and the Nicaraguan FSLNar(8inista
National Liberation Front) and the respective reggnthat were in power
for the duration of their campaigns. All three loé$e insurgent campaigns
have come to an end. This allows us to examinecthesal chains that
have linked specific events with particular conféadings.

The regime types in this selection range from dictal to semi-
democratic and short-lived democratic, which allows to compare a
situation without any political opportunities to eorsemi-open and one
truly open situation. What we want to know is holkege situations
influenced armed struggle. Argentina presents aremely interesting
case in which insurgent struggle appeared undéctatarship, continued
after short interruption under a democracy, and floeind itself under an
even harsher dictatorship. The Colombian case dstraias that formal
democracy, with restricted but real political oppoities for opposition
sectors, has only a limited containing effect omed struggle. However,
the Colombian case also demonstrates that theséseam opportunity to
resolve internal conflicts politically. The Nicatzn case, finally, is an
example of a four decade-long dictatorship thay e@mporarily put up a
superficial democratic facade.

This selection allows for a comparison of the impat different
regime types on the development of internal coisfliand political
violence, as well as an examination of the effdctegime changes on
internal struggles. With the exception of the shiedd Campora
government in Argentina (in 1973), political exétus is a common
denominator in all the regimes analyzed in thislgtu

The conflict endings in this selection vary widelyom insurgent
defeat in the case of the Montoneros, to a negatistttlement in the case
of M-19, to a revolution and toppling of the reginmethe case of the
Nicaraguan FSLN. The different outcomes allow usxamine the central
events and processes that account for the spedifitlict developments.
The comparison will examine the conditions andcadithat shaped the
course of the different conflict outcomes.

All three insurgent groups had a significant urlEmmponent. The
Montoneros were almost exclusively urban-based)ewh-19 and the
FSLN also had important rural campaigns. Howeverl®had its main
impact with urban actions, not rural guerrilla veagf. The urban aspect of
its campaign can be defined as the decisive fadioe. FSLN came into
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being as a rural guerrilla movement and for mamgryeried to follow a

classic insurgent strategy. In the early 1970s, éwvan the organization
took to the urban centers. Eventually, it was tB&¥'s presence among
the urban masses that permitted the group to auatelithe popular
insurrections of 1978 and 1979 and to lead therdgaan revolution. The
FSLN’s urban campaign, therefore, was crucial fervictory. The focus
on the urban environment is also important becatid@ghlights the

triangular constellation of social revolutionaryndiact that will be detailed

in Chapter One. Here, insurgents cannot conduclassic insurgency
focused on gaining territorial control; they amitied to influencing the
social audience by means of armed propaganda. teesps apparent
disadvantage, urban insurgents have often beetivediasuccessful in

mobilizing social pressure for change, and a fawhsas the FSLN, have
even brought about revolution.

The Argentinean Montoneros and the Nicaraguan F&EM the main
armed opposition groups in their respective stafes. Colombian M-19,
however, never achieved the numerical strengthhefdominant FARC
rebel group. The selection of M-19 instead of tHRE was based on a
few important factors. To begin with, the FARC camigm still continues
today, which makes it impossible to draw final dos®mns about the
processes that might lead to a definite de-esoalatf its violent
campaign. Furthermore, the FARC has so far condumtéy a low-profile
urban campaign, making a comparison with the otlaese studies more
complicated. M-19, by contrast, was the leadingaarmsurgent group in
Colombia and probably the rebel organization witbstrimpact on public
opinion. In addition, the negotiated ending of Msl@ampaign adds a
third type of conflict ending to the comparisonabling us a look at the
whole range of conflict outcomes: from insurgentedé to a negotiated
settlement and insurgent victory. This widens thegarison and deepens
the value of the conclusions about processes dfiqadl violence and
outcomes.

The Colombian conflict is extremely complex duethte diversity of
important violent actors. These include severalutigent groups,
paramilitary organizations linked to elite sectans drug cartels, and
security forces operating autonomously. The conipleof the situation
requires close attention to the broad conflict emvinent and particularly
to other violent actors when analyzing the procesdgepolitical violence.
Focusing on the specific insurgent campaign of Mdlbws us to
reconstruct the processes of political violence, Wwa have to take the
influences of the dynamic conflict environment inexcount when
evaluating specific decisions and events. The excs of other insurgent
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groups, for instance, influenced the position ef overnment towards the
internal struggle and, by extension, towards itspdie with M-19.
Therefore the focus of the analysis is on M-19, Wwhere necessary we
will discuss how the conflict environment and othiglent actors, such as
the FARC and paramilitary groups, shaped the cowteM-19's
campaign. These other actors will only enter thalysis when their
activity is relevant to the development of M-19&mpaign. The focus on
M-19’s insurgency and its outcome permits us tdyaeathe processes of
political violence but falls short of explainingetientire internal conflict in
all its complexity. This limitation, however, is na shortcoming but a
necessary restriction of the study if we are toufoon processes of
political violence.



CHAPTERONE

SETTING THE FRAMEWORK:
THE SOCIAL REVOLUTIONARY CONFLICT
CONSTELLATION AND THE BACKGROUND
OF LATIN AMERICA’'S DOMESTIC CONFLICTS

The following pages will define the concept of fiokl violence which
forms the basis of this study. This section willpkxe the triangular
constellation of social revolutionary conflicts,aemine the variables that
stimulate political violence and theoretically diss the escalation and de-
escalation of political violence. After the thedcat underpinnings of this
study have been established, the study will exantime historical
background of the Latin American conflicts. This llwprovide an
opportunity to compare and contrast the developrokdifferent domestic
conflicts and to look at various trends in the wiaglence has affected the
course of conflicts and political violence.

Political Violence and the Triangular Social Revoltionary
Conflict Constellation

In the study of political violence in Latin Americdiverse concepts such
as guerrilla, subversion, insurgency, or terroremm used without a clear
distinction and often with some political motiverigdland 1988; Walther
2008; Moyano 1995). To guarantee conceptual clattitig study chooses
the act-centered analytical concept of terrorismdeBned by Isabelle
Duyvesteyn and Mario Fumerton (2009; Duyvesteyn620@hich permits
us to include the diverse forms of political viodenand its many actors in
Latin America while focusing on the act rather thiag@ actor.

Terrorism and insurgency, the authors argue, aatesfies of irregular
warfare in their own right that violent oppositigmoups can follow to
change the politics of the state (Duyvesteyn 20D&yvesteyn &
Fumerton 2009). The strategies differ, howeverareigpg their ultimate
strategic goals. While insurgency aims to take gwelitical control of
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populations and subsequently territory, terrorisigéml is to provoke a
political change without necessarily controllingritery and population.
These different strategic objectives entail relsloand organizational
differences. Insurgency, to be successful, requihes mobilization of
significant parts of a population into a militargrée or at least the
securing of a population’s passive support formmaign (Kalyvas 2000).
Terrorism, by contrast, attempts to achieve itsl gathout organizing a
population into a military force (Duyvesteyn & Furmmn 2009).
Provocation aims at achieving its objective by nseafithe response to the
act and not through the act itself. Terrorism anduigency differ
significantly in terms of their relation to broadsocial groups, but this
relation is nonetheless central to both. Armed sjfijpm actors,
furthermore, are not statically bound to the sgwt¢hey select at the
beginning of their campaign; they can shift frorsurgency to terrorism,
and embrace one or the other at different pointginre during their
campaigns.

What is more important for this study is that teisim can also be seen
as a tactic within a broader strategy of insurgefidyyvesteyn 2006). A
terrorist act will be understood as a politicallytimated violent act, or
credible threat of such an act, that aims to aféebtoader social audience
than the direct subject of the violent act. Consadjy, insurgents can
perpetrate terrorist acts without renouncing tgemmeral strategy. Terrorist
acts, furthermore, can be perpetrated by any vicketor with political
aims. In short, the strategic end goal permitsoudifferentiate the actors,
but it is the act that defines terrorism. The unblpolitical act that aims at
a broader audience is the selective threshold Her ghenomenon of
political violence analyzed in this study.

States can also commit terrorist acts and pursieategy of terrorism.
State terrorism’s strategic end aim, however, @&rditrically opposed to
the end aim of opposition terrorism. The state tisg®rism as a tactic to
inspire fear in order to control society on a &git level (Sluka 2000).
State terrorism is aimed at maintaining the stgtus or regaining control
over the population by force, or threat of forcdthAugh state terrorism
may pursue social change, it does not generallysysura political
revolution. State terrorism, in the words of Mich&ohl and George
Lopez, constitutes a “system of government thats useror to rule.”
(1984:7) However, state terrorism, similarly to opjion terrorism, often
aims at influencing social groups which are brodtan the direct victims
of the violence. States are able not only to peapeterrorist acts but also
to pursue a strategy of terrorism. This leavespucipally, with two
types of political violence, namely revolutionariolence by opposition
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sectors that are pursuing structural change andetweative violence by
governing regimes that aim to maintain the statws gnd sometimes to
shape society (Calveiro 2010). We will come bacthte later.

Terrorism, however, is not only an analytical tbat also a politically
loaded concept (Friedland 1988) that has often heed as a means of
propaganda or, to paraphrase Walter Lippmann,amfifig reality through
a selective presentation of information to shapepfees behavior (1950).
In Latin America, state authorities used the teemarism like the term
communism, “to denounce, delegitimize and destrmganized political
opposition” (Schroeder 2005:69; see also MejivarR&driguez 2005;
McCamant 1984)of any kind, while state-sponsored human rightssab
accounted for the main part of the violence (Esp&@10; Sluka 2000;
Menjivar & Rodriguez 2005; Booth & Walker 1989; Mier Vega 1969;
Goodwin 2001). Yet scholars writing about Latin Ainan conflicts tend
to describe the armed opponents as insurgentsrraia@ terrorists,
without denying the use of terrorist tactics bysiegroups (Gillespie
1995; Palmer 1995; Palmer 1989; Wickham-Crowley 01 9®/ickham-
Crowley 1992; Waldmann 2007)State violence more easily resembled a
strategy of (state) terrorism, especially when arities employed “terror-
inspiring methods” (Gillespie 1995:214) to “sprepdnic” (Waldmann
2007:230) and ultimately to maintain control. Ir thnalysis of the three
case studies, this study finds that most Latin Acaer armed opposition
groups pursued a strategy of insurgency, althobghgtoups sometimes
relied heavily on terrorist tactics, especially whacting in urban
environments. However, it is not the aim of thisdst to (re-) label any
violent actor but to analyze the development ofitipal violence. To
avoid any moral, political or historical bias oktlerminology, therefore,

! John F. McCamant observes a generally negativerigésn of “those who do
not conform” or who oppose the regime. All percdiapponents face linguistic
defamation. Furthermore, he denounces the simuateneuphemistic description
of state counter-insurgent campaigns which oftesemle political repression
(McCamant 1984). See also Timothy Wickham-CrowlES90).

2 For a further discussion of the use of terminolagyatin American conflicts,
see Friedland 1988 and Solimano 2004 for the vaghelarly differentiation of
the terms. For state labeling practices to jusgfyression and the application of
concepts originally associated with communism taootesm, see Kawell 2001;
Norget 2005; Kruijt 2002; McCamant 1984; Menjivar Rodriguez 2005; and
McSherry 2005. Examples of scholarly interpretatiaf any kind of opposition,
including social movements, as terrorism or testdfireats can be found in Abbott
2004; Radu 1990; and Joes 1996. A definition ofdaée as inherently repressive
and a consequential justification of armed struggle be found in Mufioz 1977.
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this study will from now on use the term politicablence rather than
terrorism.

Political violence seems at first glance to developto escalate and
de-escalate, which is understood as the increadearease of the level of
violence directly related to the conflict under swmieration, in an
interaction between revolutionary and state fordaesthis view, armed
opponents challenge the regime and state forcg@mds However, such
an approach to the study of processes of politicialence risks
overlooking the importance of the socio-culturdktdrical and political
embedding of the conflicts (McAdam et al. 1996; Z& Ash 1966),
which is crucial to understanding their shape agektbpment.

Latin American conflicts were social conflicts witla social
revolutionary objective. Social conflicts can besteainderstood as
“purposeful interaction[s] among two or more patia a competitive
setting” (Oberschall 1993:39) in which “the parti@® an aggregate of
individuals, such as groups, organizations, comtras)i and crowds”
(Oberschall 1978:291) struggling “over values @irols to status, power,
and scarce resources.” (Coser 1956:8) More corgrdtatin American
conflicts mainly arose due to political and econoreiclusion of &l
puebld that is

composed of popular organizations from the poor exrploited lower
classes like peasant leagues, migrant workers,tygbam organizations,
miners’ and workers’ unions, village teachers, ecohomically disadvantaged
populations of urban cities. (Esparza 201?):3)

These disadvantaged social groups that often cesgbrsubstantial
parts of the population engaged in disputes witlional elites (Esparza
2010), lending a social revolutionary objectivethe struggles. Although
social conflicts are often described as inherentblent (Coser 1956;
Oberschall 1978), violence describes merely a fgualf the means
normal to [a conflict]” (Weber 1978:38) and is loute possible expression
of it.

Latin American conflicts manifested themselvesstfand foremost, in
social movements that, according to Sidney Taremmstitute “collective
challenges by people with common purposes andasdldin sustained
interaction with elites.” (Tarrow 1994:3-4) In tlententious interaction
with elite forces, small protest sectors radicalifeéella Porta 1995a) and
armed organizations formed out of the larger ptotesvironments

% ltalics in original. Hereinafter, | will use theerm popular to refer to this
heterogeneous group of disadvantaged social sebiirsompose the “pueblo”.



