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ABSTRACT

International Relations theory includes realista@pts of sovereign nation-states
interacting in an anarchic world as they rationdégermine their own national interests
based upon ever-changing competition for powethiginterplay for power, nation-
states may affect each other politically, econoftyic@eologically or militarily. This
thesis focuses on effects of U.S. foreign policgt &BnS. intervention in Guatemala in the
time period surrounding thHeuatemalan Revolution (1944-1954), with its “lita” in
1954, and then into the early 1960s as the Guatensahte began to be militarizelh this
thesis | will answer the following question:

How didthe United States affect the sovereign nation citGmala,
through economic policy, Cold War rationale, anditary operations
and thereby contribute to and facilitate the esthbient of the nature
of the Guatemalan counterinsurgency state?
Through historically documented and officially ackviedged eventan assessment will

be made as to hothese three elements singularly and also colldgtinuenced the

internal workings of the Guatemalan state.



CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

Foundational principles in Political Science antkinational Relations include
concepts such as the sovereignty of the individatibn-state, with concerns of national
security within each nation. These theories caatlmlds with what happens in the real
world. A prime example of this is Guatemala, whagogver politics—economic power,
military power and ideological power of the Unit8thtes—all affected another sovereign
nation. Many people believe that the effects &.Uoreign policy and intervention
efforts set in motion the tragic situation in Gumga resulting in what some members of
the international community conclude was genocide.

In Richard N. Adams’ study in Guatemalan socidahespologyCrucifixion by
Power,he acknowledges the understanding that the nateie-is the basic unit of
investigation. He says that in a world of sovemaigtions, the nation-state claims
ultimate authority in wielding power within its owvdomains (Adams 1970, p 4-5).
Sovereignty of the individual nation-state is colesed to be an absolute right, one which
seeks to ensure full interior autonomy and indepand from external forces, this
according to C. Neale Ronning in his “Interventibriernational Law, and the Inter-
American System” (Ronning 1961, p 252). Ronningkasizes this idea with this quote
from the Sixth International Conference of Ameri&tates (1928): “No state has a right

to interfere in the internal affairs of anotherofihing 1961, p 251). “If that right is not
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consecrated and is not protected in absolute fot@;national juridical harmony does
not exist” (Ronning 1961, p 252).

These concepts are identified and defined withénfield of Political Science and
International Relations. It is understood thagiméntion in another nation-state is
considered to be a threat to its independencespite of this, officially sanctioned
historical accounts as well as actual U.S. Govemrdecuments demonstrate clear
evidence that the U.S. Government was responsibla iumber of events in Guatemala
surrounding the 1954 coup d’état and throughoutt&uala’s civil war (1960-1996).
The U.S. involvement which affected the internalgyrmance of the sovereign nation of
Guatemala can be considered through a number eti®s. In his article “U.S.
Foreign Policy Toward Radical Change: Covert Opena in Guatemala, 1950-1954”"
Gordon L. Bowen observes the controversy whicheargmong scholars in their
differing views on which of several U.S. roles in&emala might be understood to be
the most significant. He points out that for sqmeple, U.S. economic motivations
seem most important. Other people stress the tapo of the evolution of anti-
communist doctrine. Bowen’s analysis takes a tdirdction which deals with military
institutions as guarantors of U.S. foreign polibyeztives (Bowen 1983, p 88-89).
Another undeniable influence is land reform.

Scholarly works and historical accounts charapgetine Guatemalan civil war
(1960-1996) as what was one of the longest anddi@sbin the Western Hemisphere
(Jonas 2000, p 17). Extensive research has beelucted through first hand
testimonials carried out by a number of impartigamizations. For instance, the

Commission for Historical Clarification (CEH or Casion para el Esclarecimiento
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Historico), a truth and reconciliation commissiaas established through the Accord of
Oslo in 1994 “to clarify with objectivity, equitynal impartiality, the human rights
violations and acts of violence connected withaheed confrontation that caused
suffering among the Guatemalan people”. The tdshkeoCommission was not to judge,
but rather to clarify the history of more than #haecades of fratricidal war (Guatemala
Memory of Silence 1999, Prologue). From these tffoame the March 1999 report
“Guatemala Memory of Silence”. One of the CEHa®p conclusions is that the
number of Guatemalans killed or disappeared duhisgconfrontation exceeded 200,000
(Guatemala Memory of Silence 1999, Conclusions.l. 2

In hisTurning the Tide: U.S. Intervention in Central Aroa and the Struggle
for PeaceNoam Chomsky names a factor which he says is afissing when assessing
relations between the United States and other desniThat missing element is an
historical identification and analysis of the etfeof U.S. foreign policy and U.S.
intervention on the internal governance of indiatsovereign nations. Chomsky
contends that features of the United States’ iattgwnal behavior are often suppressed,
ignored or denied (Chomsky 1985, p 1). He perceilat “reality is often concealed or
deformed by the reigning doctrinal system, whichvpdes the media, journals of opinion
and much of scholarship” (Chomsky 1985, p 1).

In consideration of the CEH and other similar mpaew information from
recently declassified documents, and scholarly wdrich has been done throughout
history regarding the 1954 Guatemalan coup andlwa, | have chosen to research the
Central American country of Guatemala. This | dpamtial response to Chomsky’s

observation of the gap in knowledge which | belialso exists in the case of Guatemala.
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With this thesis | will identify and analyze varmeffects of U.S. foreign policy and U.S.
intervention on the internal governance of the seiga nation of Guatemala. | will
explore these effects in the time period followiigrld War 11, throughout Guatemala’s
“Ten Years of Spring” (1944-1954), with the resnottédiberation”/coup d’état of 1954,
and then during the early part of the Cold War ihi® 1960s.

Why would it be important to research the evefthe Guatemalan civil war so
many years after the fact? Susanne Jonas hag adoord of academic research on the
history of Guatemala. In h&he Battle for Guatemala: Rebels, Death Squads,lh%.
Powershe articulates the view that Guatemala has bedayndly shaped by the Central
Intelligence Agency intervention of 1954 and alyshbsequent interventions by the
United States. Similarly to Chomsky, Jonas exg®essncern that the “fruits of those
interventions have been veiled in a vast shrowsllehce in the U.S. press and public
domain” (Jonas 1991, p 2). It is because of thas she felt an obligation to write for U.S.
audiences about Guatemala.

In view of past scholarly research of U.S. intemi@n in Guatemala both pre- and
post- Guatemalan civil war, and more recent resefotn organizations and the CEH
truth and reconciliation commission, there is mteckearn about the historical roots of
that armed confrontation. The CEH report recoghthat the Guatemalan civil war and
militarization of that country did not take platedugh a simple progression of history
(Guatemala Memory of Silence, 1999, Conclusiods). The report determined that the
Cold War and National Security Doctrine of the @ditStates fed the armed
confrontation and the militarization of the Guatésmnastate and society (Guatemala

Memory of Silence, 1999, Conclusions I. 13, 14 3y
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It is because of what may be residual effects idt20th century intervention by
the United States in Guatemala that | feel drawres$earch this topic. In considering
academic work from various sources, there are aeuwf distinctions in Guatemalan
history which | find compelling. For instance, asibeen historically documented and
officially acknowledged that the United States basn directly involved in and has
influenced Guatemalan internal affairs. Of patacunote is involvement of the United
States in the CIA sponsored coup d’état which mgaahe democratically-elected
government of Guatemala in 1954. Many scholarsezwhthat it was after this coup that
U.S. participation and guidance helped to set thgesfor the Guatemalan civil war.

An excerpt from The National Security Archive reotee distinction of
Guatemala being the country in which the CIA caroat its first covert operation in
Latin America (Doyle and Kornbluh 1997, Document Bjplomatic historian Nicholas
Cullather identifies this as Operation PBSUCCE&8&m Cullather’s access to agency
records and secret operation files, his overviescdees PBSUCCESS as an account of
how President Eisenhower came to be convincedder dhe forceful removal of a
democratically-elected leader, due to Cold War eame (Doyle and Kornbluh 1997,
Document 5). Various scholars posit that U.S.rfoiag and planning helped to shape
governance and leadership in Guatemala.

Jonas points out that Guatemala has been caketiatihoratory” where counterin-
surgency in Latin America was developed (Jonas 1971). She calls it a “test case” in
suppression of Latin American social revolutionn@® 1991, p 9). Some scholars
express their belief that it did not take longtloe same types of U.S. foreign policy and

intervention to affect other countries after GuaatanJonas opines that the tactics
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developed in Guatemala later became standard opgmbcedure in counterinsurgency
wars throughout a number of countries in the hehasp (Jonas 2000, p. 120).

Jonas identifies Guatemala as the first countgxjmerience death squads and
“disappearances” which actually targeted the Gualamcivilian population (Jonas
1991, p 71). In considering the truth commissigports, both the CEH and the report of
the Guatemalan Archdiocesan Project for the Reatiperof Historical Memory
(REMHI), Rachel May attests to the “brutal natufeh@ violence perpetuated by the
state” of Guatemala (torture, disappearance, messa@dviay 2001, p 13). She classifies
Guatemala as “one of the world’s most tragic casesvil conflict and state-sponsored
terrorism in the late 20th century” (May 2001, p.1®1ay asserts that the “state took on
the characteristics of a terrorist regime, and thatstate is responsible for the commis-
sion of genocide” (May 2001, p 14).

Learning of these distinctions compelled me toobee more knowledgeable
about Guatemalan-U.S. history. This knowledge ¢ ubvide a deeper understanding
and promote awareness to effectively lift parthaf tshroud of silence” which Jonas has
perceived. From these distinctions, and inspigethb factor which Chomsky previously
identified as missing, that is, historical iderd#tion and analysis of the effects of U.S.
foreign policy and intervention on internal govaroe of individual sovereign nations, |
am motivated to ask the following thesis question:

How didthe United States affect the sovereign nation citGmala,
through economic policy, Cold War rationale, anditarly operations

and thereby contribute to and facilitate the esthbient of the nature
of the Guatemalan counterinsurgency state?



This question can be generalized as follows: Wreae the effects of the United
States on the economy and the governance of Gukaenvihat were the effects on land
tenure and proposed land reform? How did the Uritiedies project perceptions of a
communist threat onto Guatemala and to what eff@itPthe United States play a role
in militarizing Guatemala? Is Jonas’ contentionreot that intervention by the United
States through these components singularly oratoledy helped to set the stage for the
Guatemalan civil war?

I will attempt to answer these questions throughse study of Guatemala. | will
consider aspects of U.S. foreign policy and inteti® in three general categories:
economic, Cold War communist containment rationahel then militarization of Guate-
mala. These aspects must be put in context bothnM@uatemala internally, and also
considered through external effects—for the purpa$¢his paper, primarily effects from
the United States. To those ends this thesisbhedin with background information on
the state of the world economy (macro) and thenentoward Guatemala’s internal
(micro) economy.

Whole societies or nations (macro units) can bdist using concepts such as
democracy, sovereignty and nonintervention, howé#wese concepts are often identified
and recorded as experienced by Anglo-Americand¢Qtiei 1994, p 372). Some scholars
don't see these generalized concepts as very usadahld H. Chilcote claims that the
study of politics is muddled in its terminology asa meanings must be clarified
(Chilcote 1994, p 374). Clarification can takegalahrough case studies as they are
helpful in observing deviations from establishedaptual generalizations. Models

bring parts together and demonstrate relationshypedels can simplify representations
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of what is happening in reality (Chilcote 1994,#2R In using Guatemala as a model, it
can be observed whether or not Guatemala’s soveyeigas respected by the United
States. Through a single case study during a spéaife period one can observe political
activity and indicators of intervention through angal interrelationships between
Guatemala and the United States.

To make these observations, this thesis provideteat analysis using existing
research along with primary documents. Some opthmeary documents which | use
come fromthe U.S. Department of State, Office of the Historil used excerpts from the
CIlA archives (U.S. Senate, 1961: 865-866) texhefHlearings before the Subcommittee
to Investigate the Administration of the Internak8rity Act and Other Internal Security
Laws of the Committee on the Judiciary, in regdodthe “Communist Threat to the
United States through the Caribbean”. | also usedher Department of State
Publication regarding “Intervention of Internatib@mmunism to Guatemala”
(Department of State Publication 5556, 1954). Mglaesified CIA sources on the
Guatemalan destabilization program came from TheNal Security Archive available
through George Washington University.

The analysis in this exploratory study will be badive in nature, not
guantitative, and largely descriptive (Chilcote 499 373). Specific observations of
U.S. foreign policy and intervention will be usediuctively to infer generalizations
(Chilcote 1994, p 370). Chilcote states that medthagy guides inquiry and the search
for solutions to problems in the real world (Chtied 994, p 3). He predicates that
methodology gives shape to inquiry. Concepts gésgignty and nonintervention are

well formulated. These can be observed qualitbtias can be demonstrated through
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intervention or nonintervention. “Dissimilar patie of behavior become important in
the study of politics” (Chilcote 1994, p 370). Frapecific observations one can
conclude whether or not the United States interden&uatemala.

Political phenomena have been studied includingggonent and governmental
institutions, but a broader range can also be gbdan other types of organizations
(Chilcote 1994, p 3). Politics can be assessekingat many forms of political activity—
governmental as well as nongovernmental (Chilcé&41p 4). The title of Chilcote’s
book indicates that he is “search(ing) for a payadiin reconsidering political science
and comparative politics. Chilcote’s work movestpaainstream theories of system and
state, political culture, development and undertitgraent, and theories of class. His
search leads him to the study of political econd@lyilcote 1994, p 363). Chilcote uses
the definition of political economy as a “socialestce dealing with the interrelationship
of political and economic processes” (Chilcote 199340). He observes comparative
politics and argues that “the study of politics mainbe isolated from social and economic
guestions” (Chilcote 1994, p 12).

In looking at political economy theories, Chilcatelineates varied emphases on
theories such as imperialism, dependency and uadel@pment amongst others
(Chilcote 1994, p 12). He sees these as a meangafizational arrangement around
political economy. He calls attention to the féwzt the idea of political economy is not
new, as Karl Marx’s “Das Kapital” is actually suted “A Critique of Political
Economy” and deals with commodities, money, surphlse and accumulation of
capital (Chilcote 1994, p 340). Chilcote makesrmftMarx’s questioning of commonly

accepted concepts regarding liberated individuafsse competition (Chilcote 1994,
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p 340). In Marx’s examination of the state, in timees in which he lived, Marx
differentiated between the state and civil sociaty] saw these as being separated in a
system which was reinforced by capitalism (Chilcb®®4, p 341). Chilcote observes
that Marx and Engels looked at the state in refatiothe productive base of society. He
saw the “Division of labor and private propertyden promote contradictions between
individual and community interests so that theelathkes on an independent form as the
state separates from the real interests of indalidad community” (Chilcote 1994,

p 341). We will observe an example of this typearitradiction as we consider how the
Guatemalan state represented its majority populatiee indigenous people, in matters of
land ownership, their well-being, and in civic actisuch as voting.

In assessing social science and government in Batierica, Chilcote notes that
“connections between U.S. universities and defanskenational security projects
constituted gross violations of the principle ohimgervention in the internal affairs of
other countries” (Chilcote 1994, p 41). In hisesssnent Chilcote tries to elucidate
connections among government, the academic warttipaultinational corporations
(Chilcote 1994, p 47). He writes that ideologiaasumptions permeate political science
and comparative politics, and these assumptiomsadisct policies and actions of
governments, universities and the corporate wahdl¢ote 1994, p 47). The values and
beliefs of political scientists are tied to andeef the world around them, where the
capitalistic world has been most prevalent. In getzing the interplay of ideological
relationships in these various fields this papersaders not only nation-states as actors,
but broadens the perspective to include news meldiagy, and corporations such as the

United Fruit Company in Guatemala.
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International political economy includes theorésmperialism and dependency.
Chilcote also observes inclusiveness of non-sit@®as analysis turned “from
competitive capitalism to monopoly and oligopolyassessed the role of the giant
corporations and their managers” (Chilcote 199357p). He assesses ideas relevant to
U.S. foreign policy and its impact on the expanbb.S. business. Chilcote considers
scholarship on “the coincidence of the military gditical presence of the United States
overseas, the dominant position of U.S. capitéhexmultinationals, and the dominance
of multinational banking” (Chilcote 1994, p 35®hilcote directs inquiry toward
imperialistic tendencies of the United States thgloU.S. aid and trade. These impacts of
varied forms of U.S. foreign policy and intervemtiare included as subjects of this thesis
on Guatemala.

In my attempts at answering the aforementionedtipres | will not provide an
event-by-event history, but rather | will identifydividual historic actions and
interventions by the United States. | will therabme the effects of U.S. foreign policies

and interventions on the sovereign nation of Guatam
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CHAPTER TWO

Literature Review

Scholars define international politics as the itffioade by one state or non-state
international actor, to influence another interomadl actor in some way (Dougherty and
Pfalzgraff 2001, p 20-21). Dougherty and Pfalzignate that this influence may come in
the form of actual or threatened military forcejtanay come from inducements, be they
economic or political. The international systermiacrocosmic or global, made up of
micro units of nation-states (Dougherty and Pfa#g2001, p 31). As the world has
globalized there has been discussion as to théenceak centrality of the nation-state,
however, the nation-state has remained the camirabf analysis. Nation-states will be
the primary units of analysis in this case studyyéver, politics can be assessed looking
at many forms of political activity—governmentalvasll as nongovernmental (Chilcote
1994, p 4).

History has focused on the nation-state @sreign, that is, as independent and
with its own imperative for self-determination (Dgherty and Pfalzgraff 2001, p 13).
Within this international system, Hans J. Morgentpasits that states are rational actors
who use power in seeking their own national intsresd security. National interests and
security can be understood in a number of waysieawill see in this thesis.

Knowledge of history is necessary in internatiaieétions so as to broaden

theory. For this reason | have chosen to do astasly on Guatemalan history which
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spans the time period surrounding its Ten YeaSpoing or revolutionary period (1944-
1954), during the 1954 coup d’état, throughoutgbeernance of Colonel Carlos Castillo
Armas, and into the early 1960s. This thesis vatlisider three thematic impacts of the
United States on the politics of Guatemala, thasedeffects felt through economic
policy, Cold War rationaleand then early stages of militarization of GuatkmThese can
be considered singularly or in combination, as Eb&ign policy during this time took
place within the context of the Cold War.

In assessing the impacts of U.S. foreign poliay iswtervention on the nation-
state of Guatemala, this literature review willg@et varied concepts from the field of
Political Science and International Relations. Wik consider foundational scholarship
of realist principles through power politics ané toncept of national interest. We will
look at key components of theories of imperialismd eepercussions of imperial control.
We will consider national sovereignty through diiifg) perspectives on intervention.
Next we will look at the work of three prominentstars on Guatemalan history who
will chronicle background information on Guatembls. relations during the mid-20th
century. This review will examine the ideas of #x@o scholar who considers what may
be the underlying cause of intervention in Latiné&ioa that is the concept of “American
exceptionalism”. Another author describes Cold Wgic in inter-American relations as
being headed up by U.S. political leadership. Weoounterpose these ideas with two
other authors, one who contends that people iUtheed States perceive human beings
in Latin America as people who are “beneath” thérhe second author is a former
President of Guatemala who held office during soiftbe years of this case study

period. Since much of history during this time Was to the American public this
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President’s 1961 letter “to the American readef! priovide a Guatemalan perspective of
U.S. foreign policy near to the time of the 1954 al’état and shortly thereafter.

In looking at this information through the lenseo€ase study on Guatemala, a
particular U.S.-Guatemala history about which mamericans were not and may not be
aware, this literature review ends with an authbo\puts forth a challenge of sorts. He
asks that we learn about U.S. geopolitical conoegtand institutional structures whose
resultant actions have contributed to oppressi@hnaisery in other parts of the world.

He calls upon us to inform ourselves and simply&eest about past history. This case

study on Guatemala provides but one tragic exainghe which Americans may learn.

On Realism and National Interest

Hans J. Morgenthau’sPolitics Among Nations, and James E. Dougherty and
Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr.'s Contending Theories of I nternational Relations. Hans J.
Morgenthau is credited as having impacted politiealist theory more than any other
person in the 20th century (Dougherty and Pfalft@@01, p 75). Realist concepts
include self-interest/national interest which isesimined rationally through power, and
balance of power relationships. These relatiorsstage place in what is assumed to be
an anarchic world. Within the scope of internagiorelations where nation-states are the
central actors, this equates to making rationard@nhations about political acts and their
consequences based upon historical data (Doughedty?faltzgraff 2001, p 76). Itis
understood that historical evidence bears out g that political leaders determine

national interest based upon power. DoughertyRfatizgraff offer Morgenthau’s
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interpretation as follows: “A political policy sk either to keep power, to increase
power, or to demonstrate power” (Dougherty andtBfaaff 2001, p 77).

According to Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff, internatb politics are understood
through national interests in a process based djpbomacy or war. Sovereign nations
compete for power (Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff 209Z6). Foreign policy is based on
survival at a minimum; national interest correspondth national survival (Dougherty
and Pfaltzgraff 2001, p 76). Since the world impoised of nations in an anarchic global
setting, with national interest as the goal, thigligg principle is the struggle for power.

“Realism maintains that universal moral principtesnot be applied to the
actions of states in their abstract universal fdation, but that they must be filtered
through the concrete circumstances of time andepl@dorgenthau 1978, p 10).
Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff explain that the moradifynation-states is understood to
differ from individual morality. State morality jadged by political consequences. They
posit that Morgenthau did not ignore ethical or ah@onsiderations. They believe that
Morgenthau “could envisage no conception of natiartarest that would condone
policies of mass extermination, torture, and tltkscriminate slaughter of civilian
populations in war” (Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff 209 77). They theorize that
Morgenthau believed that ethics could restraintjpali conduct. Their analysis posits
that if international politics are framed in terofpower, as can be seen in Morgenthau’s
words “we are able to judge other nations as wgguzlr own” (Morgenthau 1978,

p 11).
Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff put forth that natiopalicies are designed to seek to

preserve the status quo, to achieve expansionghnooperialism, or to gain prestige
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(Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff 2001, p 77). They us=Monroe Doctrine as an example of
a policy which was designed to maintain the stgtusbalance in the Western hemi-
sphere. This thesis will demonstrate but one exarapén effort by the United States
toward maintaining the status quo in Guatemalas ey do through ideology, and

economic and military power.

On Imperialism

Paul Kennedy’'sThe Rise and Fall of the Great Powers. Kennedy’s book deals
with national and international power and how sgraations have risen and fallen over
the centuries. He describes his work as “intevadbetween economics and strategy” as
powerful states work toward enhancing or maintajrihreir own wealth and power
(Kennedy 1987, p xv). He explains that the ternilitany conflict” from the book’s
subtitle must be examined in terms of economic ghaHkle views the leading nations’
relative strengths as ever-changing (Kennedy 18&¥). In looking at the course of
history he finds that the rise and fall of leadaogintries shows a long-term correlation
between “productive and revenue-raising capaatiiethe one hand and military strength
on the other” (Kennedy 1987, p xvi). This book ls@k continuous interplay between
strategy and economics in both peacetime and wamr{gdy 1987, p xxi). Kennedy
offers this book to fill in a gap he sees in thedgtof shifts of economic and strategic
power balances (Kennedy 1987, p xxv). Kennedy mtwesigh history detailing

politics of Eurocentric leading powers over 500rgea~or purposes of this thesis we
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look at his chapter on the 20th century bipolarld/of the USSR and the United States
with their Cold War ideological and economic difaces (Kennedy 1987, p xx).

In looking at the imperialistic atmosphere of daly 1900s, Kennedy highlights
the arrogance and ambitions of western imperialista.believes that it brought with it
seeds of its own destruction (Kennedy 1987, p 388 .notes that western imperialists
accepted nationalism and self-determination fotaoeicountries and “civilized” people
(e.g. eastern Europeans) but these principles maracceptable where the “imperialist
powers extended their territories and held dowrjpehdence movements” (Kennedy
1987, p 392). We will see in this thesis an exangblthe United States extending its
influence to hold down the efforts toward indepermeand reform in Guatemala.

Kennedy writes that with 20th century power po$ittame a new trend, that of
political fragmentation of the globe (Kennedy 198392). He discerns that as empires
were being shattered, the forces of change resultetiat would be called the Third
World. This reference to “third” world he postidatcame about because “it insisted on
its distinction from the American- and Russian-doatéd blocs” (Kennedy 1987, p 392).
He says that these countries were still tied tostiperpowers, but they had other con-
cerns: decolonization, concentration on issuesrdtian the Cold War, and promotion of
world change away from economic dominance by whiéa (Kennedy 1987,

p 392-393).

In looking at the Cold War and the Third World,itedy states that one major
element was the arms race between the two blocthanteation of military alliances to
support either side (Kennedy 1987, p 383). ThiS.4Russian rivalry created a competi-

tion to find new partners, or to prevent Third Vdocbuntries from allying themselves
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with the other power (Kennedy 1987, p 388). Kermysalys that early on this was more
an American activity because of its post-1945 athgaous position, while the USSR
was trying to rebuild after war. He points outifiestance that the United States had
outside garrisons and air bases. Kennedy descitibesiew from Washington. . . that a
master plan for world Communist domination was Udifa, step by step, and needed to
be ‘contained” (Kennedy 1987, p 389).

During this time many countries were looking feaoromic and military support
from Washington (Kennedy 1987, p 388). Even so,r€ely observes that at this same
time the Third World was coming of age, as theyen@lding themselves of the control
of previous European empires. Many of these castlid not want to become mere
satellites of superpowers, even if they could nezeiconomic or military aid (Kennedy
1987, p 392).

The author insinuates that the Great Powers hgdafaple with the fact that their
universalist message was not automatically accdptexvery other country in the world
(Kennedy 1987, p 392). We will see one examplihisfindependent thought process in

the work of Juan José Arévalo in fAiee Shark and the Sardines

Chalmers Johnson’sBlowback. This book’s subtitle, “The Costs and Conse-
guences of American Empire” indicates what Johrssys is the subject of this book,
that is the nature of a remaining empire and hasviths changed over time (Johnson
2000, p 20). In this book Johnson moves away framentraditional definitions of
imperialism which include extending rule or autiypover foreign countries, holding

colonies, or simply extending one’s state domirowar other nation-states. He deepens
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his modern definition of imperialism to include &dlogical or juridical concept(s)—
commonwealth, alliance, free world, the West, tlen@unist bloc—-that disguises the
actual relationship among its members” (Johnso®2pA9-20). According to Johnson
these new empires come with an imposition of asdagistem (Johnson 2000, 19-20).

So what is “blowback™? Johnson defines blowbackshorthand for saying that
a nation reaps what it sows, even if it does nlby know or understand what it has
sown” (Johnson 2000, p 223). Johnson predictswbdt politics which took place in
the 20th century will have blowback effects in iest century (Johnson 2000, p 229).
These, he believes, are tangible costs of beiregasire (Johnson 2000, p 223).

In spite of the United States’ substantial mijtand economic tools, and sense of
invulnerability, Johnson foresees that blowback&# will be felt within the United
States (Johnson 2000, p 223). He notes howeveblthaback is not only a problem for
the United States as the sole imperial power. ¢tembes the United States as the
primary source of secret operations which holdegressive regimes, and the world’s
largest weapons seller, as well as the world’s mpaoghinent target for blowback
(Johnson 2000, p 11-12).

Johnson reasons that people who live in impetiaetiantries have short memories
of their imperial acts, however the memories othat the receiving end of imperialistic
power have long memories. For instance, he costtdrat nations which have
perpetuated acts of genocide will be recipientslefvback. This would include some
Central American countries and, for the purposdsisfthesis, Guatemala.

In his discussions on Central America, Johnsortatds how, in that geograph-

ical area, the United States historically behavetetter than the other superpower who
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he refers to as Communist bureaucrats (Johnson pZED). He writes that both
superpowers used Cold War rhetoric to justify tlaetions against smaller states (John-
son 2000, p 27). As he lists Guatemala as onleeofduntries affected by the U.S.
anticommunist rhetoric, he denotes the idea of camsm in Central America as “essen-
tially absurd”. He points to the existence of @ganda apparatuses which disguised the
“true roots of revolt” from their own people (Jolons2000, p 27).

In regards to Guatemala, he writes that the UI&.planned and organized the
1954 military coup as a result of modest land mefarhich threatened U.S. corporations
(Johnson 2000, p 13-14). He sees this as a ‘istydgxample of American imperial

policies” in its backyard (Johnson 2000, p 13).

Ronald H. Chilcote’s Theories of Comparative Palitics. The subtitle of Ronald
H. Chilcote’s book indicates a “search for a pagadiin political science and compara-
tive politics which he believes leads to the staflpolitical economy (Chilcote 1994,
p 363). Chilcote compartmentalizes comparativéip® theoretical direction into
theories of system and state, political cultureettgpment and underdevelopment, and
theories of class. He summarizes and critiques aadlthallenges scholars to move past
mainstream ideas, toward alternative approachdsasipolitical economy (Chilcote
1994, p 339). Chilcote uses the definition of il economy as a “social science
dealing with the interrelationship of political aadonomic processes” (Chilcote 1994, p
340). He stresses comparative political econonmeasbserves comparative politics and
argues for assimilation of political questions. \#es that “the study of politics cannot

be isolated from social and economic questions’li¢Gte 1994, p 12).
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In looking at political economy theories, Chilcatelineates varied emphases on
theories such as imperialism, and dependency aterdevelopment amongst others
(Chilcote 1994, p 12). He sees these as a meangafizational arrangement around
political economy. He notes that the idea of pmditeconomy is not new, as Karl Marx’s
“Das Kapital” is actually subtitled “A Critique dtolitical Economy” (Chilcote 1994,

p 340). This work deals with commodities, moneyptus value and accumulation of
capital. Chilcote notes Marx’s questioning of coamly accepted concepts of liberated
individuals in free competition (Chilcote 1994, £03. In Marx’s examination of the
state, in the times in which he lived, Marx diffietiated between the state and civil
society, and saw these as being separated inensysinforced by capitalism (Chilcote
1994, p 341).

Chilcote observes that Marx and Engels looketi@state in relation to the
productive base of society and saw the “Divisiotabbr and private property tend to
promote contradictions between individual and comityunterests so that the latter
takes on an independent form as the state sepfi@ateshe real interests of individual
and community” (Chilcote 1994, p 341). We will ebge an example of this in looking
at the Guatemalan state along with the needs ahtjjerity Guatemalan population, the
indigenous people, in issues of land ownershipl-lahg of the populace, and in civic
action such as voting.

For Marx, an examination of interrelationshipsnaterial production is
necessary. Chilcote writes of Engels’ and Mard&ais that: “The base or economic
structure of society becomes the real foundatiowlich people enter into essential

relations over which they exercise little contréi. contrast, the legal and political
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superstructure is a reflection of that base, arahgbs in the economic foundation bring
about transformations in the superstructure” (Citécl994, p 342). Chilcote notes that
comparative politics were traditionally directed!a¢ role of government and state, and
after the 1950s, some specialists turned insteadrtbthe concept of political system.
Taking such different approaches opened up dismugsi imperialism and dependency,
and consequent analysis of nations as seen afedednd underdeveloped (Chilcote
1994, p 342-343), and peripheral and core.

Chilcote looks for an holistic approach, and irdlbe finds Marxist theory as
“holistic, broadly ranged, unified and interdisanalry in contrast to the ahistorical,
compartmentalized, and often narrow parameterseofitainstream paradigm” (Chilcote
1994, p 343). He finds that Marxist study relatiovgoolitical economy unites and
synthesizes elements (Chilcote 1994, p 344), theggreement with Chilcote’s advocacy
for synthesis in understanding and explanatioroofetal problems. Chilcote believes
that “the study of politics should be combined wettonomics” (Chilcote 1994, p 345).

In regards to theories of international politieabnomy and theories of
imperialism and dependency, Chilcote notes thatyaisaurned “from competitive
capitalism to monopoly and oligopoly and asseskeddle of the giant corporations and
their managers” (Chilcote 1994, p 357). He consiaeork on “U.S. foreign policy and
its impact on the international expansion of U.&ibess” (Chilcote 1994, p 357). He
looks at “the coincidence of the military and piold presence of the United States
overseas, the dominant position of U.S. capitéhexmultinationals, and the dominance
of multinational banking” (Chilcote 1994, p 357AAmongst Chilcote’s work is emphasis

on imperialistic tendencies of the United Statesugh U.S. aid and trade.
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On Sovereignty and Intervention

C. Neale Ronning’s “Intervention, International Law, and the Inter-

American System”. According to Ronning, no clearer statements ordtiwrine of
absolute sovereignty can be found than those pieg@mdiscussions at the Sixth Inter-
national Conference of American States held in Gold#®28, which read as follows:
“No state has a right to interfere in the interaidirs of another” (Ronning 1961, p 251).
Further, Ronning provides an Argentine statementhvhe says represented almost
every Latin American delegation:

“Sovereignty of states is the absolute right of ifatlerior autono-

my and complete external independence. That rsgipiaranteed

to the strong nations by their power and to thekwbeough the

respect of the strong. If that right is not comatsd and is not pro-

tected in absolute form, international juridicatinany does not

exist. Intervention, diplomatic or armed, permara@rtemporary,

threatens the independence of states.” (Ronning,19852).

Ronning says that the United States finds itsadtride” Latin American conflicts
in the last two decades (he was writing in 1961 sm non-intervention principles need
to be reconsidered (Ronning 1961, p 249). He seeh mifficulty in failure to treat
international politics of Latin America as obje@i¢Ronning 1961, p 250). In his under-
standing, “the problem of intervention in the Vé@stHemisphere has been viewed
almost exclusively as a struggle where Latin-Anearistates were defending themselves
against intervention by the United States (andvaGeeat Powers in Europe) who sought

to protect powerful economic interests and pronmogeerialistic designs” (Ronning

1961, p 250).
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Ronning has little doubt that principles of notenvention are fundamental to the
inter-American system, and that American governsiarg “well aware that they are
breaking the law when the resort to interventidRdiining 1961, p 269). In spite of this,
for the 20 years previous to Ronning’s article sgneates that there were more cases of
intervention in Central America and the Caribbdsantanywhere else in the world
outside of the Soviet sphere (Ronning 1961, p 269).

Regarding post World War 1l events, Ronning loak&atin America. He makes
note of growing social and political unrest and ements demanding fundamental
change in the structure of society, such as palitemocracy and respect for human
rights, and also “freeing the downtrodden massas fheir economic and social bond-
age” (Ronning 1961, p 258). He states that thhaages would deal with previous
patterns of oligarchy and foreign control. He asserts that totalitarian ideology was
spread by clandestine subversive intervention.

Ronning recognizes U.S. concerns for its own sgcand says that when U.S.
security is being threatened, or “when it is cooenh that it is”, it looks for ways to get
around principles of non-intervention (Ronning 196262). One such argument he
provided was from U.S. delegate to the conventiimgrles Evans Hughes when he tried
to justify U.S. actions by contending that they evaot intervention, but rather they were
warranted for the protection of lives and prop@&ftyAmerican nationals (Ronning 1961,
p 252).

In looking at the principles of noninterventiomdaeconomic, social and political
developments in the region, Ronning cites whatails tcollisions”. He writes that “the

non-intervention doctrine confronts the facts aémention, especially in Central

24



America and the Caribbean” (Ronning 1961, p 249.also observes intrusion by the
Cold War conflict, where he sees Cold War propagareing used by both contenders as
they profess a life of abundance under their raspepolitical and economic systems
(Ronning 1961, p 259).

Ronning calls Guatemala the prime example of vatetion. He observes that
Secretary of State John Foster Dulles had manedra¢tde Tenth Inter-American
Conference in 1954, with the Declaration of Solityafior the Preservation of the Politi-
cal Integrity of the American States Against theefaention of International Communism
(Ronning 1961, p 262). Ronning points out thagesaf this Declaration would give
basis for similar action in other parts of the hgohiere.

In this work Ronning surmises that conferencewdismns contained a warning
that “the principle of non-intervention, which wagpposed to guarantee freedom and the
right of self-determination, might well become the¥y means by which tyranny would
be perpetuated” (Ronning 1961, p 252). Ronninglkales that the perspective of the
United States did not provide solutions to thigmhima, but instead a remedy of unilateral
intervention (Ronning 1961, p 253).

Ronning evaluates the United States looking piiignay its own security interests
(Dulles) as a short-sighted approach (Ronning 1p&11) because it fails to relate
hemispheric security to problems of economic arail$avell-being for Latin Americans
(Ronning 1961, p 271). He says that Latin Amemcgeneral resents U.S. intervention
(Ronning 1961, p 251). Ronning contends thatiredahtervention exclusively to a

threat for one state or a group of states provwidesesults.
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“American Exceptionalism”, U.S. Political Leadership and Alternate Views

Samuel P. Huntington’sThe Dilemma of American | deals and I nstitutions in
Foreign Policy, and Hans J. Morgenthau’s “Repression’s Friend”. Samuel P.
Huntington describes American involvement in theld/as national interest and power
versus political morality and principles (Huntingtd981, p 3). He sees a difference
between the realists and the moralists (Hunting@si, p 4). Austin Ranney describes
this publication as “the persistent, radical gapneen the promise of American ideals,
and the performance of American politics” (Huntmgtl981, Foreword). Huntington
recognizes antagonism between the American idédilsenty, equality and hostility to
authority, and the institutions and hierarchieschibare necessary to carry out these same
functions in a democratic society. He projects thase tensions will increase as time
goes on. For the purpose of my thesis on Guateitiidaresource emphasizes the
perceived need for U.S. power in world affairsémain strong in order for liberty and
democracy to continue.

Huntington examines choices made by American pofiakers while they deal
with the rest of the world (Huntington 1981, p 4. his opinion, the conflict that
Americans perceived between power and liberty withe United States leads them to
project that same conflict as existing in countoasside of the United States. He notes
an assumption which follows this reasoning—Amerigawer in dealing with other

countries must also threaten liberty within thosertries (Huntington 1981, p 4).
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Huntington highlights the words of Hans J. Mordpent in looking at U.S.
involvement in the politics of other countries. igenthau refers to America as “Repres-
sion’s Friend” in a 197&ew York Timeketter to the editor:

“With unfailing consistency, we have since the ehthe Second
World Warintervenedemphasis mine) on behalf of conservative
and fascist repression against revolution and ahdeform. In an
age when societies are in a revolutionary or patgnary stage,
we have become the foremost counterrevolutionatystquo
power on earth. Such a policy can only lead to tremmd political
disaster” New York Time<October 10, 1974, p 46).

In reaction to Morgenthau’s ideas, Huntington oeasthat in the global competi-
tion between the United States and the Soviet Umight-wing regimes are more
susceptible to American/Western influence thanweftg dictatorships. He believes this
influence to lean toward “liberty” (Huntington 1981 4-5). He sees Morgenthau’s
reasoning as deficient. In Huntington’s view, Ur8luence in other societies in the mid-
1970s was decreasing, as only a “pale shadow” at Whvas 25 years earlier.
Huntington goes on to credit the United StategHer‘imposition of democracy” on the
defeated Axis countries (Huntington 1981, p 5-6).

As for American influence in Latin American couat in the early 1960s,
Huntington also credits the United States for sufppg free elections, something which
he believes results in political stability (Hunting 1981, p 6-7, 9). He recognizes U.S.
focus on economic aid, military assistance anahiimgi and “propaganda efforts” in the
1960s. He sees the Alliance for Progress as titegoint of democracy (Huntington
1981, p 7) for the United States during this tinbiring the 1970s he finds that a goal

was “lowered” to attempts to “induce authoritargovernments not to infringe too

blatantly the rights of their citizens” (Huntingtd®81, p 9).
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It is Huntington’s contention that U.S. powerass likely to be misused or
corrupted than other governments. He attributesgbdhis to the American free press,
and also to Congress’ powers of investigation wiielsays limit the potential to violate
the values of American society (Huntington 19811jp He talks of the “clean hands”
doctrine—which he takes to mean that the UniteteStsets an example for others when it
keeps its own hands clean (Huntington 1981, p H says “the power of example
works only when it is an example of power. . . Ni@ @opies a loser” (Huntington 1981,
p 13). For this reason he determines that libertite world is dependent upon the future
of American power; the promotion of liberty abraadans that American power must
grow (Huntington 1981, p 13).

Huntington writes about “American exceptionalisand maintaining American
ideals and institutions (Huntington 1981, p 15k ¢6ncludes that threats to the future of
America can be reduced in a number of ways, onehath is to “believe in the universal
validity of American ideals but also understandrthaited applicability to other socie-
ties” (Huntington 1981, p 16-17).

This resource is a good example of the rootsehttitudes of “American

exceptionalism” and possible explanations of UcHoas during this time.

Peter H. Smith’s Talons of the Eagle. Peter H. Smith writes of “logic of inter-
American relations” primarily as understood by UWSlitical leadership. In this book he
recognizes that Latin America was turned into &tteground” through conflicts between
capitalism and communism (Smith 2008, p 113-11T4je United States’ anti-communist

stance was to institutionalize military and pobfialliances within the Americas. It
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collaborated with and supported authoritarian regimit tried to crush leftist and com-
munist governments. It orchestrated the militargrthrow of democratically-elected
governments. All of this happened under the féar ‘©®oviet menace”, a fear which
Smith says was greatly exaggerated (Smith 20083p114).

Author Smith says that the United States did agof authoritarianism over
democracy, but rather it judged that dictatoriglimees would be more efficient against
communists. This idea Smith labeled as a “colatém calculation” (Smith 2008, 125).
The Cold War thus proceeded not so much as a piatdoom extra-hemispheric threats,
but rather a purported justification to penetrat domestic realms of individual nations’
politics (Smith 2008, 126). According to Smith tpgestion was whether or not the
country was on “our side”, and if it was, effectidketators could expect continued
support from Washington.

George Kennan, chief architect of Soviet contaiminpelicy, saw three goals, the
first of which was the protection oblir (emphasis mine) raw materials”. U.S. producers
saw Latin America as a major potential export mgrked also an area for financial
investment, thus, these ideas underlay U.S. poli¢ye second goal was the prevention
of military exploitation of Latin America by the emy. Within this effort the United
States placed increasing emphasis on establisbmgats with militaries within Latin
American countries. The third goal was the preleandf psychological mobilization of
Latin America against the United States (Smith 20@28).

In regards to Latin America as part of the Thirdrit¥, Smith notes the United
States acted from both outside, and also througinventions within domestic politics of

Latin American nations. Implicit in this U.S. undanding was that Latin American
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countries would simply have to accept change,tthassure their own survival (Smith
2008, 134). Latin American countries were to attle notion of gradual reform and
not revolution. Revolution was seen by the Unliates as dangerous as it upset social
order and destroyed political institutions. That"a States posited that revolution could
potentially lead to Marxist/communist gain. Theitdd States preferred prevention of
revolution, which would presumably provide time fbe processes of socioeconomic
modernization to take place. The United Statetemed stability.

In Smith’s view, Cold War “promised neither vicganor peace” (Smith 2008,

117).

Lars Schoultz's Beneath the United States. Lars Schoultz’s book recognizes the
following attitude which has existed on the parpebple in the United States toward
Latin America: Latin America is considered to Ibefieath” the United States. The
author attempts to explain the logic which underaéitudes in the United States toward
Latin America. He says that these attitudes aradbof the U.S. objective to protect its
own interests. This is manifested in the manneavhich the powerful nation, the United
States, treats its weaker neighbors to the sowtho(8tz 1998, p xii).

Schoultz evaluates the enormous disparities ingp@nd wealth between the
United States and Latin America. One indicatothes for him is the amount of money
that the United States spends each year to akdyahavior of its Latin American neigh-
bors, while the converse is not true. He giveséwamples. First, he says that the
United States monitors Latin American countriethigir efforts to stop the flow of drugs

into the United States, but no Latin American coestresearch the efforts the United

30



States is making to keep drug consumption downimvite own borders (Schoultz 1998,
p xii)). Second, he says that the United Statesiisearmed forces throughout Latin
America, while at the same time Americans don’tdv that the United States can learn
much of anything from the militaries in these otbeuntries. This attitude he views as a
“fact of life” (Schoultz 1998, p xiii).

Schoultz calls this a hegemonic, one-way relatigngesulting from the realist
concept of self-interest. In his view, this seifarest “requires ever-increasing efforts to
influence the behavior of weaker people” (Schoii28, p xiv). He acknowledges that
these attitudes were simply taken as understoatitnaetCold War ended. After that
time, the United States had to come up with newblpras to continue its control in Latin
America.

Schoultz identifies unchanging interests whiclveehe United States— among
these are the nation’s security and also econoeveldpment. He recognizes the crea-
tion of formal organizations which protected U.8omomic and security interests. These
organizations directed U.S.-Latin American relasioips throughout the Depression,
World War 1l and then the Cold War, the time peratmbut which my thesis deals.

Schoultz’s book attempts to analyze the evolutibrelationships between Latin
America and the United States. In consideringstleinterested “unpolished collection
of beliefs” shared by many people in the United&daSchoultz attempts to broaden and
provide additional knowledge (Schoultz 1998, p xvilhis he says will help to uncover
beliefs which he perceives to preclude a policyedagpon mutual respect (Schoultz

1998, p xvi). Schoultz recognizes negative atéguitbward Latin America as having
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been easily projected through U.S. influence onGhatemalan economy and military,

through use of U.S. Cold War perceptions.

Historical Background of Guatemala-U.S. Relations

Stephen Schlesinger & Stephen Kinzer'Bitter Fruit. In this book the authors
reexamine the history around the 1954 Guatemalap with an emphasis toward U.S.
intervention. As the title denotes, they consities an “American Coup”. In writing
this book they had at their disposal documents vhad been opened up with the
Freedom of Information Act. This allowed them a&xc#® information on U.S. foreign
policy which had not been available before (Schigsi and Kinzer 1990, Preface). For
instance, they were able to examine State DepatfriNational Archives, FBI and Naval
Department documents. From this new documentatieyn provided in-depth infor-
mation on U.S. foreign policy and conduct. Thearkvchronicles American influence
and intervention in the inner workings of what wassidered but one of a number of
“banana republics”, the Guatemalan nation-state.

The authors chronicle the actions of early usiefJ.S. CIA clandestine bureau-
cracy (Schlesinger and Kinzer 1990, p xii). Thisyt see being used in the name of
National Security directives which presumably sdugtkeep communist encroachment
out of the Western hemisphere, and promote demoddablogy within. Another result
of this U.S. action kept the area safe for AmericaerestsBitter Fruit considers the
interests of the United States in contrast to miberests of the United Fruit Company. In

looking at purported U.S. efforts to keep commundirt) the book also notes the exten-
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sive negative consequences for the majority Gudsanpmopulation. The newly accessi-
ble FOIA information provides details on U.S. effoto remove the Guatemalan revolu-
tionary government. It also provides a view intoa®@malan history and leadership after
the coup along with continued U.S. involvement tavaurturing “willing partners” in
Guatemalan governance who were much affected byfar&gn policy (Schlesinger and
Kinzer 1990, p 247). The authors contend thatl@®! Guatemalan coup was the

“central episode in modern history of that count{$thlesinger and Kinzer 1990, p 254).

Richard H. Immerman’s The CIAin Guatemala. Immerman declares that in
writing this book he originally set out to “expas$e perfidy of the CIA” (Immerman
1982, p ix). With the use of materials such adadsified FOIA documents, he broad-
ened his original understanding of the U.S. intetio® as being more than a covert
operation by the United States to defend the Urfirett Company. With his new
understanding, Immerman now comes to see the toagise conflict as follows: “Dur-
ing the period of cold war tension, neither thetgaiStates government nor the public
could understand Guatemalans” (Immerman 1982,.pAs)he works through this
perceived misunderstanding, he cautions that wieatnited States considered a suc-
cessful operation in 1954 may well come to be seea serious failure (Immerman 1982,
p ix).

The author’s scholarship provides background médron on U.S. foreign
interests and Latin American policy within the frawork of the Cold War. Through the

Truman and Eisenhower administrations, he exanihmesoad to intervention. He
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assesses the preparation and details of Operad@SVECESS and then talks of its
legacies.

Immerman denotes the irony and legacy of PBSUCC&sS38at of producing the
guerrilla struggle (Immerman 1982, p 200). In thook, more than 25 years after the
1954 coup, he looks at political violence in Guattanas he considers events in Iran, and
Nicaragua and El Salvador. From these Immermanlgdes that “strong-arm tactics
can no longer control revolutionary change in Camtmerica” (Immerman 1982,

p 201).

The legacy of PBSUCCESS is a dilemma to Immerma@e-+¢hich he says was a
“dilemma of Washington’s own making” (Immerman 1982197). He says that through
U.S. anti-communist policies, cold warriors haditreed to power the very elements of
society that had created the conditions that th#l I8volution had tried to eradicate”
(Immerman 1982, p 197-198). Immerman quotes thelsvof U.S. diplomat William
O’Dwyer in his testimony in 1954 congressional negs: “The foreign policy of the

United States is . . . on trial in Guatemala” (Innman 1982, p 198).

Susanne JonasThe Battle for Guatemala. Another notable scholar on the
history of Guatemala during the 20th century isé®nge Jonas. IThe Battle for Gua-
temala: Rebels, Death Squads, and U.S. Pod@nas’ scholarship examines the origins
of the Guatemalan civil war by looking at the chaggeconomy and social structures,
with particular attention paid to repeated inteti@ms by the United States in its policy
toward Guatemala. Jonas chronicles Guatemalaoristoving from colonial legacies,

through the Guatemalan Revolution, the counterteianl with its violence and repres-

34



sion, up until the publication of her book in 19%he looks at critical events and also
considers changes in the ruling coalition as it etbtoward military rule.

Jonas considers information on both internal Guatan influences, as well as
the effects of external U.S. policies on Guatemialaaking a comprehensive analysis of
Guatemala’s internal factors, she emphasizes tpertance of understanding that
Guatemala is a peripheral nation in the capital@id system (Jonas 1991, p 6). Be-
cause of this, Guatemala is affected by and vublerta international factors, one of
which is influence of the United States. Jonagsithat for decades U.S. power played,
and continues to play, an essential role in Guaifdanas 1991, p 6). She denotes three
protagonists in Guatemala: the “rebels”, the “Hesfuads” who operate as part of the
official security forces, and the United Statesng@k1991, p 6).

As a person who travelled to Guatemala beginmrnge 1960s and was affected
by what she saw happening there, Jonas writeshigafielt compelled tdo something,
or at least to communicate to the public domairuakdat she had withessed (Jonas
1991, p 1). In the shaping of Guatemala, she ifient).S. interventions by the CIA as
profound (Jonas 1991, p 1). Among the effectsrstmeed were the CIA intervention of
1954, and then subsequent interventions after tBhe refers to a revolutionary “crisis”
in Guatemala which she defines as the “breakdowtheo§ocial order and structures of
domination” (Jonas 1991, p 3).

Jonas does not offer her book as contemporargritibut rather her goal is to
“interpret the Guatemalan experience” (Jonas 1P, She sees that in the 20 years

preceding this book, areas of theoretical inquagl bpened up or had expanded. These
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included studies of Guatemala’s indigenous poputatnd also scholarship related to
gender, class and ethnicity (Jonas 1991, p 3).

In her analysis Jonas sees Central America a®ptre U.S. “backyard” and thus
U.S. military and economic interests play a pathmdomestic ruling coalitions of these
countries (Jonas 1991, p 8). Jonas’ analysissisasg language in describing U.S.
intervention and foreign policy in Guatemala. Shgs that the United States made
Guatemala into “a test case of its ability to segsgrsocial revolution in Latin America”.
Guatemalan history from 1954 to the 1980s is deedrby Jonas as a “laboratory of

counterrevolution” (Jonas 1991, p 9).

Learn the History of Latin America

Noam Chomsky’'sTurning the Tide. In this book Chomsky looks at historical
background and geopolitical conceptions of U.SicgolHe takes a broader look at U.S.
national security policy during the Cold War, amhcludes that U.S. government pro-
grams don’t have much to do with security, buteatire concerned with power struc-
tures and the global concerns of dominant instingi(Chomsky 1985, p 2). His sees
opportunities for constructive work to make chantgethe existing system.

This book was published a short time after whabissidered by many people as
the bloodiest years of the Guatemalan civil wano@sky gives details of the gruesome
slaughter and genocide of that time, as per Amnestynational and British Parliamen-
tary investigations (Chomsky 1985, p 28-29). Esephe relates that U.S. President

Reagan and Elliott Abrams, his Human Rights spstiat the time, defended the strate-
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gies, and Guatemala’s state security apparatushwias responsible for what Chomsky
calls crimes. He contends that U.S. policies arfal bhilitary force resources which were
used in Viet Nam, were also applied in Guatematzo(@sky 1985, p 30). One such
example was the use of “strategic hamlets” asqfditS. foreign policy in Viet Nam,

and the “auto defense units” which were modeleer dftose, in Guatemala. Chomsky
emphasizes that Elliott Abrams actually blamedvilbéence on the guerrillas who were
fighting the government. He says that the consatguielence and resultant mass of
people seeking refuge from the violence, were pheé of stability” (Chomsky 1985,

p 32). Many Guatemalans fled to Mexico at theetin€homsky notes that the U.S. State
Department reported that democracy was on tra@q evlight of Americas Watch
observations that assassinations had doubled ahatt@ins had quadrupled in Guatema-
la at the time (Chomsky 1985, p 32).

The author claims that the United States proviiegct military assistance and
thereby facilitated those who tortured, murdered lanutalized the Guatemalan people
(Chomsky 1985, p 33). U.S. engineering of the 1&&4p, which restored military rule,
resulted in Guatemala turning into what he caliseaal hell on earth. Military assistance
was still being maintained by the United Statethatpublication of his book in 1985.
From this we can see that Chomsky came to the san@usions as other scholars in
this thesis—the situation which existed in Guatemas kept on course by U.S. interven-

tion (Chomsky 1985, p 157).

Juan José Arévalo’sThe Shark and the Sardines. A Guatemalan perspective on

what was happening in that country in the yeaes df954 is encapsulated in the words
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of President Juan José Arévalo in Tilee Shark and the Sardine$his book contains a
letter from former President Arévalo and is addzds9o the American Reader”. In this
letter he warns Americans that his book is considleontroversial. He communicates to
the American people that what he writes is not meanast blame on all North Ameri-
cans, as he carefully distinguishes between therkaregovernment and the American
people. He says that he understands that the Aamepeople are also victims of “impe-
rialist policy of promoting business, multiplyingankets and hoarding money” (Arévalo
1961, p 9).

Arévalo’s letter credits the ideologies of theriding fathers of the United States
and notes their moral values (Arévalo 1961, p H®.says that the world applauded
what was the new nation of the United States, bahge came in the 20th century as the
White House adopted a different policy. Arévalmeso view the U.S. Government as
an “entrepreneur for business and protector aftiliommercial profits” (Arévalo 196,

p 10). With the advent of people like Rockefettame greed (Arévalo 1961, p 10) says
Arévalo. He states that with these changes theedi8tates. was no longer a state of

religion or law, but rather a mercantile state (A&ié 1961, p 10).

Arévalo looks at his own country, Guatemala, amidew of the “international
scandal” (Arévalo 1961, p 11) when President Eisem@n and then U.S. Secretary of
State John Foster Dulles assaulted his countrygffirthe 1954 coup d’état. In looking
at U.S. political activity in Latin America, Arév@believes that the U.S. military
apparatus manipulated a system of local revolutj@névalo 1961, p 11). These he
believes were financed by Wall Street or the WHiteise, which he considers to have

merged and were now working together. He noteshigebusiness had changed North
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America as it now exploited and victimized Latin Antan countries and their people
(Arévalo 1961, p 10). This exploitation he sayswane with shrewdness, coldness,

harshness and great arrogance (Arévalo 1961, p 11).

In light of what he lays out was happening in ha&merica, he claims that people
there could not be friends with the governmenteftnited States (Arévalo 1961, p 11).
Although he felt that friendship could be rebuig maintains that the White House
would first have to view and treat Latin Americathferently.

Arévalo closes this Letter still referring to tNerth American people as friends.
He does however ask that they accept his words\as@e of alarm” so that they may
make themselves aware of the many crimes which bega committed in the name of

the North American people (Arévalo 1961, p 13).

Freedom of Information Act and Declassified Informaion Sources

Official historical documentation, which was neadable closer to the actual
events of Guatemalan history in the mid-20th centes been made available more
recently through a number of sources. SchlesiagdrKinzer along with Immerman
note the availability of documents which they usethaking requests for their research
through the Freedom of Information Act. New imf@tion sources at their disposal
included State Department, National Archives, Rl &laval Department Documents.
My research also includes documents from the Uepaliment of State, Office of the
Historian. | used excerpts from the CIA archivigsS. Senate, 1961: 865-866) text of the

Hearings before the Subcommittee to Investigatétministration of the Internal
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Security Act and Other Internal Security Laws & @ommittee on the Judiciary, in
regards to the “Communist Threat to the UnitedeStétirough the Caribbean”. | used
another Department of State Publication regardingefvention of International Com-
munism to Guatemala” (Department of State Pubbcei556, 1954). My declassified
CIA sources on the Guatemalan destabilization proagrame from The National
Security Archive available through George Washindtmiversity. Kate Doyle and Peter
Kornbluh’s information on “CIA and AssassinatioriBhe Guatemala 1954 Documents”
was released by the CIA on May 23, 1997. Documehtsh | refer to from this source
come from the resultant National Security Archivedionic Briefing Book No. 4, and
are identified by the word “Document” with numbessttions (e.g.—#1 from CIA
History Staff Analyst Gerald K. Haines; #2 “A StudiyAssassination”; #5 from Staff
Historian Nicholas Cullather). Additionally, | usedVhite House Memorandum “Decla-
ration of Castillo Armas” which was released by @& Historical Review Program as
“Sanitized” in 2003.

The reason I include this section in the LiteratReview is to demonstrate that
much of what Americans knew in the mid-20th centlsput what was happening in
Guatemala, information which | present from sch®larmy thesis, was not available at
the time it took place. Use of these materialpast history provide in-depth infor-
mation and broaden understanding of U.S. foreiditypand conduct, covert operations,

and overall U.S. intervention in Guatemala.
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CHAPTER THREE

Economic Considerations

Contextual Background: Guatemala, the United State and the World

In looking at historical events, Bowen acknowlesijeat both internal Guatema-
lan forces as well as external forces affected Guata in the late 19th century as
capitalism expanded in the world. One such extéanee (macro) was the state of the
world economy. Throughout the Industrial Revalativhich was taking place in Europe
and the United States, wealth was concentratedyrs&ctors of the industrializing
economies (Jonas 1991, p 19). As the United Stasesas a world power after its Civil
War, industrial capitalism flourished domesticadlithin the country. A concentration of
wealth accrued which then prompted a search foamsipn of opportunities overseas
where new markets could be established for exmonneodities. New international
markets also provided opportunities where profiighihbe invested. The industrial
economies also sought control of raw materialsutinout the world (Jonas 1991, p 19).
As a result, U.S. capital and influence expandetikaneously in the Caribbean and
Central America. This thesis will evaluate thaBUnfluence on the country of

Guatemala.
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Paul Kennedy’'s book deals with national and iragamal power. He recognizes
that strong nations enhance or maintain their \Wwesatd power through “interaction(s)
between economics and strategy” (Kennedy 1987)p Xe says that there is “constant
interaction between strategy and economics” and plesiods of both wartime and peace
must be examined in terms of economic and techimzdbghange (Kennedy 1987, p xxi).
In herBattle for GuatemalaSusanne Jonas asserts that a comprehensive anabyis
take into account the integration of Guatemalagrgperal nation, into the capitalist
world system. She indicates that internal factbmuid be considered along with the
impacts of international factors, especially presgtom the United States (Jonas 1991,
p. 6). Jonas claims that U.S. intervention caddmgsive at particular moments.

The armed uprising of revolutionary forces thatwerthe dictator Jorge Ubico y
Castafieda (1931-1944) from power in 1944 is idiexdtids a particular decisive moment
by Harry E. Vanden and Gary Prevost (Vanden andd3t011, p. 299). The year of
the 1954 coup d’état is a decisive moment for J¢dasas 1991, p. 6). Both of these
moments were significant in altering the cours&aatemala. In order to understand
impacts of the U.S. on Guatemala leading up todamthg the 1954 coup, background
information is necessary to provide the contextbét was yet to come. At the turn of
the 20" century U.S. capital investment was higher in @rtmerica than any other
part of Latin America according to Edelberto TorRegas. For almost the next 30 years
more than 40 percent of U.S. direct investmentent@l America went to Guatemala
(Torres Rivas 1993, p 48). Of primary importancethe events when leadership in

Guatemala allowed the U.S. based United Fruit CamdFCO) into that country.
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The United Fruit Company came to prominence int&uala in the early 20th
century during the presidencies of Manuel JoséHatCabrera (1898-1920) and General
Jorge Ubico y Castarieda (1931-1944). It was EstGabrera who allowed the United
Fruit Company into Guatemala. Estrada Cabreraesigncontract with UFCO in 1904
which gave tax exemptions, land grants, and coofradilroads to UFCO (Chapman
2007, p 56-57).

In the 1930s the Ubico regime further opened Gual&seconomy to the foreign
capital of United Fruit Company. UFCO financed toastruction of Guatemala’s
national railroad, International Railways of Ceh&merica, and the electric company,
Electric Bond and Share. As a result UFCO heldrotimg shares of capital stock in
these companies. Because of this, Guatemala'snaconomic infrastructure—its
railroads, its telegraph and its electricity—alingato be held under private control. The
United Fruit Company opposed the building of highgvavhich might compete with the
monopoly it held on the railroad lines. UFCO alsal ldle facto control over Guatemala’s
Puerto Barrios.

This foreign investment capital brought with it feential treatment. Jonas
writes that in addition to gaining control overwge part of Guatemala’s most productive
land and resources it was also given preferemgaliinent in financial matters. There
were exemptions from paying taxes and also fromingaguties on imports. Unlimited
profit remittances were allowed. Labor practicesewnot regulated (Jonas 1991, p 19).
These financial considerations meant that the Gualtn government often deferred to

the interests of the United Fruit Company.
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Foreign investment capital also brought along wtifholitical considerations. For
instance, President Ubico began his career workittgthe health board of the
Rockefeller Foundation (Immerman 1982, p 32). He ties with the U.S. State
Department as early as 1919. Not surprisinglysigesmt Ubico was the son of a Guate-
malan lawyer and politician. He was well-conneaead privileged. Ubico had studied
at prestigious institutions in Guatemala, as welirethe United States and Europe.

As a wealthy aristocrat, President Ubico protethedeconomic interests of Gua-
temalan elites, the urban bourgeoisie and owneleagé tracts of land. Most notably
much of Guatemala’s arable agricultural land haghbeeded to the United Fruit
Company. Because of this, foreign business integten were in control of manage-
ment and labor relations within Guatemala. Ubicopsuted foreign interests in labor
relations by protecting them from the complaintshaf Guatemalan working class and
unions.

In herTerror in the Countryside: Campesino Responsestii¢al Violence in
Guatemala, 1954-198BJay explains:

“Guatemalan history is clear on this point: thiéeslof this coun-
try have historically oppressed the campesino nigj@and they
have violently suppressed any attempts by the poeictors to
organize or demand conditions that would allow thierive with
the barest essentials necessary to maintain basiamdignity”
(May 2001, p 14).
Not surprisingly then, Immerman comments that is Wiico’s personal belief that

“general prosperity bred revolution” (Immerman 198234). Indeed, Ubico took action

to avoid revolution by opposing all forms of orgead labor activity (Immerman 1982,
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p 34). An example of this includes Ubico’s disbiaigdof unions in the 1930s. The labor
movement continued its efforts to increase wagepite of this.

President Ubico was head of Guatemala during tiwovdepression in the global
market. The effects of the depression were fatbgrily through Guatemala’s most
important crop—coffee. It was during the deprassiat coffee prices fell to less than
one-half of their previous value (Immerman 19831p. After 1939 and throughout
World War Il, Guatemala didn’t have access to Eeeopmarkets. Because of this, and
like other coffee producing countries in Latin Amcay Guatemala became dependent
upon the U.S. market (Immerman 1982, p 31). Ttsslted in an overall reduction in the
price of coffee and also decreased coffee expratssing Guatemala to lose revenue.
Consequently unemployment rates also increasedémmam 1982, p 32).

The majority population in Guatemala was indigesy@o naturally Indians made
up the majority of Guatemala’s labor force (Immeni&82, p 35). During Ubico’s
leadership he practiced political, economic andadaliscrimination, especially toward
indigenous people. This could be seen in the sysfaralidad and vagrancy laws.
These policies obligated each male Indian to plageaal tax which most could not afford
to pay (Immerman 1982, p 36). They were requirediotavage work for at least 150 days
per year. The proof of whether or not they hadedityis work was marked in a libret-
to/government book. Indians were required to ctrnylibretto with them. If they could
not prove that they had met the work requiremeer tiney would either be jailed or
forced to do unpaid labor such as road constru¢tremerman 1982, p 36). This system
assured that the indigenous population would beefbto work in the capitalist export-

oriented sector of the economy and that the statddahave a cheap or even a free labor
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force for its public works programs. This repressand suffering was not readily
accepted by the majority population. Many peoplee to see Ubico as a repressive
dictator.

In the existing authoritarian state, productivealtlewas concentrated in the
hands of the minority. Control of productive sestof the economy within Guatemala
was shared through alliances between the Guaterhalageoisie and foreign interests.
Jonas also points out that the aforementioned agiland electric enterprises were
created and given concessions by the Guatemalian Sthe largest landowner in Gua-
temala, the United Fruit Company, monopolized bar@oduction (Jonas 1991, p 19).
Jonas writes that its subsidiary, Internationalyays of Central America, monopolized
transport facilities. Electric Bond and Share colied Guatemala’s electrical facilities
(Jonas 1991, p 19). These three Guatemalan congpaaicunchallenged privilege until
the mid-1940s.

These monopolies operated as “states within a’statdescribed by Jonas (Jonas
1991, p 19). She asserts that they exerted polgmaer over government policies. They
also had influence over the people who governeddauaa. This system was main-
tained by close ties between the Guatemalan ohgaand their related U.S. interests.
Jonas depicts this liberal model as a “strong’estatich yielded control of national
resources, and production to private, primarilyefgn interests (Jonas 1991, p 20). The
strong state’s functions were to protect privatenests and to preserve law and order
(Jonas 1991, p 20). Essentially the Guatemalde sitas there as protector and guarantor

of the existing system.
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The existence of this type of authoritarian statilted in productive wealth
being concentrated in the hands of the minoritigisTvas mostly due to those who
owned and controlled Guatemalan land. Prevostvanden note that large landed
estates in Latin America were remnants of colocialquests—tracts of land originally
granted by Spanish monarchs. They were simildnede¢udal landed estates which had
existed in the Iberian Peninsula (Prevost and Varafd 1, p 10). Prevost and Vanden
posit that from colonial times to the present, tha$o held ownership to land reflected
the power configuration of the whole society (Psvand Vanden 2011, p 10).

It was through this power configuration, Immernvaiites, that perhaps the final
injustice came. The policies of Ubico’s Decree2{hmerman 1982, p 37) granted
land owners the legal authority to actually shastgde who were hunting for food on
private land. These people were poor indigents wéie mostly Indian. Such oppres-
sive and unjust actions—forced labor, and allowamgllords to practice capital punish-
ment, all in the interests of maintaining the stajuo, were bound to result in problems
for the Ubico regime.

Problems could be seen for Ubico during the Wavlt 11 years as Ubico lost
some support from Washington as Stephen SchlesamgeStephen Kinzer note in their
Bitter Fruit: The Untold Story of the American CompGuatemalgSchlesinger and
Kinzer 1990, p 26). Ubico did cooperate with thateld States in enabling agents of the
U.S. Federal Bureau of Investigation to overseectidiscation of German-owned
properties. The agents also supervised the inemhof German Guatemalans (Schle-
singer and Kinzer 1990, p 26-27). In spite of tHi® Americans who were in charge did

not fully trust Ubico. According to these authdns U.S. military air base which was

a7



established near Guatemala City was there nottordyersee the Panama Canal, but
also to watch over Ubico (Schlesinger and Kinz&Ql$ 27).

It was during this time that the Assistant Secyetd State Nelson Rockefeller
tried to get Latin American countries to obligdtemselves with loans. The loans were
offered by the U.S. government and also by privateks. While borrowing this money
might have encouraged economic development in Gwdée it would also have in-
creased financial ties with the United States. Obwas a fiscal conservative so he
refused these loans.

By the mid-1940s the Guatemalan economy had dgtstabilized and substan-
tial growth had taken place, as acknowledged inélgm Relations of the United States,
1952-1954, Guatemala” from the U.S. Departmenttafe$ Office of the Historian. This
encouraged the emergence of an upwardly mobilelenidss. Schlesinger and Kinzer
note that through the use of short wave radios €@nalans were able to observe the
global warfare of World War Il (Schlesinger and g&n 1990, p 26). This communication
exposed Guatemalans to the promises of democfaggtemalans came to learn of
President Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s “four freeddnthose being the freedom of
speech, freedom of religion, freedom from want, teddom from fear. Schlesinger and
Kinzer believe that hearing of these freedoms meshbGuatemalans. It made them aware
of the inequities in their own society. The ided&®oosevelt's New Deal policies awak-
ened Guatemalans’ aspirations for a governmenthwhimuld dedicate itself to the public
good (Schlesinger and Kinzer 1990, p 26). Encaddry FDR'’s four freedoms many
Guatemalans demanded political change. They bedateemined to replace the Ubico

tyranny with democracy.
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The high point of revolution, as identified by st and Vanden, was 1944 when
an armed uprising removed General Ubico from pgWanden and Prevost 2011,

p 299). A rebel movement of students, workers assigent army officers set up a
government through what was known as the Octobeolggon. It began with civil
unrest through protest of Ubico’s regime and wasex out by schoolteachers who
appealed for higher wages (Schlesinger and Kin280,1p. 27). Teachers and students
along with others began nonviolent demonstratiddson the middle and upper classes
joined them in protest, along with bureaucratsis Tesulted in the largest protest Gua-
temala had ever experienced (Schlesinger and K20, p. 27). Junior military
officers demanded that Ubico step down. The entletJbico regime in Guatemala
came through a coup d’état in 1944 which overthitesvthirteen year dictatorship. This
allowed for a national election in Guatemala.

The onset of this revolutionary era began with wwhaonsidered the first ever
democratically-elected leader in Guatemala. Thindiagr and open elections held in
December of 1944, a university professor, Juan Aosélo Bermejo won wide support.
Arévalo took office in 1945. His goal was to moveaBmalan governance from the
previous military dictatorship toward a represdaagatiemocracy.

In his inaugural address Arévalo promised to “giixéc and legal value to all
people who live in this Republic” (Schlesinger &idzer 1990 p. 34, translated frafh
Imparcial, March 16, 1945). He ended this address dedgimself to the ideals of
FDR about whom he said “He taught us that thermiseed to cancel the concept of
freedom in the democratic system in order to beeatto it a socialist spirit”. A reporter

who attended this inauguration interviewed the Aoaar diplomat Spruille Braden who
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was quoted as saying that the U.S. was “happgddtsat Guatemala how occupies the

high place of one of the hemisphere’s democragfeshlesinger and Kinzer 1990, p 34).

Agrarian Reform and Labor Protection

Arévalo set out four priorities: the consolidatiof political democracy, agrarian
reform, protection of labor, and a better educati@ystem (Schlesinger and Kinzer
1990, p 37). He created a new constitution wittiadand economic policies. He
divided powers amongst the executive, legislative jadicial branches (Schlesinger and
Kinzer 1990, p 33). He encouraged the formatiopaditical parties. Social guarantees
were made. These included freedom of speech satldm of the press. A maximum
forty-hour work week with the assurance of one ofiyvas instituted (Schlesinger and
Kinzer 1990, p 34). Workers were able to uniorard to collectively bargain (Vanden
and Prevost 2011, p 299). Equal pay for men amaien was required. Individual rights
were guaranteed. Equality was emphasized as hdslzend wives were declared equal
before the law. Racial discrimination was mademe& (Schlesinger and Kinzer 1990,

p 33). The Arévalo government prioritized spendinghouses and schools and hospitals
(Vanden and Prevost 2011, p 299).

According to a U.S. Department of State, Officehaf Historian article, Arévalo
espoused a philosophy called “spiritual socialismihis was a nationalistic philosophy
which stressed the “dignity of man”. In one of #aé’s speeches he articulated his

views:

50



“We call this post-war socialism “spiritual” beaiin the world,
as now in Guatemala, there is a fundamental chianigeman val-
ues. The materialistic concept has become anaible hands of
totalitarian forces. Communism, fascism and NaZiswve also
been socialistic. But that is a socialism whickegifood with the
left hand while with the right it mutilates the raband civic val-
ues of man” (Schlesinger and Kinzer 1990, p. 39-40)

Arévalo was widely supported as he believed tbaeghnment could be vital in
improving the lives of the populace. He found camimm distasteful, as can be under-
stood from his statement “Communism is contrariguman nature, for it is contrary to
the psychology of man. ...Here we see the superiofitile doctrine of democracy”...
(Schlesinger and Kinzer 1990, p 32).

Within Arévalo’s new leadership were provisions noderate reform. One of
these was Article 92 which empowered the Guatengdaernment to expropriate land
for the needs of society at large. Although Aréwvdid not expropriate any land during
his tenure, this legislation alarmed the lande@&land caused them to begin to label him
a communist.

The U.S. State Department’s Office of Historiapars that U.S. perceptions of
Arévalo were favorable until he signed the 1947drabode. This Labor Code was
modeled after the American National Labor Relatidosof 1935 (Wagner Act) with its
provisions of guaranteed rights to organize tratgens, to engage in collective bargain-
ing, and to strike if necessary (Schlesinger antz&i 1990, p 38-39). Ironically, despite
its usefulness for American Labor Relations, that®malan Labor Code was a major
factor in the American intervention in Guatemalackhwvas soon to come.

Like the American Labor Relations Act, the GuatemaCode provided protec-

tion for Guatemalan labor. Urban workers had 8ghtorganize unions. They could
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collectively bargain and strike. Minimum wages #established. Both women and
children workers were protected. These were rémolary changes for peasants in
contrast to the previous libretto (government latend) days of forced labor (Schlesinger
and Kinzer 1990, p 39). The Labor Code causedarorfor the Federal Bureau of
Investigation, the intelligence gathering agenaytii@ United States at the time in
Guatemala and Latin America. Allegations were madéArévalo was influenced by
communists because of his legalization of laboonsi(Schlesinger and Kinzer 1990,

p 40).

Most of the reform measures planned in the 194€re wnly partially carried out,
as mentioned by the authorsRifter Fruit (Schlesinger and Kinzer 1990, p 41). One
important result of the proposed planned reformg have been that ordinary Guatema-
lans could see that the government had the abdlityork for their needs (Schlesinger
and Kinzer 1990, p 42). Immerman says that thel@ctRevolution was a popular
victory which presented hopes for the advent ofw ara. He holds that the overwhelm-
ing majority of Guatemalans saw thisthsir revolution, and looked forward to a new
government which would dedicate itself to develggamograms irtheir interests
(Immerman 1982, p 42-43).

The next phase of the revolution resulted in teet®n of Jacobo Arbenz
Guzmén (1951-1954). He was the second democigtielalcted President in the history
of Guatemala. Arbenz spoke of three objectivassrinaugural address (Schlesinger and
Kinzer 1990, p 52, frorkl Imparcial, March 16, 1951). The first was to move
Guatemala from being a “dependent nation with a-®@tonial economy to an economi-

cally independent country”. Second, he wantecctmert Guatemala from a backward
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county with a predominantly feudal economy into @dern capitalist state”. Third, his
plans were directed to “raise the standard of §vohthe great mass of our people”
(Schlesinger and Kinzer 1990, p 52, fr@iimparcial, March 16, 1951).

Arbenz directed that Guatemala’s economic polloyutd be based on strengthen-
ing private initiative and developing Guatemalapitzd. He stated that “Foreign capital
will always be welcome as long as it adjusts t@l@onditions, remains always subordi-
nate to Guatemalan laws, cooperates with the econderelopment of the country, and
strictly abstains fronmtervening(emphasis mine) in the nation’s social and pdlltide”
(Schlesinger and Kinzer 1990, p 52, fr@iimparcial, March 16, 1951).

Arbenz was a nationalist who was determined toydarward a number of
reforms. In his enthusiasm toward transforming @omtia into a modern capitalist state
he strategized to limit the power of foreign comiparby direct competition. To do this
he soon began the construction of a publicly-owpad to compete with UFCO’s Puerto
Barrios; a highway which would provide an altermatio the International Railways of
Central America railroad monopoly; and a hydroelegilant which would be run by the
government and would provide electricity cheapantthe U.S. controlled Electric Bond
and Share monopoly (Schlesinger and Kinzer 19%3)p As important as these actions
were, it was just as significant what Arbenz did @@-he did not nationalize existing
businesses. This exemplifies that his plans weeetéd toward capitalistic development

through direct competition.
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Specifics of Land Reform

Arbenz’s political platform had advocated stronfgly agrarian reform so it was
logical that he would begin to work hard for tmsportant aspiration. Arbenz’s objective
was to redress the historically inequitable disitidn of land. While some progress had
been made during Arévalo’s presidency, even soyderity Guatemalan population
was still waiting for land reform. To put this perspective, the 1950 Census indicated
that 2.2 percent of the landowners owned 70 peme@uatemala’s arable land
(Schlesinger and Kinzer 1990, 50). Four millionegovere owned by plantation owners
but less than one fourth of this land was actuadiyng cultivated. This meant that the
large majority of available productive farmland wext put into production. This situa-
tion existed even while the majority populatiomgttis 97.8 percent of the Guatemalan
people, did not have any land of their own. In ackiedging the magnitude of this land
tenure disparity it is not difficult to understaeffiorts to redistribute the land for the
benefit of the majority population of Guatemala.

Because 90 percent of the Guatemalan peopleilivadal areas, Arévalo’s
reforms had brought little change for the majoatyhe population (Prevost and Vanden
2011, p 299). Arbenz’s goal was to extend Aréwateforms to the rural areas. Conceiv-
ably, land reform would benefit the majority pofdida of Guatemala, the landless
peasants and rural workers. It was Arbenz’s plaadiiress socioeconomic problems
through agrarian reform.

According to the U.S. Department of State’s Offa¢ehe Historian, the Com-

munist Party in Guatemala (Partido Guatemaltecd ddajo) supported Arbenz’s ideas
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and patrticipated in drafting legislation regardiagd reform. In June of 1952 the Agrar-
ian Reform Law passed which was also known as €200 (Decreto Numero 900).
This Law mandated that large tracts of unused Veere to be redistributed to peasants.
Previous owners of the expropriated land were todmepensated. Terms were drawn up
to compensate landowners with government bondshaaauld pay a three percent
return over a 25 year time period. The value ofdbmpensation was based upon the land
value declared in the tax returns of the ownersdJghis value raised major concern for
the previous land owners as they had likely undaedatheir properties on their tax
returns. If that were the case, then it could b#eustood that this undervaluation of what
the land was actually worth, would have withheldiggamounts of tax revenue from the
Guatemalan treasury, and for many years.

Decree 900 was a “model of orderliness”, saysi&eM. Streeter iManaging
the Counterrevolution: The United States and Guata, 1954-196{Streeter 2000,
p 19). He writes that laws were strictly followadd attempts were made to address
grievances. Specific details of this agrarianmafoneasure created a network of local
agrarian councils which administered the exprojmmabf unused land (Streeter 2000,
p 18). Farms under 224 acres in size were ledtintFarms between 224 and 672 acres
were exempted if two thirds of the land was undagtivation (Streeter 2000, p 18). Only
those estates larger than 672 acres were affetitesisignificant to emphasize that
expropriations were planned for land which washeang cultivated.

People receiving expropriated land parcels haddwces. First they could
choose to privately own the land. Using this ageanent they would have to pay the

government 5 percent of their annual harvest o%erears. The second alternative was
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that they could hold tenure over the land for th&time. For this they would pay just 3
percent over 25 years (Streeter 2000, p 18). Wwhsthe largest land reform in the
history of Guatemala.

Contrary to reform critic’s predictions, Streetdaserves that the agricultural
production of corn, rice and cotton crops incredsettveen 1952 and 1953 (Streeter
2000, p 19). It seems that agricultural producti@s not affected negatively from these
changes. Even Eisenhower officials recognizedapeily that Decree 900 was “a long-
overdue measure of social and economic reformeéser 2000, p 19).

In spite of these positive results U.S. governnodintials came to oppose the
reforms. Streeter explores why that might havenlibe case. One explanation was due
to personal and financial interests that existddiben U.S. officials and the United Fruit
Company. The U.S. Secretary of State during thegbiD. Eisenhower Presidency was
John Foster Dulles. Previous to this position Duhad been a partner in the law firm of
Sullivan and Cromwell which specialized in interoagl finance. This law firm had
drafted a 1936 contract which gave UFCO contrdhtdrnational Railways of Central
America and other privileges for 99 years (Stre26£0, p 19).

Another attorney and Dulles brother, Allen, wasogbart of Eisenhower’s admin-
istration as he served as head of the Centralij@ace Agency. He had done legal work
for UFCO and also sat on its board of directoreese personal alliances between U.S.
officials and UFCO clearly posed the potentialdonflicts of interest for the then current
U.S. administration cabinet members.

The effects of the Agrarian Reform Law—what maege considered modest

land reform policies—were a challenge to large lawders, most notably to UFCO.
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Even though the reforms were modest, this provedrtach for the country’s oligarchy
and related U.S. powers.

The 1952 Land Reform Bill was a significant tuignipoint for Guatemala as part
of the October Revolution, as seen by Schlesingeéianzer. They note Arbenz’s own
words:

“I do not exaggerate when | say that the most ingmpragmatic
point of my government and of the revolutionary mment of Oc-
tober is that one related to a profound changbkerbackward agri-
cultural production of Guatemala, by way of an agrareform
which puts an end to the latifundios and the sexudél practices,
giving the land to thousands of peasants, rai¢ieg purchasing
power and creating a great internal market faverébthe devel-
opment of domestic industry” (Schlesinger and Kiriz@90, p 54).

The revolutionary governments of Arévalo and AbérB45-1954) with their
plans for political reform and land redistributiaiemonstrate clearly a people’s move-
ment, both figuratively and literally. This was nost philosophical political maneuver-
ing. It was obvious that many Guatemalans’ livesenaffected through their hopes and
expectations for democratic governance in Guateriala U.S. Department of State’s
Office of the Historian article notes that Guateasamajority population, the peasants,
were exuberant with prospects of the reforms.

Enacting land reform was also an actual geograpmovement of people, as
more than a half million Guatemalans would haveefited from the program out of a
total population of three million. About 1.4 mdh acres of land were redistributed to
these people in plots which averaged around 1Gd&teceter 2000, p 19). These figures

demonstrate that almost one out of five Guatemeaitizens would be able to move to

their own land, a place of dignity and potentidf-sefficiency. The reformist ideas of

57



Presidents Arévalo and Arbenz held the possilslitie being a peoples’ movement in the
truest sense of the words.

This was the largest land reform in the historgotemala. This peoples’
movement was part of what authors Schlesinger angiek say that Arbenz considered
as his greatest dream—land reform. Ironically,at#hors add that the passage of the land
reform legislation also turned out to be “the fatedment for Arbenz” (Schlesinger and

Kinzer 1990, p 54).
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CHAPTER FOUR

Guatemala and the Cold War

Varying Perspectives on Communism

Having looked at the historical context of Guatemacluding the time period
around the world depression and World War Il, aaditng examined economic condi-
tions within Guatemala during that time, we willmaonsider differing perspectives
relating to the influence of communism on Guatemalational politics. Anti-
communist rhetoric was an issue used to deposee@atdn President Arbenz through
the 1954 coup.

For many Guatemalans the coup which removed Prasédbenz brought to an
end what they considered “Ten Years of Spring’hia politics of their nation (Streeter
2000, p 13). May refers to the coup as the “ovemthof Guatemala’s revolution” (May
2001, p 8). In contrast, Schlesinger and Kinzeess activity around the time of the
coup and note that the U.S. government referrédat®a “’Liberation’ movement”
(Schlesinger and Kinzer 1990, p 13). These diffgperspectives depend upon who
stood to gain, and what they stood to gain.

This chapter will include information on activitiagich the National Security

Archive recently declassified CIA documents (rebshen May 23, 1997) refer to as “the
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secret archives on the Guatemalan destabilizatiogram” (Doyle and Kornbluh 1997).
We will analyze U.S. manipulations of Cold War itteyy and the role of the CIA in
planning U.S. sponsored covert Operations PBFORTENElater PBSUCCESS. These
operations ultimately resulted in the 1954 coupad’and the removal of the freely

elected leader of Guatemala.

Both of the democratically-elected Presidents, Aléwand Arbenz, worked for a
more participatory and egalitarian society. Popsigport for their efforts could be seen
as “Between 1944 and 1954 ... Popular organizatimatuding labor unions and
campesino organizations) thrived” (May 2001, p Bdr many Guatemalan social
sectors, their revolution was a time of democrétmeand a time of welcome reforms.

As a nationalist leader, President Arévalo espdbwggat he called “spiritual
socialism”. The U.S. Department of State’s Offaehe Historian (U.S. Department of
State, Office of the Historian, Introduction) dekes this philosophy as one which
promoted “freedom of spirit” as it stressed thegtdiy of man”. Arévalo’s principles
emphasized human moral and civic values, whila@asame time he criticized totalitari-
an forms of communism. The Historian’s Office netothat U.S. perceptions of the
Arévalo presidency were initially positive. Thisanged in 1947 when Arévalo signed
the labor protection law. It was then that cablese sent from the American Embassy in
Guatemala City which charged that Arévalo allowethmunists to organize. Even
though Arévalo got rid of both right-wing and lefing extremists from government, he
was still labeled a communist. The Historian’si€@ffacknowledges that Arévalo was

even hesitant to work with communists.
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President Arbenz was clear about his goal to toamsthe Guatemalan oligarchic
society (Schlesinger and Kinzer 1990, p 49). heisvould do through direct competi-
tion with foreign companies. His words communidatés intention to transform
Guatemala into a “modern capitalistic state” (Ssimger and Kinzer 1990, p 52 fraeh
Imparcial, March 16, 1951). Even so, he permitted commupasdicipation. He met
with communists in 1951 to help draw up the Agmaufikeform Law/ Decree 900.
Because Decree 900 antagonized the landed germtrhamurban bourgeoisie, he too was
accused of supporting communism. There were ctatenthat Arbenz was influenced
by members of the Communist Party in GuatemalaifeGuatemalteco del Trabajo)
who served in the Guatemalan Senate. Presideen&rtontinued similar work to that
of his predecessor, Arévalo. Both men used nalistic efforts to challenge the status
guo and long-standing practices of economic fesdaliAlthough some of their reform
efforts were likened to those of Roosevelt's NevaDand patterned after U.S. labor law,
Guatemala’s political and economic governance beoaorrisome to factions in the
United States as well as to political and corponatierests in Guatemala. It was obvious
that the wealthy Guatemalan conservatives’ rightsrivate property would be affected.
The landed elite opposed the government’s policidgese minority groups began to
allege that communists had infiltrated their goveent.

Early on, U.S. government officials were not comeer with Guatemala as it
enacted its nationalist programs. The Nationau8gcArchive notes that the CIA
viewed Guatemala as a mere “Banana Republic” (DayteKornbluh 1997). As the
proposed reforms moved forward, the U.S. State eyeat began to perceive

Guatemala’s behavior as a geopolitical threat sitneeght be used as an example for
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other countries in the area to follow. This carubderstood from the following
guotation from the State Department’s Inter-AmariBareau Officer, Charles Burrows:

“Guatemala has become an increasing threat tadhdity of

Honduras and El Salvador. Its agrarian reformpswerful prop-

aganda weapon; its broad social program, of aitiegvorkers

and peasants in a victorious struggle against piperclasses and

large foreign enterprises, has a strong appedéktpopulations of

Central American neighbors, where similar condgipnevail.”

(Gleijeses 1991, p 365)

Arbenz continued his reformist agenda and wouldoeadeterred. He insisted on
Guatemala’s right to tend to its own political dngsiness interests. Arbenz felt that
agrarian reform was necessary to improve the cgsrdaconomy and the lives of many
Guatemalan people. He made it known that foreaggrests would be subject to the laws
of Guatemala. There would be no exceptions madgfeO.

The State Department’s Office of the Historianadiées the skewed distribution
of resources in the late 1940s and early 1950sinBthat time, two percent of the
population controlled more than 72 percent of Guala’s arable land. Since
Guatemala’s economy was largely dependent uponidiynie, poverty and malnutrition
were widespread in the country. Less than 12 péafehe privately-held land was
actually being cultivated. As a private ownerarid, the United Fruit Company was
most definitely affected by Arbenz’s land reforim. both March and October of 1953,
and again in February of 1954, the Arbenz goverriregpropriated portions of UFCQO’s
unused farmlands. As a consequence of Decree 988 thnan half of UFCO’s 550,000

acres of banana land on both the Pacific and tla#¢ coasts was expropriated

(Streeter 2000, p 20).
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The Guatemalan government decided that fair cosgigm for the expropriated
land would be the value which United Fruit Compésglf had declared on its tax
returns. UFCO’s returns indicated the value ofl#mel to be $1.85 million. The
Guatemalan government offered this amount in cosggen to UFCO for its land. As
the expropriation was enacted UFCO took exceptmhcntested that this value was too
low. UFCO asserted that the true value of the grypwvas actually $19.35 million
(Streeter 2000, p 20).

The May 3, 1954imemagazine article entitled “Square Deal Wanted'oregu
that “communists and agrarian reformers who runt&uala’s government grabbed . . .
UFCO'’s best bananaserve(emphasis mine) lands”. UFCO then asked the Gdv-
ernment for help. ThiSimearticle stated that the United States formalliedil
Guatemala for UFCO'’s full claim. This was the “fgst claim presented to any foreign
government on behalf of a private U.S. firm sirfoe Mexican oil expropriation of 1938”
(Square Deal Wanted, May 3, 1954). Secretary ateSTordell Hull insisted that sover-
eign governments do have the right to expropriad@grty, but that amongst other
conditions, payment must be “adequate”. Theearticle stated that the U.S. govern-
ment served notice that “the matter had becomdartbe two governments to handle”.
The U.S. Government was acting “for U.S. citizemshegotiations to arrive at a “square
deal”. The Arbenz government of the sovereignamatif Guatemala rejected this higher
valuation of the land.

As workers emphasized their rights they begarhatienge the exploitative
practices of Guatemalan business interests, l&dJtiited Fruit Company. Because

UFCO held huge tracts of land it also employedgelgart of the Guatemalan work
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force. It recognized that it would be affectedthg reforms and perhaps moreso than any
other land holder.

It was not long until allegations began which emted that President Arbenz was
a communist. In the time period of McCarthyismhwits exaggerated views on com-
munism, it became convenient to apply what was te@arred to as the “duck test”.
Immerman recounts what Ambassador Richard Pattergpiained to a 1950 Rotary
Club audience (Immerman 1982, p 102). Patterssertesl that if an unidentified bird
looked like a duck, walked, swam and quacked likeiek, that it could be considered a
duck, even if the bird wasn’t wearing a label whictlicated that it was a duck. This
analogy was then applied to President Arbenz ird193nited States Ambassador John
E. Peurifoy told the chairman of the House Comraitia Foreign Affairs that if Arbenz
talked, thought or acted like a communist, evdreifvas not a communist, then he “will
certainly do until one comes along” (Streeter 24921). The Department of State’s
Historian’s Office relates that the rationale usetty to justify that he was a communist
is that if Arbenz tolerated known communists, tkat would make him a “fellow
traveler” with them, or possibly a communist hiniséduring the Cold War era this was
a serious charge.

In the context of the Cold War it was not difficfor the United States to inject
geopolitical considerations into the reformist desi the Guatemalan Government was
making. Guatemalan land reform programs were sgsarted to be communist intru-
sions from the USSR. U.S. intelligence agencigsessed concern that Soviet economic

and political ideologies were infiltrating into wihthe United States considered to be its
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own back yard—Latin America. CIA Director Allen Das alleged that Guatemala could
become a communist beachhead in the Americas.

The expropriation of land through Decree 900 tdroet to be an opportunity to
combine economic and political interests, as presklny CIA Director Allen Dulles, to
his brother John Foster Dulles, U.S. SecretarytateS Land expropriation was now
being used in anti-communist propaganda againsetlemalan Government. A
disinformation campaign pushed President Eisenhtovesird getting the U.S. Govern-
ment involved in the private business dealings BCO.

The United Fruit Company had asked both the Hamaynan and Dwight D.
Eisenhower administrations to act against Decrée %9 1953 the Boston-based UFCO
had actually requested that the Eisenhower Admnatieh confront Guatemala’s
Government in order to reverse the Decree. Preskisenhower was reluctant to get
involved at first. To counter this, UFCO hired tdvertiser Edward R. Bernays, who is
regarded as the father of public relations. ReggrBernays’ campaign, a Harvard
article puts forth that “right messages can eveanlsgevolution” (Buday 2000, p 10). It
goes on to say that “Bernays worked the press kfifliby exploited America’s fear of
communism”. They claim that, partly because offags’ efforts, the Guatemalan leftist
regime was overthrown (Buday 2000, p 10). Bernaydti-media campaign to spread
disinformation alleging that the Arbenz governmeas actually communist did in fact
change American public opinion and also the Preg&lstance. Eisenhower did not
want to appear to be soft on communism, so theessbal results of this campaign

caused him to get involved in this issue.
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For critics of Decree 900 and people in Washingto sought such a rationale,
these assertions provided them with what they reeedbey alleged that communism
had been established in the Americas, specificaliyuatemala. Jonas contends that it
was the role of United States which made the sdoah Guatemala into a “Cold War
civil war” which could provoke an East-West conftation (Jonas 2000, p. 119). The
State Department Historian’s Office reports thaias concluded that the problem in

Guatemala was not agrarian reform—rather the pnoklas communism.

Preparation for Ouster of Arbenz through a Coup d’dat

In looking at possible explanations for U.S. imtartion in efforts to destabilize
the Guatemalan government through removal of a deatioally-elected leader, we must
consider the timing of possible explanations tedatne their plausibility. The basis for
intervention put forward by the U.S. government wed agrarian reform was an indica-
tor of Soviet style ideology, and this brought witkhe potential of communist infiltra-
tion into the Western Hemisphere. According toth®. Department of State’s Office of
the Historian, the CIA drew up contingency planseimove Arbenz from office as early
as 1951. The Historian’s Office acknowledgememémarkable as it is clear that the
covert 1951 plans were made well before the AgnaRaform Law of 1952 was even
written.

The Historian’s Office recounts that the 1951 plarere drawn up by the CIA
under orders from the U.S. State Department ufdsiename Operation PBFORTUNE.

The National Security Archive indicates that PBFQRIE was actually authorized by
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President Truman in 1952 (Doyle and Kornbluh 199¥9cordingly, the PBFORTUNE
plot began in September of 1952 with plans to suppunter-revolutionary rebel groups
with funds and matériel to depose Arbenz if he desmed to be a communist.

Early allegations of communism can be seen indelgrl952 planning memos
for PBFORTUNE from CIA Headquarters (Doyle and Kadtrh 1997). One such manual
contains the title “Guatemal@ommunis{emphasis mine) Personnel to be disposed of
during Military Operations” (Doyle and Kornbluh 1B9Document 4). Categories were
established through which some people would betfakred”, others imprisoned or yet
others exiled from Guatemala. In time, the ClAreeplans for PBFORTUNE were
discovered and so this operation was terminatéachober of 1952.

In assessing the declassified CIA secret documtrgdNational Security Archive
notes that Operation PBFORTUNE was the precurs@pieration PBSUCCESS. Both
were covert operations to oust Arbenz, however atpmr PBSUCCESS actually
achieved this goal. Documents from the CIA's OperaPBSUCCESS were released in
1997. According to these documents this effort awsthorized by President Eisenhower
in 1953 (Doyle and Kornbluh 1997).

As part of the National Security Archive, one @agitre history of the 1954 coup
was provided by a diplomatic historian named NieldCullather (Doyle and Kornbluh
1997, Document 5). He worked for one year on drachwith the CIA where he
accessed CIA secret documents in order to produceerview called “Operation
PBSUCCESS: The United States and Guatemala, 1952-1 What Cullather discov-
ered was a “surprisingly critical study of the agys first covert operation in Latin

America” (Doyle and Kornbluh 1997, Document 5). dscribed this operation as an
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intimate account of what rationale was used to swe/President Eisenhower to author-
ize the ousting and forceful removal of the dembcadly-elected President of a sover-
eign country, that is, President Arbenz.

The National Security Archive denotes that Opera@BSUCCESS had a budget
of $2.7 million. It was planned as “psychologiearfare and political action” and
“subversion” which were to be carried out in a jpaitiiary war (Doyle and Kornbluh
1997). The Archive documents reveal from the CtKgprogram” that “the option of
assassination” of President Arbenz was considerezh) up until his resignation on June
27, 1954. Cullather documents information regag@rCIA narrative history of details
of organizing and executing a planned coup thraDgaration PBSUCCESS (Doyle and
Kornbluh 1997, Document 5).

In June of 1995 in a search of the National Sécrichive’s materials about
Guatemala, CIA staff historian, Gerald Haines, em@trief history on the “CIA and
Guatemalan Assassination Proposals, 1952-1954"|€Canyd Kornbluh 1997, Document
1). One conclusion reached from his historicabremdicates that as early as January of
1952 lists were compiled by CIA headquarters of @suf individuals who would be
“eliminate(d) immediately in event of [a] succedsinti-Communist(emphasis mine)
coup” (Doyle and Kornbluh 1997, Document 1). ClArmming for assassinations includ-
ed budgeting, armaments transfers, training progranmeation of lists of people to target
and also hit teams.

The training files of Operation PBSUCCESS revealedinsigned, undated how-
to guide book on political killing, entitled “A Stiy of Assassination” (Doyle and

Kornbluh 1997, Document 2). It details procedwed instruments to be used to carry
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out assassinations. The guide advises “The sinjplesl tools are often the most
efficient means of assassination”. It instructsifer that it would be sufficient to use
“anything hard, heavy and handy” (Doyle and Kormbl997, Document 2). Trainees
are cautioned in the use of body cavity puncturamds and told that “Absolute reliabil-
ity is obtained by severing the spinal cord in¢kevical region”. The guide book
explains that plausible deniability is provide@d#sassination instructions are not written
or recorded. It states outright that murder “is morally justifiable” but then goes on to
advise that “persons who are morally squeamishldhmt attempt it” (Doyle and
Kornbluh 1997, Document 2).

A National Security Archive declassified documdated March 31, 1954 which
was used in planning for Operation PBSUCCESS cositaine of many assassination
lists. This particular list is a request from E@ivision chief asking to obtain the
names of Arbenz government leaders, communist pagtybers, and persons “of tactical
importance whose removal for psychological, orgainmal or other reasons is mandato-
ry for the success ahilitary action(emphasis mine)” (Doyle and Kornbluh 1997,
Document 3).

Now convinced that Guatemalan leadership haddiesmmunism, interested
parties in the United States proceeded with thamditary invasion named Operation
PBSUCCESS. A “liberation army” (el ejército dediacion) was recruited, trained and
armed by the United States’ CIA. This paramilitaffort was led by a man named
Colonel Carlos Castillo Armas who was handpickedhgyCIA. He was a graduate of
U.S. military training in Ft. Leavenworth, Kansdeias 1991, p 29). The mercenary

soldiers used in this operation were Guatemalale®who were trained outside of

69



Guatemala. What began with a CIA campaign to mpreieent, then depose President
Arbenz, now became a military action.

Was Arbenz a genuine threat to the United State€itter Fruit, an account of
“The Untold Story of the American Coup in Guatemagchlesinger and Kinzer ask if
instead he was more a threat to the principal bh&opoly, the United Fruit Company
(Schlesinger and Kinzer 1990, p xiii). In Hzgattle for Guatemaldonas encapsulates the
history of this time period by writing “the overtiw of Arbenz is one of the clearest
examples in modern history of U.S. policy beingeeaféd by direct ties of public officials
to private interests” (Jonas 1991, p 32). Shegdwthat the history of the United Fruit
Company clearly demonstrates U.S. complicity ingtege affairs of a sovereign country.

Jonas concludes that diplomatic, economic andaryliactions on the part of the
United States resulted in the 1954 coup d’état,cam$equently the Guatemalan civil
war (1960-1996). Her scholarly work details U.&ttgipation and guidance which
portrayed ideological and political overtones 6€Cald War civil war” (Jonas 2000,
p 17). U.S. intervention in Guatemala helped tarsenotion what Jonas describes as the

longest and bloodiest civil war in the hemisphene (ntil that time).
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CHAPTER FIVE

1954 Coup d’état

Guatemala Is “Liberated”: Operation PBSUCCESS

In the previous chapters we highlighted economierests and anti-communist
assertions. Streeter’s analysis combines thesbasep. He contends that the Eisen-
hower administration’s policy toward Guatemala rdgd communism as the primary
concern, while the changing conditions for UFCOewvre “subsidiary” issue (Streeter
2000, p 20). An analogy used by Secretary of Sdatn Acheson (1947) for perceived
communism was that Guatemala was considered dtea apple in a barrel that could
infect other apples around it (Streeter 2000, p 43)e conditions in Guatemala had to be
changed in case other surrounding countries alsiolel@ that they could defy the United
States. Streeter puts forth the argument thaEtbenhower administration wanted to
maintain U.S. hegemony in Guatemala and by extarsi¢prevent other Latin Ameri-
can countries from straying from the U.S. orbittré€&ter 2000, p 23). This could be
attempted through military intervention.

It is not the aim of this thesis to chronicle gvactivity leading up to and during

the 1954 coup d’état. The purpose is to point ew the United States influenced
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Guatemala during this time period, and to highligpecific activity and intervention
efforts by the United States which may have afféthe internal workings of Guatemala.

Activity surrounding the coup can be best undedtinrough steps taken toward
“reliance upon Third World official military institions as guarantors of U.S. foreign
policy objectives” argues Bowen in “U.S. Foreigri®pToward Radical Change:
Covert Operations in Guatemala, 1950-1954” (Bow@831 p 89). Bowen uses declassi-
fied documents in researching the “Guatemalanraffaihe context of international
relations in the Western Hemisphere. He believasititerests in both Guatemala and the
United States were in jeopardy, so they “acted sgtidally, if not jointly” in the 1954
coup in Guatemala (Bowen 1983, p 89). Because thietl States was the preeminent
military power in the region, it followed that tlE@senhower administration used its
control there. In the case of Guatemala, it wasdaelcthat U.S. foreign policy objectives
would not be served by controlling the existingitarly institutions there, but rather they
could be “liberated” and then the existing militaxquld be replaced.

One strategy to keep Guatemala in check was thrangarms embargo which the
United States had put in place during the Arévdimiaistration (Bowen 1983, p 92).
The United States had refused to sell arms to Guatesince 1948 (Schlesinger and
Kinzer 1990, p 148) even while it continued to sedapons and airplanes to Guatemala’s
neighboring countries such as Nicaragua and HosdBawen 1983, p 92-93). Not only
did the United States not sell arms to Guatematat lalso blocked arms purchases by
the Guatemalan Government from other countries.Giremalan Government recog-
nized its diminishing military strength comparedt®neighboring countries. It also

recognized from its intelligence gathering thatr¢heere indications of an impending
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paramilitary invasion by Colonel Carlos Castillaas (Schlesinger and Kinzer 1990, p
149).

In its recognition of the need to reinforce itsroarmed forces, in the spring of
1954 the Guatemalan Government bought munitioma ftaechoslovakia. The United
States tried to halt that shipment of arms but weble to do so. The munitions were
delivered to Puerto Barrios by the Swedish gkifhbemon May 15, 1954 (Schlesinger
and Kinzer 1990, p 147-148). This weapons shiproensisted of small arms, ammuni-
tion, and light artillery pieces from the Skoda arfactory (Eisenhower 1963, p 421-
426). Because Czechoslovakia was a satellitetgpafthe Soviet Union, this event
turned out to be an opportunity for the CIA to msate to the American press and thus to
the American public that the arms purchase waseewel of communist subversion in
Guatemala.

The CIAs reaction to news of the shipment wase*ofrelief’ in Schlesinger and
Kinzer’s view. They posit that the agency had bleeking for a credible pretext to
justify a plan which involved Castillo Armas (Schileger and Kinzer 1990, p 150). The
CIlA then used this shipment to go forward with tl@peration PBSUCCESS. As
quickly as the day after the delivery of the arimigpsient, on May 16, CIA Director Allen
Dulles met with the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff. efollowing day Dulles met with the
National Security Council and convinced Eisenhowssttategists to aid Castillo Armas
and his fellow mercenaries. The date for the irrasvas then set for the following
month (Schlesinger and Kinzer 1990, p 151).

Bowen claims that a regional campaign was orchestrby the United States.

Fellow Central American countries El Salvador, Haras, Nicaragua, Costa Rica and
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Panama were part of a propaganda campaign angatsof active efforts directed
against the policies of both the Arévalo and Arbgorernments. These Central Ameri-
can countries held discussions amongst themselligs excluding Guatemala. Bowen
writes that when Castillo Armas invaded Guatem#i@,Salvadoran head of state, Major
Oscar Osorio, not only had prior knowledge of thient, but had advised CIA operatives
that he had 2,500 soldiers on reserve to asststsa they were needed (Bowen 1983,
p 93-94). In other Central American cooperatioasiflo Armas’ expatriate army trained
in Nicaragua in 1953-1954. Interestingly enougkrained on the Anastasio Somoza
family estate. It was from Nicaragua that Cas#llsmas based his air support during the
attack on Guatemala. Financial support was alseigeed by both Somoza and the
dictatorial leader of the Dominican Republic, Rafe@jillo (Bowen 1983, p 94).
Arbenz’s adversaries were also living in and comivating with Castillo Armas

from Honduras. Bowen posits that hostility of thenduran government toward Arbenz
was maintained by the United States. This camioenrstood from the following state-
ment from the 1954 American Ambassador to HondMésting Willauer:

“| certainly was called upon to perform very imgont duties par-

ticularly to keep the Honduran government—which seered to

death about the possibilities of themselves belregtbrown—keep

them in line so they would allow this revolutionagtivity to con-

tinue, based in Honduras” (U.S. Senate, June@l,19866).
Ambassador Willauer recognized the fear in the Hoad government. Bowen notes
that hostility was maintained in order to carry winat the United States had planned.
This is much like the continuing campaign whichséed to manipulate the ideas of the

American public toward Guatemala with the fear abenmunist menace. As part of this

campaign, the CIA and UFCO’s press officers trieditect public opinion through
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restricted coverage in the American press. Bowentpout that CIA Director Allen
Dulles spoke to thBlew York Timepublisher Arthur Hays Sulzberger and asked him to
keep reporter Sydney Gruson away from Guatematasdh was stationed in Mexico
City but reported on Guatemalan issues. Allen &u#lhared concerns with thenes
publisher that both he, and his brother, SecratbB8tate John Foster Dulles, did not
believe that Gruson was inclined to reporting “chipely” on the Guatemalan situation
(Bowen 1983, p 95). Two examples of Gruson’s repgifollow.

Gruson’s May 22, 195Klew York Timearticle was entitled “Guatemala Says
U.S. Tried to Make Her Defenseless”. This artadenmented on the United States’ ban
on arms shipments to Guatemala, and Guatemaldie deduy arms for the purposes of
its own defense, or to repel a potential invasiorhis article Guatemalan Foreign
Minister Guillermo Toriello was quoted as sayingof us, Communist-controlled
territory is the Soviet Union. Other countries aogereign.” He later added “Guatemala
is not a colony of the United States nor an assedistate that requires permission of the
United States Government to acquire the thingspehsable for its defense and security,
and it repudiates the pretentions of this Goverrirftee United States] to supervise the
legitimate acts of a sovereign government” (Grudday 22, 1954New York Timé@s

In this same May 22, 195@mesarticle, Gruson reported on Guatemalan reaction
to the United States and UFCO’s demand for thedrigbllar value in compensation for
UFCO’s land expropriation. Foreign Minister Tdiloewas quoted as saying that he
deemed the demand for the higher value to be “agernvention(emphasis mine)” in

Guatemala.
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In another Gruson news story reported afterAfieemship delivery, as noted by
authors oBitter Fruit, Gruson observed that Guatemalans and other Latierigans
reacted with support toward Arbenz in light of fhmerican attacks (Schlesinger and
Kinzer 1990, p 154). In the news story, Gruson w(@te reaction has served to remind
observers that the dominant feeling among artiegiatemalans is not pro- or anti-
communist or pro- or anti-Yankeeism but fervenioralism” (GrusonNew York Times
May 24, 1954). News content of this type was ceutd what the CIA desired. Schle-
singer and Kinzer report that Gruson was aboutyestigate the Castillo Armas invasion
of Guatemala but was restricted in his effortslafter the coup d’état had already taken
place (Schlesinger and Kinzer 1990, p 155).

The CIA also went as far as to enlist the aid wiehican Catholic hierarchy in its
plans to affect people’s thinking. The CIA askeglANYork’s Cardinal Francis Spellman
to clandestinely contact Guatemalan Archbishop MariRossell Arellano. As a result of
this request a pastoral letter was written and tkad to Guatemalan churches on April 9,
1954. The letter asked “the people of Guatemaldto] rise as a single man against this
enemy of God and country” (Schlesinger and Kin&90l p 155). The CIA also arranged
for thousands of leaflets with this same messade @irdropped in remote areas of
Guatemala.

It is noteworthy that during Operation PBSUCCES®mof the Guatemalan
populace did not know of many of the events whi@neataking place in their own
country. This is because the CIA was controllilggnsgicant modes of communication in
Guatemala. The agency launched a clandestine cadipaign about seven weeks before

the invasion (Schlesinger and Kinzer 1990, p 1@He goal of the campaign was to
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spread fear and panic throughout Guatemala vidia stiation called Radio Libera-
tion/Voice of Liberation (Voz de la liberacion). May and June of 1954, pro-Castillo
Armas messages were transmitted through CIA radicsiitters. Broadcasters and
technicians in this effort had been trained byG@h&. This station presented itself as if it
were being broadcast from the jungle in Guatemalagtuality it had connections in
Nicaragua, Honduras, the Dominican Republic andh ¢lve U.S. State of Florida.

In order to urge people to join the Castillo Arnhaiseration movement this
station represented itself as the voice of Guatempéatriots who were opposed to the
Arbenz government (Schlesinger and Kinzer 1990%68).1The broadcast presented
information about nonexistent things such as @niliprisings and military defections.
When the official Guatemalan station tried to tfully deal with these erroneous rumors,
Radio Liberation used jamming equipment which veasded in the U.S. embassy to
block reception of the government station. It ated the music and bells of the official
Guatemalan station and presented its own broadsasit were the official government
station’s broadcast.

Immerman focuses on a CIA memorandum to Eisenhtve¢tU.S. efforts alone
looked doubtful and would not be enough (Immerm@821 p 161). The CIA's acting
assistant director for current intelligence expaino President Eisenhower that the
“controlling factor” was the loyalty of the regul&uatemalan army officers (Immerman
1982, p 161). They felt that if the regular Guatéam forces chose to fight, then without
much difficulty, they could resist the invasion.S@ibo Armas did not have enough
military power himself to oust Arbenz. The CIA comnicated that the entire effort

would depend upon psychological impact rather thditary strength.
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Using the radio they could create the impresdian there were rebels every-
where in Guatemala (Schlesinger and Kinzer 19946(9). Using airplanes they even
parachuted dummies into rural areas to give theéasgion to Guatemalan peasants that
rebels were near. It was the job of the Castilmas effort to “create and maintain for a
short time the impression of very substantial mijitstrength” (Immerman 1982, p 161).
This was a “psychological war"—a “war of nerveghtherman 1982, 162-163). One use
of the radio was to raise the anxiety of and tghften the Guatemalan people. These
efforts were also directed at undermining the aterice of the Guatemalan military by
splitting them from their loyalty to Arbenz (Schieger and Kinzer 1990, p 168). In the
end it was designed to cause President Arbenzaiodam his post and to resign.

As we highlight efforts made by the United States,see that Bowen objectively
takes note of the changing situation in Guatentddasays that the time period when the
reforms were taking place was not trouble freehitnassessment of the internal security
of Guatemala during 1953 and 1954, he acknowlethgg/iolence was actually taking
place. Some disunity and division were preserttiwithe Guatemalan armed forces.
Bowen believes that U.S. analysts perceived doutite Guatemalan military corps. The
analysts questioned whether or not the Arbenz adtration could maintain the place
that military had held in Guatemalan society. UthiBtates analysts believed that this
doubt could be exploited and perhaps be used tt areup d’état.

One key person who kept himself informed of thanges in Guatemala was
American Ambassador to Guatemala, John Peurifouwe® asserts that Peurifoy devel-
oped contacts within Guatemala who could advisatefnal vulnerabilities. He wanted

to be sure that the United States could use thlhsmrsaries and their information for the

78



benefit of U.S. planning. Contacts were developestr time and Bowen says that by
January of 1954 officers regularly reported to ©fficials (Bowen 1983, p 92).
Through related planning they projected that irr fmufive months there would be a

change in Guatemalan leadership.

Bowen writes that by June 15 the CIA was reportimthe Eisenhower admin-
istration that top Guatemalan army officers wereantact and discussing plans for
Arbenz’s overthrow (Bowen 1983, p 95). Afinal rtieg on Operation PBSUCCESS
was held with Eisenhower, the Dulles brothers, &acy of Defense Charles Wilson, and
the Joint Chiefs of Staff all in attendance (Sdhigsr and Kinzer 1990, p 170). Opera-
tion PBSUCCESS was approved on June 15, 1954 plahnewas for Castillo Armas to
invade Guatemala to provoke a coup which wouldlt@sthe overthrow of Arbenz.

The continuing covert nature of this well-planmmedip can be understood from a
June 18, 1954 excerpt from the Diary of James @ekg, Press Secretary to President
Eisenhower. The Press Secretary’s diary entrgstdtAllen Dulles called early in the
morning to tell me that his organization expectezt¢ would be an anti-Communist
uprising in Guatemala very shortly. Officially wlen’t know anything about it. The
story broke late Friday night” (Eisenhower Libraragerty Papers, June 18, 1954).

This operation was designed very much in advaa&ean be understood from a
secret memorandum released as sanitized by the Gistorical Review Program in
2003. This Memo was addressed to “Chief, WH [WHhiteise]”. The Subject line
indicates “Declaration of Col. Castillo Armas”. &bne sentence message states

“Attached is a translation of a proposed ‘declardtby Col. Castillo Armas.” The date
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of the Memorandum was February 1, 1954—which isentimain four months before the
June 1954 coup (CIA “Declaration of Col. Castilloas” Memorandum, February 1,
1954). Any pretense from the previous paragrapilas/entry of Press Secretary Hagerty
to the President, which claims it had no officiabkvledge about the imminent “uprising”
does not seem to be factual.

As far as specific events surrounding the couphaxee already seen that the CIA
used Radio Liberation and aerial drops of litemtior carry out a propaganda campaign.
The United States had also handpicked Castillo Arasathe man who would lead the
anti-Arbenz operation. Castillo Armas was a rigitig Guatemalan army officer who
had been exiled from Guatemala. On June 13 Ca&iifittas went to Tegucigalpa,
Honduras to meet with his troops. This was thé finse the troops had ever met with
their commander. The CIA had transported arourtdsbldiers to Honduras (Schlesinger
and Kinzer 1990, p 170). Like Castillo Armas thesxe mercenary soldiers. They were
Guatemalan exiles, and/or a mixed number of CeAtraricans, and/or American
soldiers of fortune, who had been trained by th& i@INicaragua. Forty-eight hours
before the invasion, the troops were sent to sbhaatler villages in Honduras, where the
CIA provided them with bazookas, machine guns, aderiaunchers and rations
(Schlesinger and Kinzer 1990, p 171).

The day before the invasion, more Liberation tosere delivered to Honduran
border towns via ClA-chartered DC-3 planes. On J&€olonel Castillo Armas crossed
into Guatemala in his command car which was folld\wg several vehicles. Since no
spontaneous revolt took place they were told tp gta (Schlesinger and Kinzer 1990,

171). On the morning of the invasion the CIA septlat to drop leaflets over Guatemala
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City. Other pilots were sent by the CIA to provakyial harassment and to intimidate
Arbenz into submission. In one case a grenadeatyhamite stick were dropped from a
plane onto fuel tanks which caused an explosioni@midating noises at the port
(Schlesinger and Kinzer 1990, p 172).

Between June 17 and June 27, 1954 the CIA direbtetnpression of warfare
toward the Guatemalan people. Panic resulted thain propaganda in efforts to support
Castillo Armas, Bowen recounts (Bowen 1983, p 96Ggse carefully used tactics can be
understood from the following memo from the CIAResident Eisenhower on June 20,
1954

“... it will be seen how important are the aspectsedeption and

timing. . . in arousing other latent forces of séaince [to Arbenz]. .

. the entire [Castillo] effort is thus more depemtdgpon psycho-

logical impact rather than actual military strengtlithough it is

upon the ability of the Castillo Armas effort taeeate and maintain

for a short time the impression of very substamtiditary strength

that the success of this particular effort primadiépends. The use

of a small number of airplanes and the massiveotiszdio broad-

casting are designed to build up and give main eupp the im-

pression of Castillo Armas’ strength as well aspgeead the im-

pression of the regime’s weakness” (Bowen 1983%)p 9
From the previous quotation Bowen emphasizes titerit forces of resistance” which he
identifies as the Guatemalan military officers wiere part of the official Guatemalan
armed forces. He explains that these officers wergrimary object of U.S. anti-Arbenz
policy. According to Bowen, the United States wepleased about the role of com-
munists in the social mobilization which was takpigce in the country. He contends
however that the goal of American policy was “ngtogular conquest leading to an

anticommunist revolution” but instead “American ipglsought to foment a military

coup” (Bowen 1983, p 96). And indeed it did.
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On June 18, 1954 Castillo Armas’ army of liberatiovaded Guatemala from
several border points. The use of several poiais o give the impression that
Guatemala was being invaded by a large force. Miaception was used to advance this
small band of mercenaries. Psychological warfargicoed and was meant to provoke
panic among the people. The Voice of Liberatiomalbicast gave the impression that
Castillo Armas and his men were being welcomed.

The invasion did not go as planned. The Guatemraleny was able to turn back
efforts by Castillo Armas to seize several townsh{8singer and Kinzer 1990, p 171).
Heavy equipment slowed them down. The GuatemalaryAtefeated mercenaries at
some locations, and mercenaries were killed antloagh  Botched and unsuccessful
attacks resulted in several requests through Adlelles to send airplanes (Schlesinger
and Kinzer 1990, p 177). The planes were finatbyed. Over the next few days with
the use of these planes and the overall well-orgahpsychological warfare, this ulti-
mately resulted in the intimidation and demoral@abf the Arbenz forces (Schlesinger
and Kinzer 1990, 192). Although the threat from thercenaries was not significant,
Castillo Armas and his liberation army were abladoance into Guatemala.

Specific actions related to the coup d’état tolaslce between June 17 to June 27,
1954. As President Arbenz saw his support basedleihe addressed the country by
government radio and resigned on June 27 (Schiessargl Kinzer 1990, p 199-201,
from El Imparcial July 28, 1954). This ended the October Revolubiothe Ten Years of
Spring (1944-1954).

Bowen concludes that “the U.S. role was the veseace of Castillo Armas’ part

of the ‘liberation’™ (Bowenl1983, p 96). This chaptiepicts U.S. assistance in the
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overthrow of (what some people refer to as) theefiation” of the Guatemalan Govern-
ment in 1954. Castillo Armas took power in Guatkenthat same year. The United
States then established diplomatic relations vinéhrtew “anti-Communist” Guatemalan

Government on July 13, 1954 (Waggoner July 14, 19&4 York Timés

Results of the 1954 Coup

As stated at the outset of the preceding chaghteRevolution for many hopeful
and expectant Guatemalans was replaced with aegme. Schlesinger and Kinzer
carefully document that “the United States govemmimeas in fact the secret creator and
sponsor of the ‘liberation’ movement” (Schlesinged Kinzer 1990, p 13). “Liberation”
is commonly understood as the securing of equaélkaind economic rights for a particu-
lar group. In looking at this understanding of tdoacept of liberation, it can be ques-
tioned as to which particular group or groups gainghts, or social or economic oppor-
tunities as a consequence of either Operation PBRME or PBSUCESS, or the 1954
coup.

As for the overall effects on the country of Gumadda, as a result of President
Eisenhower getting the United States involved Ule. State Department reduced aid to
Guatemala. It also limited trade with Guatemalais was particularly significant
because the United States was Guatemala’s largegtg partner. Streeter notes that by
the early 1950s, around 70 percent of Guatemakperés went to the United States, and

around 64 percent of Guatemala’s imports were fileenUnited States (Streeter 2000,
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p 191). The disinformation campaign and resuléations by the United States had a

huge negative impact on the Guatemalan nationalaug.

After World War 11, economic options in Latin Amea were very limited, as
Vanden and Prevost write. This was due to theadvpower of the United States and
also U.S. perceptions during the Cold War (VandehPRrevost 2011, p 327-328). The
authors observe that it was difficult to find ateahative path for economic and political
development. Prevost and Vanden take the poghi@inGuatemala was the most dra-
matic example of the price paid by Latin Americangheir pursuit of a path which was
unsupported by the United States.

What effect did this so called liberation havetioe Guatemalan people? As a
result of U.S. sponsored intervention, Guatemals haerated” from its democratically-
elected President. As a result of U.S. interventibe Constitutional laws of Guatema-
la’s land reform ceased from being enacted. Laform was to have redistributed an
average of 10 acres each to almost one out of éierpeople. This change in Guate-
mala’s leadership and the cessation of plannedrefodm resulted in the deterioration of
hope and exuberance of the majority campesino @adl labor population.

Bowen reaches several conclusions relative to ¢h&ert operations in Guatema-
la from 1950-1954. He writes that U.S. policy voaerseen at the highest levels of
American Government, that being the Eisenhoweri@®easy and his administration.
United States diplomatic personnel worked in contoevard the enactment of clandes-
tine operations (Bowen 1983, p 98). In hearingsteethe U.S. Senate in 1961, U.S.

Ambassador to Honduras Whiting Willauer proudly $ieaf the part that he played in
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Guatemala, from his post in Honduras. Willauetifies that Allen Dulles himself sent
Willauer a telegram after the fact in which he estiathat “the revolution could not have
succeeded but for what | did” (U.S. Senate, 19835-866).

Bowen recognizes the impact of political instibmis and socioeconomic priorities
on national self-determination. He states thapmamount political lesson learned by
the United States in the Guatemalan Affair wasréiance “on local militaries to serve
as junior partners with U.S. covert operativesm protection of U.S. interests” (Bowen
1983, p 99).

Following the Guatemalan Affair, Bowen posits, th&. Government’s primary
objective was “the cultivation of pro-American atlies in and actions by official mili-
tary hierarchies” (Bowen 1983, p 99). In the cleapthich follows we will discuss U.S.
influence as it pursued that stated objective exdéveloping military hierarchies of the

Guatemalan State.
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CHAPTER SIX

Militarization: Legacy of “Liberation”

Castillo Armas Secures His Power

In terms of successful CIA clandestine militaryeggions during this time period,
Guatemala was one of two countries about whiclCitdeboasted (Schlesinger and
Kinzer 1990, p xii). (The other country was Irafss) noted previously, the goal of
Operation PBSUCCESS was to remove President Arfsenzpower and to replace his
government with one headed by Castillo Armas. Akeetseen that Arbenz did indeed
resign. As a result of the 1954 coup both he asddp aides fled from Guatemala
(Doyle and Kornbluh 1997). The United States esthbd relations with the new gov-
ernment of Castillo Armas. As we will see, the gouas just the beginning of the
militarization of Guatemala, which continued thrbwgseveral decades-long civil war.

Castillo Armas proceeded to replace local adnraists and magistrates with his
own people. He repealed the 1945 constitutionitsiplace he issued a “political statute”
which gave him all executive and legislative fuons (Immerman 1982, p 199). The
political changes he made were authoritarian inneats it wasn't until two years later,
in 1956, that Castillo Armas actually institutedeaw constitution. Castillo Armas

attempted to ensure that there could be no orgamigposition to his regime (Immerman
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1982, 199). He prioritized the securing of hisipos of authority by using military
power against potential opposition within Guatemdaul P. Kennedy’s June 6, 1954
New York Timearticle reports that within days the new Cas#ltmas government
swiftly labeled almost 2,000 people who opposed &sticommunists” (Kennedijew
York TimesJune 6, 1954). So many people were arrestegkilsatvere overloaded and
So concentration camps had to be set up.

Immerman recounts that Castillo Armas proclaimdg 12 as Anti-Communist
Day. Accordingly he announced his personal intento use the law to publicly execute
criminals and people who were found responsibl@nasxample for future generations to
know “crimes against freedom are crimes againstatierland” (Immerman 1982,
p 198). There was actually no legal basis in Guatan law for prosecuting citizens for
simply holding political beliefs. With the repedltbe 1945 constitution and his “political
statute” (Immerman 1982, p 199) in place, with Hetfislative and executive powers
under his control, nothing stood in his way. Jomages that the United States now
proceeded to directly supervise a “wide-ranginglvitunt and McCarthy-style repres-
sion campaign” (Jonas 2012, p 309). Castillo Armasld then intimidate and eliminate
possible enemies by removing the rule of law amehisifying the anti-communist witch
hunt.

According to the National Security Archive, thetlatage of PBSUCCESS was a
“roll-up of Communists and collaborators” (Doyledaikornbluh 1997). In carrying
forward this anti-communist program Castillo Arntasated a National Committee for

Defense against Communism. This Committee condwieveillance, arrested people
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who were deemed to be dangerous, and deporteg@iersi even without the legal
recourse of a trial (Immerman 1982, p 199).

To aid in these efforts, Castillo Armas formedraaal police force which was led
by José Bernabe Linares, the man who had doneathe pb in the pre-revolutionary
Ubico regime. Bernabe Linares was said to havd aketric shock baths or a head-
shrinking steel skullcap in his methods as thedesdr” for the dictatorial Ubico
(Immerman 1982, p. 199). Under Castillo Armasteship Bernabe Linares went on to
investigate anyone in Guatemala who had ever beesnaber of a union, anyone who
had signed a petition, or anyone who had receiveah@estead during Arbenz’s tenure.
This resulted in the creation of police files ong®f thousands of people.

According to Immerman, thousands of people webérarily jailed during this
time for purposes of “security” (Immerman 1982,991L The National Security Archive
says that after the CIA installed Castillo Arma®ipower, hundreds of Guatemalans
were rounded up and killed. Jonas puts the pagt-cepression campaign death toll at
some 8,000 people. She estimates that thousan@spaople went into hiding or were
exiled from Guatemala (Jonas 2012, p 309). Nunsescholarly works indicate that
many Guatemalans were executed and many simplgpdesared”.

On another matter of great significance, thatatllreform, one of Castillo
Armas’ first official acts was to return to the tted Fruit Company 99 percent of the land
which had been expropriated from it. Castillo Aenadso did away with taxes on inter-
est, dividends, and profits which would have beayaple (Immerman 1982, p 198).

Immerman recounts that Castillo Armas gave theonatifarms back to the state, and
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took back land—often forcibly—from peasants who &egluired it through Decree 900.
Castillo Armas also got rid of cooperatives.

As part of Castillo Armas’ crafting of a new agaar reform program, the United
States now helped with advice and money (Immern3&2 1p 198). Details of this plan
assured that private property would be exemptad #gpropriation. This exemption
meant that the only land available for distributtorthe masses of people was state-
owned land or land that was either undevelopedcssible or of poor quality
(Immerman 1982, p 198). According to economicdriah and sociologist Andre
Gunder Frank, using the land distribution prograoppsed during the post-Arbenz years
(1955-1961), taking into account a zero populagoowth, it would have taken “148
years for all peasant families to receive some’l@hnk 1969, p 270).

In her work on the effects of political violence popular organizations during
this same time period, May writes that “Becausedttganized urban and rural working
classes were a key support of the Revolution, Ga&lastillo Armas dismantled the labor
organizations almost immediately upon his arrivéd iGuatemala City” (May 2001, p 4).
May claims that “Within a week of the fall of thee#lution, Castillo Armas replaced the
head of the Department of Labor” (May 2001, p 4mmerman notes that Castillo
Armas cancelled the registrations of over 500 usnigmmerman 1982, p 199).

“While this did not outlaw the actual organizatipitgid invali-
date their leadership and the organizational siredti.e., their
constitutions, autonomous internal procedures |@adership).
The law stated that the affected labor organizatiware allowed
three months to restructure themselves and to remmommunists

from their membership... This prohibited a resurgesicide for-
mer unions after the three-month ‘trial period’ ‘412001, p 4-5).
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With these changes came disruption of leadershipdarorganizations, their constitutions
and their internal procedures. This disorganizratioeffect dismantled the political
institutions of popular organizations such as lalomons, agrarian committees and
political parties. In comparison to Arbenz’s lasty in office, these changes negatively
impacted union membership as it declined to 10eerof what it was, by the end of the
decade (Immerman 1982, p 200). It was not lortd onajor labor organizations,
cultural organizations and other popular organizetiwere actually outlawed through
Decree 48. Not only did Castillo Armas cancel dd@® union registrations, he also
revoked Arévalo’s 1947 Labor Code (Immerman 198®)1Further, Castillo Armas
created a law which put future union charter apgrowmder his Committee for Defense
against Communism (Immerman 1982, p 199-200).

In Jonas’ description of the immediate aftermdtths new government, she also
acknowledges the quick reversal of previous lamakne and labor laws. She agrees that
under Castillo Armas’ leadership political partaasd pro-revolution organizations were
made illegal. She relates that even literacy @ogrwere seen to be part of “pro-
communist indoctrination” (Jonas 2012, p 309). sTikiparticularly noteworthy as a July
1954New York Timeatrticle reports of another new decree in the imategost-Arbenz
presidency era—that of limiting suffrage to persah® were literate. The new Guatema-
lan leadership considered literacy as fundameatalthentic democracy, and it noted
literacy as one characteristic of responsible eftghip. This samBmesatrticle reports
that 73 percent of the Guatemalan population Wissrdte at the time this decree was
enactedlew York TimesJuly 7, 1954). It is not difficult to understatidat the effect of

this decree would exclude the majority populati@mnf being able to vote.
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The repressive and undemocratic changes instihytégiastillo Armas, which we
have noted took place with the aid of the U.S. Gowent, were not readily accepted by
the majority population of Guatemala. This carséen through a news article written
two years into Guatemala’s “liberation” under thas@lo Armas regime. Reporter
David Graham describes conditions in Guatemalhetiie inThe Nationn his July
1956 article (GrahanNation July 14, 1956). He points out again that CasAlimas
had led by the pre-1956 Constitution, executiveeless Graham likens this to recent
elections where only seven percent of the Guatenyaaple chose to vote. He notes
Castillo Armas’ ability to clamp down on the preasd also the new Constitution allow-
ing him to cancel civil liberties.

Graham reports that even the “government’s hanklepi labor leaders are crying
out against government policies” as witnessed bgri¢geader L.F. Balcarcel's May Day
speech printed iRrensa Libre This labor leader acknowledged that labor andraayn
laws had aggravated problems such as scarcityndfdad scarcity of work (Graham,
Nation July 14, 1956). Graham considered existing wayldonditions under the
Castillo Armas regime as shocking. He reportsithatiral areas hundreds of small
farmers were forced off their lands. This cut pratibn of corn and beans, the basic
foods eaten by Guatemalans. Graham reveals tiddwaners seized the property of the
peasants by burning them out. He recounts an degoaplished irifime’sJune 11 Latin
American edition when 32 dislocated peasants hpdaed to the authorities about their
need to plant corn to feed their families. Whemrtieeting took place the Indians were
surrounded by the town’s police chief and officensg the mayor. They were trucked off

and charged with being communists. One of the [Engdowners who had dispossessed
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them of their land was a minister in the governme&he point that Graham makes with
this example is that respectful pleas were struckrdby government tribunals as
“Communist agitation”.

In this same July 1956 article, Graham chroniebasting conditions which
include the dissolution of Congress, the whittldayvn of the electorate, and laws passed
against “dangerous thoughts”. He refers to Unitedt Company as “Central America’s
traditional boss”. Graham acknowledges the saliglarhich exists between those who
put Castillo Armas in power, foreign capital andvstic feudalism. He says that during
Castillo Armas’ reign these relationships had beeonore concrete.

Graham expounds that the Arévalo-Arbenz regimesblean intensely national-
istic and hence suspicious of the United Statdss, he says, comes as a consequence of
what people who are “south of the border” univdyda¢lieve, that the United States had
been controlling and exploiting Central America $otty years. He describes the libera-
tion as being “hoisted into the saddlelWys. interventiofiemphasis mine) and secured
with good old-fashioned fascist decrees” (Grahauty, 14, 1956) The Nationreporter
ponders what kind of labor movement might exighie United States if union leadership
had to be cleared by Senator McCarthy.

Graham describes the Guatemalan army as a police Which “has been armed
to the teeth by Dulles under the ludicrous pretieat it can help the defense of the
continent”. He mentions that fortunately there ‘aieeable military elements who stand
ever ready to make lightning adjustments to pdalitahange” (Graham, July 14, 1956).

Under these conditions Graham conjectures whetheotpin light of public demonstra-
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tions at Easter time, on May Day and in June, @agtrmas might be asking himself:
“How loyal is the army?”

According to Graham, two years into Castillo Arfeadership, the Guatemalan
Bar Association was sensing a change in the peliticGuatemala. Graham recounts a
prominent businessman’s observation that the “thctprestige has never been lower”
and that politicians who aren’t already committedastillo Armas wouldn’t go near
him. The businessman goes on to venture that ifedrtates’ support for Castillo Armas
were to be withdrawn, then the government woultapsie. Graham concludes his article
by referring to Castillo Armas as the man who gareed by both friends and enemies
alike as the “chief instrument d&nkee interventioemphasis mine)” (Graharation,
July 14, 1956).

Under these conditions it is not difficult to umskand that President Castillo
Armas was assassinated one year later, in 195&.a3$assination took place in the
National Palace and was carried out by one of t@gipus bodyguards. In response to
the news, President Eisenhower announced thasfassination was a loss not only for
Guatemala but for the world. He even sent his sem John Eisenhower, to attend the

funeral.

Guatemala Was Not Always Militarized

Richard N. Adams notes in Hxucifixion by Power: Essays on Guatemalan
National Social Structure, 1944-1966at the United States was a crucial ally of the

Guatemalan military. He specifies support camenftd S. diplomatic, commercial and
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military communities (Adams 1970, p 260). We haxplered economic/commercial and
diplomatic elements in the previous chapters. Wenow consider the buildup of the
military in Guatemala during this early Cold Warripd.

In looking at the military in Latin American couir@s, Adams counters the
erroneous belief which many people hold that tlegens had been under military
governments ever since they gained their indepearasenin his view, this assumption
obscures how fast the militaries of Latin Americamntries grew in more recent years.
In the case of Guatemala, Adams clarifies thatevbiibico was a dictator, this does not
mean that Ubico’s was a military government (Addrag0, p 238). In Adams’ assess-
ment, the structure of the Guatemalan militaryrafie Ubico regime developed, took on
a new role in Guatemala—this with particular imehent by the United States (Adams
1970, p 238).

Before we consider this accelerated growth oftiigary in Guatemala, we will
first look at the time period prior to World War IAccording to Adams, it was during
this time that there was a running feud betweeddamers and the military. Labor was
in short supply during this time (Adams 1970, p 258n accessible source of men was
available in the rural labor force. Landownersdegtlaborers for use in their agricultur-
al work. The Guatemalan army also needed men afdrped to draft these men into the
military. Because of the competing needs, Adameresthat at this time landowners
viewed the military as a parasite (Adams 1970, 9 25

Cold War ideology soon brought the landownersthednilitary together as
perceptions of a communist threat were projecteéd Guatemala—this in spite of the

claim by Immerman that the communist movement iat@&uonala in the 1940s and 1950s
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was actually weak. He discerns that by enactirtigraform programs which were

harmful to the Guatemalan masses, the effortsverse the reform movement had
actually “fueled the very communist movement tihat Eisenhower administration
overestimated in 1954” (Immerman 1982, p 200).

Adams notes that the United States had worked-epamly in Guatemalan
government affairs since the time of Estrada Cabr@ne indicator of this was U.S.
involvement in Guatemala’s Escuela Politécnicapmiiitary academy. This academy is
the place where future officials of the Guatema#lemy (Ejército de Guatemala) were
trained. He points out that by the early 1930s sichool was headed up by an American
military officer (Adams 1970, p 260). The Unitethes had been concerned about the
defense of the Panama Canal during World War llssmd had a large military presence
in Guatemala. U.S. military attachés and missidicers had been stationed in
Guatemala since that time—even during the Ten Yaa®pring (Adams 1970, p 260).

The military presence in Guatemala developed bnes. This grew through what
Adams calls the “assumption of regnancy”. He dbssrthis as part of growing
corporateness and continuing politicization oftitary in the affairs of government
(Adams 1970, p 262-263) as the military took masponsibility in the ruling of the
country. Military involvement was not new as Adaexplains. Part of Guatemala’s
recent past included using the army to augmenpadliee, as well as a substitute for the
police (Adams 1970, p 263). This demonstratesttteGuatemalan military was
involved in leadership in the country in the pasid this participation increased since

1944 (Adams 1970, p 263-264).
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There was not complete acceptance in Guatema&JaSofinfluence however.
Around the time that Arbenz was ousted from hisiency, ambivalence began in the
Guatemalan military toward the United States. Dgithis period the Guatemalan
military was becoming dependent upon a continugglswof U.S. arms and training, but
this dependence ran counter to the nationalistitef Guatemalan military officers
(Adams 1970, p 260). The military saw part of pineblem through the manner in which
Castillo Armas came to be the leader of Guatendilgary members felt that they had
played a major role in the collapse of Arbenz &y thad refused to come to the aid of
Arbenz during the liberation. Because of this,itan} personnel believed that they had
the right to choose who would succeed Arbenz irptiesidency. As was noted previous-
ly, the United States had not only handpicked Gagtrmas but it had orchestrated the
coup which put him into power. This antagonizegl Buatemalan military and especially
the Liberation Army which was used to install Cés#hrmas (Adams 1970, p 260-261).
Even so, they realized that the United States stgg&astillo Armas, and the army was
dependent upon the United States as a source.of aid

Technical and material aid from the United StaweGuatemala after the libera-
tion caused drastic changes in the structure oGtltemalan state. Jonas asserts that the
United States was directly involved in this restiuing (Jonas 1991, p 57). The increas-
ing military support from the United States altetled previously existing power struc-
ture. U.S. military expenditures in Guatemalawa#d those entities who received this
support to expand their power and internal contfidiis resulted in an increased role for
the military in central government. What evolvedsma class-based corporate state

headed up by the bourgeoisie and the armed faGmedrol by the bourgeoisie was
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indirect while at the same time the armed forcesecto dominate operation of the state
(Jonas 1991, p 57). This new arrangement wasmEsig defend the interests of the
bourgeoisie (including transnational capital) whikng the support of the armed forces,

some of whose upper echelons became part of thgdamsie.

Counterinsurgency Begins

Because of hopes and expectations which many Ga#as had experienced
during the Ten Years of Spring, history could netreversed. Graham notes that the
Arévalo-Arbenz administrations gave Guatemalan |geafsense of worth and self-
respect (GrahanNation July 14, 1956). Jonas discerns that the sametstal dynam-
ics and conditions which existed for the majoritylee Guatemalan people, the condi-
tions which had caused the Revolution, still existethe post-1954 period (Jonas 2012,
p 310). The majority Guatemalan population savir thepes dashed while better condi-
tions presented themselves for the large landovaredoreign companies. It was not
difficult to understand how an insurgency would elep in response to the changing
conditions in Guatemala.

Jonas describes two political imperatives of thenterrevolution: to enable
conditions for private investment, and also to e@ut and do away with possibilities of
future mobilization by popular organizations (Jot891, p 59). In order to subdue the
masses from mobilizing, a massive counterinsurgeaaypaign was developed by

Guatemalan military leaders, this again with tleeadithe United States (Doyle and
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Kornbluh, 1997). Jonas describes U.S. influenaestablishing the counterinsurgency
state as being “formative and decisive” (Jonas 1pa1l7).

Democratic institutions were militarized with niyaall of Guatemala’s presidents
after 1954 coming from military backgrounds (Joh@81, p 61). Power came to be
effectively held by the military. At the local lely Military Zones were established using
“military commissioners”-many of whom were formemg personnel. According to
Jonas, each town had representatives which inwara part of a larger network. In
their new posts as paramilitary forces they weteusted to safeguard the interests of the
rural property owners (Jonas 1991, p 61-62). Tipesple spied on the local population
and carried out vigilante activities. The courergvmilitarized. With this militarization
of politics, indirect rule was established for theatemalan bourgeoisie along with
foreign investors (Jonas 1991, p 62). This wasdming the private sector political
representation of a coordinating committee callech®@ Coordinador de Asociaciones
Agricolas, Comerciales, Industriales y Financiddamas 1991, p 62). According to
Jonas this was top-down authoritarian represemtatnal it excluded popular participa-
tion (Jonas 1991, p 62). Overall, the military eatm be a leading force in governance.
Jonas says that this resulted in the loss of dessgarhich in time was replaced with
outright terror (Jonas 1991, p 62).

In looking at the funding of this system, Jonaseaslies that in the mid-1950s
U.S. aid to foreign countries was not yet commamé$ 1991, p 57). Adams reports that
the United States didn’t give much military supporGuatemala during World War Il or
even up until Arbenz was deposed (Adams 1970, p. 2@dlooking at U.S. Department

of Defense data regarding aid from the United Stadésuatemala between 1956 and
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1964, Adams notes that aid was considered relgtlgal at $0.4 million dollars until
1961. This was very early in the Guatemalan ewal (1960-1996). In 1962, U.S. aid
more than tripled to $1.3 million, and that numdeubled to $2.6 million in 1963. This
is according to the United States Department oebst. (Adams 1970, p 264 U.S.
Department of Defens&lilitary Assistance Factsl5 February 1965). Adams asserts
that “ it can hardly be a coincidence that thet firse in recent Guatemalan history a
military government has taken over the entire adrdf the country occurred after it had
received some millions of dollars worth of equiprnieam the United States” (Adams
1970, p 264).

It is not within the scope of this thesis to chotathe 36 years of the civil war.
From previous chapters we can see a progressiorSofintervention going from effects
in economic and political areas of Guatemala, @ aoknowledging official approval by
the United States in funding of military operationsGuatemala. All of this took place

within the context of the Cold War.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

Conclusions

This thesis has focused on effects of U.S. forgigicy and U.S. intervention on
Guatemala in three areas: economic poliold War rationaleand military operations.
We have considered a number of perspectives ore@add-U.S. interactions in the mid-
20th century. From these we will now look at tii@r@mentioned three elements
singularly and also collectively to determine ifSJinfluence and intervention
contributed to and facilitated the establishmerd obunterinsurgency state in

Guatemala.

Effects of U.S. Foreign Policy and Intervention

Economic and the 1954 Coup d’étatWe will first assess U.S. influence and
intervention surrounding the 1954 coup d’état irat@mala. In reexamining the history
of the coup with an eye toward U.S. interventiochi8singer and Kinzer use FOIA
information to actually detail efforts by the UrdtStates to remove the Guatemalan
revolutionary government. In the title of theirdkathey even name this political action
as an “American coup'B(tter Fruit: The Untold Story of the American Cop

Guatemala. Of major concern for Schlesinger and Kinzeloimking at the deposing of
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Arbenz during the coup were economic interests—ipadicularly interested parties in
the United States like those of the United Fruitr@any (Schlesinger and Kinzer 1990,
p 19). Chalmers Johnson writes that the U.S. Caélapéd and organized the 1954
military coup in Guatemala as a result of modesd leeform which threatened U.S.
corporations (Johnson 2000, p 13-14).

Johnson sees this as a “striking example of Araarimperial policies” in its
backyard (Johnson 2000, p 13). Ronning’s assessageaés with Johnson’s as he writes
that Latin American states tried to protect themsfrom intervention which was

“protect(ing) powerful economic interests” in itisrperialistic designs” (Ronning 1961,

p 250) The major country from which they were defendimgmselves against

intervention is identified by Ronning as the Unittétes. Guatemala is just one country
which dealt with the problem of intervention in Aestern Hemisphere.

The ideas of the man whom Smith identifies ascthief architect of the U.S.
Soviet containment policy, George Kennan, acknogéeldthree goals of the United
States. Latin America was considered by U.S. preduias a major potential export
market, as well as an area for financial investmé@nnan noted the desire to protect
what he already considered to lmait' (emphasis mine) raw materials” (Smith 2008,

p 121). These ideas underlay U.S. foreign poliay i@tionale for intervention in

Guatemala.

One person with first-hand knowledge of both thepcand the economic effects
of the United States on Guatemala was former Reasitlan Jose Arévalo, who served

during the first years of the revolutionary perfoain 1945-1951. In the early 1960s
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Arévalo wrote the booKhe Shark and the Sardinds this book Arévalo characterizes
Latin America as “easy prey” and the “immediateim¢ of big business through the
changing North America (Arévalo 1961, p 10). Hentians that Latin Americans were
looked upon as “braceros” (Arévalo 1961, p 10-kkeatially day laborers or hired
hands. Latin Americans, he said, were exploiteti glhrewdness, coldness, harshness
and great arrogance (Arévalo 1961, p 11). He dmtsals a consequence of this, Latinos
migrated to the North. Progress in Latin Americsvalted as the United States became
great.

Arévalo says that Latin Americans have a diffeidantity than the “businessman
mentality” (Arévalo 1961, p 12) and because theydiiferent, they want to be accepted
as they are. With indignation he declares thaetimational treaties are a farce when they
are pacted between a Shark and a sardine” (Ar&@8a, p 13). This allegory regards
the United States as the shark and Latin Americammtties as sardines. Arévalo de-
nounces diplomatic systems which serve the intexghe shark. Likewise he denounc-
es hemispheric legal devices which inevitably [eashperialism. He says that the White
House is subordinate to business and the U.Samyilitas been converted to being
policemen for big business. He observes that Wweskiphoned out of the South to the
North. Arévalo recognized—even in the early 1960st interests of millionaires in the

United States are not necessarily even tied tdJthieed States.

From the perspective of former Guatemalan Presiélstvalo and many scholars
and news writers we can see that U.S. foreign palid intervention in Guatemala’s
economy and through the 1954 coup did indeed chandeedirect the Guatemalan

national government and as a result the lives®@fGhatemalan people. The CIA
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effectively removed the Arévalo government andaeetl it with one headed by a leader
of its own choosing— Castillo Armas. This changgirected governmental efforts away
from priorities like revolutionary land and lab@&forms, and toward efforts which could
be more easily maneuvered. One such exampleesl moGuatemala: Never Agairds

it describes the Guatemalan Army’s strategy toitarze the social fabric’Guatemala:
Never Again!1999, p xxxiii) through forced recruitment of Gesatalans into Civilian
Self-defense Patrols. The REHMI report statestthiatstrategy “dragged the civilian
population into war” as it militarized their daiiyes. Regarding the impact of
militarization the report indicates that “peoplises were transformed into a
battleground” Guatemala: Never Agairfl999, p xxxiii).

Schlesinger and Kinzer contend, because of thp,dbat in the long-run
American interests were damaged in Guatemala.aUtieors write that antitrust
legislation affected the United Fruit Company ag958 it accepted a consent decree and
was thus forced to cut back on business in Guatearad give up some of its land
(Schlesinger and Kinzer 1990, 229). It also hagite up ownership in the railroad.
Ultimately, the United Fruit Company sold the resits land holdings to the Del Monte
corporation. By the 1970s UFCO merged into UnBeanhds Company (Schlesinger and
Kinzer 1990, 229). | would seem that the effe¢tgd 6CO on the Guatemalan economy

and internal politics outlived the company itself.

Cold War and Communist Containment. This section will include an
assessment of the effects of U.S. foreign poliayiatervention on Guatemala through

Cold War rhetoric. Part of the title of Immermahtsok about Guatemala indicates that
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its subject matter deals with the CIA and U.S. #ign Policy of Intervention”. In this
book the author provides background on U.S. forewgrests and Latin American policy
within the framework of the Cold War. Through theifian and Eisenhower
administrations, Immerman assesses the road toamtton.

Diplomatic historian Cullather says it was ColdiWancerns which convinced
President Eisenhower to have another Presidentrérbircefully removed from office
through Operation PBSUCCESS (Doyle and Kornbluh71@cument 5). Peter H.
Smith looks at U.S. political leadership in the Amoas during this time. In his book he
recognizes that Latin America was turned into &tteground” through conflicts between
capitalism and communism (Smith 2008, p 113).

Johnson recognizes that it was both superpoweichwised Cold War rhetoric to
try to justify their actions against smaller statéshnson 2000, p 27). Ronning also
observes the use of Cold War propaganda by botbtited States and the USSR as they
each professed a life of abundance under theieotise political and economic systems
(Ronning 1961, p 259).

Clearly there is agreement that Cold War politi@ad much to do with some of
the changes in the governance of Guatemala. &nive attested to Buatemala
Memory of SilenceThe Conclusions section of the report writegruderlying causes of
armed confrontation, and follows that up with imf@tion on the role of the United
States through the Cold War and National Securdgtiine. According to the report, the
United States provided support for strong militeegimes in what it considered to be its
strategic backyard (Guatemala Memory of Silenc@91€onclusions I. 13). With

respect to Guatemala, the report says that U.i8ingawas provided for the Guatemalan
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military officer corps in counterinsurgency techuegg. Military assistance reinforced the
Guatemalan intelligence apparatus. The reportluades that these were key factors in
human rights violations throughout the armed camntitbon (Guatemala Memory of
Silence, 1999, Conclusions I. 13).

Guatemala was but one of many countries whichaffasted by U.S.
anticommunist rhetoric (Johnson 2000, p 27). Johngites of the existence of
propaganda apparatuses which disguised the “tate af revolt” from their own people.
He goes further and contends that the idea of camsnuin Central America is
“essentially absurd” (Johnson 2000, p 27). Smitteas are similar as he asserts that the

fear of a “Soviet menace” was one which was greathggerated (Smith 2008, 114).

Militarization of Guatemala. In looking at the expanding role of the
Guatemalan military in the mid-20th century, Adamgews conditions which
contributed to this increase. One such conditias the technical and military aid from
the U.S. military. This aid increased the powethaf Guatemalan central government
(Adams 1970, p 263-264). As was detailed previohglAdams, during World War 1
and the years before Arbenz was deposed, the Usttads gave relatively little support
to the military establishment in Guatemala. Changés.S. rationale for involvement
were soon to come.

Adams observes that in 1959, according to the BluBecurity Act, if internal
security of Latin American countries was involvedesidential approval was necessary
as the basis of military assistance programs. ifipeovement of internal national

security in Latin American countries was actualheanethod the United States used in
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its anti-communist efforts. In looking at changragionale for U.S. military assistance
programs to Latin America, Adams reports that i64L¢he State Department now
understood that “. . . this administration is sagkio orient the military assistance
program in Latin America away from the outmodedaapt of hemispheric defense
toward greater emphasis on meeting the internalesslve threat” (Adams 1970, p 264-
265).

Military expenditures show documented increasesean through the doubling
of U.S. aid to Guatemala from 1960 to 1961, ifslitng between 1961 to 1962, and
doubling again from 1962 to 1963 (Adams 1970, #,26S. Department of Defense,
Military Assistance Facts, 15 February 1965Through this we see a shifting of
rationale and increase in involvement in the iraeaffairs of Guatemala. This shifting
U.S. rationale from anti-communist rhetoric, to whas then considered “internal
subversive threat(s),” is representative of U.&eifn policy and intervention in
Guatemala. This was U.S. involvement not onlyepaking the leader of Guatemala, but
now in the internal governance of that country.

In considering the Cold War within the Third Warkennedy examines the arms
race between the two blocs and the resultant oreafimilitary alliances to support
either side (Kennedy 1987, p 383). This U.S.-Sowetlry created a competition to find
new partners, or alternatively to prevent Third Waountries from allying themselves
with the other competing power (Kennedy 1987, p)388 Kennedy'’s view, in the years
after World War Il, America was more involved inglactivity than the USSR. This he
attributed to what he said was a U.S. advantagetbedJSSR in that the Soviets were

then occupied in a post-war rebuilding mode.
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Smith writes of Kennan’s conception of U.S. gdalprevent military
exploitation of Latin America by whomever the UnitStates considered to be its enemy
(Smith 2008, p 121). Within these efforts the ©@diGtates placed increasing emphasis
on establishing contacts within the militaries aftih American countries. The United
States used its anti-communist stance to institatine military and political alliances
within the Americas. In so doing, Arévalo claiméatthe military apparatus
manipulated a new system of local “revolutions”éaalo 1961, p 11). He posits that
these were financed by Wall Street or the Whited¢owhich he viewed to have evolved
to become one and the same. If people tried tbvddathe companies or the bankers,
Arévalo contended that the U.S. response was tisehe Marines.

In regards to Latin America as part of the Thirdrit¥, Smith notes the United
States acted both from the outside and also throughventions inside domestic politics
of Latin American nations. Implicit in this was thaderstanding that Latin American
countries would simply have to accept change tarenheir own survival (Smith 2008,
p 134). Leadership in the United States allegatrvolution could potentially lead to
Marxist/communist gain; Guatemala was one coumtmyhich the United States
preferred to prevent revolution. Smith maintaimst the U.S. Government emphasized
that Latin American countries were to accept thigomoof gradual reform and not
revolution. Revolution was seen by leadership enimited States as dangerous, as it
destroyed political institutions and upset socrales (Smith 2008, p 134).

Morgenthau also recognized the foreign policy gidahe United States to
maintain the status quo. In his letter to e York Timeeditor, Morgenthau wrote that

the United States had become the “foremost cowavelutionary status quo power on
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earth” (New York TimegOctober 10, 1974, p 46). Likewise Dougherty Brfaltzgraff
put forth that the intention of national policisstd seek to preserve the status quo
(Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff 2001, p 77). They ribi Morgenthau gives the Monroe
Doctrine as an example of a policy which was desigio maintain the status quo
balance in the Western hemisphere (Dougherty aaltizBfaff 2001, p 78).

Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff write that national p@s are also designed to achieve
expansion through imperialism (Dougherty and Pém#if 2001, p 77). Kennedy states
that western imperialists accepted nationalismsatiddetermination for certain
countries and “civilized” people (e.g. eastern fpa@ans) but these principles were not
acceptable where the “imperialist powers extented territories and held down
independence movements” (Kennedy 1987, p 392).tethada is not alone as a country
in which the United States extended its influersé aeld down popular efforts toward
independence and reforms.

Schlesinger and Kinzer’s work chronicles Guatertafa. history in what they
deem to be some of the earliest uses of the U/&Sclahdestine bureaucracy
(Schlesinger and Kinzer 1990, p xii). They dessthiow National Security objectives
were said to be directed against communist encroachin the Western hemisphere, and
also toward promoting democratic ideologies witfBchlesinger and Kinzer 1990, p xii).
In contrast to this presumption of promotion of @enatic ideals, Morgenthau describes
the United States as “repression’s friend” (MorgpantNew York TimesOctober 10,

1974, p 46). In th&lew York TimeMorgenthau writes that since the end of World War
the United States had intervened “on behalf of eoradive and fascist repression against

revolution and radical reform”. Smith acknowledgédsat he calls the exaggerated fear
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of the “Soviet menace” as being used by the UrBtades to crush leftist and communist
governments. In so doing it collaborated with andported authoritarian regimes
(Smith 2008, 113-114).

In looking at historical roots of what later tuchieto armed confrontation in
Guatemala, the Commission for Historical Clarifioatsurmised that the Cold War and
U.S. National Security Doctrine “fed the armed confation” and militarization of the
Guatemalan state and society (Guatemala Memoryl@ice, 1999, Conclusions I. 13,
14 and 37). Immerman denotes the irony and legatye CIAs PBSUCCESS as that
of actually producing the guerrilla struggle (Immman 1982, p 200). He concludes that
through U.S. anti-communist policies, cold warribesl “returned to power the very
elements of society that had created the conditioaisthe 1944 revolution had tried to
eradicate” (Immerman 1982, p 197-198). Chomskyesrof U.S. engineering of the
1954 coup, which restored military rule, and resaiin Guatemala turning into what he
calls a literal hell on earth.

From this it can be observed that U.S. foreigngyaind intervention influences
interplayed in political, economic, ideological amditary aspects in Guatemala. In her
analysis of various U.S. interventions, Jonas gomoit that Central America is regarded
as part of the U.S. “backyard” and as such U.Staml and economic interests are
enabled through the power structures of those cesntJonas 1991, p 8). Jonas’ analysis
uses strong language in describing U.S. intervardial foreign policy in Guatemala.
She asserts that the United States made Guatemalaitest case of its ability to
suppress social revolution in Latin America”. Gua#an history from 1954 to the 1980s

is described by Jonas as a “laboratory of countetugion” (Jonas 1991, p 9). She
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points out that for decades U.S. power played aardgml role in Guatemala (Jonas 1991,
p 6). Jonas identifies three protagonists in Guatanthe “rebels”, the “death squads”
who operate as part of the official security foraasd the United States (Jonas 1991, p 6).

Author Chomsky claims that the United States mteslidirect military assistance
and thereby facilitated those who tortured, murdexred brutalized the Guatemalan
people (Chomsky 1985, p 33). He emphasizes thiattEAbrams actually blamed the
violence “on the guerrillas who were fighting thevgrnment” (Chomsky 1985, p 32).
Many Guatemalans fled to Mexico at the time andeflects that the consequent
violence and resultant mass of people seeking edfitogn the violence were the “price of
stability” (Chomsky 1985, p 32). Chomsky notes tihat U.S. State Department reported
that democracy was on track, even in light of ArresiWatch observations that
assassinations had doubled and abductions hadupledin Guatemala at the time
(Chomsky 1985, p 32).

As Jennifer Schirmer looks at Guatemala from 1&4d moving toward the
1970s, she sees a change in the Guatemalan nilipampose going from internal and
external defense, to becoming the “locus of stategpr” (Schirmer 1998, p 7-8). In her
chapter on A Military View of Law and Security, Scher notes that “law, like ideology,
serves a belief system and interests about theepayder of things” (Schirmer 1998, p
125). She maintains that law can be used towatttgijust as it can be used to invent
institutions which oppress. In dealing with pali conflict, law can be used two ways.
Schirmer writes that it can be used coercivelylittot and absorb conflict to preserve the
status quo” or it can be used persuasively “to dbeolimit political conflict while

presenting a rule-of-law image internationally” (Bmer 1998, 125-126). Militaries and
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nation-states can use conceptions of law both dibcalg and internationally to try to
legitimate their activity. This thesis has demaoatstd such a use of conceptions in
attempts to legitimate U.S. foreign policy and méntion in Guatemala which ultimately

affected the internal governance of that soveraggion.

U.S. Intervention: Not the Only Factor, But an Essetial Factor

It is clear from official documentation that UiBreign policy, intervention and
provision of military expenditures and expertise@viestrumental in moving Guatemala
along its path toward civil war. This is not toyghat involvement by the United States
was the sole reason. During this time many couhtsiere looking for economic and
military support from Washington (Kennedy 1987,988 Even so, Kennedy observes
that at this same time the Third World was comihgge, as they were ridding
themselves of the control of previous European ezspMany of these countries did not
want to become “mere satellites of a distant supeep, even if the latter could provide
useful economic and military aid” (Kennedy 19878392). As leadership was changed in
Guatemala, so did the perspective of people in pawéo whether they wanted to
receive economic or military support from Washimgtd.eadership which followed that
of Arévalo and Arbenz took its own direction, amditsis important to note that U.S.
foreign policy and intervention could hardly haveeh carried out without the
participation of Guatemalan nationals. That istoalownplay activity by the United
States which was not the only factor, but was aermsal factor.

In regards to U.S. intervention there is nothinyy@enconvincing than an actual
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admission. It doesn’t get any clearer than a Brbassador actually admitting, and
admitting with pride, that he and a team of U.Sv&aoment representatives intentionally
intervened to overthrow the government of the seigernation of Guatemala. This can
easily be seen in U.S. Senate Hearings beforeutheotmittee to Investigate the
Administration of the Internal Security Act and @thnternal Security Laws of the
Committee on the Judiciary, in regards to the “Camist Threat to the United States
through the Caribbean” (U.S. Senate, 1961: 865-866}his investigation, American
Ambassador to Honduras, Whiting Willauer admitteat the worked with U.S.
Ambassadors from Costa Rica and Nicaragua, ClAatpes, and other U.S. high-
ranking officers on a “team in working to overthrtive Arbenz government” (U.S.
Senate, 1961: 865-866). He testified that effaotgard the coup were based in
Honduras, and part of his duties were to keep Hardleadership “in line’—-that is, to
allow the revolutionary activity to continue, lésdbnduras also be overthrown. Neew
York Timesarticle dated June 20, 1954 also notes regioradem@tion in what
Guatemalan Foreign Minister Toriello refers to aS tsupported “aggression”. Toriello
states that “Honduras and Nicaragua were guilgidihg and abetting the attack” (Szulc
June 20, 1954\ ew York Timgs According to Bowen, Willauer worked to maintain
hostility between the governments of Guatemalakonduras.

In Willauer’s testimony about his efforts in asisig in U.S. anti-communist
efforts, Willauer proudly boasted of the role haygd in the overthrow of the
Guatemalan Government. As part of this InvestoyatCIA archived excerpts note in a
July 27, 1962 hearing, Willauer bragged that heixed a telegram from CIA Director

Allen Dulles in which he told Willauer “in effech&t the revolution could not have
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succeeded but for what | did”. Willauer also ackiexlged receipt of another telegram
from Secretary of State John Foster Dulles whighgonented him on his work (U.S.

Senate, 1961: 865-866).

Sovereignty Is Important

We have previously identified and defined seveulltical Science and
International Relations concepts. From Ronningfindens we understand that
sovereignty of the individual nation-state is colesed to be an absolute right, one which
seeks to ensure full interior autonomy and indepand from external forces (Ronning
1961, p 252). The Sixth International ConferencArokrican States (1928) is clear:

“No state has a right to interfere in the interaidirs of another” (Ronning 1961, p 251).
Intervention in another nation-state is understimolde a threat to its independence. “If
that right is not consecrated and is not protectebsolute form, international juridical
harmony does not exist” (Ronning 1961, p 252).

From the various authors in this thesis, we haes she interplay and negative
effects of the United States on the Guatemalanaugneffects of Cold War rhetoric and
ideology, and the effects of U.S. military aid onaemala. U.S. foreign policy and
intervention did indeed affect the governance efgbvereign nation of Guatemala.
Ronning goes as far as to allege that Americangovents are “well aware that they are
breaking the law when they resort to interventi(Rbnning 1961, p 269), this in spite of
his belief that American governments do regardgypies of non-intervention as

fundamental to the inter-American system.
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In consideration of these non-intervention pritesp Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff
posit that even Morgenthau, one of the foundingdet of realism, “could envisage no
conception of national interest that would condpakcies of mass extermination,
torture, and the indiscriminate slaughter of canlipopulations in war” (Dougherty and
Pfaltzgraff 2001, p 77). Results from unbiasddnmational organizations which have
investigated the civil war have concluded that @o&tla was a case of genocide wherein
the majority of the killing was of innocent civihia, and was committed by the official
Guatemalan Government. This is attested @Buatemala: Never Agaims it compares
its REMHI findings with those of the 1999 CEH, “Gemala Memory of Silente
report. REHMI demonstrates disproportionate blasé assigns 89.7 percent of the
atrocities to the Guatemalan Government forcestlagid allied paramilitary bands, and
4.8 percent to the guerrilla&Qatemala: Never Agairl999, p xvi). The CEH report
attributes 93 percent of the atrocities to goveminfi@rces/paramilitary bands, with only
three percent to the guerrillas. This Official Baf the Human Rights Office of the
Archdiocese of Guatemala points out further théd a€genocide were targeted against
Mayan communitiesGuatemala: Never Agairfl999, p xvi). The REHMI report
explains that we have come to know this informabenause of a decision made by the
U.S. administration to declassify and release sigasiocuments. From these
documents, the REHMI report identifies the “unhelpble of certain U.S. agencies

during the war” Guatemala: Never Agairt999, p xvi).

Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff theorize that Morgentbalieved that ethics could

restrain political conduct. Their analysis posiat if international politics are framed in
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terms of power, in Morgenthau’s own words “we dséedo judge other nations as we
judge our own” (Morgenthau 1978, p 11). Contraryhis, we have seen that during the
mid-20th century the United States helped to setngto support the Guatemalan State,
from which the CEH report concludes:

“At no time during the internal armed confrontatidid the

guerrilla groups have the military potential neeggto pose an

imminent threat to the State. The number of insorgombatants

was too small to be able to compete in the miliegna with the

Guatemalan Army, which had more troops and supar@a@ponry,

as well as better training and coordination” (Guaia Memory of

Silence, 1999, Conclusions I. 24).
The Guatemalan Army was provided much of this ingirand weaponry by the United
States. From this we can understand that the d&tates, in looking after its own

sovereignty and national security, was complicih@ denial of these same principles to

the majority civilian population in Guatemala.

What Can Be Done With This Knowledge?

Chomsky puts forth that America tends to denouheecrimes of those it views
as enemies, even while it dismisses or attemptsstdy its own crimes (Chomsky 1985,
p 2). He asks us to be honest about relations leetthee United States and what he calls
our southern neighbors. Chomsky is straightforwartis assessment that many people
live in self-deceit. He is hopeful that we can bmeacognizant that our actions may
contribute to oppression and misery elsewhere]tregdrom “longstanding geopolitical
conceptions and institutional structures” (Chom$8g5, p 2). In Chomsky’s view we

can learn truth about who we are and how we affectvorld (Chomsky 1985, p 1). He
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has faith that those of us who have access to waall privilege, who can act freely
without fear of state terror, can help to bring @bchange to policies and institutions
(Chomsky 1985, p 1).

Following are examples of how people may inforentiselves about effects of
U.S. foreign policy and intervention in Guatemagladfically. First, in considering the
immigration of certain groups to the United Statestorical assessment and a
recognition of the effects of U.S. foreign poliayutd shed much light on why they came
and when they came. Measurement of trends of nogr&iom Guatemala since the 1954
“liberation” and through the decades since thaetoould perhaps indicate causality in
the growing population of Guatemalans in the Un¢ates. Statistical Census data from
the United States, and Mexico, and other countviesre there are large populations of
Guatemalans, could provide insight into what wagpleaing concurrently—politically and
economically—in Guatemala as people left that agurire these Guatemalans economic
migrants or are they war refugees? Could thesagnamts be considered as part of what
Johnson defines as “blowback”, that is, “unintendedsequences of policies that were
kept secret from the American people” (Johnson 2p@&)? A news release from the
U.S. Census Bureau with results of the 2010 U.8sG=indicates that the Guatemalan
population in the United States now surpasses oliempeople (U.S. Department of
Commerce, Census Bureau News, May 26, 2011). Amisstwejuestions such as the
aforementioned would be valuable and necessairfmricans to have in order to
engage in informed, responsible and honest dismussibout immigration reform. The
same type of investigation could be done througlttysis of the effects of regional trade

agreements on migration over time.
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The second example comes from historical inforamasivailable only since early
1999 regarding Guatemala during its civil war, whiteals with numerous documents
which were declassified by the U.S. Government ftbenindependent Historical
Clarification Commission. Some of these documemdgcate U.S. involvement and
intervention in the internal affairs of Guatemadading up to and throughout the civil
war. About a month after the release of this imfation, U.S. President Bill Clinton
visited Guatemala City. While there he addreseedauatemalan people with the

following words:

“It is important that | state clearly that suppfant military forces

or intelligence units which engaged in violent avidespread re-

pression of the kind described in the (Truth Consimis) report

was wrong.” “And the United States must not repleat mistake”

(Kettle, The GuardiarMarch 11, 1999).
With these words President Clinton personally aekadged and admitted wrongful acts
by the United States to the people of Guatemaleenkvith this admission, the American
general public today seems unaware of U.S. invobrérm Guatemalan internal affairs
during the mid-20th century.

It seems prudent for us as Americans to educasewes with details of

historical events which were not available to usaere perhaps hidden from us,
according to some scholars—at the time they weppdrang. Like truth and
reconciliation commissions, we must first acknowgedvhat actually happened, before

we can move forward productively to work for pripleid and just change to policies and

institutions, as Chomsky envisions. Let us begith Wwonesty and a willingness to learn.
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