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1. Bourbon Reforms:  A series of changes/reforms imposed by the Spanish Crown (Charles III and IV) upon their colonies in Latin America in the 1780s.  These innovations aimed at limiting the power of the Catholic Church, imposing taxes, maintaining royal monopolies, adding to their standing armies, limiting powers of the Creole elite, and generally consolidating political and economic interests for the betterment of Spain.  These laws, likened to the Intolerable Acts, were a major source of unrest, political unrest, military mobilization, and laid the foundations for revolution often led by the Creole elite.
2. Simón Bolívar:  A Venezuelan Creole elite that became the major liberating leader/hero of northern South America during the early 1800s.  During his struggles for independence, and under his vision of a “Gran Colombia”, he played a key role in liberating Venezuela, Colombia, and Ecuador.  Later, after taking power from José de San Martín, the leader would continue and defeat royal forces in the Andes and establish Bolivian independence.  
3. Antonio López de Santa Anna:  A Mexican caudillo leader of the mid 1800s that began as a Liberal (Federalist) figure of authority.  Later he would evolve into a more Conservative (Centralist) figure to combat factionalism within Mexico.  This caudillo leader fought against the United States during the Mexican-American war (1846 – 1848) and was blamed for the loss of major territories (California, New Mexico, Arizona, and Texas).  Santa Anna was an important and recurrent character in the development of Mexico and the acquisition of the Southwestern United States.   
4. Dr. Francia:  One of the most outspoken leaders of the Paraguayan liberation movement which took Paraguay from the Spanish Crown in 1811.  This leader established a dictatorship and fought to establish a more economically diversified, legitimate, and egalitarian nation.  Because of his labors Paraguay emerged as a leader in the region that was only cut short after subsequent wars with Argentina and Brazil.  Although Francia was vilified by Creole elites and Catholic Churchman whom he forced to redistribute land and wealth, his regime remained an important example of a benevolent dictatorship.
5. Periodization:  The process of dividing history into segments in relation to important events in history.  This is a perpetual process of understanding, relating, and interpreting historical events within a temporal space.  This process can be illustrated by the debate concerning whether it would be better to call the periods of the “Wars of Independence” and “Nation Building” should be simply called the “Middle Period.”  
6. Grito de Hidalgo: A 1810 speech/battle cry, also know as Grito de Dolores, given by the Creole Father Miguel Hidalgo y Costilla declaring open revolt against unjust Spanish rule.  With the aid of many indigenous peasants Father Hidalgo battled Spain for control of Mexico.  After the mob killed Spanish men, women, and children in Guanajuato Spanish loyalist Creoles joined the Spanish in quashing the peasant uprising and later executed Hidalgo.  Although José María Morelos would continue to fight, he would not be defeated until 1815.  These actions were small examples of what was to come later during the wars of independence in Mexico.
7. La Tapada:  A 19th century method that females employed in Peru, as well as other Latin American countries, of veiling themselves while they were working outside the home to protect their anonymity and honor.  This method of covering of the head and face, somewhat reminiscent of the Arabic Hijaab, allowed Latin American women the opportunity to take care of familial economic necessities while their male counterparts were not able to assist them.  This practice slowly introduced women into the workforce and gave them a level of autonomy due to various voluntary and involuntary processes such as the establishment of female-headed single-parent urban families.  
8. Regionalism:  The feeling or belief of strong identification with a geographic area and/or a socio-geographic area.  This concept helped shape emerging Latin American national boundaries within the 1800s such as Venezuela, Columbia Ecuador, Paraguay, and Argentina to name a few.  It was later this same feeling of regional identification that pitted the Liberals (Federalists) bitterly against Conservatives (Centralists) for control of Latin American nations.  
9. Imagined Communities:  A fundamental tenant of nation building that establishes that there must be some sort of commonality across a socio-geographic area.  This commonality could be anything from ethnic identification to religious affiliation but serves as a basis upon which to solidify nationalist fervor.  Within Latin America this was a crucial process during the early 19th century as nation were engaging in the struggle for independence.
10. The Mexican War:  1846 – 1848 war, also call the Mexican-American War, initiated by the United States against Mexico and the forces of the Mexican Caudillo leader Antonio López de Santa Anna.  With the eventual defeat of Santa Anna and the acquisition of large northern territory of Mexico (Texas, New Mexico, Arizona, and California), Mexico returned to internal strife concerning Liberal (Federalist) vs. Conservative (Centralist) governance.  This huge land loss by Mexico was never recovered and shaped the development of Mexico greatly during the rest of the 19th century.  
11. Abolition of Slavery:  The abolition of slavery, specifically African slavery, began to occur in 1823 (Chile), spread through Latin America, and ended in Brazil (1888).  The abolition of slavery was caused by new European ideas concerning “civility”, the economic composition of some nations needing slaves less, and the increasing costs of slavery.  Other forms of slavery existed also concerning nomadic peoples deemed to be intellectually inferior.  These peoples of Child, Argentina, and Mexico fought back in bloody rebellions and later were protected citizens under the New Constitutions.  African slaves were definitely not set free at Independence and continued to be treated as second class citizens throughout Latin America.    
12. Castas:  A term referring to the various combinations of racial miscegenation during colonial and post-colonial periods.  These definitions, like Mestizo (combination of European and Indigenous heredity), were utilized to understand the place and position of individuals in the social hierarchy headed by European born Peninsulares.  The secondary position of the Criollo elite (people of European heredity born in the Americas) will be a source of conflict in the early 19th century and lead eventually to Independence.  This system of social hierarchy will form a basis for discrimination in varying degrees lasting until today in Latin America. 
Liberalism and Conservatism: Dueling Forces in Brazil and Mexico

Throughout the history of the world, political and economic interests have worked in conjunction to form power bases to manipulate society and governance, as well as maintain and/or reshape the status quo.   It is precisely within this framework and along this line of reasoning that the nations of contemporary Latin America experienced conquest, colonization, revolution, and modernization.  In particular the histories of Brazil and Mexico clearly illustrate the variety of ways in which Latin American nations underwent manifestation and metamorphosis vis-à-vis these polarized conservative and liberal power bases.  Thus it is imperative that one understands the roles of liberalism and conservatism within Brazil and Mexico to understand how and why they have developed into the countries they are today.


In order to begin to explain how and why liberalism and conservatism played such key roles in Brazil and Mexico one must return to the end of the 18th century and beginning of the 19th century.  It was during this period that in 1788 the Bourbon Kings came into power in Spain and initiated changes to regain political and financial control of the Latin American colonies.  With the implementation of these “Bourbon Reforms” Creole elites were further stripped of their power and economic freedom while the Catholic Church lost much of its land, property, and influence.
  The increased taxation and obligatory military service Latin American peasants were made even poorer.  It was during this time of hardship in Mexico that Father Miguel Hidalgo y Costilla, due to Enlightenment ideals and the loss of his hacienda, began an indigenous peasant uprising against the Spanish authorities.  This bloody uprising inspired by his Grito de Hidalgo, also Grito de Dolores, sacked many towns and was later quashed with the aid of Creoles sympathetic to the Crown.  Father Hidalgo was executed but this uprising ushered in an age of insurrection and Independence in Mexico.


It was the Napoleonic invasion of Spain and Portugal in 1807 – 1808 that Spain began to lose control of Mexico.  During this period the Mexican Creole elite and the peasantry came together and influenced the royalist General Augustín de Iturbide to turn his back on Spain and fight for the independence of Mexico.  Iturbide declared a constitutional monarchy under his command in Mexico and began to fight the Spanish with the backing of the Mexican people.  It was in 1821 that Iturbide solidified his victory and declared Mexico, and what is now Central America, independent from Spain.
  

The story of Brazil during this period was much different due to several different factors.  As it was a Portuguese colony, the Bourbon Reforms were not imposed on Brazil and whose international trade was much more unfettered.  The colony of Brazil was much different than the colonies of Spanish Ibero-America.  One of the largest differences was the mass importation of African slaves that fed the ever increasing need for inexpensive labor on sugar plantations.  Also, due to the relatively socially underdeveloped and fragmented indigenous populations African slaves were the only solution to the expanding colony.
  It was Brazil, during the Napoleonic invasion of the Iberian Peninsula, which hosted the Portuguese Monarchy in exile in 1807 and became the center of the Portuguese Empire.  With little to no expansion of the Catholic Church in Brazil the Portuguese colonizers, situated in Rio de Janeiro, governed with little interference. Also considering the implementation of the Pombaline Reforms, the Brazilian equivalent of the Bourbon Reforms, these alterations had little to no destabilizing effect within Brazil in comparison to the Spanish colonies.


As the power and prowess of Rio de Janeiro increased, older established centers of political and economic control such as Recife and Bahia began to turn against the Portuguese monarchy.  In the northern territories of Brazil, where the sugar plantation economy was well established, new policies and attitudes imposed by the monarchy in southern Brazil caused many problems.  It was in 1817 in Pernambuco that a rebellion broke out after Portuguese authorities arrested suspected local army officers of treasonous sentiments.  Theses rebels proclaimed a republic, defaced images of King João, voice allegiance to the Catholic Church, claimed Brazil as their homeland, and claimed that the Portuguese were advocating an end to slavery due to their ties to Britain.  Although this revolt illustrated the increasing divide between northern and southern Brazil the rebellion was quashed in two months and twenty of its leaders were executed.


After Napoleon was defeated and Portugal regained its autonomy the nation began to undergo internal strife and instability as different groups began to fight for control.  It was this strife and instability that prompted King João to return with his court to Lisbon in 1821.  In his absence he declared his son, Pedro I, Prince Regent of the Kingdom of Brazil.  This marked a decline in the control of capital cities and the establishment of local juntas which began to fracture power and place it in provincial hands.  Constitutional changes and the reduced power of Pedro I resulted in a request by the Cortes that he return to Portugal like his father.  Prince Pedro refused and in 1822 was declared the constitutional monarch of an independent Brazil.  His reign was followed by his son Pedro II in 1831, and later Brazil became a republic in 1889.
  In Brazil, much like Mexico, after Independence divisions between Liberals (Federalists) and Conservatives (Centralists) would develop as these two factions vied for control of the nation. 

In post-independence Mexico provincial landed elites composed the bulk of the Liberal and Federalist faction.  Liberals believed in limiting the power and economic force of the Catholic Church, worked to open up free trade, wanted to get rid of communal land holdings of the Indigenous, and fought to keep power in the hands of regional communities.  Mexican Conservatives and Centralists, on the other hand, were composed mainly of wealthy urban military officials and/or high ranking bureaucrats.
  These officials were members and/or defenders of the Catholic Church, were merchants or landowners, and worked to concentrate the political and economic power of the nation in order to insure order and modernization.
  


Specifically in the case of Mexico, during the early and mid 19th century the country was plagued with internal strife.  With the failure of the Empire of Mexico to united Federalist and Conservative factions, Emperor Augustín I was overthrown by a Federalist rebellion.  This rebellion marked the beginning of Caudillo rule in Mexico.  Caudillos were strong militaristic figure that emerged to bring order in Mexico, as in other Latin American countries, and were usually landed provincial elites.  A series of these leaders emerged to lead Mexico, seized power, and eventually participated in the electoral process, albeit illegitimately, to maintain power.
  The first elected president of Mexico, Guadalupe Victoria, maintained a tenuous balance between the Conservatives and Liberals.  It was later under the Federalist presidency and subsequently, due to internal unrest and political interference, Centralist dictatorship of General Antonio López de Santa Anna that the battle between Liberals and Conservatives intensified.
  

Throughout the 1850s and 1860s Mexican Liberals and Conservative factions battled one another in a bitter civil war that later became know as the War of Reform.  As Liberals fought to reduce the control of the central government and the Catholic Church it won over rural indigenous communities formerly loyal to Conservatives.  At the very least the Liberal Federalist would allow for great local autonomy whereas the Conservative Centralists battled to maintain power and dominion over Mexico.  After the loss of Santa Anna in the Mexican-American war, the loss of much of northern Mexico (Texas, California, New Mexico, and Arizona), the instability of the Benito Juárez and Porfírio Días regimes, Mexican Liberalism slowly fades.  It was under the administration of the Liberal-democratic candidate Francisco Madero that, at the end of the 19th century, crucial changes were implemented.
  From this point on Mexico became more Conservative and Centralized under a more legitimate.  This process paved the way for increased participation of the many Mestizo and Indigenous, as well as disempowered regional Hacenderos and other powerful agricultural landowners of the rural elite.


  In comparison to Mexico, the mid to late 1800s were a period of stability for Brazil.  Under the rule of Pedro I (1822 – 1831) and Pedro II (1831 – 1889) order was maintained.  It was not until 1888 when abolition of African slavery was proclaimed.  The following year the constitutional monarchy was overthrown by the military and a Republic was declared.  The first two presidents Deodoro da Fonseca (1889 – 1891) and Foriano Peixoto (1891 – 1894) were landed military Liberal Federalists.  They collaborated with provincial political/economic bosses in exchange for loyalty and protection.  Each state retained their own autonomy and maintained their own economy and military.  The most power states, São Paulo and Minas Gerais, alternated presidencies as one represented the major coffee producers while the other represented major cattle ranchers.  This arrangement later was given the title the “café com leite” alliance.


So it is clear that after the constitutional monarchy in Brazil the Conservative Centralized power base exemplified by the constitutional monarchy was taken out of power.  In place of the former government a Republic was established by Liberal Federalist militants.  Due to the huge population of African slaves imported to work on sugar plantations it seems clear that abolition manifested itself due to international pressure and falling sugar prices.  Therefore it seems obvious why a Republic was established.  The Republic was established because rural agricultural producers feared centrally imposed policies that would greatly affect their production costs.
  So, in purely economic terms, Liberals sought to protect their industries.  But it certainly remains evident that the liberation of African slaves was not altruistic.  Former slaves, mulattos, and other mixed castas in Brazil encountered racism and virtual slavery within rural and urban settings.


So it has been argued and clarified how and why the nations of Brazil and Mexico have developed into the counties they are today due to the roles liberalism and conservatism played throughout the 19th century.  These two countries are excellent examples of the variety of ways in which Lain American countries experienced manifestation and metamorphosis vis-à-vis these polarized conservative and liberal power bases.   These Latin America countries did experience conquest, colonization, revolution, and modernization during this century of transition.  Also, it can be ascertained without a doubt that these aforementioned political and economic bedfellows have worked in tandem to manipulate society and governance, as well as maintain and/or reshape the status quo.
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