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PREFACE

In several respects, the following study may be viewed

as the product of paths not followed. Its objective is far

different from that which the author originally envisioned,
and the goal was not clearly determined until a number of

alternate courses had been charted and rejected. As is often

the case, attraction to a particular area arose from papers

prepared for seminars; and, in this instance, led to an

interest in the history of Central America during the early

nineteenth century. Casting about for a suitable dissertation

topic, the writer was attracted to the idea of examining the

role played by Francisco Morazan in the struggle to weld the
five states into a single nation. Yet, the desire to continue

with a study of Morazan ultimately declined. This loss of

interest was partially due to the fact that Latin American

writers have told the better part of what can be said about

the Central American hero. The real cause for the shift in

direction, however, was a growing curiosity about Morazan’s

early opponent, Manuel Jose* Arce.
In the development of Central American historiography,

Arce has been depicted as a far less attractive figure than

the tragic Morazan. Although he served as the first President

of the Central American federation, Arce has been assigned

the role of a minor character, and he is often dismissed as
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a petty man whose accomplishments were inadequate for the

demands of his office. Despite the lack of heroic appeal,

certain enigmatic aspects .of Arce's career could not be

ignored. With further study, it became clear that while the

standard accounts were critical, the nature of the criticism

varied. Some authors thought that Arce was ruthless and

vindictive; others found that he was indecisive and timid.

More importantly, none of these authorities offered a satis¬

factory explanation for the fact that Arce appears to have

reversed his political position when he assumed the office

of President. Arce was identified in the pre-national period

as a liberal leader who was committed to Salvadoran autonomy.

After his inauguration, he was seen as a conservative

sycophant who caused a civil war in 1827 by his attempt to

establish a unitary state.

The present study constitutes an effort to resolve

the incongruities in Arce's career. Hopefully, the pursuit

of this objective will provide an explanation for whatever

shifts occurred in Arce's political position. The work is

not intended to serve as a complete biographical account.

Instead its scope is limited to an attempt to define the

nature of Central American political dynamics and Arce's

relationship to these forces during the period 1811 to 1827.

The author would like to thank his Chairman, Dr. Lyle

N. McAlister, for his guidance and assistance in the

preparation of this study.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Of the various facets of Central American history,

none has engendered greater interest among scholars than the

division of the "Ancient Kingdom" of Guatemala into five

sovereign nations.-*- Sustained by repeated attempts to re¬

store the territorial integrity of the colonial era, this

interest arises from the fact that separatism appears to^ fly
in the face of reason. As a political unit, the area as a

whole would constitute a nation of reasonable proportions,

though it would still be less than half the size of modern-

day Bolivia or Venezuela. Individually, the countries of

Central America are of barely adequate dimensions and, with

the exception of the insular states, are the smallest of the
Latin American republics. Furthermore, the political expe¬

rience of Central America suggests a distinctly retrograde

movement with the fragmentation of one entity into several.

Given the apparent unity of the colonial period, it would

seem that the erection of separate Central American states

demanded active efforts on behalf of dismemberment; while the

much professed goal of union could have been attained by

simply maintaining the colonial status quo in republican form.
As a consequence of these incongruities, a number of writers

1
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have sought to account for Central America's failure to

achieve political unification. While these efforts have

produced a variety of explanations of differing merit,

they have pointed to certain factors which ought to be

considered as impediments to successful union.

At the time they achieved their independence, the

provinces of Central America appeared as possibly better

prospects for federation than the colonies which formed the

United States of America. The suitability of this form of

government, however, may have been more apparent than real.

This is particularly true in respect to the supposed co¬

hesiveness of the colonial regime. While the Captaincy

General was one of the smaller political subdivisions of the

empire, it was by no means thoroughly integrated. Geography

had dictated otherwise. The most attractive areas for

habitation are so located that the settlement process in

Central America led to the familiar pattern of population

clusters. Communities were generally established in temper¬

ate upland valleys that were separated from one another by

difficult though not impassable terrain. During the colonial

period this physical isolation was further compounded by the

lack of an adequate system of transportation and communica¬

tion. In terms of time, Guatemala was closer to Mexico City
2

than it was to Cartago. These conditions gave rise to a

high degree of localism not only between the provinces but

within them as well.

It has also been pointed out that the Captaincy
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General of Guatemala was little more than "an arbitrary unit

of the Spanish Empire.At various times in its early

history, Central America was subject to authority emanating

from Santo Domingo, New Spain and Panama. When the Central

American audiencia was established in 1542, its name,

Audiencia de los Confines, indicated a lack of precision con¬

cerning the location of the council. Accordingly, the seat

of the audiencia was shifted three times before it was perma¬

nently located in Santiago de los Caballeros.^
Again in respect to the relationship between the

colonial heritage and national experience, many authors take

the position that political separatism may be understood as

an antipathetic response to the centralized control of the

imperial regime. It is argued that by 1821, the creoles of

El Salvador, Honduras, Nicaragua, and Costa Rica had their

fill of political domination by Guatemala. This resentment

of the authority exercised in the capital of the Captaincy

General is thought to be demonstrated by those areas which, in

1821, opted for either absolute independence or annexation

to Mexico.5

A contrary proposition - which the writer finds more

attractive - holds that the attitudes of the provincianos

were shaped more by the prospect of domination imagined than

by memory of authority experienced. With the substantial

difficulties of inter-provincial communication, there must

have been ample opportunities for the practice of the

"Obedezco pero no cumplo" ritual. More importantly, there
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is evidence that the provincial creoles experienced greater

control over local affairs than was normally afforded through

the cabildos. In 1799 Luis de Arquedos y Brugueiros was

appointed intendente of San Salvador. Because of illness

he failed to assume his office. From time to time the post

was filled by interim appointees, but the management of

provincial affairs was left largely in the hands of creole

leaders until the appointment of Antonio Gutierrez y Ulloa

as intendente in 1804.^ It would appear that the degree of

authority which Guatemala exercised over provincial affairs

was not so great as to stifle the provincianos' conviction

that, by right, they were the masters of their own destinies.

There can be little disagreement concerning the depth

of provincial dissatisfaction caused by the concentration of

economic power in Guatemala. Guatemala City served as the

entrepot for all legitimate trade between the provinces and

Spain, and it was also the chief market for domestic trade.

In part, the dominance of the Guatemalan merchants was based

on control of transportation. Both Guatemala and Honduras

possess natural harbor facilities, and during the sixteenth

century the Honduran port of Trujillo served as the principal

roadstead for ships of the flota destined for Central America

Considerations of defense, however, caused the primary

shipping point to be relocated in 1605 at Santo Tomas de

Castilla, which is in the vicinity of present-day Puerto
7

Barrios. This advantage - the value of which was later

demonstrated in the form of Guatemalan opposition to efforts
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by the Crown to open additional ports - was reinforced as

Guatemalan merchants established close commercial and, in

some cases, familial relationships with the trading houses

of Seville.

Between the seventeenth and nineteenth centuries,

indigo provided the chief source of provincial income.

Throughout this period and in the face of royal attempts to

assist the producers through price fixing, the Guatemalan

merchant oligopoly was able to set the going price for

indigo.8 The indigo growers found all phases of their in¬

dustry controlled by the merchant princes. The Guatemalan

trading houses were the chief, if not only, source of com¬

mercial credit, and over the years, a kind of crop-lien

system evolved.9 This form of financing apparently extended
also to the production of goods for domestic consumption,
which were equally subject to mercantile price control. Thus,

provincial ranchers were legally restrained from seeking al¬

ternatives to the Guatemalan cattle market.^9 The resentment

engendered by this economic domination was clearly indicated

in the provincial complaint that Guatemalan merchants "dress

us at prices that keep us more nude than clothed.Such

antagonism unquestionably dimmed the prospects for post¬

independence cooperation between Guatemala and the provinces.

It is generally agreed that religion served as a divi¬
sive rather than unifying force in Central America. For the

period under consideration, this disruptive tendency arose

primarily from the episcopal pretensions of El Salvador. In



6

terms of wealth and population, the province was second only

to Guatemala; and of all the provinces, El Salvador most

envied and resented the prominence of the capital. The
1

demand for the erection of a bishopric in El Salvador was not,

however, solely a matter of prestige. In the eighteenth cen¬

tury, Bishop Cortes y Larraz had informed Charles III that

El Salvador not only was capable of supporting a diocese,

but also that the pastoral needs of the province were inade-
12

quately served from Guatemala. As independence from Spain

approached, Salvadoreños grew increasingly convinced of the

validity of this claim and frustrated by the inaction of
z f

religious authorities. The ambitions of Father Jose Matías

Delgado gave further impetus to the pressure for a new

bishopric, and in large part, the path pursued by El Salvador

before and after the establishment of the federation can be

explained by the failure to meet this demand.

The dissentions brought into being by Liberal attacks

on the position of the Church should also be noted. Keeping

step with their compatriots throughout Latin America, Central

American Liberals sought to reduce clerical economic and

political power. While they met with considerable success

over the short run, their efforts seriously alienated large

sectors of Central American society. Insofar as liberal and

conservative ideologies had geographic loci, anticlericalism

drove another wedge between the federal government and the

states.

A portion of the blame for Central America’s unhappy
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experience with federalism is often attributed to the Con¬

stitution promulgated in 1824. Criticism of the Constitution

takes several forms. On the one hand, it is claimed that the

authority granted to the states was so generous as to encour¬

age the development of their centrifugal tendencies. Arce,

himself, lamented that the division of power between the

states and the national government was so poorly balanced

that it made him the "victim of a Constitution which instead

of establishing a political system of liberty and order, had

systematized anarchy. . . ."13 Looking back from the present,

it would appear that a more centralized regime might have been

more durable, but the erection of such a government would have

totally ignored the realities of contemporary Central American

politics.

The 1824 Constitution also has been charged with a fault

often cited in Latin American constitutions: that of being

too sophisticated or idealistic. With some foresight, a mem¬

ber of the Central American constituent assembly raised this

issue prior to the adoption of the organic law. It was argued

that the inhabitants of the infant nation had not attained

the level of culture requisite for the burdens of responsible

citizenship and that the reservoir of competent individuals

was inadequate for the number of public officials required

by a federal form of government.^ Inasmuch as all of the

natural born inhabitants over the age of eighteen were granted

the rights and duties of citizenship, the first charge is

certainly valid. A contemporary observer reported that less
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than thirty per cent of the population possessed any political

opinions.15 Given the large proportion of indigenous peoples,
16

this estimate must be considered overly optimistic. The

worth of the second criticism is difficult to assess. In any

case, it appears that a primary consequence of the federal

experiment was the proliferation of local empire builders.

Of the major obstacles to successful federation, there

remain to be noted Central America’s chronic fiscal diffi¬

culties. The area had been incapable of producing adequate

public revenue during the colonial era, and the Captaincy

General received an annual subsidy from New Spain in amounts
i 17

ranging between 100,000 and 200,000 pesos. This support

\^as drastically curtailed after 1810, and when the nation

declared its independence, the public debt amounted to

3,138,451 pesos. This deficit increased over the next three

years as the flush of freedom led the Central Americans to

either suppress or substantially reduce the taxes which

Spain had imposed. When the federal government began oper¬

ation in 1825, it was faced with a debt that had grown to
1Q

3,583,575 pesos.

Responsibility for the federation’s money problems

cannot be placed on the Constitution which gave the central

government adequate power to raise revenue. The Congress was

authorized to raise funds by means of duties on foreign trade,

internal taxes, and foreign and domestic loans. The federal

government also retained the exercise of certain monopolies,
the most important of which was the production and sale of
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tobacco. If these sources of income proved inadequate,

Congress was empowered to meet deficits through levies on

the states.

In practice, these grants of power were meaningless.

Widespread smuggling reduced not only customs receipts, but
the profits of the government monopolies as well. Gradually,

the states assumed the actual collection of taxes, and with

their own treasuries in disorder, they were ill disposed to

remit to the national government its share of the revenue.

The federal administration, operating on a hand to mouth

basis, repeatedly had to resort to loans (often collected by

force) as its chief means of support. By 1831, the public

debt had increased to 4,748,965 pesos.21 With the continuous

shortage of funds, effective operation of the government was

a difficult, if not impossible, task.

The development of this paper will entail repeated

references to political groupings, and in the first decades

of the nineteenth century, there is a bewildering succession

of parties or factions. The structuring of these groups was

extremely fluid. With certain exceptions, there does not

appear to have been any consistent evolution along ideologi¬

cal lines. In response to emerging issues, expediency was

the prime factor in determining the formation of bodies whose

membership cut across the standard lines of class and inter¬

est. As the nature of these associations makes them subject

to considerable confusion, an attempt to define their char¬

acter and development appears' advisable.
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To begin with, Central America exhibited the conflict

typically found between creole and peninsular. This divi¬
sion is readily comprehended, in the familiar root of creole

envy of the peninsular's social prominence and monopolization
of the better government positions. It may be, however, that
the split between creole and peninsular Spaniard did not run

so deeply in Central America as there was not a particularly
heavy concentration of peninsulars in the region, and offices
were available to the aspiring creole. In 1812 the Captain
General Jose de Bustamante y Guerra reported that there were

six hundred and seventy-one creoles on the government pay-

roll. Also, the experiences of Jose Cecilio del Valle indi¬
cate that a talented Central American could rise to a position

of considerable importance.^3 if the conflict between
creole and peninsular was of a comparatively benign nature,
this might in part explain the lassitude which Central America
demonstrated in regard to independence from Spain.

Prior to independence, a division of more lasting

significance had developed within the creole community itself.
A rather clearly defined aristocracy composed of wealthy
merchants had emerged in Guatemala by the end of the eighteenth

century. Membership in this group appears to have been based
primarily on kinship with the Aycinena family. Led by Juan
Fermin Aycinena, who had purchased the colony's only title of
nobility in 1780, this family proved quite prolific and
through intermarriage came to include the Asturias,
Arrivillaga, Barrutia, Batres, Beltranena, Larrave, Montufar,
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Muñoz, Najera, Palomo, Pavón, Pinol, Saravia, and Urruela

families.24 The economic power of this elite led to such a

degree of social prestige and political preference that by

the 1800’s its members were referred to simply as "the

family." In 1820 Jose del Valle published in his Amigo de

la patria a list of fifty-nine members of the family who

held public offices that yielded 89,000 pesos in annual

salaries. 25 As Captain General Bustamante had reported in

his Informe of 1812 that the total salaries paid to creoles

amounted to 162,430 pesos, it appears that the family had

cornered most of the positions worth having.26
To be sure, those creoles not incorporated in this

extended family resented its social prominence, and its

political power did not go unopposed.27 in fact, the ap¬

pearance of the first political parties was partly a product
of the family's existence. To a degree, the political

polarization aroused by the Guatemalan aristocracy was « aused

by its social pretentions, but economics provided a more

substantial foundation for conflict between the family and

its opponents.

Due to increasing competition and natural disasters,

the decade before 1800 marked the beginning of a steady

decline in the indigo trade. Faced with a concomitant drop

in income, the merchants of the Aycinena family became favor¬

ably disposed towards further modifications in Spain’s mer¬

cantile policies which would provide expanded opportunities
for overseas trade.28 Although the Aycinenas dominated the
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Guatemalan consulado for a brief period following its

establishment in 1793, control of the institution had gradu¬

ally shifted to the hands of smaller merchants. Thereafter

the family employed the ayuntamiento as the vehicle for

giving official expression of its views, and the desire for

increased liberalization of trade was amply reflected in the

instructions which the ayuntamiento gave its delegate to the

Cortes of Cadiz in 1810.^ This position regarding free
trade provided a basis for conflict as it was not accepted

by the merchants of the consulado who preferred to maintain

the security of close association with the Spanish trading
houses.20 The breach between these two groups was deepened
after the arrival of Captain General Bustamante in 1811. He

was little impressed by the prestige of the aristocracy and

sought to bring the family down to size. By 1821 the scars

left by Bustamante’s whittling, together with unrelieved

economic decline, had the Guatemalan aristocracy seriously

pondering the worth of continued association with Spain. As

will be seen, the question was answered in a marriage of the

sheerest convenience.

There is no evidence that the tensions created in

Guatemala by the family either moderated or exacerbated the

conflict between the provincianos and the capital during the
colonial era. Membership in the Aycinena family was largely

restricted to residents of Guatemala. Similar kinship elites

existed in the provinces, but identity of social standing did

not provide a basis for cooperation. The presence of the
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Guatemalan aristocracy did assist in the later formation of

political associations. The early liberalism came to be

revealed as an expedient of self-interest, and the family pro¬

vided the nucleus for the organization of a conservative

alliance after the establishment of independence.

The restoration of the Constitution of 1812 following

the Riego rebellion provided an enviroment in which creole

attitudes could be more clearly expressed. In the spring of

1820, the accumulation of their discontent was given substance

in the formation of a tertulia which met in the home of Jose

Maria Castilla. The composition of this tertulia, whose mem¬

bers included Jose7 Francisco Barrundia, Manuel Montufar, Juan

Montufar, Pedro Molina, Marcial Zebadua, Jose Beteta, and

Vicente Garcia Granados, announced the formation of an alli¬

ance between the Guatemalan aristocracy and that stratum of

society (largely middle class professionals) which had become

imbued with ideals of nineteenth century liberalism. °

Emotionally, the members of the tertulia were united by their

resentment of the repressive measures adopted by Captain

General Bustamante after the return of Ferdinand VII in 1814.

Ideologically, they were on common ground in their attachment

to the principle of free trade.

In order to advance their views, the members of the

tertulia undertook the publication of a newspaper which was

titled El editor constitucional. Edited by Pedro Molina, the

paper appeared on the streets of Guatemala on July 24, 1820.
Molina not only reported foreign and domestic news, but also
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attempted to catechize the citizenry in its rights under the

restored constitution. The concern with liberalization of

trade became evident in the seventh number of the paper which

introduced a dialogue on the subject conducted by "the true
33

patriot" and "the liberal Spaniard."

The immediate political objective of El editor centered

on the elections being held for seats on the ayuntamientos

and the diputación provincial. The adherents of the tertulia,

popularly known as Cacos (thieves), presented a slate of can¬

didates which was opposed by a conservatively oriented faction
34

which Molina tagged with names Bacos (drunks) and Serviles.

(Of the two, the latter name proved more durable as it was

applied to conservatives after the formation of the federation.

The genuine liberals among the Cacos came to be known as

Fiebres.) The Bacos were led by Jose^ Cecilio del Valle, and

their views were carried in the newspaper El amigo de la

patria. Apart from attacks on the aristocracy, El amigo pur¬

sued a moderate course advocating adherence to the Constitu¬

tion of 1812, respect for property rights and cautious reforms

which would contribute to the development of the colony.

Support for the Bacos came from the peninsulares, creoles

excluded from the family, and artisans and merchants who,

having suffered from the contraband trade carried on with the
35

British at Walis, opposed free trade.

The elections of 1820, conducted throughout the fall,

were subject to charges and counter-charges, intrigues and
3 6

coercion. Despite Molina's editorial campaign and the
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attempts of the aristocracy to influence its inferiors, the

position of the Bacos was approved by the electorate as the

party won a majority of ayuntamiento seats. But the efforts

of the Cacos did not go entirely unrewarded. Control of the

diputación fell to sympathetic provincianos, foremost of whom

was Jose Matías Delgado.Whatever the degree of failure

suffered at the polls, Caco ardor went undimmed, and the pages

of El editor grew progressively more forthright in advocating

separation from Spain. Molina raised a considerable furor in

early June when he published an account of an imaginary jour¬

ney to a land ruled by a tyrant named Odnanref le Otargni.38
Though they may have been guilty of lese majesty, the Cacos

had both time and Agustín de Iturbide on their side.

Initially, the response of Central Americans to

Iturbide's Plan of Iguala was largely negative. On April 10,

1821 Gabino Gainza, the acting Captain General, issued a pro¬

clamation denouncing the Mexican upstart, but Iturbide’s

example proved to be increasingly attractive to Gainza’s

followers.^9 Over the summer, the distance between the Cacos

and the Bacos on the question of independence diminished con¬

siderably as even a number of peninsulares became convinced

of the advantages of independence. Most authorities view the

shift in attitudes as an echo of the reaction of Mexican con¬

servatives to the course of events in Spain. Of course, none

of the liberals were so enthralled by the vision of Spanish

liberalism that they were caused to oppose independence.

By September the path for Central America had been



16

clearly marked; but the Cacos took no chances, and on the

evening of September 14, the city of Guatemala was treated to

the sight of the aristocratic Mariano Aycinena and the ille¬

gitimate Pedro Molina tramping the streets to round up

supporters to attend the meeting of the cabildo abierto which

would consider the question of independence on the following
40

day. The support appeared,and independence was declared,

though the convergence of Caco and Baco views probably

rendered the efforts of Aycinena and Molina unnecessary. The

degree of accord between these two factions was demonstrated
41

on November 17 when freedom of trade was declared.

The declaration of independence on September 15 was a

tentative step at best. The break with Spain was made, but

the Act of Independence stated that this was done in order

to evade the "frightening consequences" of a declaration of

independence by the masses. Though this hedging may have

been a device to win over uncommitted creoles and peninsulars,

a decision on absolute independence was referred to a general
42

congress which would meet in March, 1822. Just as the with¬

drawal of allegiance from Ferdinand VII was not irrevocable,

there was little significant change in the government of the

new nation. Gainza continued to exercise executive authority,

and other public officials retained their positions.

The establishment of independence immediately led to

the restructuring of political alliances. The Act of Inde¬

pendence provided for the addition of five members to the

disputación provincial which would then assume legislative
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responsibilities as the junta provisional consultiva. The

only Cacos granted seats on the junta were aristocrats, and

these individuals were undoubtedly dismayed by the fact that

the Caco liberals Jose Francisco Barrundia, Pedro Molina and

Jose Francisco Cordova assumed the role of tribunes in the

public meetings of the junta. The liberals demanded that

Spanish officials be replaced by creole patriots, that the

direction of the government be in accord with the wishes of

the populace, and that positive action be taken on the ques-
43

tion of absolute independence. These requests were hardly

in accord with the aims of the aristocrats, and the gulf

between them and their former allies was demonstrated on

September 29 when the meetings of the junta were henceforth
44

closed to the public. Left to their own devices, the

liberals confirmed the political realignment with the forma¬

tion of the Tertulia Patriótica on October 14.

The basis for the formation of new political ties was

provided by the issue of Central America's relationship with

Mexico. The inherent opportunism of the aristocracy's advo¬

cacy of independence was clearly exposed by the ingratiating

letters sent to Iturbide by Mariano Aycinena. This corres¬

pondence demonstrated that the members of the family were

more than willing to trade independence for appropriate honors
45

and monetary rewards. The aristocrats were joined in their

efforts on behalf of annexation to Mexico by former opponents

of independence such as Archbishop Ramon Casaus y Torres.

Convinced of the threat of liberal reforms, these individuals
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believed that the established order of position and prestige

could be best preserved through union with Mexico. This is

not to say, however, that self-interest was the sole motiva¬

tion of Iturbide’s Central American friends. Many shared

the conviction of such liberals as Mariano Galvez and Cirilo

Flores who believed that Central America was totally unpre¬

pared for independent existence.^
Opposition to annexation was centered in the Tertulia

Patriótica whose members regarded the aspirations of the

imperialistas as little better than treasonous. In an address

delivered before the Tertulia on November 10, 1821, Jos^
Francisco Cordova acknowledged the perfidy of the aristocrats

and denounced the Plan of Iguala as a:

pretext of the ambitious and enemies of inde¬
pendence for resisting our absolute liberty,
and has been the means which they have adopted
as the last recourse for managing, misleading
and corrupting the intentions of the people.^7

The expression of such sentiments led to abuse and bloodshed,

but the Guatemalan liberals had some consolation in the fact

that they were not alone in their resistance to annexation.

Costa Rica remained aloof, and Granada and Tegucigalpa ac¬

tively opposed union with Mexico. The bond with Salvadorans

born of the uprisings of 1811 and 1814, was reconfirmed by

the armed opposition to Iturbide offered by the Salvadoran

army. Yet the weight of public opinion supported the

imperialistas, as a canvass of provincial ayuntamientos

revealed that a sizeable majority .favored annexation.^ The

Act of Union was proclaimed on January 5, 1822, and for the
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following fourteen months, the political development of

Central America remained in a state of suspension.

Following the downfall of Iturbide, political maneu-

vering resumed when Iturbide’s agent, Vicente Filisola con¬

voked the congress originally ordered by the 1821 Act of

Independence. Except for the decision of the more ardent

supporters of the Empire to boycott the elections, the

political situation in Central America during the spring
months can only be described as a conglomerate of ill-defined

positions. According to Alejandro Marure, the earlier

patriots, españolistas, Bacos, Cacos, imperialistas, and

opponents of annexation were not able to sort themselves

out properly until after the Asamblea Nacional Constituyente
convened on June 24, 1823.^ The question of independence

was the first concern of the assembly, and while this issue

was under consideration, the delegates were largely of the

same mind. Following the proclamation of absolute independ¬
ence from Spain and Mexico, the members of the assembly began
to line up in Liberal and Conservative factions. The Liberals,
known to their enemies as fiebres or anarquistas, were, for

the most part, Salvadorans and former members of the Tertulia
Patriótica. The Conservatives, called serviles or aristócratas

by the Liberals, were generally members of the aristocracy or

Guatemalans who feared possible domination by the provinces.^®
The precise degree of difference between Liberal and

Conservative thought is difficult to determine. In general

terms, the Liberals hoped to achieve social reform (aimed
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primarily at leveling distinctions within the creole com¬

munity) , economic development and diversification, an

expansion of educational opportunities, a reduction in the

secular power of the Church, and the establishment of a

federal form of government. The Conservatives seem to have

had few specific concerns apart from the preference for a

unitary type of government and the general desire to preserve

established institutions insofar as possible. Of all the

issues raised by the Liberals, none appears to have had

greater divisive force than that of religious reform. For a

Conservative writing at the time of Morazan's triumph in

1829, the question of religion was the basic ingredient in

the conflict.

The best indication for distinguishing a fiebre
from a moderado comes in a quarter hour of conversa¬
tion when you immediately begin to hear his detest
for the friars and nuns, talk against ecclesiastical
revenues and against the precepts of the Church,
denial of the efficacy of the sacraments, derision
of everything that pertains to religion, and
laughter about those who still attend mass or comply
with any other precepts of the Church. In a word,
a fiebre is one who, denying all that pertains to
the teaching of Christ and boasting of not being a
Roman Catholic, neither recognizes nor practices
religion or morality.

In all other areas, there was an absence of vigorous

Conservative opposition to Liberal programs which suggests

that the ideological differences between the two groups was

quite limited.

In the months of July, August and September, the

Liberals controlled the assembly and elected three of their

fellows to the 'Supremo Poder Ejecutivo. Anticipating the
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spoils system, the party replaced all civil servants who held

office under the Spanish or Mexican governments. The Liberals

also passed laws which eliminated all titles of distinction

(including the ubiquitous "Don"), and removed all restrictions

on the importation of printed materials.52 Following the

first Central American barracks revolt on September 14, con¬

trol of the provisional government shifted to the hands of

the Conservatives as their position in the assembly was

strengthened with the arrival of delegates from Nicaragua

and Honduras. Pablo Alvarado, a Liberal from Costa Rica,

later reported that the Conservatives outnumbered the

Liberals forty-six to eighteen.^3 Yet, apart from the re¬

placement of two of the Liberal triumvirs on the Supremo

Poder Ejecutivo, this numerical superiority did not give

rise to any clear-cut Conservative reaction.

The working draft of the constitution was prepared by

a committee composed of four Liberals, and a comparison of

this document with the finished product reveals no basic al¬

terations in the structure of government proposed by the

Liberals. Despite Conservative control, the constituent

assembly enacted legislation which prohibited the sale of

bulas de cruzada, established a land grant program to en¬

courage immigration, made the nation an asylum for foreign

exiles, conceded certain privileges and immunities to foreign

merchants, and abolished slavery.54 While there was a later,

definite repudiation of Liberal policy by the Guatemalan

government led by Mariano Aycinena, this reaction appears to
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have been in the nature of a conditioned reflex to anything

associated with liberalism. The record of the constituent

assembly indicates that the Liberal-Conservative conflict,

which continued throughout the life of the federation was

based not so much on irreconcilable differences as it was on

personal enmities and simple struggles for power.

A final comment on the politics of the federation con¬

cerns the geographic orientation of political alignments.

After the outbreak of civil war in 1827, Guatemala was domi¬

nated by Conservatives who were opposed by Liberals residing

in the other states of the federation. Reality is often

blurred by the assumption that a similar distribution of

political views prevailed since independence. The tendency

toward this misconception undoubtedly has its roots in the

stance taken by political parties in respect to the issue of

federalism. It is generally understood that support for

federation was the hallmark of Liberals and provincianos.

Opposition to this form of government is seen as a character¬

istic of Conservatives and Guatemalans. Understandably, there

is a strong inclination to merge the elements of these two

propositions. The ease with which this may be done encour¬

ages such statements as: "there was a marked cleavage be¬

tween Guatemalan conservatives who advocated centralism and

the liberal elements from the other provinces who favored a
55 '

federation."

While the sense of this observation is not improper,

it has the effect of reinforcing the idea that Guatemalans
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were Conservatives and provincianos were Liberals. Such a

conclusion, however, is not warranted by the facts. Of the

four Liberals who drafted the basic structure of the govern¬

ment, three, José Francisco Barrundia, Pedro Molina, and
/ / /

Mariano Galvez, were Guatemalans and one, Jose Matias Delgado,

was a provinciano.^ it should also be noted that the Con¬

servatives did not obtain a majority in the constituent

assembly until after the arrival of the delegates from the

outlying provinces. Undoubtedly, the political outlook of

the provincial Conservatives was moderated by the tradition¬

al resentment of Guatemala’s dominance. Thus, it appears

that support for federalism was restricted neither to Liberals

nor provincianos, and the decision to establish a federal

government was achieved as Guatemalan Conservatives were out¬

voted by provincial Conservatives and Liberals from all areas.
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CHAPTER II

ARCE AND THE PURSUIT OF CENTRAL AMERICAN INDEPENDENCE

To the misfortune of his would-be biographers, Manuel

Jose* Arce was not the sort of individual who bequeaths much

of his personal life to history. Private letters are few.

If he kept a diary (which seems unlikely), it has yet to be

found, and his memoirs deal only with his public life. There

is adequate material for the reconstruction of Arce’s

political career, but apart from extrapolations, the man

himself remains hidden in the past.

The details of Arce’s early life are particularly

scanty. It is known that he was born of a prominent San

Salvadoran family on January 1, 1787. In addition to their

first-born son, Arce's parents, Bernardo Jose and Manuela

Antonia, had six other children. Three of these offspring

died during childhood, and Tomás, a brother born eleven

months after Manuel Jose, lived the half-life of the mentally

retarded.^ As were most of the more substantial Salvadorans,

Bernardo Arce was an indigo grower, and the income from his

haciendas was sufficient to allow his eldest son to go to

Guatemala in 1801 to attend the Colegio de San Borja.^
His biographers assure us that Manuel José* was an excellent
student. Whatever his scholastic abilities, Arce received

his bachillerato and possibly intended to pursue the study

29
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of medicine. The illness of his father, however, obliged

Arce to return to El Salvador to assist with the operation

of the family estates.^ In December, 1808,he married his

cousin Felipa Aranzamendi, and in the ensuing years this

union produced six children.

This cursory review presents only a skeletal outline

of Arce's first twenty-one years, yet it contains nearly all

of the substantive statements that can be made in regard to

his personal life during this formative period. This paucity

of information requires that any attempt to explain the

political behavior of the young Salvadoran be based on

circumstantial evidence. Nevertheless, it is not impossible

to account for Arce’s involvement in Central America’s first,

open confrontation with the colonial establishment. Basically,

there are three factors which explain his appearance at the

forefront of the uprising of 1811. These include Arce’s

familial ties, his father's service in public office and the

financial situation of his family.

In the first decades of the nineteenth century, the

political leaders of El Salvador were largely drawn from a

kinship elite similar to the aristocracy of Guatemala.

Bound together through the marriages of the seven daughters

of Diego de Leon, this extended family included the surnames:

Aguilar, Aranzamendi, Arce, Delgado, Fagoaga, Lara, Morales,
t 4and Rodriguez. In addition to exercising political leader¬

ship, the family had a further resemblance to the Guatemalan

aristocracy in that its members adopted a position of
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political liberalism prior to the coming of independence.

The similarity ends at that point, however, as the liberal

stance taken by the Salvadoran "family" proved to be much

more durable. This political commitment was doubtlessly

shaped by a predisposition towards change arising from the

years of conflict with Guatemalan merchants and to the

leadership of Jose' Matías Delgado.

Delgado was born in San Salvador in 1767, and he

received his training in Guatemala at the Tridentine Seminary

and the University of San Carlos where he obtained a doctorate

in canon law. After he completed his studies, Delgado served

as curate of San Salvador, and in 1797 he was appointed to

the office of provincial vicar. The origin of Delgado’s

liberalism is unclear, but as Montufar suggests, it may have

simply been an outgrowth of his desire to establish a

bishopric in El Salvador.^ A man of considerable ability,

Delgado's manner was such that he enjoyed not only the

prestige of his offices but substantial popular support as

well, and it seems likely that his convictions became those

of his parishioners.

While there were a number of other individuals

involved, all of the above-named Salvadoran aristocratic

families had representatives who played leading roles in

the 1811 revolt. It is commonly held that the moving spirits

of the uprising were Jos^ Matias Delgado together with

Nicolas, Vicente, and Manuel Aguilar, and there were close

ties between these men and Manuel Jose Arce. Arce was a
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second cousin to Delgado as the mother of the Salvadoran

vicar and Arce’s paternal grandmother were sisters.^ The

Arces were also related by marriage to the Aguilars, and

this bond was strengthened in May, 1811 when Arce’s sister

Manuela married Domingo Antonio de Lara, a nephew of the

Aguilar brothers. With connections such as these, Arce's

involvement in the movement was almost inevitable.

Though Arce's admission to the group of dissidents

was provided by kinship, this factor alone does not account

for the position of leadership assumed by the twenty-four

year old creole. To assert that Arce was a born leader begs

the question, but the assumption that he had leadership

capabilities is not unreasonable. A thoroughly retiring

young man would likely have remained on the sidelines.

Arce's actions in the 1811 uprising demonstrate that he

possessed a considerable amount of drive and spirit, so it

may be inferred that he expressed himself quite vigorously

in the conversations and meetings which ultimately led to

the open expression of creole discontent. Still, the fact

that Arce was able to assume the role of a key figure was

probably due not so much to his own energy as it was to the

position of his father within the creole community. In fact,

as member of the ayuntamiento, Bernardo Arce was one of the

leading citizens of San Salvador. In 1787, the year that

Manuel José* was born, Bernardo Arce was chosen for the post

of alcalde segundo^. He was elected to this office again in

1793 and also served a term as alférez real.** What might be
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considered the culmination of Arce's political career

occurred in 1799 when he was selected to be alcalde primero.

In that year, Luis de Arquedos declined to accept his appoint¬

ment as intendente of the province, and so the authority of

that office devolved upon Bernardo Arce.^ Thus, the name

of Arce commanded a degree of respect which would accord

Manuel José a place of prominence in whatever endeavors he

elected to pursue.

Inasmuch as the Arce family can be considered a part

of the local establishment, the question of its motivation

for participating in the revolt of 1811 arises. The intendente

Antonio Gutierrez y Ulioa, a peninsular appointed in 1804,

was noted for his deprecative behavior in dealing with the

creoles.10 It may be argued then, that the Arce’s were

simply seeking to regain the authority they had once tasted.

It also may be supposed that Manuel and his father shared

the frustration of cousin José Matías Delgado concerning

the attempt to erect a bishopric in the province. To this

writer, it appears that their discontent may very well have

had economic origins, as El Salvador had experienced a

marked decline in its indigo-based economy by the end of

the first decade of the nineteenth century.

This deterioration was partly the product of natural

causes. In several years the size of the harvest was

severly reduced by locust plagues. The introduction of

indigo into Venezuela in 1777 prevented compensation for

crop shortages by means of price increases, as Venezuelan
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indigo captured a growing share of the Spanish market.

Furthermore, the profit margin for Salvadoran producers was

reduced by increased local taxes and support for the montepío

of the Sociedad de Cosecheros de Anil, and these factors

ultimately destroyed the competitive position of Central

American indigo.12 The decay of the indigo industry is

dramatically demonstrated by the official production figures

given to Henry Dunn in 1827.1^ The fact that the output of

indigo in 1811 was less than half of what it had been twenty

years earlier must have meant that serious financial

difficulties confronted the Arce family. This supposition

is supported by the fact that Bernardo Arce was forced to

contract sizeable debts. After his death in 1814, Arce

left an estate which owed the montepío a sum of 6,000 pesos

and Gregorio Castriciones, the wealthiest Spaniard in the

province, a total of 25,185 pesos.1^ It is not suggested

that the Arces embraced insurrection merely as a means of

avoiding their obligations, but it seems more than plausible

that increasing financial pressures would have encouraged

their disaffection.

Whatever their personal motives, the creoles of San

Salvador were prepared by 1811 to take the steps most feared

by colonial authorities. In a sense, they were merely

keeping in step with their times. Though Central America

is generally considered to have been one of the backwaters

of the empire, its residents were by no means unaware of

the currents of political change flowing about them. This
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was plainly demonstrated when the ayuntamiento of Guatemala

prefaced the instructions given to its representative to

the Cortes of Cadiz with the "Declaration of the Rights of

Man and of the Citizen." Clearly concerned with stemming

the spread of disloyalty, Captain General Antonio Gonzalez y

Saravia established a tribunal de fidelidad on May 27, 1810,

and offered a reward of five hundred pesos for information

leading to the apprehension of foreign agents. None of

Napoleon's representatives were uncovered, but seditious

material was found and promptly burned.^
On March 14, 1811, Gonzalez y Saravia was replaced by

Jose Bustamante y Guerra who immediately issued a manifesto

which demanded nothing less than total obedience to Spain.

Bustamante was not long in deciding that the murmurings of

discontent issuing from San Salvador signaled the greatest

threat to tranquility, and he later reported:

when I took possession of command, I saw substantiated
the reports I had been given of the secret spirit of
unrest in this kingdom; I most feared its effects in
the province of San Salvador, where my predecesor
feared them; and in order to remove the means by
which it might be possible to instigate an insur¬
rection, I gave orders for the removal to the capital
of the arms and funds that were in San Salvador.
And in its accomplishment, there were removed in
August of that year 11,700 rifles and 95,201 pesos
from the public treasury. . . .16

Undeterred by Bustamante's action (and possibly spurred by

it), the Salvadorans proceeded to emulate the example then

being set by creoles in other areas of the Spanish empire,
and in the words of Bustamante, "the fire which had burned

in secret manifested itself publicly," on November 5, 1811.1?
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The 1811 uprising had religious fervor as its chief

impetus and open expression of the creole-peninsular conflict

as its immediate consequence. The outbreak was precipitated

by the action which the government took against the Aguilar

brothers. These men were all members of the clergy and

apparently were held in considerable esteem by the Salvadoran

masses. The Aguilars* loyalty, however, had been suspect

since the beginning of the year when they had declined to

publish an edict condemning the Mexican revolutionaries,

and early in November, Manuel Aguilar was arrested in

Guatemala on the charge of having had correspondence with

Miguel Hidalgo.^® When the news of this event reached San

Salvador, the result was a storm of popular protest. Such a

response was not surprising as the seeds of unrest had

already been sewn among the people. In the latter part of

October, Bernardo Torres, an alclade of one of the city's

barrios, informed the residents of his district that

Bernardino Molina, a peninsular Spaniard, intended to
f / I Q

assassinate Jose Matias Delgado. y Apparently, there was

little validity to the charge, but the fact that a rumor of

this sort was planted has considerable significance. It

indicates that certain individuals sought to marshal the

force of the masses, realized that this could best be done

by appealing to religious sentiments, and expected to employ

this force against the Spaniards resident in San Salvador.

The most likely authors of this plan were, of course, those

creoles who assumed leadership of the November revolt. In
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the previous year, young Arce had exposed the antipathy

that existed between his group and the peninsulares. Testi¬

mony offered in the subsequent investigation of the rebellion

revealed that in 1810 Arce had encouraged Manuel Paredes to

join a junta that met in the home of the Aguilar brothers

and which planned to throw off the yoke of peninsular

domination. In the resort to religion as a means for

achieving their purposes, the Salvadoran creoles uncovered a

political device that would later be employed with equal

facility by Central American conservatives.

On the evening of November 4, a crowd of townspeople

gathered before the home of the provincial vicar to inquire

about the fate of the Aguilars. Delgado confirmed the news

concerning the arrests and suggested that those present

might pay a call on Antonio Gutierrez y Ulloa and demand

that the intendente secure the release of Manuel and extend

his protection to Nicolas Aguilar.21 Led by Manuel Jose,

his father, his uncle Juan Jose/ Arce and Manuel Delgado, a

brother of the vicar, the throng made its way to the home of

the intendente. In response to the uproar, Gutierrez y

Ulloa appeared at a second floor window and was informed of

the Salvadorans' wishes. The intendente responded that he

was powerless to take such action as they requested. This

hardly satisfied, but the besieged official was finally able

to convince the crowd to disperse. Manuel Jose" left the

intendent's home swearing to even the score by taking

Bernardino Molina into custody. Failing in this, he spent
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the night with his cousin Jose" Matías Delgado "in order to

protect him."22
The turmoil continued the next day, and by noon it

was clear that a plan of action had been established.

Approximately four hundred men again appeared before the

home of Gutierrez y Ulloa. Manuel Jose' Arce, with the title

of "deputy of the people" acted as spokesman for the group

and directed the intendente to sound the bell which would

summon a meeting of the ayuntamiento. Gutie'rrez y Ulloa

complied with this command and then was escorted to the

town hall where an even larger crowd was assembled. After

the meeting was brought to order, Gutierrez y Ulloa was

deposed and the arrest of all Spanish officials was ordered.^
A creole government was then established. Bernardo Arce

was named alcalde primero, but he declined to accept the

post which then went to Leandro Fagoaga. Jose/ Maria Villasenor

was chosen as alcalde segundo, and José Mariano Batres was

given the office of intendente. The ayuntamiento was also

reorganized with Bernardo Arce, Juan Delgado, Tomas Carillo,

Domingo Durén, Manuel Morales, Miguel Rivera, Fernando Silva,
/

Francisco Valiosa as members and Juan Manuel Rodriguez as

secretary. José Aguilar replaced José Rossi as comandante

general de las armas.^
While the meeting was in session, Manuel José Arce,

in a burst of youthful exuberance, climbed on a chair by

the door of the building and proclaimed, "there is no King !"25
Arce told the assembled throng that it need no longer take
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orders from Spanish officials and should only obey the newly

elected creole authorities. He also promised the people

that the alcabala would be abolished and that the monopolies

on tobacco and aguardiente would be suppressed.^6 Though

some authors, following the account of Alejandro Marure,

assume that a condition bordering on anarchy prevailed for

the balance of the month, this does not seem to have been

the case. Apart from Arce's outburst, it appears that the

creoles conducted themselves with a considerable degree of

discretion. Following the establishment of the new govern¬

ment, tranquility was restored and there were no outrages

committed against the Spaniards. Antonio Gutierrez y Ulloa,

who was confined to the premises of the Convent of Santo

Domingo, later testified that the Arces had treated him with

courtesy and had exercised a restraining influence on the

mobs that formed during the revolt.27
On November 6 the creole government, in an attempt to

establish its legitimacy (and possibly buy a little time),

informed the colonial officials in Guatemala that there had

been a disturbance in San Salvador, but order had since been

restored.28 To further protect themselves, the Salvadoran

officials swore loyalty to Ferdinand VII on the following

day. The creoles were not so naive as to believe that their

assumption of power would go unchallenged, and they realized

that by themselves they could not successfully withstand

the authority of the Captain General. In hopes of bolstering

their position, the rebels drafted a manifesto which gave a
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brief account of the uprising and attempted to justify their

actions.This document along with an invitation to send a

delegate to a proposed provincial congress was sent to all

the towns in the province and possibly to other provinces as

well.^9

Manuel Jose^ Arce had a hand in this propaganda

campaign as on November 8 he spent the day at his father's

house dictating letters to the scribes Bonifacio Paniagua

and Joaquin Chavez. The evidence indicates, however, that

Arce had no personal responsibility for the substantive

content of these letters. Bernardo Arce's house apparently

served as a kind of headquarters for the creoles as there

were others there on the same day dictating similar letters.21
In addition to assisting with such details, Arce, retaining

his title of "deputy of the people" served as a liason

officer between the people and the government. He also had

the responsibility of maintaining order in the city, and was

given one hundred pesos from the public treasury to cover

the costs of police patrols.22
The Salvadoran insurgents were not at all unique in

their dissatisfaction with peninsular dominance. In

Nicaragua the citizens of Leon deposed the intendente Jose^
Salvador on December 13. Nine days later Spanish officials

in Granada were forced to resign their posts. While these

actions further disturbed the structure of colonial govern¬

ment, they came too late to provide support for the Salvadoran

venture. Within the province of San Salvador, the revolt
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was seconded by the communities of Metapan, Zacatecoluc,

Chalatenango, and Usulut¿fn where the cry of, "death to the

chapetones," was heard in the streets.^3 Of much greater

significance in determining the outcome of the Salvadoran

revolt was the reaction of San Miguel, Santa Ana and San

Vicente. If the creole government of San Salvador was to

have the least chance of coming to terms with the colonial

authorities, it had to have the solid support of the entire

province, but the above named towns refused to sanction the

transfer of power. San Miguel directed the town executioner

to burn the Salvadoran manifesto in the central plaza, while

the community of Santa Ana forwarded the correspondence it

received to the audiencia along with the declaration that it

considered the action of San Salvador to be "sacrilegious,

subversive and seditious,"34 Deciding to take more vigorous

action, Jose7 Santin del Castillo, the alcalde primero of

San Vicente, gathered a force of one hundred and fifty men

for the purpose of restoring the legitimate government.35
In response to this action, the ayuntamiento of San Salvador

commissioned Manuel Jose7 Arce to ascertain the intentions of

alcalde Santin del Castillo.36 The nature of the inquiry

made by Arce is not known, but it had the effect of eliminating
the threat posed by San Vicente. The ayuntamiento of San

Salvador was informed that the San Vicentians had never

thought of mounting an invasion and had marshaled its troops

in the belief that San Salvador might request assistance for

repressing a popular uprising.37
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While the rebels were able to maintain their position

in the face of opposition within the province, this lack of

unity meant that they could not successfully resist the

authority of the Captain General. With the arrival of the

teniente letrado of Nicaragua, Captain General Bustamante

was apprised of the true character of the situation in San

Salvador, and on November 15, he appointed Juan Jose/ Aycinena
to the post of intendente and directed him to restore order

to the province.38 Aycinena was joined by Jose/ Maria Peinado

who was commissioned by the ayuntamiento of Guatemala to

assist in the pacification effort. Whatever may have been

the Captain General’s thoughts on the proper method for

dealing with the insurgents, he acceded to the ayuntamiento1s

wish to handle the Salvadorans gently. Although Aycinena

was provided with a sizeable militia force, the commissioners

were instructed to pursue a policy of suasion and grant

amnesty to those who had participated in the revolt.39
Faced with a choice between futile warfare and honorable

defeat, the creoles turned their backs on the dream of self-

government. At least they could claim a victory of sorts

as the Spanish intendente was replaced by a native son of

Central America. When Aycinena and Peinado entered San

Salvador on December 3, they found the streets lined with

citizens who greeted them as liberators rather than con¬

querors. A Te Deum was sung, and two days later the

ayuntamiento wrote a letter to its sister body in Guatemala

expressing gratitude for the "swift measures" taken to
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restore lawful authority.40
There has been some debate as to the status which

should be assigned to the 1811 revolt. A number of Central
American writers have taken the position that the uprising

marked the beginning of Central America’s struggle for

independence. The product of a nationalistic desire to

share in the glory of the bygone battles for freedom, this

concept is held together by rather slender threads and seems

closer to myth than reality. As a coherent, vital movement,

a "struggle" for independence in Central America never took
place. Authors who have taken a more critical view of the

uprising regard it as little more than a manifestation of
the creoles' envy and resentment of the peninsulares.

Certainly the slogan, "down with bad government; long live
Ferdinand VII," expresses the character of the revolt, and
the ready acceptance of amnesty suggests that the creoles’

objective was simply that of cutting the peninsulares down

to size. Captain General Bustamante held this belief in
1813 when he wrote:

desire for office and commercial cupidity have been
in former times and will be in the future the only
cause of disturbances in America. They [the creoles]
exaggerate rigidities in the law, they extoll the
rights of the people, they speak with horror of
despotism, they affect tender sentiments for the
unfortunate, etc., but there are no causes other
than those indicated.41

Despite this evidence, there is reason to believe that

the 1811 revolt was a definite, albeit faltering step in

the direction of independence. The officials who directed

the treason hearings begun in 1814 did not share the earlier
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cynicism o£ the Captain General concerning the causes of

unrest. They Sought and received confirmation of the charge

that independence had been the object of the uprising.42
It is unlikely that the corroborating witnesses, who were

members of the colonial militia, were privy to the thoughts

of the rebels, yet it appears that their testimony came

close to the truth. The oath of allegiance to Ferdinand

VII may be viewed as a step taken to gain time while allaying

the fears of the conservatives. There is no doubt that the

creoles coveted the positions held by the peninsulares, but

this ambition is indistinguishable from a genuine commitment

to self- government. The assertion that the desire for office

defined the limits of creole aspirations belongs to the

realm of speculation. Proof of this contention would demand

a demonstration that creoles were given the reins of

government and subsequently remained obedient to the dictates

of Spain. In the case of San Salvador, a creole was placed

in a position of authority, but it later became clear that

he was no more palatable to the Salvadorans than his Spanish

predecessor.

Moreover, it is evident that the Salvadorans had a

motivation superior to the acquisition of offices: the

desire for religious autonomy. While they took no action on

the matter during the brief period that they were in power,

it is certain that the creoles had this goal in mind. When

Jose* Ignacio Avila was chosen in 1811 as the Salvadoran

representative to the Cortes of Cadiz, he was instructed to
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press for the erection of a bishopric in the province, and he
addressed a petition on this subject to the Cortes on March

21, 1812.^3 Had the creoles been able to maintain their

position for a fair amount of time after the November revolt,

it seems probable that the issue of the bishopric would have

provided the rationale justifying a declaration of indepen¬

dence .

The thesis that the Salvadorans had embarked on a

course leading to independence is given greater substance

by certain actions taken by the creole government. In

attempting to convene a provincial congress, the Salvadorans

clearly exceeded the bounds of colonial law as such meetings

had long been forbidden by royal order.44 The downward flow
of policy was a part of the natural order of things which
the congress would have blatantly inverted as its announced

purpose included the formulation of local policy decisions.

In itself the summoning of a provincial assembly signaled

that the creoles were prepared to defy the authority of the

Captain General. The willingness to run counter to

established modes of behavior is further demonstrated by

the reaction to the hostile attitude of San Vicente. It is

difficult to believe that the Salvadorans had any illusions

concerning the reason behind the massing of troops in the

neighboring city, and they sought to preserve their integrity
in the face of this threat.45

Isolated in time, the 1811 rebellion was of little or

no political consequence. Having no real relationship to

the actual establishment of Central American independence,
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it is easy to dismiss the revolt as being devoid of content.

Yet to this writer it appears that the uprising was the

beginning of a genuine independence movement that was aborted
after its leaders made a realistic appraisal of the uneven

odds they faced. If the resources of San Salvador had been

sufficient to have encouraged resistance to the colonial

authorities, Central Americans might have had the fight for

freedom they now long to remember.

Following the restoration of colonial authority, San

Salvador assumed an air of tranquility. In March, 1812

Aycinena left the province to accept an appointment to the

Council of the Indies, and the office of intendente was

transferred to Jose^ María Peinado who had authored the

Instrucciones given to the delegate to the Cortes of Cadiz,

Arce retired to the hacienda San Lucas and apparently spent

the better part of the year there.^ Following the

promulgation of the Constitution of 1812 in San Salvador on

November 8, 1812, Arce was selected to represent the province
in the Spanish Cortes. He declined this honor, however, and

was subsequently elected to the constitutional ayuntamiento
of San Salvador.47 Showing a similar disinterest in

journeying to Spain, Jos/ Matías Delgado accepted a post on

the newly created diputación provincial in preference to a

seat in the Cortes.

Peinado, a creole and a liberal, attempted to govern

the province in a fair and understanding fashion, but buoyed

by the atmosphere of political change, the Salvadorans
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proved to be more than he could handle. With the passing
months of 1813, the colonial regime was increasingly sub¬

jected to verbal attacks, anonymous broadsides, and threatening

graffiti. Both political inclinations and festering enmities
were exposed in the little rhyme:

Cuidadanos del Tambor
Decid de muy buen gaña
Que viva el padre Morelos
Y mueran los de Santa Ana.48

It is not clear whether the liberal reforms of 1812 incited

the Salvadoran liberals to move further to the left or

merely provided a favorable climate for the growth'of pre-
j

existent ^radicalism. In any case, the leading forces of
Salvadoran politics demonstrated the underlying sincerity of
the 1811 movement as they refused to be pacified by the

rights granted under the Constitution of 1812. Reconvening
the secret juntas formed in 1810, the creoles began to

discuss plans and ideas which the Captain General would have
considered extremely alarming. The direction of creole

ambitions was made clear by Miguel Delgado, Juan Manuel

Rodriguez, and Santiago Jose* Celis, (all friends of Arce,

though probably ahead of him in their thinking) on March 1,

1813, when they wrote to Jose Maria Morelos:

For some time we, the undersigned residents of
this city, have been considering a means for
communicating with you, none being free of risk, we
are employing the most daring and sending this by
courier. We are begging for arrest, but as our
ideas are in close conformity with yours. . . inform
us of the present state of your important activities
and of succeeding events as they occur. We await
this kindness protesting that our adherence to your
person is identical to that which we have for your
interesting and just cause, assuring you that we
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work constantly to maintain the high opinion which
you enjoy in this kingdom. . . .We equally hope
that you will inform us of the plan for the
constitution adopted by your country. . . .49

In the face of ominous rumors and obvious discontent,

Peinado repeatedly attempted to convince Captain General

Bustamante (and possibly himself as well) that all was well

in San Salvador. Having other sources of information in

San Salvador, Bustamante wrote to Peinado inquiring about

the nature of the public attacks on the government. Peinado

admitted that there had been some manifestations of disrespect,

but on April 22 he avowed that suspect behavior was a thing

of the past and that the people of the province were "good,

simple and religious."50 These qualities did not prevent

the citizens of San Salvador from taking to the streets on

September 5 in response to a rumor that Delgado had been

arrested in Guatemala. The intendente had some difficult

moments as he faced a situation that had the makings for a

re-enactment of the events of 1811. Order was restored,

however, with the arrival of mail from Guatemala which

proved the rumor groundless. Maintaining his convictions,

Peinado later wrote to the Captain General that the disturb¬

ance was of little consequence as it was merely an expression

of the peoples' affection for Delgado and that the loyalty

of the province was unquestionable. Bustamante was uncon¬

vinced as his own sources continued to send him troubling

reports. Fearing that the fact that Delgado was residing

with Peinado's family in Guatemala might have a lulling
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effect, Bustamante advised the intendente to exercise

extreme vigilance. Undisturbed, Peinado blandly replied on

October 24 that the citizens of all classes were "submerged
in the grossest ignorance. It is not clear when he

changed his mind, but by December 3 Peinado had become

convinced of the things the Captain General had feared. On

that date he wrote to Bustamante that he could not find the

proper means of controlling the province, obedience was

lost, and the people resembled "cynical academicians"

disputing and discussing the constitution with enthusiasm.^
With this change in attitude, the intendente initiated a

policy of rigorous control which shortly led to the second

confrontation between the Salvadorans and the colonial

government.

The first demonstration of Peinado's new approach to

government came with the December elections for the alcaldes

of the barrios. Believing the victors in the election to

be "vicious" and "suspect" persons, Peinado ordered that

new elections be held. The alcaldes chosen in the second

balloting were equally distasteful to the intendente, and

though he allowed them to take office, he refused to confirm

their election. On January 9, Peinado referred confirmation

of the election to the Captain General. At the same time

he ordered a secret distribution of arms and ammunition to

the royal garrison and corps of volunteers in response to

the request of the ayuntamiento that all weapons be placed

in the local armory where they would be at the disposal of
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the people.” Continuing with his pacification program,

Peinado summoned the members of the ayuntamiento to his home

on January 16, entertained them with a play, and then lectured
them on their behavior and responsibilities. It appears that
his guests may have been more impressed by the dramatic

presentation which bore the suggestive title Mas vale tarde

que nunca.^ Two days later the Captain General informed

the ayuntamiento that the disposition of armaments was none

of their concern, and more importantly, he directed Jose‘S
Rossi, the comandante general, to increase the number of

night patrols and to keep all suspicious activities under
close surveillance. It was Rossi's compliance with this

order that led to the uprising of 1814.

On the twenty-second of January, Rossi reported to

the intendente that a group of men had been seen leaving the
home of Pablo Castillo, the alcalde segundo, at one o'clock

in the morning. Suggesting that a conspiracy was afoot,
Rossi urged the intendente to take strong countermeasures.

It was learned from informers that the alcaldes of the

Remedios and Candelaria barrios had attended the meeting at

Castillo's home, and Peinado had these men arrested on

January 23.^ This firm action only served to provoke the

very thing that Peinado was seeking to avoid. News of the
arrests spread quickly, and by ten o'clock on the morning

of the twenty-fourth, the situation in San Salvador was

such that Peinado doubled the guard at all public buildings

and ordered that each man be given all the cartridges he
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could carry.^6 Apart from agitated conversations in the

streets, the situation at first seemed under control. The

first confrontation did not come until two o'clock in the

afternoon when an alcalde from the barrio of San Jose

appeared before Peinado and urged that the prisoners be
released. The intendente flatly refused the request and
sent the alcalde packing. During this time a junta had

gathered at the home of Miguel Delgado to hold a series of

strategy sessions. The participants in these meetings
included the creoles Delgado, Arce, his brothers-in-law

Domingo Lara and Juan Aranzamendi, Jose* Santiago Celis,
the alcalde primero Juan Manuel Rodríguez, the mestizo

alcalde segundo Pablo Castillo, Silvestre Anaya, a zambo,

and several other persons of mixed blood.^ There is no

record of the discussions that were held, but subsequent
events indicate that the creoles, with the possible exception

/
of Rodriguez, advocated a cautious approach in opposition to

more vigorous action proposed by the pardos.

In any case, an apparently moderate response followed

Peinado's first refusal to liberate the prisoners. At four

o'clock in the afternoon, Rodriguez approached the intendente

and requested the summoning of a cabildo abierto. Fearing
a trap, Peinado asked what would be the purpose of such a

meeting. He was informed that it would help to calm the

citizens who had been greatly disturbed by the arrest of the

alcaldes. Peinado replied that such matters were his

responsibility alone but offered to have the ayuntamiento
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meet at his home at seven o'clock.^8 Peinado's suspicion
that a cabildo abierto had been requested for a purpose

similar to that obtained in 1811 appears confirmed by the
fact that his proposal for a meeting of the ayuntamiento

failed to satisfy the junta assembled at Delgado's home.

Around six o'clock Arce entered a plea for the release of

the prisoners, but the intendente's only response was to

direct the young creole to disperse the crowd which was

gathering near the church of La Merced.^® Arce made a half¬

hearted attempt to comply with this order and then rejoined

the junta which was now convened in the sacristy of the

church. At seven o'clock Rodriguez returned to Peinado's

home, and after informing the intendente that a meeting of
the ayuntamiento would not be necessary, demanded that the

prisoners be freed. The matter was debated for some time,
and finally Juan Miguel Bustamante, who was now serving
as the teniente letrado of San Salvador, counselled that the

demand be met in the interests of peace.^0 a release order

was signed, and at nine o'clock Rodriguez led the alcaldes

back to the exuberant welcome awaiting them at La Merced.

Believing the crisis was resolved, Arce and a number

of other creoles returned to their homes; but under the

leadership of Pablo Castillo, those who were determined to

put an end to their troubles with the intendente remained

at the church. Shortly before midnight the conspirators

sounded the bells of La Merced. Armed with a brace of

pistols, Arce answered the summons and learned of a plan to
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seal off the city and sieze the arms of Peinado's men. With

little chance for success, Arce assumed the task of putting

the mob assembled at the church in some semblance of fighting

order.He had hardly begun, however, when troops from

the local garrison appeared. In the ensuing skirmish the

insurgents were routed as two of the rebels were killed and

three men, one of whom was Domingo Lara, were wounded.62
This brief encounter put an end to the uprising. On the

following day Peinado had the city under his complete

command. Rodriguez, Delgado and Celis were arrested

immediately. Arce and Lara were able to make their way to

San Lucas, and Castillo also fled the city. In view of the

attitudes reflected in the letter to Morelos, there can be

little doubt that, the creoles were anticipating separation

from Spain. Their hesitant behavior on the twenty-fourth

suggests that they were not yet ready to move. Castillo's

agitation, however, forced precipitate action which resulted

in the total emasculation of the independence movement.

As he remained unmolested on his hacienda for several

months, Arce may have thought that he was safe from prosecu¬

tion, but the revelation of his participation in the uprising

was inescapable. Called in on April 4, 1814 to account for

his presence at the scene of the tumult, Arce testified that

he had gone out merely to learn why the church bells had

been rung.63 While this statement was true and Arce was

allowed to return to his home, the authorities were far

from accepting his declaration of innocence. On May 5, 1814,
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Arce was placed under arrest, and for the next five years

the glacial movement of Spanish justice would be the dominant

factor in his life. Arce was not informed of the charges

against him nor was he allowed to contact his family through¬
out the summer of 1814. During these months his wife directed

several petitions to the audiencia pleading that she be

allowed to contact her husband and that the cause of his

arrest be made known.64 Arce was permitted to communicate

with his family, but the request for an indictment was

futile. By October, while demanding that his case be brought

to a speedy conclusion, Arce was still complaining that

charges against him had not been filed. One wonders what

Arce's reaction would have been had he known that his trial

would drag on for nearly two more years. He filed protests

that Juan Miguel Bustamante, the judge assigned to his case,

was prejudiced against him, and in February, 1815 he admon¬

ished his tormentors not to behave in such a manner that it

would be said in the future, "que los satrapes de las

provincias distante eran mas que Reyes."65 All that he

received for his troubles was further interrogation from

Bustamante.

Arce was by no means a docile prisoner. In addition

to demands for his legal rights, he filed numerous complaints

concerning prison conditions. He believed that his cell was

too small and that he was denied adequate contact with his

family.66 He was harassed by the jailers and forced to

remain in his cell when the prison was shaken by an earthquake
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His food, often consisting of nothing more than moldy

tortillas, was abominable. Consequently his health declined,

and Arce suffered alternately from diarrhea and constipation

all the while he was held in confinement.^7 It appears that

Arce's health in fact may have been permanently damaged by

his term in prison as he was plagued with illnesses through¬
out the rest of his life.

Arce's most serious concern was the financial

difficulties that were caused by his arrest and the impounding

of his possessions. When Arce first petitioned to have his

case brought to a conclusion, he cited the need to attend
to his business affairs; after he had been held for a number

of months, he pled the cause of impending poverty.^
Arce's economic problems extended to other members of his

family as well. Following his death in November, 1814,

Bernardo Arce's property was included in the attachment of
his son's possesions. This action made it impossible to

settle the estate and caused considerable hardship for those

dependent upon its revenues.^9 When Manuela Arce journeyed
to Guatemala to plead the cause of her brother and her

husband in 1816, she stated that, having already sold her

jewelry to maintain her family, she had been forced to sell

her silverware to pay for the trip.70 After Arce was finally

released, his property--less a portion sold to pay debts

incurred during his confinement--was restored to him, but it

appears that he never fully recovered from the economic

difficulties that arose from his imprisonment.
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As the proceedings against Arce slowly crept forward,

he continued to maintain his innocence. He charged that the

testimony entered against him was made by either mortal

enemies or unqualified witnesses. He flatly denied most

of the charges, and what he was forced to admit, he attempted

to put in the very best light. In 1811 he had promised

abolition of the alcabala only as a means of quieting the

mob. He had armed himself on the night of January 24 as he

intended to assist the militia with the settlement of any

disturbance. Such testimony, however, had little effect

on his judges who continued to amass evidence of Arce’s

guilt. In 1815 Bustamante was named interim intendente and

his place as judge in Arce's case was taken by Isidro Marin.
This change made little difference to the accused who soon

complained that Marin was as biased and unfair as his

predecessor.^
By the end of the year, the investigation had been

completed, but it required six months to reach a decision in

the case and three more years to conclude all of the litiga¬

tion that was involved. Franco Ruis, who had been appointed

as Arce’s defensor, resigned from the case in March, 1816,

and Arce asked that his sister be named to represent him.

This request was denied, and Arce was saddled with Domingo

Baraona, a "mortal enemy" who was regarded by Mariano Fagoaga

as a "professional drunkard.Baraona went through the

motions of presenting a defense, but by this time it made

little difference who handled the defense or how it was
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presented. On June 19, 1816,Arce was condemned to serve

eight years in the prison at Ceuta.^4 This sentence was not

carried out as Arce's sister immediately appealed his case

to the audiencia. While this appeal was being considered,

Ferdinand VII, in celebration of his marriage to Maria

Isabella de Braganza, issued a general amnesty on January

25, 1817. The royal order was proclaimed in Guatemala in
June of that year, and Arce requested his freedom under the
terms of the amnesty. Achieving his release was, however,

no simple matter. By April, 1818 the court had yet to act

on his petition, and Arce addressed a complaint to Captain
General Carlos Urrutia that he was still being held in

confinement.in part, the exasperating delays which Arce

experienced were caused by bureaucratic sluggishness. Also,
the audiencia, possessing considerable latitude in the

application of amnesties, had to review all of the testimony
taken in Arce's case. Finally, on July 7, 1818, the court

recommended that Arce's sentence be suspended.^
Following his release from prison, Arce's energies

were totally absorbed by the needs of his family and the
effort of putting his financial affairs in order. As the
market for indigo was by this time almost nonexistent and
the production of cochineal had not yet taken hold, it is

likely that he was able to do little more than retrench.

Supported by a few rents and several small herds of cattle,
his family never again enjoyed the income of earlier days.

Possibly it was this economic hardship which caused Arce to
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be little chastened by his years in prison, as not many

months passed before it became clear that Arce's attitudes

had not been influenced by his repeated protestations that

he had always been a "good vassal."

With the restoration of the Constitution of 1812 fol¬

lowing the Riego revolt, Delgado was returned to his seat on

the diputación provincial. Conservative interests were,

however, able to maintain control of the government of San
77

Salvador. The repression of the preceding years undoubtedly

had weakened the position of Arce and his liberal colleagues

to the extent that they were unable to exert much influence

in the elections of 1820. Still, Arce pursued the old

cause and established contact with those kindred spirits in

Guatemala, Pedro Molina and Jose7 Francisco Barrundia. The

correspondence indicates that, despite their lack of an

official voice in local affairs, the Salvadoran liberals

were able to build a foundation of support for independence.

When the day of separation from Spain was close at hand,

Arce asked Molina to keep him well informed of events in the

capital inasmuch as San Salvador "only lacks the right hand

to direct opinion, or better said, lacks an example that

will expelí the phantoms which bind us to the old government."

In this same letter, Arce displayed a remarkable degree

of generosity for a man who had been made to pay so dearly

for his beliefs. Placing the interests of the future nation

ahead of the desire for personal revenge, Arce wrote:

The mongrel spirits which trampled over all with
indomitable pride, have fallen dead in the face of
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the unity of sentiment that cries for liberty, and
we see them now as humble as they were proud during
the bloody era of Bustamante.

I am of the opinion that we should take them
back as prodigal sons; perhaps they will be insincere
in admitting to their errors, but that is not
important because the great secret of politics is
to make use of all men.79

Unfortunately for Arce, this disposition towards reconciliation

would later cost him more support than it would gain.

By the time that Molina received the letter of his

Salvadoran compatriot, The Bacos and Cacos had united to

proclaim the independence of Guatemala. Whatever their

personal attitudes, the officials of San Salvador ratified

this action with a proclamation of independence on September
i.

21, 1821. Possibly they hoped that all would remain as it

had been, but the liberal creoles were determined to alter

the structure of the government in a way that would give

them a voice in its direction. In the letter written to

Molina just prior to independence, Arce mentioned the

circulation of a petition for the establishment in San

Salvador of a body similar to the diputación provincial, and

on October 1 Pedro Barriere, the jefe politico, was present¬

ed with a document which informed him that, "the people

have determined to erect a junta gobernativa subalterna in
Of)

this city according to the plan of the one in the capital."

Apparently assuming that conservatives would control the

junta, Barriere accepted the petition and set October 4 as

the day for electing the members of the new body. In

attempting to round up conservative support for the elections,

Ignacio Saldana 'and Jose'’ Viteri discovered that there was
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little prospect for a conservative victory, and at eleven

o'clock on the morning of the fourth, Barriere announced

that he had changed his mind and the junta would not be

formed.81 Led by Rodriguez, Arce and Lara, the people

protested this decision with such vigor that Barriere sent

out troops to restore order. As a means of insuring against

further disturbances, the ringleaders were brought in; and

Arce was once again imprisoned for his political activities.

In this instance the Salvadoran patriots were not

left totally unsupported as the ayuntamiento of San Vicente

immediately protested their arrest.88 This opposition had

little effect on the jefe politico, but fearing the nature

of local response to his action, he decided to have the

prisoners taken to Guatemala to be tried for their crimes.84
Barriere was probably greatly relieved on October 7 when

Rodríguez, Arce and Lara were sent on their way. It never

occurred to him that the protest of San Vicente would be

heard and that the central government would disapprove of

his behavior. Convinced that Barriere's repressive tactics

posed a greater threat to stability than did the aspirations

of the Salvadoran liberals, the junta provisional consultiva

and jefe politico superior Gabino Gainza directed Josd*
/

Matias Delgado to return to San Salvador, assume Barriere's

office, release the prisoners,and replace all untrustworthy
officials.88 Armed with these broad powers, Delgado encoun¬

tered the prisoners on the road to San Salvador and ordered

their release. There must have been a fair amount of

82
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surprise when Delgado and his retinue arrived in the city.

Barriere was ordered to leave the province and all of the

members of the ayuntamiento were removed from office. The

administration of provincial affairs was entrusted to a

diputación which had Delgado as president and Arce, Rodri¬
guez, Leandro Fagoaga, Basilio Zecena, and Miguel Jose'* Castro
as members.^6

Their goal of self-government was finally attained,

but the creole liberals had little time for the leisurely

enjoyment of the fruit of their labors as their newly won

independence was immediately challenged by the ambitions of

Agustín Iturbide and his followers. In Leon, Nicaragua

intendente Miguel Gonzalez Saravia and bishop Nicolas Garcia
Jerez had responded to the Guatemalan declaration of inde¬

pendence by securing the independence of their province

with a statement of support for the Plan of Iguala. Jose*
Tinoco pursued a similar course in Comayagua, Honduras,

announcing separation from Guatemala and adhesion to Mexico.

On November 11, Gabino Gainza informed the two provinces

that no official or corporate body possessed the authority

to make such decisions which were reserved for the consid¬

eration of the congress ordained by the act of September
8 7

15. At about the same time it was decided to move the

opening of the congress up to February 1, 1822, but this

action was not adequate to contain the growing pressures for

union with Mexico. While he had possibly hoped to preserve

Central America as his own domain, Gainza's resistance to
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the dissident provinces and fickle Guatemalan aristocrats

weakened considerably after Jose Onate arrived on November

27 bearing a note from the Mexican Liberator. Iturbide's

letter pointed out the political and economic advantages

that would arise from the union of the two areas and sug¬

gested that the creation of separate nations would threaten

the security of all concerned. This veiled threat was made

more explicit in the concluding paragraph which informed

Gainza that a Mexican division under the command of Vicente

Filisola was on its way to "protect the salutary endeavors
O O

of the patriots of your country." Fearing that Iturbide

intended to take direct action, Gainza and the junta consultiva

decided not to wait on a decision by the impending congress

and referred the matter to the town councils of the provinces.

On November 30, Gainza sent the various municipal bodies

copies of Iturbide's letter and instructed them to ascertain

local preferences regarding annexation by means of cabildos

abiertos. The decisions reached in these meetings were to
89

be reported to the capital by the end of December.

The issue of annexation was raised in a meeting of

the Salvadoran diputación on December 12. Ill disposed to

trade their independence for the benefits of union with

Mexico, the creoles immediately decided to oppose the policy

being pursued by Gainza. Two days later the diputación
informed the jefe politico superior that, though the

diputación had not been included in the circularization of

Iturbide's letter, it was aware of Gainza's order and viewed

the directive as a repudiation of the Act of Independence.
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Gainza was also reminded of his earlier statement that a

decision concerning annexation was beyond the faculties of

any existing agency.^® Having determined that Gainza's

proposal for deciding the question of annexation was illegal,

the Salvadorans might have refrained from further action;

but form was observed, and a cabildo abierto was held on the

eighteenth of December. At this meeting the citizens opted

to have the ayuntamiento and diputación make the decision

for them. In a closed session the members of these bodies

maintained the position originally taken by the diputación,
and refusing to either advocate or reject union with Mexico,

dictated the reply that the issue of annexation could only
Q 1

be resolved by the provincial congress.

Sensing the determination of the Iturbide's friends

to have their way in the matter, and realizing that they

could not stand alone, the Salvadorans initiated a rather

naive attempt to form a union which could successfully

resist annexation. Possibly hoping that the previously

announced support for the Plan of Iguala was based more on

antipathy to Guatemala than friendship for Mexico, the

Salvadoran diputación wrote to the diputaciones of Comayagua

and León on December 25 and proposed the formation of a

confederation by the three provinces.^ Stating that Gainza's

actions had led to numerous disorders in Central America,

the Salvadorans suggested that the issue of annexation might

give rise to internecine warfare. This possibility could be

avoided by a union of the provinces which, with the exclusion
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of Guatemala, would guarantee the well-being of all concerned.

One wonders what passed through the minds of the leaders of

León and Comayagua as they read this proposal. If anything,

they were arch-conservatives, and based on the belief that

he could best preserve the old order, their attachment to

Iturbide was most sincere. The Salvadorans might as well

have looked to the man-in-the-moon for support, and were

left to face the empire by themselves.

On January 5, 1822, the responses of the cabildos

abiertos were tabulated with the following results: twenty-

one reserved the decision for the provincial congress, one

hundred and four supported annexation, eleven favored annex¬

ation with some conditions, thirty-two agreed to accept any

decision made by the central government, and two opposed

annexation.^3 In accordance with these returns, Gainza

announced on the same day the annexation of Central America

to Mexico in a manifesto that appears to have been written

primarily for Iturbide's consumption. Declining to accept

this decree as binding on them,the Salvadoran diputación
and ayuntamiento met in joint session on January 11 and

drafted a statement in which they reaffirmed their contention

that the poll of the towns carried no authority. The

Salvadorans also pointed out that the results of the poll

could not definitely be said to represent the wishes of

the majority of the people as the vote of a small community

carried just as much weight as that of a town twenty times
i

larger. Still, they did not totally reject the idea of
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union with Mexico but expressed the now forlorn hope that

the provincial congress would be convened to consider the

matter. It was further declared that the province acceded

to sovereign status inasmuch as the decree of annexation had

brought about the demise of the central government. Pending

the fulfillment of the terms of the September 15 Act of

Independence, the diputación would serve as the provisional

government of the province.^4
The news of San Salvador's independent action soon

reached Guatemala, and sycophant Mariano Aycinena immediately
informed Iturbide of the Salvadoran perfidy. Urging the

dispatch 'of a Mexican expeditionary force, Aycinena attempted

to impress his new master with the gravity of the situation

by reporting the rumor that Lord Cochrane had provided the

Salvadorans with five hundred rifles.^5 Gabino Gainza,

however, was anxious to prove that there was no need for

Mexican intervention. The security of his position in the

empire depended on the demonstration of his ability to

maintain a condition of tranquil obedience to Iturbide.

Gainza's first response to the Salvadoran threat resembled

the approach he had adopted in dealing with León and Comayagua

the previous year. He informed the Salvadorans that there

was no legal justification for their action which was

insubordinate if not treasonous. In a reply drafted on

January 29, Delgado argued that San Salvador had become a

sovereign entity at the time of independence. Obedience to

the central government during the preceeding months had been
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based on Salvador's acceptance of the Guatemalan declaration

of September 15, 1821, which was viewed as a kind of pact

between the provinces. As this pact had been abrogated by

the annexation decree, Delgado claimed that the Salvadorans

were justified in reasserting their independence.^ While

there was little basis for this argument, it convinced

Gainza that the Salvadorans could not be won over by persua¬

sion, and he asked the junta consultiva for permission to use

force in bringing the Salvadorans back into the fold. The

junta replied that such measures could be employed only if
f

9 7
the Salvadorans engaged in hostile activities. Though

temporarily frustrated, Gainza did not have long to wait

before he was provided with an excuse for action.

The Salvadorans had not received any assistance from

Lord Cochrane, but they were convinced that their security

demanded the organization of military force. The diputación
entrusted this responsibility to Arce who was appointed

comandante general of the province. The comandante quickly

organized a one hundred and fifty man squadron of dragoons,

and by the first of February he was in the field, ostensibly

for the purpose of protecting the "liberty and independence"

of San Salvador.^ Arce’s primary concern, however, was the

elimination of the threat posed by towns such as Santa Ana

which had declared for annexation to Mexico and refused to

recognize the authority of the government of San Salvador.

Santa Ana especially attracted Arce's attention as it was

under the protection of a garrison led by Nicolas Abos
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Padilla who had been actively promoting defection in other

areas of the province. Claiming that the communities of the

province did not enjoy the right of independent action, Arce

moved on Santa Ana as the end of the month approached. When

he learned of Arce's action, Padilla demonstrated that he

lacked the courage of his convictions by withdrawing his

troops to the district of Sonsonate which was then under the

jurisdiction of Guatemala. Santa Ana was taken without a

shot being fired, and Arce had little difficulty in securing
99

a declaration of the town's allegiance to San Salvador.

With the intention of consolidating his position, Arce then

pursued Padilla into Sonsonate. The Salvadorans occupied
the town of Ahuachapán, and encountering Padilla on March

11, they completely routed his force in a battle near El

Espinal.I®® Following this victory, Arce returned to San

Salvador which now exercised uncontested authority in the

province.

The move into Sonsonate had been a tactical error,

however, as it provided Gainza with grounds for launching an

attack against San Salvador. On March 18, he ordered Colonel

Manuel Arzu to occupy the provincial capital. At the same

time, he informed Iturbide that the situation was well in

hand and Mexican assistance would not be necessary. Had

he been able to anticipate the behavior of his colonel and
the Salvadorans, Gainza would have been much less optimistic.

The Salvadorans were not at all eager for a military confron¬

tation with Guatemala, and on learning of the preparations
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fox Arzu's campaign, the ayuntamiento sent Gainza a proposal

for the peaceful settlement of their differences. The letter

restated the legality of Salvadoran independence which had

not been proclaimed in a spirit of hostility to Guatemala.

It was asserted that the incursion into Sonsonate had been

made at the request of officials of the district, and the

encounter at El Espinal was the consequence of an attack by

Padilla. In conclusion the ayuntamiento offered to send

representatives to Guatemala to discuss the means of pre¬

venting further disputes between the two states.

While the ayuntamiento was drafting its letter to

Gainza, Delgado dispatched a note to General Vicente Filxsola
/

Leading a division of six hundred men, Filisola had arrived

in Chiapas at the end of February, and on March 19 he had

informed the Salvadorans that they could consider themselves

under the protection of the Mexican empire. Delgado told

the General that his letter had been received with great

joy in San Salvador and hinted that the province would

attach itself to the empire. There would be no need for

military action as a congress would meet in San Salvador on

May 1 to decide the question of annexation.103 At the same

time, the diputacio'n, which now included Delgado, Arce,

Rodriguez, Leandro Fagoaga, Mariano Fagoaga, Domingo Lara,

Antonio Jose7 Cañas, and Juan de Dios Mayorga, demonstrated

its independence by decreeing the erection of a bishopric

and named Delgado bishop of the province.

All of this activity had little effect on Gainza who
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allowed Colonel Arzu to continue his march on San Salvador.

Throughout his campaign, Arzu moved with such caution that
it appears he did not really favor military action against
the Salvadorans. He had spent nearly a month on the march

when he finally drew near the city and camped at Apopa on

April 13. A few minor skirmishes occurred, but Arce

hesitated to engage in a major battle and on the sixteenth

proposed the negotiation of an armistice. Equally hesitant,
Arzu readily agreed to negotiations on the following day and

dispatched Rafael Montufar to treat with the Salvadorans.
Both the discussions and the armistice were peculiarly one¬

sided. On April 18, Montufar attended a joint session of
the ayuntamiento and the diputación in which the Salvadorans

presented a lengthy condemnation of the Guatemalan invasion
and dictated the terms of the armistice. The more significant

terms of this agreement provided for: Arzu*s withdrawal to

Quezaltepeque, the free movement of persons in areas under
Guatemalan control, a prohibition on the acquisition of

reinforcements, permission for Guatemalan residents to

attend the Salvadoran congress that would decide the question

of annexation, and final disposition of the issue by means of
direct negotiations between San Salvador and Mexico.10 5
Despite these unfavorable terms, Arzu signed the armistice
on April 22, and forwarded it to Gainza for approval.

Gainza spent a very busy day when he learned of the
armistice on the third of May. In a letter to Iturbide,

he protested that San Salvador's continued resistance was due
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solely to Arzu's failure to carry out his orders. Though

Gainza complained that Filisola, who had now reached Que.zal-

tenango, had refused to send the Mexican cavalry to Arzu's

assistance, he assured Iturbide that San Salvador would soon

be brought into line.1^6 The jefe politico then wrote to

the Salvadorans stating that, as he had not authorized any

settlement, he would not be bound by the armistice and that

Arzu would shortly present them with the only acceptable

armistice terms. He also informed the Salvadorans that

Pedro Molina, Jose* Francisco Barrundia, Jose Francisco

Cordova, and Manuel Ibarra, who had been elected to represent

various Salvadoran districts in the provincial congress,

would not be permitted to attend the proposed congress in

San Salvador as they were now citizens of the Mexican empire. -*-07
Finally, Gainza sent Arzu a blistering note which stated that

the commander's behavior was totally incomprehensible.

There had been no military reason for agreement to an

armistice, and if Arzu had merely wanted to avoid bloodshed,

he could have at least secured a more advantageous settle¬

ment. This was followed by a lengthy letter designed to

convince Arzu of the justice of the campaign against San

Salvador. Writing in terms that could be understood, by a

child, Gainza presented a damning indictment of Salvadoran

perfidy and agression. He directed the rejection of any

armistice that did not provide for: the disbanding of

Salvadoran forces, the deliverance of all arms, payment of

indemnities, and the establishment of garrisons in the
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provinces. Until these terms were accepted, Arzii was to

give no thought to the suspension of hostilities.108
As might be expected, the Salvadoran government

rejected Gainza's terms, and on May 27 the reluctant Arzu

began to move against the city. Hoping to take Arce by

surprise, Arzva elected to approach the city by way of a

little used route which crossed the slopes of the volcano

lying to the west; and after considerable difficulty, reached

the outskirts of San Salvador on the second of June. Arzia's

stealth proved to have been a wasted effort as Arce had

decided not to engage in open combat and had withdrawn to

the city. Leading his 1,000 man force into San Salvador on

the following morning, Arzu found that he also had been denied

the opportunity for a frontal assault as the Salvadoran

commander had stationed his men at doorways and windows,

behind walls, and on rooftops.10^ Once engaged, Arzu main¬

tained the battle for nearly eight hours, but he was not

prepared to cope with the type of defense presented by the

Salvadorans. The Guatemalan force was broken into a number

of isolated units, many of which demonstrated greater

interest in looting than fighting. Informed of numerous

desertions,. Arzii began a withdrawal at three o'clock in the

afternoon. The Salvadorans pursued the invading force as it

left the city, and the retreat gradually became a rout.

Losing its armaments on the way, the Guatemalan column

suffered continued harassment until it reached a point some

fifteen leagues from San Salvador three days later.110
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This victory brought to a close the first phase of

the Salvadorans4 struggle to maintain their independence.

Arce's forces occupied the towns of Santa Ana, Ahuachapan

and Sonsonante, restoring San Salvador to the position it had

held following the defeat of Padilla. Gainza was unable to

offer further opposition. On June 12, General Filisola
arrived in Guatemala, and eight days later he ordered the

jefe politico to report to Iturbide in Mexico City. With

the arrival of the Mexican general, the Salvadorans initiated

a prolonged series of negotiations which extended almost to

the end of the year. Apparently, Delgado's letter of March

30 and subsequent letters written by Arce achieved the

desired effect as Filisola had become convinced that the

Salvadorans did not genuinely oppose union with Mexico and,

if treated gently, would declare for annexation. While

Gainza was in the process of convincing Arzu to take

vigorous action, Filisola had advised the Guatemalan

commander that a peaceful approach would be the most pro¬

ductive as he believed that the conflict was caused not so

much by the issue of annexation as it was by old rivalries.1^
Following the defeat of Arzu, the Salvadorans reinforced

✓
Filisola's conviction as they welcomed the news of his

arrival in Guatemala with the statement that it meant the

end of the unjust treatment they had suffered. Their resis¬

tance, they said, had not been directed against union with

Mexico but against the oppression of Guatemala.In

letters to Delgado and Arce, Filisola assured the Salvadorans
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that he was only interested in a peaceful settlement of

differences and suggested that commissioners be sent to

negotiate an armistice.

The better part of the summer was spent in the ex¬

change of correspondence, but on August 20, Antonio Jos^
Canas aid Juan Francisco de Sosa finally arrived in Guatemala

to represent San Salvador in the armistice negotiations.

After the discussions began, Filxsola's belief that the

Salvadoran plan to convene a provincial congress for the

purpose of declaring annexation represented a punctilious

concern for prestige and independent action gradually faded.

Salvadoran pressure for recognition of such a congress in
/

the armistice terms caused Filisola to view the plan as a

strategem for securing tacit authorization for a declaration

of absolute independence. While he believed that the

Salvadorans lacked the resources necessary to maintain

independent existence, Filisola became convinced that they

would make the attempt if given the opportunity. Fearing

that an example set by San Salvador might have disruptive

tendencies in other areas of the empire, Filisola refused to

include any mention of a congress in the armistice agreement

The terms of the armistice which was signed on September 10

provided that San Salvador would send representatives to

Mexico to negotiate the territorial status of the province.

While these negotiations were under way, the Salvadoran

government would exercise provisional authority over those

areas of the province which had not declared for annexation.

114
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During the period of the armistice, San Salvador was free to

engage in any non-hostile activities, but it was required to

return the arms that had been siezed at Sonsonate.^-S

The Salvadoran government ratified the armistice on

September 28, and four days later ordered elections for a

provincial congress which would convene on November 10.

Filisola disapproved of this action, but holding to the
terms of the armistice, did nothing. By declining to

intervene in the province, Filisola demonstrated his belief

that the Salvadorans could ultimately be brought to their

senses through persuasion and acted in accordance with the

July 10 order of the Mexican congress which forbade the use

of force against the dissident province. Then on October 1,

Emperor Iturbide dissolved the congress and nine days later

rejected the armistice, denying that the Salvadorans had the
right to convene a provincial assembly. Fil/sola announced
the Emperor's decision in a manifesto issued on October 26,
and he warned the Salvadorans that if their congress met, it

could only "pronounce the union of San Salvador with the
Mexican Empire," or "resist it with arms."^^^ Refusing to

be intimidated, the Salvadoran congress convened on November

10 with Delgado representing San Vicente and Arce represent¬

ing the city of San Salvador. While they preserved their

honor, the Salvadorans were not prepared to offer further

opposition to the empire; and after two days of discussion,
the delegates declared for union with Mexico. In a secret

letter written on November 14, Delgado informed Filisola of
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the decision which was said to demonstrate the fact that the

congress had never had any purpose other than that of issuing
a decree of annexation. It is clear, however, that the

Salvadorans intended to preserve a degree of autonomy as

they tied to annexation conditions which called for the
establishment of a bishopric, complete independence from

Guatemala, maintenance of a Salvadoran military force, and
retention of all Salvadoran officials.

This attempt to secure the accomodation of both
Mexican and Salvadoran ambitions did not succeed. On

November 17, Filisola rejected the annexation decree and

informed the Salvadorans that they had no option other

than unconditional adherence to the empire. Fearing that

they could not survive as an independent nation but deter¬
mined not to sacrifice themselves to Mexico, the members of

the congress engaged in a frantic search for a deus ex machina.
The desire to preserve some remnant of Salvadoran identity

ultimately led to the pathetic gesture of decreeing annexa¬

tion to the United States on November 22, 1822. This

action made little impression on Filisola who moved into the

province and on December 11, established his headquarters at
the Mapilapa hacienda some four leagues from the city of San
Salvador. Once in the field, Filisola proved to be as

reluctant to engage in hostilities as Arzu had been.

Possibly he believed that the Salvadorans could be subdued
by intimidation. In any case, the next fifty-eight days saw

nothing but minor skirmishes and the exchange of declarations
and counter-declarations. Finally, in the latter part of
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January, Filisola received a letter informing him that he was

trying the patience of the Emperor. The Mexican general was

reminded that his role was not that of "a friendly arbitrator

but a soldier who goes out in the service of his government

to repress as he must a rebellious faction which has distur¬

bed public order." Filisola was commanded to initiate

military action to take San Salvador "at all costs . . .

treating those who oppose you as rebels and traitors.

In accordance with this order, on February 7 Filisola

led his troops in an attack against the Salvadoran forces

assembled on the plains of Angel. From the start, the

Salvadorans were at a disadvantage as Arce had been struck
1 20

by an illness that rendered him unable to lead his men.

Still, the Salvadorans were able to repulse several assaults

and held their position for two hours before they were

forced to retire to Mejicanos, on the outskirts of San

Salvador. The imperial column immediately advanced to the
suburb where the battle was resumed. After three hours of

combat, the Salvadorans were forced to give up the fight.

Carrying their commander on a litter, the defeated troops

withdrew to a point beyond San Salvador, and Filisola entered

the city the following morning. Although Mexican soldiers
broke into Arce's home, their commander generally kept a

close rein on his troops and treated the Salvadorans with

consideration. On February 9, Filisola wrote a letter to

Arce urging his surrender, but the Salvadoran army continued

to roam the countryside for over a week. The Salvadorans
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finally capitulated in Gualcince on February 21, 1823. Arce

was given a safe-conduct pass, and he made his way to Belice.
/

Arriving in Walis on March 25, Arce wrote to Filisola

thanking him for his generous behavior and commending the

protection of his family to the Mexican general. Arce

then joined Juan Manuel Rodríguez on a ship bound for the

United States where the two exiles would attempt to represent

the interests of their nonexistent nation. As the sails were

set, Arce may have wondered what had been accomplished by

the years of struggle.
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CHAPTER III

THE CREATION OF THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC

Well in advance of Arce's departure for the United

States, external events had once again determined Central

America's political future. The Salvadoran efforts to

resist incorporation in the Mexican empire may have caused

Iturbide some difficulties, but of much greater consequence

was the fact that Santa Anna had begun to stir in Veracruz.

News of the proclamation of the Plan de Casa Mata reached

Guatemala just prior to Filisola's victory at Mejicanos,

and shortly thereafter, the Mexican commander learned of the

decision of Victoria, Bravo and Guerrero to move in support

of Santa Anna's pronunciamiento.1 With the receipt of this

information, Filisola placed supervision of San Salvador in

the hands of Felipe Codallos and hurriedly returned to the

capital. Filisola initially acted with considerable caution

following his arrival in Guatemala City, and he issued a

proclamation which urged the citizens to remain calm and

refrain from precipitate action. The latter admonition

doubtlessly referred to the agitation generated by Jose*
Barrundia regarding the convocation of a provincial assem¬

bly. Within the space of a few weeks, however, Filisola

came to recognize the grave doubts concerning the legiti¬

macy of his authority. Faced with the confusion of events

87



88

in Mexico, he demonstrated a considerable sense of justice

or lack of personal ambition and deferred to Barrundia's
demands.^ On March 29, Filisola issued a proclamation which

called for the election of deputies to a provincial congress

which would resolve the question of further association with

Mexico. Until the congress convened, the government as then

constituted would continue to administer the provinces.
t

Filisola was careful to point out in this decree that he was

not calling the congress on his own authority but was merely

implementing the provision for a congress of the provinces
•z

contained in the second article of the Act of Independence.

In effect, the Central Americans were back where they had

been over a year before.

Representation in the congress was to be determined

by population with one representative for each 15,000 inhab¬
itants. On this basis, the junta consultiva drew up allot¬

ments which provided for a total of 76 deputies with

Guatemala choosing 36; San Salvador, 16; Honduras, 10;

Nicaragua, 11; and Costa Rica, 3.4 A planning committee

appointed by the junta consultiva set June 1 for the open¬

ing of the congress, but the deputies did not arrive in
numbers sufficient to form a quorum until June 23. On the

following day, twenty-eight delegates from Guatemala, twelve
from San Salvador and one from Honduras assembled at the

palace of the Captain General. They were joined by

Filisola, members of the junta consultiva, the audiencia
and the ayuntamiento and, together with other secular and
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religious officials, proceeded to the cathedral where the

archbishop celebrated a pontifical high mass and the oath of

office was administered. The dignitaries then made their

way to the university where the congress was to hold its

sessions. Following a short speech in which Filisola

expressed his good wishes, the congress devoted the rest of

the day to internal organization and the selection of its

first officers. Jose/Matías Delgado was elected president

of the body by thirty-seven votes with Pedro Molina and

Fernando Antonio Davila each receiving two votes. Davila

was then chosen as vice president in a run-off election with

Jose/ Frrhcisco Barrundia. Following the elections, Delgado

appointed a committee composed of himself, Francisco Flores,

Pedro Molina, Felipe Vega, and Jose Simeon Canas to prepare

recommendations concerning the area’s future political

status. The assembly then adjourned until June 29.^
Delgado's hand was clearly evident in the report that

was submitted when the congress reconvened. Reviewing the

events of the preceding years, the committee charged that

incorporation with Mexico directly violated the desire for

absolute independence which had been expressed in September,

1821. It was asserted that support for annexation had been

achieved by the use of deception and fear. The people had

been promised that peaceful union would bring "mountains of

gold" and warned that resistance \rould mean military domi¬

nation. The use of the poll of the town councils to author¬

ize the decree of annexation was regarded as an illegal
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device which denied the January 5 proclamation any binding

quality. Turning to the future, the committee expressed the

fear that with continued union, Central America would

probably receive treatment little better than that accorded

to a conquered province. Pointing out the fact that Central

Americans could expect little in the way of material assis¬

tance, the report claimed that aid was not necessary in any

case. Mexican arms were not needed for the defense of the

territory and the maintenance of a Mexican garrison would

only have undesirable consequences such as an "increase in

prostitution." With the statement that the area did in

fact possess the resources necessary for the erection of a

sovereign state, the committee recommended that absolute

independence be proclaimed.^
While the committee's report was favorably received,

its recommendation was not immediately adopted, and the

following day was devoted to discussion of the proposal.

Some delegates feared that the area could not survive as an

independent nation and suggested that a survey of needs and

resources be conducted prior to the taking of any action.

This cautious approach was rejected on the grounds that

valid criteria for such a study were unknown and by the

time a survey was completed it would be unlikely that the

Central Americans would want to reunite with either Spain or

7
Mexico. With little inclination to search for alterna¬

tives, the congress re-proclaimed the independence of

Central America on July 1, 1823. Stating that independence
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from Spain had been the natural consequence of physical

separation and the fact that Spanish sovereignty had proved

inimical to the best interests of Americans, the act cate¬

gorized annexation to Mexico as a de facto arrangement that

had been maintained by force. Totally independent of Spain

and Mexico, the area would henceforth constitute a sovereign

nation known as the Provincias Unidas del Centro de

^ 8
America. Having decreed independence, the members of the

congress then took upon themselves the twofold task of

drafting a constitution and governing the newborn nation

until such time as the fundamental law was completed. While

historians have found much to criticize in the product of

their labors, it appears that, given the conditions then

prevailing, the deputies performed their functions remark¬

ably well during their nineteen months of service. Appar¬

ently the individuals selected for the congress were of

uniformly high calibre as both the liberal Alejandro Marure

and the conservative Manuel Montiifar viewed the partici-
o

pants with considerable esteem.

On the day after independence was declared, the

congress adopted a resolution by which it assumed sovereign

powers under the name Asamblea Nacional Constituyente. The

decree also provided for the division of power with the

assembly retaining legislative authority and executive

power to be exercised by the person or persons named by the

assembly. Judicial authority was assigned to the courts

then in existence and any other courts that might be
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created. This act also extended personal immunity to legis¬

lators, recognized the public debt, and confirmed the

authority of all existing civil and religious authorities.

Catholicism was acknowledged as the national religion, and

pending the enactment of the laws of the nation, the Consti¬

tution of 1812 and all laws of Spain which did not contra¬

vene the liberties of the people were to remain in effect.-'-®
While Pedro Molina and Juan Vicente Villacorta vigorously

opposed the establishment of Catholicism, this provision

and the interim retention of Spanish law indicate that the

Liberals who then, controlled the assembly were not possessed

by Jacobin spirits.H
When the Asamblea turned to the business of imple¬

menting the provision for an executive branch of the govern¬

ment, it entered upon its first, clear-cut political battle.

The Conservative members of the assembly were anxious to

have the reins of the government in a firm and familiar

hand and attempted to have the executive power entrusted to

Vicente Filisola who did not deny his availability. Outside

of the halls of the assembly, this move was strongly sup¬

ported (and possibly had been suggested) by the aristo¬
cratic imperialistas who were now thinking in terms of half

a loaf.1^ The retention of Filisola in a position of authority

was totally abhorrent to the Liberals. Not only might he act

as a cat's paw for the Conservatives, but he would serve

as a constant reminder of the humiliating annexation to

Mexico. Yet the Liberals, either unable or disinclined
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to secure outright rejection of Filisola, followed a

circuitous route, and disqualified the Mexican general from

office through the enactment of a decree which was obviously

designed to appeal to nationalistic sentiments. On July 8,

the Asamblea ordered that executive authority could be

exercised only by natural born citizens who had resided in

the territory of the republic for seven years. The

following day, the Asamblea provided for the creation of a

three-man executive board and acknowledged Arce’s past

services to the nation by selecting him as the first-named
14

member of the body. The remaining seats on the Supremo

Poder Ejecutivo were awarded to the Liberals Pedro Molina

and Juan Vicente Villacorta. The Conservatives were

undoubtedly unhappy with the appointment of the firebrand

Molina, but they used most of their energy to oppose the

election of Villacorta. While they apparently were pre¬

pared to accept Liberal control of the executive, the

Guatemalan Conservatives definitely feared the prospect of

Salvadoran dominance and attempted to secure the third

seat on the SPE for the Honduran Jose Dionisio Herrera.

To serve as Arce’s substitute, the assembly chose Antonio

Larrazábal, a member of "the family" who had been the

Guatemalan delegate to the Cortes of Cadiz. Larrazabal

declined the honor, however, and the position went to the

Liberal Antonio Rivera Cabezas.
/

Despite his exclusion from the government, Filisola

lingered on in Guatemala. Though he later wrote that his
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intention was to prevent the outbreak of anarchy, Filisola's

purpose in remaining is uncertain.^ Possibly he exper¬

ienced a change of heart in regard to his political ambi¬

tions. The Guatemalan aristocrats were anxious for

Filisola to stay on and contributed to his support, but the

opposition of other sectors of society to the continued

presence of the Mexican force was unmistakable. For some

time Jose* Francisco Barrundia had been introducing petitions

calling for Filisola’s withdrawal, and there had been an

increasing number of incidents involving verbal and physical

clashes between the citizens and Mexican troops. This

antagonism was further demonstrated by the refusal of the

deputies from Honduras, Nicaragua, and Costa Rica to assume

their seats in the Asamblea so long as the Mexican division
f

remained in the country. In an attempt to use Filisola's

supposed political ambitions as a means for diminishing his

power, the SPE appointed him jefe politico of Guatemala.

Filisola at first accepted this position, but he quickly

changed his mind when he learned that it carried no military

authority and command of his forces would fall into the
1 8

hands of the triumvirate. As the Mexican government

discouraged any further interference in the affairs of

Central America, Filisola finally led his division out of

Guatemala on August 3, 1823.

With Filisola out of the way, the government got

down to the business of establishing the identity of the

new nation. On August 11, the SPE was authorized to
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remove from office those individuals whose loyalty was sus¬

pect. The triumvirs made extensive use of this power and a

number of officials were replaced by supporters of the new

regime. During this time the Asamblea concerned itself

primarily with the trappings of independence. A flag and
national coat of arms were designed, and the phrase "Dios

guarde a Vd. muchos anos" which closed official correspon¬

dence was replaced with "Dios, Union y Libertad." The use

of costumes which denoted rank was forbidden as was the

use of all terms of address other than "ciudadano." The

nation would have been better served if the government had

addressed itself to the resolution of more serious problems.

The most immediate of these included the need for providing

adequate revenue and assuring the loyalty of the military.

The lack of attention given these matters was directly

responsible for the serious difficulties which soon con¬

fronted the government.

Apart from militia organizations, Central America’s

military force consisted of a single battalion of regulars

garrisoned in Guatemala City. While spared the financial

burden of a sizeable military establishment, the govern¬

ment failed to provide adequate support for this token

force, and the troops’ pay was several months in arrears.

The discontent caused by this situation encouraged the

schemes of Sergeant Rafael Ariza y Torres who was in a

rebellious mood as the SPE had rejected him for promotion

to lieutenant in preference for Manuel Zelaya. In the



96

latter part of August, Ariza began to stir up dissention by

encouraging the troops to give voice to their grievances and

by criticizing the abilities of the battalion commander

Lorenzo Romana. Ariza's activities soon came to the

attention of the government, but it hesitated to reprimand

the sergeant for fear that such action would only generate

greater ill will. Believing that a gesture wrould restore

order, the Asamblea commissioned Ignacio Larrazabal to

investigate the matter. Apparently Ariza was not too sure

of his support within the battalion as he decided to make

his move as soon as he learned of the assembly's action.

September 14 and 15 had been designated as holidays in

celebration of the anniversary of independence, but the

volleys heard on the morning of the fourteenth were not

fired to announce the start of festivities but the begin¬

ning of the nation's first military coup.

On the evening of September 13, Ariza had fortified

his followers with liberal amounts of aguardiente and then
n -i

ordered that Romana be taken prisoner. 1 Following the

fusillade which announced this action, the rebels took

command of the central plaza, while the Asamblea convened

in an open session to determine a course of action. After

a number of deputies had taken turns denouncing Ariza's

behavior, Father Antonio Corral, the chaplain of the

battalion, proposed that the soldiers be offered an

amnesty and their back pay. A delegation sent to present

this offer shortly returned with the information that the
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mutineers had insisted that Ariza be appointed commander of
22

the battalion. Though Ariza had sent his sword to the

Asamblea as proof of his loyalty to the government, the

deputies vigorously opposed the demand for confirmation of
his authority. Many of the citizens gathered in the

galleries were armed, and the patriotic oratory inspired
them to follow Jose Barrundia in an assult against the

battalion. Outmanned and outgunned, the citizen army was

forced to fall bach to the assembly building. While

Ariza's followers did not attempt to enter the meeting,

several of the citizens were killed; and losing their
I.

earlier jravado, the majority of the deputies made use of
23

such exits as were available.

Faced with the fact that the rebels were in control

of the city, the SPE decided to seek an immediate restora¬

tion of order through conciliation and appointed Ariza

commanding general of the battalion. The triumvirate did

not intend to conclude the matter with this action, however,

as it also dispatched to San Salvador a request for mili¬

tary assistance. This step proved to be unnecessary as it

rapidly became clear that Ariza lacked the ability to

follow through with his victory. Instead of consolidating

his position within the battalion, the new commander behaved
as if he has been defeated, informing the government that

the troops had forced him to lead the uprising and offering
24

repeated assurances of his loyalty. Convinced by these

signs of weakness that Ariza was a rather flimsy menace, the
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Asamblea directed him to withdraw the battalion to Antigua.

Ariza complied with this order on September 25, but his

pusillanimous behavior alienated many of the veterans in the

battalion. The possibility of the battalion posing any

further threat to peace was eliminated by numerous deser¬

tions, and on learning of the movement of troops from San

Salvador, Ariza himself fled to Mexico.25

While the Ariza rebellion was in itself of little

importance, the uprising did have significant consequences.

By September, the political complexion of the Asamblea had

changed as the Guatemalan Conservatives had been joined by

a dozen Conservative deputies from Honduras and Nicaragua.2^
The Conservatives now held a majority in the assembly, and

anxious to extend their control to the executive branch of

the government, they found that the revolt provided a con¬

venient pretext for achieving this end. Circulating the

charge that the uprising had been caused by the incompetence

of the SPE, the Conservatives argued that the triumvirs

should be replaced for the good of the nation. On October 4,

Jose' Toribio Arguello, a deputy from Nicaragua, and Joaquin

Lindo, representing Honduras, introduced a resolution which

called for a new election of members of the executive board

on the grounds that their provinces had not been represented

at the time the triumvirate was established.27 This pro¬

posal gave rise to a heated debate which was in progress

when the Liberal position was suddenly sapped as the

assembly was presented with the resignations of Molina,
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Rivera and Villacorta. Following a brief discussion, the

resignations were accepted and a new election was held.

Arce, whose image remained untarnished, was again selected

for membership in the executive council. The second posi¬

tion went to the Conservative Tomas* O’Horan, and Jose*
Cecilio del Valle was elected to the third seat. As

Valle had not yet returned from Mexico where he had served

in the imperial congress, his place was taken by Jose

Santiago Milla. The new triumvirate was provided with some

continuity and a bipartisan appearance as Villacorta was

chosen to serve as Arce’s alternate.

The repercussions of Ariza's revolt did not end with

the election of the second triumvirate. On receiving the

Guatemalan request for assistance, the government of San

Salvador had raised a relief force of seven hundred and

fifty men which was dispatched to Guatemala under the

command of Colonel Jose* Rivas. Due to the possibility that

the central government might be under Ariza’s control, the

Salvadoran officials instructed Rivas to ignore any orders

issued from Guatemala. He was not to return until he had

personally entered the capital and made certain that order

had been restored. The residents of Guatemala were con¬

siderably alarmed by the approach of the Salvadorans as it

was feared that they intended to seek revenge for the

invasions they had suffered in the past two years. This

concern was partially responsible for the move to recon¬

stitute the membership of the SPE, as the Conservatives
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wanted to be certain that the executive power would be used

to prevent the Salvadoran force from entering the city.^
On October 5, the new triumvirate sent Rivas a note inform¬

ing him that, as order had been restored, his assistance

would not be needed and the Salvadorans should return to

their homes. The government at the same time sought to

strengthen its position by requesting that troops be sent

to the capital from the conservative district of

Quezaltenango.

In accordance with his orders, Rivas disregarded
the SPE1s letter and continued with his march, yet he took

the precaution of sending two agents to observe the situa¬

tion in the capital. The Conservatives attempted to con¬

vince these representatives that the government enjoyed

complete freedom of action. The Liberals, on the other

hand, urged the Salvadorans to proceed to the city, and
this plea carried much greater weight in the report which

Rivas received from his men.^ As Rivas ignored a second

note which ordered him to halt at Villa Nueva, the Asamblea,

in the hope of avoiding bloodshed, ordered that the

Salvadoran force should be offered no resistance. The

Salvadorans peacefully entered Guatemala City on October 12

and were greeted by a speech of welcome delivered by Pedro

Molina. When Rivas appeared before the government on the

following day, it became clear that the Salvadorans had

come to settle an old score and protect the interests of

the Liberals. Rivas demanded that Salvadoran arms seized



101

by Filisola be returned and that all acts passed by the

Asamblea between September 14 and October 12, including the
7. ?

reorganization of the SPE, be rescinded. Although the

government rejected these claims, Rivas did not resort to

force to achieve his ends, and an atmosphere of quiet ten¬

sion prevailed for the next few days. The situation

became much more serious on October 17, however, when

troops sent from Quezaltenango arrived in the city. This

force included a number of men who had participated in

Filisola*s invasion of San Salvador, and lingering animos¬

ities sparked several isolated clashes with Salvadoran

soldiers. Though peace was maintained, it appeared that

the two groups were approaching a final confrontation; and

the fear of a possible holocaust, which had already caused

a number of persons to abandon the city, led the govern¬

ment to order the withdrawal of both forces on October 20.^
Rivas did not wish to abandon his Liberal allies to possible

reprisals and refused to depart in advance of the Quezal-

tenangan troops. He also demanded that he be given 15,000

pesos to cover the cost of his expedition. In response, the

SPE arranged for the simultaneous departure of both forces

and offered the Salvadorans 5,000 pesos for their

expenses.^ After some hesitation, Rivas accepted this

sum, and the two armies finally left the city on November

The difficulties caused by the presence of two



102

hostile forces in the capital did not totally paralyze the

government, however, and on October 25, the Asamblea was

presented with the Bases for the proposed constitution.

Prepared by a committee of four Liberals, this draft pro¬

vided for the creation of a federal republic which was to

be named Estados Federales del Centro de America. Catholi¬

cism was recognized as the national religion, and the

public exercise of any other faith was forbidden. The

legislative power was conferred on a congress with a popu¬

larly elected membership which would be apportioned on the

basis of one representative for every 30,000 inhabitants.

The powers to be exercised by this body included the enact¬

ment of legislation which concerned the states as a whole,

declarations of war, supervision of education, and regula¬

tion of commerce and the money supply. While the congress

was not given the power of taxation, it would be authorized

to make levies on the states for the support of the federal

government. As envisioned in the Bases, each state would

have equal representation in a popularly elected senate.

This body would have the power to approve or reject but not

initiate legislation. In addition, it would propose candi¬

dates for federal offices and serve as an advisory council

to the president. The executive power was to be exercised

by a popularly chosen president whose responsibilities

would be limited to: execution of the law, negotiation of

treaties, command of the armed forces, and appointment of

federal officials. Judicial authority was to be vested in
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a supreme court and such inferior courts as might be

created. Following the pattern established for the other

branches of the government, the members of the supreme

court were selected by the vote of the people. The Bases

also provided an outline for state constitutions. While

the state constituent assemblies were to decide on the

specific provisions contained in these documents, the

structure of the state governments was to be identical with

that of the federal government.

Although the Rivas expedition presented a powerful

reminder of the fact that the provinces would not accept

further supervision from Guatemala, the Conservative advo¬

cates of centralism were not ready to accept the form of

government presented in the Bases. In opposing federalism,

these Conservatives argued that it was much too sophisti¬

cated for Central America and that the multiplication of

offices would place the cost of such a government far

above available revenue. A unitary form of government was

preferred as it would counteract the divisive influence of

geography while federalism would only encourage the ten¬

dency towards localism. In reply, the federalists trotted

out the standard arguments supporting their cause. A

federal form of government would better protect the liberty

of the people as the distribution of power would prevent the

establishment of a dictatorship. Federalism would prove

more responsive to local needs and would increase popular

identification with the government as it would provide
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greater opportunities for political participation. The

federalists’ most effective argument, however, was that the

provincianos simply would not accept the creation of a

unitary government, and this point determined the attitude

of a majority of the deputies. Still, the centralists

attempted to circumvent federalist strength in the Asamblea

and proposed that the town councils be polled on the

question. This suggestion was defeated as it was too

reminiscent of the means by which annexation to Mexico was

authorized. Consequently, the assembly accepted the

Bases as a working plan, and on December 17, 1823, the

draft of the constitution was circulated throughout the

provinces with the request that any suggestions for
T Q

revision be forwarded to the Asamblea.

While the provinces were examining the proposed

constitution, the assembly concerned itself with the busi¬

ness of governing the nation. Most of the legislation

enacted at this time was concerned more with long range

development than with immediate needs or problems. Sub¬

stantial programs to improve levels of education or communi¬

cation among the provinces were not considered for the

simple reason that the government did not have the money to

spend. In fact, public revenues were not sufficient to

cover the arrears in the salaries of civil servants. For

their day to day existence, federal authorities were largely

dependent upon the generosity of the province of Guatemala

which raised funds by issuing bonds and appropriating
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revenues of the consulado. The financial collapse of the

provisional federal government in the latter part of 1824

was prevented only by a Guatemalan subvention of 23,000
40

pesos.

The federation's constant shortage of funds arose as

the zeal to repudiate taxes of the colonial era outweighed

efforts to secure new sources of revenue. The collection

of Indian tribute had been suppressed by the Cortes of

Cadiz; and the Asamblea subsequently abolished government

monopolies on the sale of ice and playing cards, revoked

the collection of annates and one-fifth tax on precious

metals, reduced the alcabala from 6 to 4 per cent, and

exempted the producers of iron and tobacco from payment of

the alcabala.^ To replace these sources of income, the

assembly experimented with two new taxes, but neither of

these produced much revenue. An annual occupational tax

was ordered in December, 1823. Tax rates ranged from four

reales for domestic servants to twenty pesos for wholesale
4 2

merchants. Only Guatemala and Honduras made an effort to

collect this tax, and it appears that the law was never

fully implemented.^^ An attempt to place a 7 per cent levy

on the value of Church properties was equally unsuccessful.

Ecclesiastical opposition to this impost was so strong that

no effort was made to collect the tax.^
In accordance with the recommendations contained in

a report submitted by the treasury commission in April,

1824, the Asamblea finally decided to reserve for the
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federal government four existing sources of revenue: the

postal service, monopolies on gunpowder and tobacco, and
45

customs duties. While the postal service was expected to

provide a small net income, it proved to be a liability

rather than an asset as operation of the service required an
46

annual subsidy from the national treasury. The monopoly

on the sale of gunpowder had little significance. In the

best years, it provided an income of only 15,000 pesos.^
The sale of tobacco, however, constituted one of the major

sources of federal revenue. Contemporary opinion held that

the monopoly could provide an income of 300,000 pesos a

year, and the federal budget for 1825 projected 263,360
4 8

pesos in revenue from the sale of tobacco. These esti¬

mates were overly optimistic as the returns from the

tobacco monopoly probably amounted to not more than half
49

of the expected income. The deficiencies in tobacco

revenues were partially due to the decision of the Asamblea

to place supervision of the monopoly under state control.

By this arrangement, income from the sale of tobacco was to

be applied to assessments levied by the federal government,

and the balance of the profits reverted to the states. In

practice, the states tended to give their own obligations

priority over federal assessments in the disbursement of

revenue from the monopoly. Clandestine production of

tobacco further reduced potential income. Although crop

lands and tobacco seed were supposed to be subject to rigor¬

ous controls, unauthorized harvests reached such a volume by
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the end of 1825 that the federation established a corps of

inspectors to destroy illegal plantings.51
Import duties furnished the greatest amount of

national revenue. In 1824, customs charges were raised

4 per cent to a maximum of 12 per cent of value, and pro¬

tectionist revision the following year brought rates of

30 per cent on goods that competed with domestic products.

These increases apparently caused customs receipts to exceed

the expectations of government officials. The 1825 budget

anticipated that duty payments would yield 200,000 pesos,

but it is thought that actual income was considerably
5 2

greater. Whatever the amount of revenue, larger sums

could have been realized but for the fact that the admini¬

stration of customs suffered from the same difficulties that

plagued the tobacco monopoly. The states were provided with

the opportunity to secure control of customs receipts as the

Asamblea restricted the activities of federal customs

officials to the ports of Omoa, Trujillo, and Gualan.55
Duties collected by the states at other ports were supposed

to be forwarded to the central government, but these funds

often remained in state coffers. The failure to provide for

a uniform system of collection further reduced federal

revenue as it contributed to the growth of contraband trade.

While it is impossible to determine precisely the extent of

smuggling, contemporary observers estimated that the volume

of such trade was as great as that conducted through
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funds to cover the 1825 deficit of 70,000 pesos.^ Thus,

the shortages encountered during the first year of the

nation’s existence established a chain of debts that would

extend throughout the life of the federation.

The Asamblea also attempted to provide the central

government with working capital by authorizing the negotia¬

tion of a foreign loan which was arranged with the London

banking house of Barclay, Herring, Richardson, and Company

on December 16, 1824. Under the terms of the contract, the

bankers agreed to sell 7,142,857 pesos worth of bonds

secured by income from customs duties and the tobacco

monopoly. Sizeable allowances for discounts, commissions

and expenses meant that the government could expect to

receive 5,000,000 pesos from the sale of the bonds. The

loan was intended to be used for the construction of coastal

defenses, purchase of machinery, and development of educa¬

tion and industry.^ Unfortunately, these fine purposes

could not be pursued. Barclay, Herring* Richardson, and

Company was able to sell bonds amounting to only 556,500

pesos before the firm went bankrupt in 1826. Reid, Irving

and Company assumed the contract in November, 1826 but

surrendered it two years later as there was no market for

further sales. By that time, the Central American debt on

the venture totaled 816,500 pesos. In return, the federal

government had obtained the use of approximately 375,000

pesos.^ The debt cost the nation only its credit rating

as it was never repaid, but the loan did not contribute to
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legitimate channels.^
Aware that the foregoing resources would not ade¬

quately provide for the financial needs of the federal

government, the Asamblea decided that budget deficits should

be covered by tax quotas assigned to the states. Such an

allocation of assessments on the states was utilized to

balance the federal budget of 1825. Estimated expenses for

that year amounted to 652,608 pesos, while the expected

income from gunpowder, tobacco and customs came to 471,359

pesos. The shortage in anticipated revenue was made up by

assigning the following quotas to the states. ^

123,605 pesos
70,013
47,372 "
31,580

Guatemala
El Salvador
Nicaragua
Honduras

Aside from the alleged poverty of the state, there is no

explanation for the omission of Costa Rica which was

included in subsequent assessments. There is evidence which

indicates that the 1825 quotas were fulfilled, but it is

commonly held that Guatemala provided the bulk of the

federation's monetary support.^ This was surely the case

in the latter part of the decade as several states declared

themselves incapable of meeting assigned quotas. Even

though the revenue obtained from all sources in 1825

exceeded the budget estimates, the federation's expenditures

outstripped its*income; and the government was forced to

provide for immediate needs through the issue of paper

57
money. Two years later, the government was still seeking
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economic growth. Due to the continuing shortage of federal

funds, proceeds from the bond sales were used to pay for the

support of foreign legations, official salaries, and other

pressing obligations.

Central America's experiment with foreign loans also

had the unfortunate effect of contributing to friction

between the states and the central government. Disregard¬

ing a clause in the Barclay contract which gave that firm

a two year option on all Central American loans, Honduras

negotiated a loan for 1,500,000 pesos with London banker

Louis Bire in 1825. ° The federal Congress declined to

accept state competition in the London money market and

questioned the legality of the Honduran transaction, claim¬

ing for itself sole authority to contract foreign debts.

Honduras responded to Congressional probing in a fiery

letter written by Secretary General Francisco Morazan on

October 24, 1825. Apparently, Morazan had not yet developed

a strong attachment to the federation as he wrote that

Honduras was "a free, independent and sovereign state,"

which could contract a loan without being required "to ask
64

permission from anyone." This controversy was ultimately

rendered pointless by the fact that tight money made it

impossible to float the Honduran loan. Yet the conflict was

significant in that it pointed out two of the federation's

greatest problems: the desperate need for funds and the

ill-defined relationship between the federal and state

governments.
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As previously mentioned, the Asamblea in 1824 sought

to modernize the country by means that would not require the

expenditure of funds. Anticipating Juan Bautista Alberdi's

dictum that "To govern is to populate," the assembly

attempted to promote national development by encouraging

immigration. The doors to the country were opened to citi¬

zens of all nations on December 31, 1823 when Central

America was declared an asylum for all foreigners.^ Legis¬

lation passed on January 22, 1824 offered greater induce¬

ments to prospective immigrants. Foreigners who possessed

a useful skill or profession were granted the privileges and

immunities of citizens, and large grants of land were

offered to groups willing to establish new farming communi¬

ties. Citizens also could acquire public lands by main¬

taining a homestead for a period of six years.^ One reform

that required provision for public expenditures arose from

Father Jose7 Simeon Canas* plea for the abolition of slavery.

A decree enacted on April 17, 1824 gave slaves their freedom

and offered compensation to former owners. Emancipation did

not involve any dramatic changes in Central America. The

institution of slavery had little economic importance as it

is estimated that there were not more than one thousand

slaves in the nation and that the majority of these were

6 7
domestic servants. It appears that the abolition of

slavery did not create any hardships for slave owners as

none of these individuals filed a claim for compensation.^
Other advances initiated by the Asamblea included:
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elimination of illegitimacy as an impediment to securing

gainful employment, creation of teaching positions for per¬

sons willing to work without pay, and dissemination of

knowledge concerning the production of cochineal.69
Returning to the subject of the proposed constitu¬

tion, the Asamblea gave tacit affirmation to the estab¬

lishment of a federal government on May 5, 1824 as it

called for the installation of constituent assemblies in

Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua, and Costa Rica. The pro¬

vince of San Salvador was not included in this degree as

the ever eager Salvadorans had convened an assembly on

their own authority on March 14. It may be that the

Salvadorans seized the initiative in an effort to force the

creation of a federation. In any case, the action had the

blessing of Central American Liberals inasmuch as Pedro

Molina attended the opening session of the assembly. The

Salvadoran legislative body assumed complete control over

the internal affairs of the province, and on April 21
✓

appointed Juan Manuel Rodriguez, who had recently returned
from the United States, jefe politico.The assembly also

authorized the creation of a bishopric, reaffirming the

action taken by the Salvadoran diputacio'n in March 1822.

The constitution of the new state of El Salvador closely

followed the outline provided in the Bases and was promul¬

gated on July 4, 1824, well in advance of the establishment
of a national government.

While the action of El Salvador gave the federation
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de facto status, Guatemalan Conservatives continued to argue

in favor of a unitary form of government when the Asamblea

resumed discussion of the constitution on July 5. All of

the old arguments were restated, but provincial sentiments

were so great that the centralists were forced to admit

that there was no chance for the acceptance of their pro¬

gram. A contemporary estimate held that if submitted to a

popular referendum, a unitary government would not receive

five votes out of one hundred.The assembly spent several

more months hammering out constitutional details. The final

draft was accepted and signed by sixty-four deputies on

November 22, 1824.

As a number of scholars have written commentaries on

the Constitution of 1824, and the document consisted of

little more than a slightly modified and highly detailed

version of the previously discussed Bases, a few observa¬

tions on the Constitution will be offered in lieu of an

extended description.

While the Constitution provided for manhood suffrage

considerable distrust of the masses was reflected in the

cumbersome and lengthy process of elections drawn from

the Spanish Constitution of 1812. Under this system,

citizens elected one district elector for every two hundred

and fifty voters. The district electors chose one depart¬

mental elector for every ten of their number. The depart¬

mental electors then cast the votes for federal officials.

This system not only separated the people from their
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representatives, but also offered repeated opportunities for
the manipulation of elections.

There has been a considerable amount of discussion on

the question of whether the government created in 1824 was

a federation or a confederation. In the view of this writer

there can be little doubt that a federation was intended.

This is clearly reflected in the decision to adopt the name
/ /

Federación de Centroamerica in place of the Provincias

Unidas mentioned in the 1823 Act of Independence. More

importantly, the powers granted to the federal Congress were

just as broad and sweeping as those provided in the United
States Constitution. Although the states were guaranteed

complete freedom in the administration of their internal

affairs, the federal government was empowered to collect

taxes, enact a uniform code of laws, regulate foreign and
domestic commerce, conduct the foreign affairs of the nation,

provide for national defense, and protect the liberties of
the people. It appears that subsequent confusion regarding

the nature of the national government is due to the fact

that while the Constitution provided for a federation, the

states behaved as if they were members of a confederation.

In large part, the dichotomy between theory and

practice was due to the failure of the framers of the
Constitution to provide a positive means by which federal

legislative powers could be enforced. The Constitution's

provisions concerning the presidency reflected the typical,

nineteenth century liberalist fear of kingly powers.
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Moreover, Central Americans apparently believed that execu¬

tive authority was not really an essential part of govern¬

ment. There does not seem to have been any concern gener¬

ated by the fact that the laws which provided for the

dissolution of the SPE and the election of the President

would leave the nation without executive leadership for a

period of two months. Consequently, the Constitution pro¬

vided for a President who was "merely decorative.The

Chief Executive of Central America was subject to the

authority of both the Congress and the Senate. He could be

called before the Congress to account for his actions.

Though entrusted with the enforcement of law, he was

required to consult with the Senate before acting on any

matter. Presidential power was further reduced in that

prerogatives usually associated with executive authority

were granted to the Senate. It exercised the right of veto

over federal legislation and, for all practical purposes,

appointed federal officers. The President enjoyed the

greatest freedom of action in the area of military affairs

and, with the permission of the Senate, could assume personal

command of the army. In view of Arce's background, it is

not surprising that after his election to the Presidency he

looked to the military as the means for establishing his

authority.
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NOTES

■^Vicente Filisola, "El ciudadano General de Brigado
Vicente Filisola a José Francisco Barrundia, emisario de la
facción San Salvadoreña en Guatemala, en contestación de su
libelo de 10 de agosto del presente año, o sean apuntes para
la historia de la libertad de aquellas provincias," in
García, Delgado, II, 47; Montufar y Coronado, Memorias, I,
79.

^Although his actions were severely criticized by
Barrundia and others, Filisola passed up a perfect oppor¬
tunity for self-aggrandizement. Following the fall of
Iturbide, he commanded the only effective military force in
Central America and had the support of Guatemalan conserva¬
tives who urged him to retain political power.

JFilisola’s proclamation is reproduced in Marure,
Bosquej c j. I, 334-342.

"Tabla para facilitar la elección de diputados y
suplentes para el Congreso de las Provincias Unidas de
Guatemala," in García, Arce, I, 92-100. There were no
accurate census figures available when the congress was
called, and the population of 1,110,000 represented by 76
deputies was an arbitrary approximation. The population
estimates for San Salvador, Honduras, Nicaragua, and Costa
Rica were later raised in response to pressure regarding
representation in the federal Gongress. The junta
consultiva also provided for the election of 20 suplentes
to' the constituent assembly with Guatemala electing 13; San
Salvador, 4; Honduras, 3; Nicaragua, 3; and Costa Rica, 1.
The representatives elected by some districts never attended
the assembly, and suplentes apparently served at large as
the four delegates from Costa Rica regularly participated in
the sessions of the assembly.

^Federacio^n de Centroamerica, Proyecto de ceremonial
para la instalación y apertura del congreso '[Guatemala,
1823). :

^"Dictamen que la comisión nombrada por la Junta
Preparatoria ha presentado acerca de la independencia
absoluta," in Garcia, Arce, I, 259-269.

n / j
'Pedro Joaquín Chamorro, Historia de la federación de

la Amórica Central, 1823-1840 (Madrid, 1951), pp~[ 42-43.
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CHAPTER IV

THE CONTEST FOR THE PRESIDENCY

/

Following a two month voyage, Arce and Rodriguez

arrived in Boston in the latter part of May, 1823. Ignorant

of the changes that had taken place in Central America, the
Salvadoran envoys immediately departed for Washington. Their

mission was delayed in Philadelphia, however, because of a

recurrence of Arce's illness.-*- During their stay in Phila¬

delphia, the ministers learned by way of reports filtering

up from Mexico that a shift had occured in the political
fortunes of their homeland. They first received news of

Iturbide's downfall and somewhat later heard that a congress

had been convened in Guatemala City. Yet for several months,

the two Salvadorans were uncertain of the actual state of

affairs in Central America. In late July, Arce voiced the

fear that the provincial congress might be under the control
of conservative interests and that Filisola still dominated

San Salvador.^ Consequently, Arce and Rodriguez decided to

delay their journey to Washington pending the receipt of
more definitive information, and they apparently did not

learn of the re-establishment of Central American independence

and Arce's election to the Supremo Poder Ejecutivo until late

August.

While this news meant that there was no need to

121



122

continue with their mission, the Salvadoran ministers

decided that they should at least pay their respects to the

United States government before returning to their country.

On September 9, the envoys informed Secretary of State John

Quincy Adams of their arrival in Washington and asked that

they be granted the courtesy of an audience.^ Two days

later, they presented Adams with a copy of the Salvadoran

act of annexation to the United States together with a note

which reviewed the circumstances that led to the Salvadoran

action. Although they admitted the inability of San Salvador

to stand up to the forces of the Mexican empire, the ministers

displayed a fair amount of chauvinism in their assertion

that the example of Salvadoran resistance had inspired the

Mexicans to overthrow Iturbide. Inasmuch as the resumption

of independence might mean that the province would wish to

reconsider its action, the envoys stated they felt that they

should not proceed with negotiations and intended to return

to San Salvador for further instructions.4 in their eager-
/

ness to return to Central America, Arce and Rodriguez

decided not to wait for a reply from Adams and advised the

Secretary of State that Vicente Rocafuerte would henceforth

act on behalf of San Salvador.^ On October 16, Rocafuerte

confirmed his acceptance of the position of acting minister

and informed Adams that the Salvadorans had departed for

Central America by way of Mexico.^
Following his arrival in Mexico City, Arce obtained a

copy of the proposed draft of the Central American constitu¬

tion. His reaction to the Bases was not what one might have
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expected from a Salvadoran patriot. In a letter written to

Father Delgado, Arce expressed a preference for a much

stronger central government. Yet his democratic faith

obliged him to forego outright opposition to the Bases in the

belief that "if the people wish ... to imitate the North

Americans [it is] necessary to conform to their will and

pass over convictions of patriotism and wisdom.To say

the least, this was a strange position for someone who had

suffered so much in the name of provincial independence.

Arce later ascribed his attitude to his experiences while in

exile. He asserted that his examination of the mechanics of

the United States government led to the conclusion that

federalism was far too sophisticated for the people of Central

America.'* Due to his lack of familiarity with the language

and the fact that he was bedridden a great part of the time,

it seems unlikely that Arce could have made a very penetrating

study of United States politics. In any case, the future

President of the federation had good and compelling reasons

to favor a strong national government. The ease with which

Filisola was able to overrun San Salvador must have raised

doubts concerning the desirability of local autonomy. More¬

over, there was reason to believe that Central America faced

a threat far more serious than that which had been posed by

Iturbide's imperial army. Arce’s grasp of the workings of

American government may be questioned, but it is certain

that he was aware of the situation in Europe that would lead

to the enunciation of the Monroe Doctrine shortly after his
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departure from the United States. During the Salvadoran

envoys’ stay in Philadelphia, Rodriguez had written a short

pamphlet in which he stated his support for:

the separation of San Salvador from the city of
Guatemala because this separation was most urgent.
Guatemala had submitted itself to a yoke of infamous
despotism, and neither honor nor patriotism could
allow such an outrageous humiliation. The heroic
province of San Salvador sustained this separation from
Guatemala by force of arms . . . but at the same time
we invited the surrounding provinces to [join] a
union to defend the sacred cause of independence and
liberty. Yes, Americans, you can be secure if you
bind yourselves in an inseparable union. Union,
union is the marvelous secret, the irresistible
force, the magic wand with which you can smash the
enemy.9

Rodriguez made it clear in subsequent letter to the ayuntamiento

of Cartago that by the "enemy" he meant the Holy Alliance.

Arce’s later statements demonstrate that he too was convinced

of the possibility of a European attempt to regain the

Spanish empire. Central America’s ability to withstand such

an effort would require the highest degree of unity and

cooperation.

Arce arrived in Guatemala at the end of February, 1824

and took the oath of office as a member of the Supremo Poder

Ejecutivo on March 15. He did not immediately assume an

active role in the government as he was granted- a month’s

leave to visit his family. Arce’s participation in the

activities of the SPE was further delayed by an attack of

rheumatism, and he was unable to return from San Salvador

until May 24.^ Even though the Constitution would not be

promulgated for several months, Central Americans were

already looking forward to presidential elections, and Arce



125

together with Jose Cecilio del Valle, a fellow member of the

SPE, were regarded as the leading candidates.

Valle was undoubtedly one of the most intelligent and

learned men in Central America. His erudition and native

talents commanded a considerable amount of respect, but it

was never as great as he felt he deserved. While Valle's

arrogance won him a number of enemies, he possessed a re¬

markable ability for landing on his feet, no matter what

the shift in fortune. As an eager, young provinciano from

Honduras, Valle began a career in law in Guatemala City

during the early years of the nineteenth century. He was

able to secure some minor government appointments, but he

found his ambitions frustrated by the closed society of

Guatemalan aristocrats.13 Displaying little sympathy for

the sentiments that produced the provincial disturbances of

1811, Valle established himself in a position of confidence

with Captain General Jose* Bustamante y Guerra and, thereby,

was able to even the score with "the family." In the ensuing

years, the creole savant remained a "steadfast royal servant,"

acting as Bustamante's personal adviser and preparing a

number of the Captain General's reports and dispatches.

Valle's political behavior at the end of the second decade

appears to have been dictated as much by caution as conserva¬

tism. His leadership of the Bacos may have been partially

the product of antagonism to the aristocratic Cacos, yet it

is clear that he sensed the attitude of his countrymen as he

was elected mayor of Guatemala City in December, 1820. Despite
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his initial reluctance, Valle's attitude concerning indepen¬

dence changed with the passing months. By September, 1821 he

had come down on the right side and was given the honor of

drafting die Act of Independence. He then assumed a prominent

role in the provisional government, serving. Gainza as he had

served Bustamante. Valle refused to commit himself on the

issue of annexation to Mexico, but three months after the

event, he was elected to a seat in the Mexican Congress.

After a month's service in the Congress, the Central American

deputy was arrested and confined in prison for six months.

He was released in February, 1823 and informed that it had

all been a mistake and he was now Iturbide's Secretary of

Foreign and Domestic Affairs. Valle next delivered himself

of the opinion that the annexation of Central America was

illegal when he resumed his seat in Congress following the
overthrow of the Mexican Emperor. He remained in Mexico

until November, 1823 when he returned to Guatemala to assume

his post on the SPE. After taking his oath of office in

February, 1824, Valle became the acknowledged leader of the

triumvirate, and he threw himself into a number of projects

to secure the betterment of his country. By the time Arce

joined the executive council, Valle had initiated a program

for the modernization of agriculture, formulated a plan for

industrial growth, initiated a variety of projects related

to the development of education, and prepared a lengthy

memorial designed to convince the Asamblea of the necessity

for providing the national government with adequate sources
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of revenue.

There is little likelihood that Arce and Valle were

personally acquainted prior to their participation in the

SPE. Both of them had lived in Guatemala City in the early

part of the century, but it is doubtful that.they met since

Valle was Arce's senior by ten years and was a budding

lawyer while his future colleague was a student in secondary

school. Whatever their previous contacts, the two executives

were soon at loggerheads with each other. Valle had estab¬
lished a comfortable position of authority in the executive

council and could count on the regular support of Tomas

O'Horan, the third member of the SPE. ^ Arce was loath to

accept Valle's leadership and refused to become "a blind

subscriber to his views,"15 Valle probably regarded the

Salvadoran triumvir as an ambitious lout who refused to

listen to reason. Arce later wrote that his opponent was a

man who possessed "the art of exasperating" and would not

"tolerate different opinions."1^ This discord was not

caused by mere personality conflicts but by the fact that

each man wanted very much to be President.1? The open

break which developed in the SPE during the summer of 1824

involved a continuing debate over the proper policy to adopt

in dealing with the problem of Nicaragua. That state had

declined to a condition of unrelieved chaos as the result of

a succession of civil wars which can be traced here in only

a summary fashion.

The internecine struggles of Nicaragua had their
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origin in the pre-independence disturbance of December 13,

1811 when the citizens of Leon deposed the intendente Jose/
Salvador. Leonese discontent apparently focused only on

Salvador for the dissidents were satisfied with the appoint¬

ment of the arch-conservative Bishop Nicolas Garcia Jerez as

the new intendente and the creation of a government advisory

junta. When amnesty was granted to participants in the

disturbance, the affair was generally viewed as a matter

best forgotten. Yet there were several more links in the

chain of events. Creoles in Granada had taken inspiration

from the action of Leo^n and elected to pursue a similar

course, but in this case, the outcome was much less fortunate.

Granadan liberals gathered in the town square on December 22,

and demanded that all Spanish officials be removed from

office. Two weeks later, they moved to achieve this objective

by seizing control of the town fort and imprisoning or

expelling the hated penisulares. The victorious insurgents

did not demonstrate a desire to divorce themselves from the

provincial capital; rather, they recognized the authority of

Bishop García Jerez and prepared to send two deputies to the

Leonese advisory junta. The deputies never carried out

their mission as the former Spanish residents had raised a

force of 1,000 men which laid siege to the city. On April 22,

1812, the creoles agreed to surrender in return for a general

amnesty. The amnesty was revoked, however, by Captain

General Bustamante who charged the government of Leo*n with

responsibility for the apprehension and punishment of the
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rebels. These proceedings lasted for two years and culminated
19

in the issuance of 16 death sentences and 142 prison sentences.

To be sure, Granadan creoles felt that they had been betrayed

by their Leonese countrymen, and henceforth, the relationship

between the two cities had the character of a vendetta.

Nicaragua remained fairly tranquil for the balance of

the decade, but the coming of independence reopened the

festering wounds of discord. In 1821, the city of Leon was

controlled by the intendente Miguel Gonzalez Saravia and

Bishop Garcia Jerez. Both men were peninsulares and their

political attitudes were such that they heard a siren song

in the pronouncments of Agustín Iturbide. Hence, the Leonese

response to the Act of Independence of September 15 consisted

of a declaration of independence from Spain and Guatemala on

September 28 and a proclamation of adhesion to the Plan of

Iguala thirteen days later.^0 In the interim, liberally

oriented Granadans under the leadership of Crisanto Sacasa

swore loyalty to the independent government of Guatemala.

Jefe politico Gabino Gainza denied the legitimacy of the

Leo4!! declaration and appointed Sacasa Commanding General of

Nicaragua with orders to establish a governing junta in

Granada.21 Gainza's action did not intimidate the leaders

of Leon who secured from the Nicaraguan diputación an order

directing the citizenry to ignore the Granadan junta. At

the same time, intendente González Saravia attempted to
2 2

block the lines of communication between Granada and Guatemala.

Growing pressure from Mexico caused Gainza to inform the
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Granadans in December of the diminishing prospects for

lasting independence, and, with the decree of annexation,

Sacasa passively accepted the supremacy of Leon.

While 1822 proved to be a peaceful year for Nicaragua,

the issue of annexation continued to be a source of discord.

Sacasa's submission to Leon had alienated Granadan liberals,

and they transferred their allegiance to Cleto Ordonez, a

mestizo demagogue. On January 13, 1823, Ordonez gained

control of Granada by means of a barracks revolt which

forced Sacasa to flee from the city. This event led to the

renewal of hostilities with Lecfn as Gonzalez Saravia led

1,000 men in an assault on Granada in February. Ordóñez,
who had prior military experience, was able to repel the

invading force. A second attack on the liberal stronghold

was being prepared when the contending armies were informed

of Filisola's decision to convene a provincial congress and

the intendente was recalled to Guatemala. The resumption of

Central America's independent status eliminated the immediate

th-reat to Granada, but it did not reduce Nicaragua's potential

for violence. Agreement concerning the establishment of a

unified government for the province could not be secured, and

the area remained divided into two armed camps throughout

1823. In Leon, Bishop Garcia Jerez would not recognize any

outside authority including that of the national government

in Guatemala. While Ordonez played fast and free in Granada

with the property of exiled conservatives, Crisánto Sacasa

assumed command of the Leonese forces and began preparations
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for a campaign against his former compatriots.

Fearing that the instability of Nicaragua posed a

threat to all of Central America, the Asamblea sent two

deputies to the area in an effort to mediate the differences

between the two factions. Nothing was accomplished apart

from the fact that the Bishop of Leon finally acknowledged

the authority of the national government on December 10,1823.

The SPE then appointed Jose Justo Milla to the post of

intendente and instructed him to restore order in the province.

After establishing his headquarters at Leon in January, 1824,

Milla made a tour of the principal communities of the

province which enabled him to secure agreement to the erection

of a provincial government in Managua. The situation seemed

to be well in hand when Milla personally reported his success

to the SPE, yet the compromise collapsed after he returned

to Leon and was deposed by a popular uprising on May 4,

1824.24

When Arce assumed his duties on the SPE, the strife

in Nicaragua - which would soon develop into full-scale

civil war - appeared to be a permanent institution. Obliged

to insure peace in the area, the executive board was unable
to agree on an appropriate course of action. Valle favored

a cautious approach and proposed that Manuel Arzu be sent to

mediate the differences between the Nicaraguan facations.

The Salvadoran triumvir, on the other hand, argued that only

police action could bring an end to the chaos. While the

SPE debated, the situation in Nicaragua continued to deter¬
iorate. A revolt in Leon on July 22 brought about a
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permanent change in the city's political complexion and

shifted the center of conservative strength to Managua.

This geographic realignment led to the outbreak of total

war the following month. Crisanto Sacasa led Managuan

conservatives in a three week campaign against Granada, and

Leonese liberals instituted a siege against Managua. Mean¬

while, El Salvador moved to provide the means by which

Arce's program for pacification might be implemented. The

state raised a 500 man "Legion of Liberty" and appointed

Arce commander of the force.. ^6

The Salvadoran action brought the conflict in the.SPE

to a climax. On August 7, the state informed the triumvirate

that the Legion would move to restore order in Nicaragua as

soon as it received the authorization of the SPE. According

to contemporary chroniclers, Valle was determined to prevent

the departure of the Salvadoran expedition because of his
fear that its success might insure Arce's election as

President.^ It must also be pointed out that Arce may have

had a similar idea in mind when he originally suggested the

venture. In any case, he realized that he would be outvoted

when the issue was raised and decided that his time might be

better spent on other pursuits. On the morning of August 13,

the day set for a vote concerning the Salvadoran proposal,

the Minister of State received a note in which Arce indicated

that he would not attend the meeting of the SPE as he wished

to "avoid the compromises that always surround me when

measures relating to San Salvador are considered." ° Despite
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the Minister’s request that he attend a special meeting called
for that evening, Arce remained firm in his resolve, and as

he anticipated, the SPE issued an order which denied El

Salvador the right to send troops into Nicaragua. v Arce's

position involved much more than a simple boycott of the SPE

as he sent a letter of resignation to the Asamblea on the

same day. One week later, the assembly replied that it

could not accept his resignation because "the public good

demanded" that Arce continue to hold office. Determined to

escape from Valle's control, the reluctant executive responded
that his membership in the SPE forced him to accept decisions

which violated his conscience and again requested that he be

relieved of his duties.^® This letter convinced the Asamblea,

of the sincerity of Arce's decision, and it announced the

acceptance of his resignation on September 4, 1824.^
Arce's departure for San Salvador marked a victory for

Valle, but the struggle was far from over. Proceeding with
his plans for the pacification of Nicaragua, Valle appointed

Manuel Arzu jefe politico of the province and advised the

old warrior to employ persuasion and conciliation as the

chief means for restoring order. On September 16, Arzu

addressed a proclamation to the Nicaraguan people which was

in keeping with Valle's instructions. Arzif assured his

readers that the sole object of his mission was to promote

the well being of the province. He argued that the quality
of government was far more important than its location and

pointed out that no one could hope for prosperity and progress
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until there was peace.32 By this time, the conservatives
under Crisanto Sacasa had begun a seige of Leon that would

last until December, and Arzu's message went unheard. Valle

did not intend that Arzu should be totally lacking in military

support, and he secured from his cousin Dionisio Herrera, the

jefe politico of Honduras, a promise to provide a force of

500 men. It is doubtful that Arzu expected to receive much

assistance from Honduras. On October 2, Herrera sent a note

which stated that it might not be possible to provide arms

for the men assigned to Valle's agent. Moreover, the

Honduran troops would be stationed at Choluteca which was

ninetyniles from the scene of action at Leon.33
Arzu arrived at the Nicaraguan town of Viejo on

October 10 and proclaimed his authority as jefe politico.
He then made his way to Leon where he initiated negotiations

with Sacasa and the besieged liberals in the city. These

talks led to an agreement for the withdrawal of troops by

both sides. On October 24, however, the conservatives broke

the armistice, and caused Arzu to enter the city where he

assumed command of the liberal forces. Arzu may have wished

that another man had dominated the SPE when he received a

letter from Arce which contained the advice that Sacasa

could not be trusted and an offer of Salvadoran assistance. 34-

Viewing the superiority of the conservative forces, Arzu

must have felt obliged to accept the offer of the Salvadoran

leader.

Acting under secret orders issued by the Salvadoran
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government, Arce began preparations for the expedition to

Nicaragua in mid-November. The march was held up, however,
by another of Arce's bouts with poor health. In a letter

written to Arzu on December 21, the Salvadoran commander

apologised for the delay and promised that he would arrive
in the near future. 33 By this time, the contending factions
had reached a point of exhaustion such that the introduction
of any new force would have an overwhelming influence.

Consequently, the mere approach of the Salvadoran army

brought about the withdrawal of the conservative forces, and

Arce was able to enter Leon on January 9, 1825 without firing

a single shot.36 Although they had faced each other from

opposite sides of the line in 1822, Arzu gave the Salvadoran
commander a most grateful welcome. The jefe politico

complimented Arce on the high level of discipline he maintained
and acknowledged that the Salvadoran expedition was responsible
for the termination of the seige.3^ In turn, Arce invited

Arzu to assume command of the Salvadoran Army. This offer

was declined, however, and Arce was appointed to lead a

joint force which would secure the pacification of Managua.
Arce met no armed resistance as he approached the conservative

stronghold; instead he was presented with an offer of surren¬

der that was qualified by a "thousand interpretations."33
The Managuan leaders ultimately agreed to turn over their
arms in return for the promise that troops from Leo^ and

Granada would not be permitted to enter the city. Arce did

not feel that this was an important concession, but he
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promised to shoot anyone who attempted to-resist his orders.-

The Nicaraguan civil war was brought to a close when Arce

assumed command of Managua on January 22, 1825. The

Salvadoran leader remained in the area for several weeks.

Then, assured that his task was completed and concerned by a

further decline in his health, Arce returned to San Salvador.^
The validity of the contemporary judgement that Arce's

Nicaraguan venture was politically motivated is difficult to

assess. Arce never denied the desire to be President. While

it appears that he did not possess a great deal of political

acumen, he must have realized that the failure of Valle's

plan for pacification of the area offered an opportunity from

which much could be gained and nothing lost. Arce was aware

of the fact that his opponent was concerned with the political

consequences of the Nicaraguan affair, and the Salvadoran

later complained that, on his arrival in the province, he

found that the "first obstacle" to the restoration of order

came "from Guatemala."^ Yet there is reason to believe that

Arce's behavior was governed by conviction rather than self-

interest. Although he had been appointed to command the

"Legion of Liberty," he apparently did not intend to lead the

expedition planned for the summer of 1824. In order to assume

command of the Legion, he was required to resign from the SPE,

and he had not taken this step by August 7 when the force was

ready to depart.^ Furthermore, Arce's offer to place command

of the Salvadoran force in the hands of Arztf and his decision

to return to San Salvador shortly after the establishment of

peace suggests the absence of any desire to exercise political
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control of the area. In any case, Arce's position in regard

to the requirements for the pacification of Nicaragua was

vindicated by Manuel Arzu who believed that he would have

faced "fatal consequences" had it not been for the opportune

arrival of the Salvadoran expedition.42
While the struggles related to the pacification of

Nicaragua were taking place, elections were being held

throughout Central America to fill state and national offices.

In certain respects, it is difficult to account for the

results of these elections. Little is known about manner in

which elections were held, other than the fact that uniform

procedures were not followed. Except for a few national

returns, election figures are not available; and the factors

which decided elections remain hidden in the past. Therefore,

attempts to explain salient features of the election, such as

the fact that Guatmala provided itself with a liberal state

government and a conservative delegation in the federal

Congress, constitute little more than educated guesses.^ The

election of the President of the federation does not provide

an exception to the foregoing statement. While it is possible

to describe what happened, one cannot definitively explain

why it happened.

All available evidence indicates that, in the elections

of 1824, the Liberals supported Arce and the Conservatives

gave their backing to Valle. The distribution of votes casts
o

by the states supports this observation, but it does not

apply to the decisions made by the deputies in the federal

\
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Congress. The decree which provided for the election of

federal officials established electoral districts which had

a total of eighty-two votes. On April 20, 1825, when Congress

was to certify the results of the presidential election, the

deputies voted to set aside the votes cast by the district

of Peten, which had submitted two sets of returns, and the

districts of Cojutepeque and Matagalpa which had returned

their ballots after the official deadline.^ As expected,

Arce and Valle received the bulk of the votes which were

distributed as follows:45

Valle Arce

Guatemala 23 10

El Salvador 4 13

Honduras 10 0

Nicaragua 0 11

Costa Rica 4 0_

Total 41 34

In addition, Guatemala gave two votes to Alejandro Cabeza de

Vaca, and Jose7 Maria Castilla and Santiago Milla received one

vote each from Honduras. All together, a total of seventy-

nine votes were counted, and on the basis of this number,

Valle should have been declared the winner. The members of

the Congress, however, demonstrated their determination to

decide the election by ruling that a majority of the eighty-

two possible votes was required for election. As Valle fell

one vote short of the requisite number, the choice of a

President became the responsibility of the members of Congress
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who cast their votes in the manner shown below.

State Deputy Political Vote Deviation
Orientation from

District
Vote

Francisc^ Carrascal Liberal Arce No
Jose7 Maria Castilla Conservative Valle Yes
Jose7 Cordova Conservative Arce Yes
Mariano Cordova Conservative Arce Yes

Domingo Dieguez Conservative Arce Yes
Jose Echeverría Conservative Arce Yes

Guatemala Francisco Flores Liberal Arce No
Carlos Galvez Liberal Arce No
Mariano Galvez Liberal Arce Yes
Manuel Lara Liberal Arce Yes
Juan Montufar Conservative Valle No
Jose7 Maria Ponce Conservative Arce Yes
Ramo7n Solis Conservative Valle No
Doroteo Vasconcelos Unknown Arce No

Mariano Fuñez Liberal Arce No
Isidro Menendez Liberal Arce No
Jose Antonio Peña Liberal Arce Yes

El Salvador Juan Rodriguez Liberal Valle No
Carlos Salazar Unknown Arce No
Ciriaco Villacorta Liberal Arce No

Honduras Santiago Milla Conservative Arce Yes

Toribio Arguello Conservative Arce No

Nicaragua Filadelfo Benavent Unknown Arce No
Francisco Benavent Conservative Arce No

Francisco Quiñones Conservative Arce No

Costa Rica Policarpo Bonilla Conservative Arce No
Pablo Alvarado Liberal Valle Yes

Sources: ANG, B5.8, leg~ 72, exp~ 2037, "Estado que manifiesta
el escrutino de votos populares""; Thompson, Narrative, pp. 509-
510.

From the foregoing table, it is evident that the

election of Manuel Jose* Arce as the first President of the

federation was due to a shift in the vote of Conservative
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deputies from Guatemala. Explanations of this Conservative

about-face are usually based on the account in Arce's Memoria

of an interview he had with a representative of the Conserva¬

tive faction prior to the Congressional election on April 20.

Arce relates that he was asked for his opinion concerning the

erection of a bishopric in El Salvador. He replied that he

favored such action but realized the issue could only be decided

by the federal Congress. It is known that Guatemalan Con¬

servatives were not in sympathy with Delgado's episcopal

ambitions, and some authorities believe that Conservatives

reached an agreement with Arce whereby they would support

his candidacy in return for a pledge that he would not press

for the creation of a diocese in El Salvador. Still, there

is reason to doubt that the Salvadoran bishopric was the

crucial issue. On July 18, 1825, the federal Congress, which

was controlled by Conservatives, denied the legitimacy of

prior Salvadoran decrees concerning the matter and referred

the issue to the Vatican with the recommendation that a bishop

be assigned to the state.

Any attempt to explain the 1825 Presidential election

in terms of a secret deal ignores the fact that the Conserva¬

tives must have made a prior rejection of Valle. According

to contemporary accounts, Liberals supported Arce in the

popular elections because of his past sacrifices in the

struggles against Spain and Mexico. The Conservatives voted
for Valle in recognition of his outstanding ability and

because they had no other available candidate.46 While they
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lost control of the state government, Guatemalan Conservatives

found themselves in the majority in the federal Congress.

Familiarity with Valle’s independent mind probably caused the

Guatemalan deputies to wonder if his opponent might not be

more amenable to legislative supervision.

Arce believed that his Conservative support in the

Congressional vote was based on the open-handed manner in

which he carried out the pacification of Nicaragua.^
Although his campaign appears to have been directed against
the military superiority of the conservative faction, he

attempted to deal fairly with both sides and eschewed

vindictive action. Both Cleto Ordonez and Bishop Garcia

Jerez were ordered to take up residence in Guatemala follow¬

ing the restoration of order.Arce's statement that the
most vital issue in El Salvador would not be allowed to

influence his actions as President, together with his concil¬

iatory behavior in Nicaragua, should have been sufficient to

convince Guatemalan Conservatives that he, rather than Valle,

posed the lesser threat to their power in Congress. Thus,
Conservatives and Liberals joined hands to select the first

President of the Federation. Unfortunately for Arce, this

consensus did not extend beyond his election.
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CHAPTER V

ARCE'S PRESIDENCY AND THE DISRUPTION OF THE FEDERATION

When Arce took the" oath of office as President on

April 26, 1825, he expressed the hope that Central Americans

would put old enmities behind them.^ But, given the circum¬

stances of his election, he was bound to face immediate

discord. The federal Congress had attempted to mollify Valle

by electing him to the office of Vice President. The would-

be executive angrily rejected this consolation prize and

shortly produced a pamphlet which attacked the legitimacy of

the Congressional election. Valle first summarized his past

services to the nation - preparation of the Declaration of

Independence, opposition to Mexican annexation, and direction

of the SPE. He then reviewed the returns from the popular

elections, and, finding that he had received the support of

a majority of the citizens, declared the action of Congress

to be null and void.^ The Congress responded to this slur on

its honor by issuing several reports which defended the

electoral decision. These documents placed heavy emphasis on

legal issues and pointed out that the lack of clarity in the

decree of May, 1824, which provided for a Congressional

decision in the absence of a popular majority, demanded that

the Congress determine the number of votes required for

election.3

145
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Valle did not lack for supporters in the ranks of

Central American pamphleteers and journalists. While the

views of the conservative establishment had been aired from

the beginning of the year in El indicador, which was edited

by Jose* Francisco Cordova, Manuel Montufar y Coronado, Jose*
Francisco Sosa, and Jose* Maria Castilla, there was no

opposition press until the appearance of El liberal and El don

Meliton in the spring of 1825. Heaping scorn and ridicule on

anything associated with the Guatemalan aristocracy, these papers

did not hesitate to criticize Arce's election and subsequent

administration. To Arce's credit, he did not allow these

attacks to goad him into ignoring the Constitution's guaranties

regarding freedom of speech.^ Despite Valle's denunciations

and the barbs of the liberal press, the President was able

to maintain fairly amicable relations with Central American

Liberals during the remainder of his first year in office.^
It soon became clear, however, that while the Liberals

did not immediately intend to oppose Arce, they were not

inclined to support him. A number of authors contend that the

difficulties experienced in the early years of the federation

grew out of the fact that Arce deserted his Liberal colleagues.^
Yet there is evidence which suggests that the defection should

be attributed to the party rather than the man. After Valle

declined the Vice Presidency, the federal Congress elected

Jose Francisco Barrundia to the post. Although Arce pleaded

with Barrundia to accept the office, the Liberal leader

steadfastly refused to associate himself with the federal
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executive; and the position went to Mariano Beltranena, a

Conservative.7 in a similar fashion, Pedro Molina rejected

his appointment as Foreign Secretary and Mariano Galvez

declined to serve as Secretary of the Treasury. Explanations

for this administrative reluctance on the part of the Liberals

have been - and will probably continue to be - nothing more

than guesses.^ Barrundia’s behavior might be accounted for

by the fact that he held a seat in the federal Senate which

had far more authority than either executive office. Beyond

this observation, one can only speculate that the Liberals'

opposition to Ferdinand VII had conditioned them to view with

repugnance all forms of executive authority or that they felt

that Arce had become tainted by the Conservative support he

received in Congress on April 20, 1825, If the latter

proposition is true, it would indicate a high degree of

dogmatism in Liberal attitudes since none of the critics of

the Congressional election raised an explicit charge that
q

Arce had been a party to a corrupt bargain. Whatever the

cause of Liberal disaffection, it meant that the President

was forced to employ Conservative ministers in order to

carry out the duties of his office.

Arce was not only isolated from the Liberals within

the confines of the federal government, but he was also

shortly involved in a brace of petty quarrels with the state

of Guatemala. Juan Barrundia, the jefe politico of the state

and brother of José'Francisco Barrundia, was an ardent Liberal,

and some observers felt that his attitude concerning federal
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authority was not what might "be wished for the tranquility of
the republic . . . . June 24 had been designated as a

national holiday in commemoration of the Asamblea's opening
session in 1823. Although the state government was located
in Antigua, state officials residing in Guatemala City were

expected to join with federal officers in attendance at the

capital's anniversary ceremonies. Gregorio Salazar, the
administrator of the district of Guatemala City, declined

to attend, however, on the grounds that the places of honor at
the event were reserved for federal authorities.H Salazar's

position was supported by jefe Barrundia who directed all
state officers to attend a separate celebration. Taken aback

by this punctilious concern with protocol, Arce postponed
the affair until the following day and sought the advice of

Congress regarding the proper course of action. L The
legislature replied that the President should secure full

compliance with the law. On the basis of this counsel and
his desire to insure respect for the federal government, Arce

caused a minor.constitutional crisis when he used federal

troops to escort reluctant state officials to the federally
sanctioned commemorative celebration.^

The anniversary affair still clouded the relationship
between the two governments when a second dispute arose from
the decision of the Guatemalan legislature to move the state

offices from Antigua to Guatemala City. Since the public

buildings in the capital were occupied by the federal govern¬

ment, Barrundia secured office space by confiscating the
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homes of Francisco Aguirre and Juan Miguel Bustamante.-*-4
These individuals appealed to the federal Congress for redress

on the grounds of Article 175 of the Constitution which pro¬

hibited government seizure of private property except in

cases of extreme emergency and, then, with prior indemnifica¬

tion. The Congress issued an order which declared Barrundia's

action null and void and directed the President to extend

his protection to the interested parties. As soon as he

received the order on July 16, 1825, Arce, determined to use

greater tact than he had employed in the previous conflict,

"took his hat and left to see the Chief of State."15 Finding

Barrundia at home with his brother Jose Francisco and vice-

jefe Cirilo Flores, Arce attempted to resolve the issue by

personal diplomacy. The Guatemalan leader refused to make

any commitment other than the promise that he would inform

the President of his intentions before taking any action.

Barrundia's performance did not match his words. On the

following day, he obtained from the state legislature blanket

authority to raise an army, spend state money, and manufacture

gunpowder in order "to contain the despotism of a tyrant. . . .

The threat to peace posed by this belligerent behavior caused

the Congress to seek a means for accommodation, and it

granted the state government use of a building that had been

assigned to officials of the tobacco monopoly.

While these quarrels did not embrace matters of great

importance, they provided a forewarning of the impending

rupture between Arce and the Liberals which would lead to

.,16
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civil war. Manuel Montu^far y Coronado wrote that Liberal

opposition to the President was stimulated by the Draconian

measures he adopted in the first of the two squabbles.^
Arce may have over-responded on that occasion, but he did not

act without reason. As he had failed in an attempt to secure

cooperation by means of persuasion, Arce was convinced that

the state officials were determined to ignore the order of

Congress; and he feared that, unless they were forced to

recognize federal authority, Central America would soon be a

federation in name only.-^ The President's action in this

particular situation continues to elicit second-guesses in the

"Chamberlain's timidity encouraged World War II," or

"Roosevelt's rigidity led to Pearl Harbor," category.

Arce's behavior probably accelerated Liberal alienation, but,

in the opinion of this writer, the immediate outcome would

have remained the same no matter what policy he adopted.

The attitude of state officials was such that, under a

passive President, the history of the federation would have

differed only by the reduction in the amount of conflict

associated with separation.

In his Memoria, Arce recalled 1825 as a year of

prosperity and tranquility. Considering the events of the

following years, it must have seemed a pleasant period as

he was free to devote most of his attention to the nation's

foreign affairs, financial problems and military establish¬

ment. There was a considerable amount of activity in the

area of foreign relations. During the year, the government
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was officially recognized by the Netherlands which dispatched

a charge d'affaires to represent its interests in Central

America.20 The federal government established relations with

a number of sister nations in Latin America, and Arce granted

exequaturs to consuls from Great Britain and the United

States which had recognized the federation the previous year.21
In addition, treaties were formalized with Colombia

and the United States. The Colombian treaty was negotiated

by Pedro Molina and signed on March 15, 1825. The federal

Senate, on September 12, 1825, ratified the treaty which

provided for perpetual peace between the two nations, mutual

assistance in the defense of independence, freedom of trade,

adjustment of boundary disputes, and participation in the

proposed Bolivarian Congress.22 Although Molina had refused

to serve as Foreign Secretary, he accepted the appointment

issued by the federal Congress in November, 1825, and joined

Antonio Larrazabal, the former deputy to the Cortes of Cadiz,

in representing Central America at the international assembly

held in Panama during the months of June and July, 1826. The

treaty with the United States was signed by Antonio Jose

Cañas, the Central American minister, in Washington on

December 5, 1825, and was ratified by the Senate on July 29,

1826. While this treaty declared the mutual friendship of

the contracting parties, its provisions concerned commercial

affairs-granting rights of navigation and "most favored
nation" status to the signatories.23

The only difficulties experienced with other nations

during Arce's first year in office involved Mexico and
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Great Britain. The annexation of Chiapas to Mexico had led

to a dispute over the boundary between Central America and

its northern neighbor. While the problem was not resolved

until much later in the century, the two nations held

discussions throughout 1825 in an effort to settle the issue.24
A minor conflict with Great Britain developed in May, 1825,

when 100 Negro slaves escaped from Walis (Belize) to Central

America. Under the terms of the Constitution, the slaves were

now free men; but General Codd, the Superintendent of Belize,

demanded that the fugitives be returned.25 Arce submitted

the question to the Congress which directed him to comply

with the Superintendent's request. The Senate, however,

refused to sanction the Congressional order. A Liberal

proposal for the payment of compensation to the former owners

made no headway in the federal legislature, and the matter

remained undecided for some time.26 British pressure

ultimately forced the return of the slaves, but the contro¬

versy gave birth to antipathies which have not yet disappeared.

Arce's statements in his Memoria and message to Congress

in 1826 indicate that he took a great deal of pride in his

efforts to organize the accounts of the federal government.

Regretably, these labors produced few visible results. The

financial difficulties of the federation have already been

discussed, and these doomed to failure any attempt to balance

income and expenditures. Arce, himself admitted that the

state tax quotas could be collected only from Guatemala and

the proceeds from the Barclay loan barely covered current

expenses.27 Designs to broaden economic resources of the
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area were equally unproductive. On July 28, 1825, Arce

signed a decree granting rights to exploit the iron deposits

located in Honduras to the Compañia Nacional de Centro-

America which was organized in London by Antonio de Irisarri.20
The activities of the company were expected to greatly

increase the wealth of the area. Development of the mines

proceeded as far as the importation of equipment, but the

outbreak of civil war caused the entire project to collapse.

Plans for the construction of an inter-oceanic canal in

Nicaragua met a similar fate. Ideas for such a project had

been accumulating since the early colonial period, and, in

the belief that a canal might provide instant prosperity,

Arce called for bids on the construction of a waterway in

August, 1825.29 Proposals were received from British and

American companies during the six month period open to bid¬

ding, and in June, 1826, a contract was awarded to a firm

organized by Aaron Palmer. The design came to an end when

the "canal bubble" burst, and Palmer was unable to secure

funds for the work.30

Arce probably devoted most of his energy to military
matters. Although the Asamblea had authorized the expansion

of the armed forces, lack of funds had held the military

establishment to a minimal size. The standing army consisted

of only 300 officers and men when Arce entered the Presidency.3^
Hindsight suggests that this force was more than adequate
for the needs of the federation. But Arce felt obliged to

strengthen national defenses because of his previously noted
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conviction that the Holy Alliance posed a serious threat

to Central American independence. On August 9, 1825, he

issued a manifesto which announced the arrival of a squadron

of twenty-eight French ships at Martinique, and raised the

spectre of a European attempt to reconquer Latin America.

With a passing reference to the assurance of the support of

the United States and Great Britain on the high seas, the

President stressed the danger presented by a 10,000 man

Spanish force in Cuba, and he called upon his country men to

prepare to defend their liberty in the spirit of the New

World’s motto - "Live free or die."^ While the European

invasion failed to materialize, Arce's fears were given some

substance on January 29, 1826 when Jose* Zamora, a peninsular
from Colombia led a small band of malcontents in an abortive

attack on Alejuela, Costa Rica. Zamora testified after his

capture that he had acted as a "vassal of the King of Spain"

who had given him a "special commission to raise revolutions
in the Americas.

Zamora's testimony doubtlessly convinced Arce that

his estimate of European intentions was sound, but it appears

to have had little effect on the opinions of his Liberal

antagonists who believed that the alarms sounded against the

Holy Alliance were merely a device to increase the power of
the President.^4 Hence, the Liberals regularly opposed all

of the measures that were proposed to strengthen the nation’s

armed forces. Arce found that his recommendations were

either rejected or became a cause for considerable embarrass¬

ment, and the issue of his authority in military matters was
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ultimately responsible for his clash with Liberal leaders.

The President's efforts to develop a respectable fighting

force included the drafting of articles of war and a table

of organization which were submitted to Congress in September,

1825. These documents were approved by the Conservative

dominated legislature on December 2, 1825, but they failed

to receive the sanction of the Senate.^5 When Congress re¬

sumed discussion of these matters in 1826, the Liberals -

now in the majority - produced their own plan for military

organization and vilified Arce's articles of war on the

grounds that they had been lifted from the military code of

Spain.^ The acquisition of materiel proved to be less

difficult, and, although the equipment was later criticized

on the grounds that it was defective and too costly, Arce

secured the purchase of 15,000 rifles and 2 coast guard

cutters. He was not able, however, to obtain any significant

increase in the size of the standing army. In 1825, Congress

authorized the creation of a 10,000 man corps, but this plan

could not be implemented since it depended upon revenue from

the Barclay loan and was not granted Senatorial approval.^7
While a compromise which called for the enlistment of 4,000

men was reached in the following year, this agreement only

led to conflict between the President and Congress over the

issue of who would control the expanded force.

The setbacks which Liberals handed Arce's defense

program in 1825 surely contributed to his growing rapport

with Guatemalan Conservatives. Yet he appears to have remained
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aloof from the political battles that raged in the first

session of the Congress. Pablo Alvarado complained that he

was denied the floor by the Conservatives who insulted,

embarrassed, and terrorized him. The Costa Rican deputy also

asserted that Mif' he wanted to count the ways and means they

have attempted to introduce discord between Federal authorit¬

ies and the states, he could not finish in a day."38 That

Arce was not drawn into these disputes was probably due in

part to the fact that poor health forced him to relinquish

his office to Vice President Mariano Beltranena during the

months of October and November. More significantly, the

troubled executive felt that he should avoid involvement in

political wrangles. His efforts would only succeed in carry¬

ing him from the Liberal to Conservative camp, but, until

March, 1826, Arce pursued the illusion that an attitude of

neutrality would enable him to reconcile the differences

between the two parties.^ As if words could heal the breach

between the factions, the President voiced an appeal for a

spirit of unity and cooperation when he proclaimed the

ratification of the Constitution in September, 1825. Recog¬

nizing the most serious danger confronting the federation,

Arce stressed the fact that the success of the federal

experiment would depend upon the states' willingness to

provide support for the central government and reconcile

their desires for autonomy with the need for unity.^ He

provided a more concrete demonstration of his convictions

when Congressional elections were held in December, 1825.



157

According to Article 59 of the Constitution, one-half of the

deputies were to be selected by lot to stand for re-election

at the end of the first session of the legislature. As a

result of a drawing held in October, most of the seats placed

in contention were held by Conservatives, and growing support

for their opponents suggested the likelihood of a Liberal

majority in the next Congress. Arce was by now aware of the

fact that his relations with a Liberal legislature would be

something less than cordial, but he refrained from exerting

his influence at the polls and the Liberals carried the

elections.

Between the sessions of Congress, Arce attended to

routine administrative duties; prepared his proposal for the

addition of 4,000 men to the armed forces; and, with possible

second thoughts about his decision concerning the elections,

puzzled over the message he would deliver when the legislature

reconvened. When the deputies assembled for the opening

meeting of Congress on March 1, 1826, they heard an address

that clearly reflected the President's fear of an approaching

clash between the executive and legislative branches of the

government. In a rather pathetic manner, Arce attempted to

forestall the coming conflict by means of a lengthy appeal

to patriotism-waving the "bloody shirt" of resistance to

Spain. He then reviewed his accomplishments in the area of

foreign affairs and proposed that an embargo be placed on

trade with Spain and that additional funds be allocated to

combat smuggling. Before turning to domestic issues, the
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chief executive paused to stress the need for a patriotic

sense of unity; and, in a brief passage that suggests the

faculty of prescience, he reminded the deputies that there

were clearly defined boundaries which separated the powers

of the several branches of the federal government. Arce

then pointed to the benefits that were expected to accrue

from the development of the mining industry and the construc¬

tion of the Nicaraguan canal. He placed greatest emphasis,

however, on the military needs of the nation. With a brief

review of his efforts in this area, the President called

attention to the lack of an adequate standing army and

asserted 'that the nation would never experience the degree

of security it ought to enjoy until the obstacles which pre¬

vented the creation of such a force were removed.^2

Any illusions that Arce may have had concerning the

effect of his speech were quickly shattered. He found him¬

self confronted by a Congress which - in the words of the

deputies from El Salvador - "devoted itself to interrogating

the President. . .," enacted numerous laws that "had nothing

to do with the purposes of the legislature . . .," and

attempted to restrict executive power with resolutions "not

conforming to the Constitution. . . ."43 As noted above,

Arce’s difficulties with the Liberal Congress centered on

his authority in military affairs, and this conflict arose

from the activities of Nicolas Raoul.44 This individual had

served as an officer in Napoleon’s army and later emigrated

to Colombia at the time that Pedro Molina was representing
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Central America in the treaty negotiations between the two

states. The Guatemalan minister and the French emigre were

apparently drawn together by their attachment to liberal

principles, and Molina offered his compatriot a commission

in the Central American army. Raoul accepted the offer and

arrived in Guatemala City to claim his appointment in June,

1825. Given command of the artillery and a seat on the

junta de guerra, Raoul initially maintained cordial relations

with the President of the federation. Following the publica¬

tion of a pamphlet by Jose* Antonio Alvarado which criticized

Arce's election, the French mercenary offered to place "a

crown of lead on the head" of the author.^

This sympathetic attitude soon changed. Raoul's

political opinions brought him into the circle of Guatemalan

Liberals, and he rode the rising tide of discontent to a

position of outright opposition to the President. By 1826,

Conservatives - who now had Arce's ear - were whispering

that the Liberals planned to use Raoul as the means for

either removing the President from office or destroying his

authority in military matters. These rumors appeared to be

confirmed when the Liberals called on Raoul to advise the

Congress' comisión de guerra. With Raoul's assistance,

the comisión drafted a military code that would have made a

dead letter of the clause in the Constitution which placed

command of the armed forces in the hands of the President.

The proposed table of organization allocated all combat

units to state militias where they would be- under the
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control of the jefes and limited the federal government to

the maintenance of a general staff.^ While-this plan was

not put into effect, Raoul’s connection with the proposal

caused Arce to realize the desirability of restricting the

activities of the liberal warrior.

The President’s realization became a matter of con¬

viction as a result of an affair involving the son of Pedro

Molina. A lieutenant in the infantry, young Molina had been

ordered to Costa Rica to escort some recruits back to the

capital. Molina was not anxious to make the trip and appealed
to Raoul for assistance. Remembering his friendship with

the boy’s father, Raoul cancelled the order and transferred

Molina to the artillery. Since Arce had approved the orders

for Molina's journey to Costa Rica, he believed that Raoul's

action demonstrated open contempt for the President's

authority. The angered executive revoked Molina's transfer,
ordered the lieutenant to proceed to Costa Rica, and required

the Frenchman to offer an explanation for his behavior.

When, in response to this demand, Raoul grumbled to his

colleagues on the junta de guerra that he "was opposed to

the orders of a tyrannical President," he determined not only

his own fate but that of the nation as well.^
Arce learned of Raoul's statement in late March and

immediately took advantage of the fact that his power as

President permitted him to eliminate this particular source

of difficulty. On March 29, 1826, Raoul was ordered to make

a thorough reconnaissance of the region around Lake Izabal.
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As Arce's order directed the artillery officer to remain in

the area until he received further instructions, there can

be no doubt that the assignment amounted to a sentence of

exile. Possibly, the President hoped that the combination

of heat, humidity and vermin would put a permanent end to

his troubles with Raoul. It is highly improbable that any¬

one accepted Arce's assertion that the task was essential to

the security of the nation. Raoul's friends in Congress had

no illusions about Arce's intentions; and, on March 30,

they issued a decree which countermanded the President's

order on the grounds that Raoül's services to the comisión de

guerra required him to remain in the capital. Arce refused

to accept the decree, stating that it had not been sanctioned

by the Senate and that it intruded on the exercise of his

constitutional powers. Unwilling to admit defeat, the

Congress submitted the decree to the Senate, but this body

recognized the validity of the constitutional issue raised

by Arce and withheld its sanction. Raoul was left with no

choice other than resignation; and, as a good soldier, he

departed for Izabal.^8
While the first round in this conflict went to the

President, the Congress was not inclined to give up easily,
and it developed a stratagem which might have made the

President a party to his own defeat. During a month of

apparent cooperation, the legislature approved Arce's plan

for adding 4,000 men to the federal army, and it accepted

his invitation to appoint commissioners who would be respon¬

sible for securing an adequate number of recruits in each of
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the states. Whatever sense of victory the executive may

have obtained from this action was dashed in mid-May when he

learned that the Congress had appointed Raoul as the commis¬

sioner in charge of recruiting in Guatemala. Arce responded

to this news with a spluttering note to Congress which

claimed that the appointment constituted another.infringement

of his authority and asserted that a foreigner could not

adequately perform the duties of a recruiting officer. Since

the appointment was made in a manner that did not require

the sanction of the Senate, the legislature merely replied

that Arce should execute the commission. Having no other

alternative under the Constitution, the President resorted

to tradition and obeyed but did not comply with the directive

When the Congress received word of this devious tactic

it decided that, if harassment could not force the President

into line, it was necessary to launch a direct attack. At

this time, the legislature was composed of 16 deputies from

Guatemala, 7 Salvadoran deputies, and 5 deputies from the

other states, and approximately three-fourths of these

representatives were opposed to Arce.^0 Consequently, Arce's

activities had been under constant review since the opening

of Congress, but it was now determined that his behavior

made him subject to impeachment. The proposed charges were

mainly concerned with Arce's management of public funds and

the fact that he had failed to present the budget for the

coming fiscal year. There was little substance to these

allegations as the supposedly missing funds from the Barclay

49
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loan simply had never been received, and the various depart¬
ments of the government had not had time to submit all of

the information required for the preparation of the budget.51
Arce never had the opportunity to disprove these accusations,

however, because of the action taken by the deputies from El

Salvador in conjunction with the few Conservatives in the

Congress. The representatives from El Salvador had not taken

part in the attacks of Arce. Their position was due not

only to concern for their countryman in the executive office

but also to the conviction that Guatemalan Liberals placed

personal vendettas above the interests of the nation. In

April, 1826, the Salvadoran legislature expressed contempt

for both of the Guatemalan'factions. "The Congress dominated

by serviles inflicted evil on us. The Congress dominated by

Guatemalan Liberals has done the same."52 it appears that

the Salvadorans - perhaps still carrying the resentments of

the colonial era - attempted to prevent the growth of

political power in Guatemala by taking the side of whichever

party happened to be in the minority. In any case, the

deputies from El Salvador were determined to head off the

threat to the President; and, with the prior authorization

of the state government, they withdrew from the Congress on

June 2, 1826.^3 This action forced adjournment due to the

lack of a quorum. Although the Salvadoran deputies did not

return to their seats, the Congress was able to reconvene

ten days later when a number of Conservatives sufficient to

form a quorum agreed to take their seats on the condition
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that there would be no action taken on the issue of impeach¬

ment. This "shadow" Congress remained in session until the

end of the month, but it was unable to accomplish anything

of substance. In retrospect it appears that the activities

of the Guatemalan Liberals only served to provide Arce with

greater freedom of action.

Although the threat from Congress had been removed,

the affairs of Nicolas Raoul continued to plague the President

and led to another clash with Juan Barrundia at the end of

the summer. Raoul spent approximately a month and a half at

his assigned location; then, determined to escape from the

swamps and mosquitos, he left the coast and made his way to

Gualan in the middle of May, 1825. Following his return to

a comparatively civilized area, Raoul sent Arce a series of

bitter, insulting letters in which he complained of the

treatment he had received and demanded that he be released

from service. Raoul’s invective did not accomplish his

purposes. The officer had disobeyed his orders when he left

Izabal, and Arce was determined that the man should be

punished. On July 10, Raoul dispatched a letter which
indicated that he was aware of the error he had made. He

addressed the President in respectful terms and begged that

he be forgiven for his earlier letters which were said to be
the product of a fever that he had contracted while on the
coast.54 But now it was too late; the order for his arrest

had already been signed.

The summer of 1826 witnessed an increasing degree of
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polarization between political positions in Guatemala. The

Liberal state government engaged in an orgy of anticlerical

legislation. The tithe was reduced by one-half, and members

of regular clergy were forbidden to correspond with superiors

in Spain. The Order of Carmelites was abolished and all

monasteries were forbidden to accept novices who had not

attained the age of twenty-three.55 Whatever Arce's opinions

may have been in regard to these laws, they brought him into

closer association with Guatemalan Conservatives who sought

to use his power as a means to resist - if not overthrow -

the Liberal regime. Arce may have viewed his Conservative

following as a source of political support, or, perhaps it

provided relief from the isolation he experienced in his

office. In any case, he welcomed the Conservatives with open

arms, so much so that contemporaries believed that the

President was completely dominated by the men around him.^6
It may be, however, that Arce's situation was the product of

a natural alliance, and the attainment of Conservative

objectives was simply a by-product of his efforts to fulfill

his obligations as President of the nation. At the close of

the summer in 1826, the Guatemalan government led by Juan

Barrundia posed as great a threat to the principle of

federation as it did to the ideals of Conservatives.

Barrundia's opposition to the federal executive was

obvious to anyone who cared to take notice. His attitude

was probably determined by both sheer political rivalry and

a strong attachment to state autonomy. Whatever the driving
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forces, he adopted policies which, if allowed to stand,

would have transformed the federal government into a myth.

The jefe of Guatemala was clearly determined to assume the

role of Raoul's protector and in order to implement this

aim, he secured from the state assembly on August 16 several

decrees which went far beyond the bounds of the Constitution.

Barrundia was empowered to withdraw recognition of the

President unless he delivered Raoul's appointment to the

post of recruiting commissioner, raise an army and manufacture

arms, and reserve the proceeds of the tobacco monopoly for

the purposes of the state. Barrundia was also authorized to

intercept the federal force that had been sent out to effect

Raoul's arrest on the grounds that agents of the federation

could not act in the state unless they had the permission of

the jefe. Thereupon, Barrundia dispatched on August 21, 300
men under Cayetano de la Cerda with orders to arrest Jose*
Maria Espinóla, the leader of the 50 man federal contingent.

When the state and national troops encountered each other

near the Acasaguastlan River at the beginning of September,

they demonstrated somewhat better wisdom than that exhibited

by their respective commanders-in-chief and decided that an

armistice was preferable to action that might initiate a
... 57
civil war.

Meanwhile, Arce was attempting to counter the actions

of the Guatemalan government. He informed the state legis¬

lature that income from the tobacco monopoly was reserved

for the support of the federal government and could not be
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appropriated by the states. The Guatemalan reply to the

President's demand that tobacco revenues be forwarded within

four days called attention to the fact that the state had

already paid its fair share of the costs of the federal

government, and the matter was left unresolved.^8 Arce also

sent the government of El Salvador a lengthy report on the

conflict between the federation and Guatemala in which he

expressed the fear that he might be overthrown by a Liberal

revolt. In response, the Salvadoran officials assured the

President of their support and promised to provide him with

a force of 1,000 men should the need arise.59
At the same time, a Presidential report on Barrundia's

activities caused the Senate to initiate an investigation

which Conservatives hoped would result in the jefe being

charged with violation of the Constitution. This possibility

was forestalled when Liberal Senators adopted the device

that the Salvadorans had used to protect Arce. In the

previous case, the Salvadoran representatives had withdrawn

from the Congress on the grounds that the presence of an

excessive number of Guatemalan alternates meant that the

legislature did not have a legitimate quorum. In this

instance., Liberal Senators denied the existence of a quorum

in the Senate by questioning a rule which permitted a Con¬

servative Senator from Honduras to retain his seat after the

expiration of his term of office. This action led to

adjournment on September 2, 1826, and the Senate did not

meet again thereafter.6°
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Thus, Arce was left to bear sole responsibility for

the federal government, and, whatever the information

supplied by Conservative advisers, the activities of the

Guatemalan state government in the latter part of August had

convinced him that the continued existence of the federation

was in danger. In this frame of mind, he received on

September 5, a letter which informed him that state troops

had been sent in pursuit of Espinóla as part of a Liberal

plan to destroy the federal army and depose the President.

This allegation appeared to be confirmed several hours

later when Arce was given a report of the confrontation

between Espinóla and Cerda which led him to believe that the

federal captain had been overpowered.61 Certain that

Barrundia intended to overthrow what little remained of the

federal government, the President felt that he occupied the

weaken position and decided to protect himself by seizing

the initiative. Early in the evening on September 5, Arce

issued a decree which directed the commander of the federal

army to arrest the Guatemalan jefe politico on the following

day. Citing chapter and verse of the Constitution, the

decree charged that Barrundia had threatened the peace and

independence of the nation by ordering an attack on federal

troops.62 Barrundia was unable to offer any resistance

when he was arrested at six-thirty in the morning on

September 6.

The President sent an account of his actions to the

jefes of the other states on September 7. Perhaps to assure
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them that he did not plan any further arrests, Arce stated

that he regarded the office of jefe as a "sacred" and

"integral part" of the system of government but was forced

to detain Barrundia in order to prevent the outbreak of

civil war. The bulk of the message was taken up by a review

of the events which led to the arrest and a statement of the

legal justification for the action. Arce based his authority

in the matter on Article 127 of the Constitution which

provided:

whenever the President may be informed of any
conspiracy or treason against the Republic and which
threatens immediate danger, he shall give orders
fo;r the arrest of the presumed offenders . . . .

The Liberals later protested that this grant of power could

only be employed in cases involving private individuals, but

the Article did not contain any restrictive clauses except

for a provision which required the arraignment of suspects

within seventy-two hours. While Title IX of the Constitution

established special procedures for the initiation of

proceedings against federal officials, Article 127 stood by

itself and was so loosely cast that it could be interpreted

in a variety of ways. In the closing portion of the circular,

Arce indicated that he faced a very difficult situation

because of the nature of Guatemalan politics. He asserted

that citizens of the state, for no reason other than

parentage or location, joined in factions that caused

continuous turmoil and seriously hampered the work of federal

officials. The message contained in this paragraph was so

clear that, rather than belabor the obvious, Arce concluded
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with a request for assistance.

The federal government is almost an orphan: There is
no Congress, there is no Senate; and as the President
does not plan to govern the Republic by himself, he
looks to . . . the Assemblies and Chiefs of the states
for aid in guiding the fatherland . . . 4
Arce adhered to the provisions of Article 127 insofar

as he observed the time limit on detention. Barrundia was

released three days after his arrest, but the President did

not fully comply with the law as he neglected to submit a

statement of the cause for his action. This failure was due

to the fact Arce did not possess adequate evidence to support

his case. He later published a collection of materials in

defense of his decision, but these documents offered only

the suggestion rather than the proof of a conspiracy.65 in

retrospect, it appears that Arce acted in a state of panic

on September 5, and from that time onward, his political

fortunes spiraled ever downward.

Following Barrundia's arrest, vice-jefe Cirilo Flores

assumed leadership of the Guatemalan government, and Arce was

soon disabused of any belief that the former jefe had been

the main source of opposition. He was presented with a

memorandum from the State Assembly which denied the legiti¬

macy of his actions and compared him with Napoleon, Ferdinand

VII, Iturbide, and Filisola.66 These statements did not

mean, however, that the state government intended to engage

in a direct confrontation with the President. At the time

Barrundia was taken into custody, Guatemalan armaments were

impounded, and Arce’s subsequent offer to provide federal

protection for state officials sounded threatening.
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Consequently, the Guatemalan government decided to retire

to the interior of the state. For reasons that are difficult

to comprehend, the Assembly decided to establish the seat

of the government at Quezaltenango, which was known to be a

center of Conservative strength. The Liberal retreat

occupied the better part of September, and during this time

conditions within the state became increasingly chaotic. On

October 13, shortly after the state officials arrived in

Quezaltenango, Flores was literally torn to pieces by a mob

that had been stirred into an anti-Liberal, religious frenzy

by several friars. Following this tragic event, there were

a few clashes between state and federal troops, but the

state government dissolved, reducing Guatemala to a condition

that bordered on anarchy.

Prior to the political collapse in Guatemala, there

had been another failure in Central America’s experiment with

federalism. The Congress had not provided funds for the

operation of the government when it adjourned on June 30,

1826. In order to remedy this situation, Arce obtained an

order from the Senate which called for a special session of

the Congress to convene on October 1, 1826. However, the

number of deputies who were present on the appointed day

was insufficient to form a quorum. For the most part, the

missing deputies were those who had withdrawn from the legis¬

lature on June 2, and their continued abstention now forced

the cancellation of the special session. While Arce, himself,

was responsible for the convocation of the session, it is

thought that the deputies who boycotted the meeting acted to
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prevent the Liberals from punishing the President for the

steps he had taken against the Guatemalan government. In

addition, the Salvadoran deputies had been instructed that

they should attend the session only in order to secure the
z* n

removal of the seat of the government from Guatemala.'

The fiscal requirements of the federal government

demanded legislative action, but the political disposition

of the deputies suggested that the Congress could not be

expected to meet. Seeking a path out of this dilemma, Arce

issued an ill-considered decree on October 10, which called

for the creation of an extraordinary federal Congress. The

new body, which would be composed of twice as many deputies

as had formed the previous legislature, was to convene in

Cojutepeque, El Salvador.in an effort to still adverse

responses to the decree, the President published on the same

day a message which explained the reasons for his decision.

This statement reviewed the events of the past two months

and asserted that the activities of the Guatemalan govern¬

ment had produced a constitutional crisis that threatened

the existence of the federation. As the present Congress

had been reduced to impotence by factional strife, the con¬

vocation of a special legislature was said to provide the

only means for restoring constitutional order.^
The states did not react unfavorably to Arce's propo¬

sal, and Costa Rica and Nicaragua shortly ordered elections

for the purpose of choosing deputies to the new Congress.

On Ocrober 28, Mariano Prado, the vice-jefe of El Salvador,
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signed an order which provided for Salvadoran participation
with the conditions that the Congress should not attempt to

revise the Constitution and that, in addition to a numerical

majority, approval by the deputies representing a majority
of the states would be required for the passage of resolu¬

tions. Prado's decree also proposed that the President order

elections for the formation of a new government in the state

of Guatemala.Despite Arce's message and the actions of

the states, Guatemalan Liberals raised a number of objections
to the decree issued on October 10. In a meeting of the com¬

mittee which had been appointed to plan arrangements for the

special session of the regular Congress, Arce's Guatemalan

opponents charged that there were sinister motives behind

his action. The decision to move the site of the Congress
to El Salvador was said to be the result of the President's

desire to avoid the possibility of impeachment. This asser¬

tion ignored the fact that the relocation of the government

was in accord with the expressed wishes of the other states.

Furthermore, if Arce had been primarily concerned with the

prospects for his removal from office, it seems that he would

have attempted to manage the government without Congressional

assistance. The Liberals also raised the spectre of central¬
ism and charged that the entire project was designed to

bring about the creation of a unitary state. This charge
was totally unfounded. There was nothing in the Presidential

decree that gave the slightest hint of such an objective,

and, if centralization was wanted, El Salvador was the least
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likely place in which to obtain it. While Arce may have had

the best of motives, there can be no doubt concerning

validity of the position taken by the Liberal majority in

the Superior Court of Guatemala. On October 13, the Guate¬

malan justices issued an opinion which denied the constitu-
72

tionality of the Presidential decree. In fact, the Presi¬

dent had no more authority to order the creation of a special

Congress than did any other citizen. Arce usually demon¬

strated a keen sense of the limitations on his powers, but,

in this instance, his actions were governed by expediency
73rather than legitimacy.

The President acted in a similar fashion at the end

of October when he called for elections to fill all offices

in the Guatemalan government. Here again, the proper author¬

ity was lacking, but Arce believed that the collapse of the

Liberal administration justified his decision. As a result

of the elections held in November, Conservatives obtained

control of the state government; and Arce's name became

linked with a reactionary regime which repressed the free¬

doms of speech and press, limited the free movement of citi¬

zens, abridged the right to bear arms, restricted freedom of

association, increased the severity of punishments for crimes,

and forced its opponents into exile. It should be pointed

out, however, that Arce was not personally involved with the

Conservatives' line of conduct. Moreover, these policies

had no counterpart in his administration of federation. The

fact that Guatemala provided the sole source of support for
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the federal government forced the President to cooperate

closely with Conservative authorities, but there was a con¬

siderable amount of distrust between the two parties. In

the following year, Arce broke with the state government and
vindicated the judgement of observers who believed that his
association with the Conservatives amounted to nothing more

75
than a marriage of convenience. Still, he was indirectly

responsible for the establishment of the Conservative govern¬

ment, and this event caused Arce to lose the key to his

strength--the support of El Salvador.

Until December, 1826, Arce's policies were supported
-- and in some cases anticipated--by the Salvadoran govern¬

ment. After that time, his relationship with leaders in the

state deteriorated so far as to produce open conflict. There
7

were a number of factors responsible for this transformation.

The loss of the support of Father Delgado probably consti¬

tuted the President's greatest personal concern. The split

between the two men did not arise directly from the issue of

the Salvadoran bishopric as Arce had loyally sustained his
77

cousin's interests in that matter. But on December 3, 1826,

Arce committed the error of sanctioning the publication of

Archbishop Casaus' pastoral letter which excluded El Salvador
from the celebration of the Holy Year Jubilee. This blunder

threatened to undermine Delgado's position in the state and

caused the priest to believe that his cousin had turned

against him. Arce eventually restored his ties with the Sal¬
vadoran prelate, but, for the time being, he had lost the
favor of an important ally.
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The President’s difficulties with his native state

also arose from the Salvadoran practice of supporting the

weaker party in Guatemalan politics. This policy caused Sal¬

vadoran opposition to focus on the Conservatives after the

November elections, and, by way of association, this shift

caught Arce as well. The repressive measures of the Conser¬

vative government generated further antagonism which was

reinforced by the activities of exiled Liberals. Individuals

such as Pedro Molina, who had recently returned from the Pan¬

ama Congress, took advantage of every opportunity to raise

Salvadoran passions to a level that might lead to action

which would restore the Liberals to power in Guatemala.

Finally, Arce's old friend, Juan Vicente Villacorta, had

retired from the post of jefe of El Salvador in October,

1826, and Mariano Prado had assumed supervision of the state

government. Prado initially maintained Villacorta's policy

of supporting the President of the federation, but he soon

demonstrated that he was willing to hear opposition argu¬

ments. It appears that the acting jefe accepted the allega¬

tions of Liberal refugees at face value and came to believe

that he had a mission to protect the federation from the evil

designs of Arce and the Guatemalan Conservatives.

Convinced that the President had called for a new

Congress in order to secure the creation of a unitary state,

Prado issued a contrary decree on December 6, 1826, which

invited the governments of Nicaragua, Honduras and Costa Rica

to send their regular Congressional delegations to a special
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session of the federal legislature which would meet at Ahua¬

chapan. Guatemala was excluded from the invitation on the

grounds that the state did not have a legitimately constituted

government. Deputies attending the Ahuachapan Congress were

expected to assume responsibility for securing the re-estab¬

lishment of constitutional order and reaching a decision in
78

regard to the future seat of the federal government. While

Liberals applauded Prado's action, they ignored the fact that
his decree carried even less authority than that which Arce

had issued two months earlier. The President noted this

inconsistency, but he made no effort to interfere with the
79

plans for the Salvadoran Congress. By the end of the

month, Honduras and Nicaragua had responded favorably to

Prado's proposal, and the Salvadoran jefe garrisoned troops

in the area around Ahuachapan for the ostensible purpose of

providing protection from the possibility of Guatemalan inter¬

vention. As might have been expected, this action caused

considerable alarm in Guatemala. Arce responded by dispatch¬

ing several hundred federal soldiers to protect the Guate¬

malan border, and the early months of 1827 witnessed the

escalation of hostile attitudes between the two states.

While confronting the problem posed by El Salvador,

the President also became enmeshed in difficulties with Hon¬

duras. The latter state had been the scene of turmoil since

1826 as a consequence of Liberal jefe Dionisio Herrera's

conflicts with the state Assembly and Bishop Nicolas Irias.

The Assembly had attempted to terminate the jefe *s term of
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office after the promulgation of the state constitution and

Irias' efforts to resist Herrera's anticlerical tendencies

had resulted in the issuance of reciprocal orders for the

arrest of the Bishop and the excommunication of the jefe.

These disputes brought the state to the verge of open war by

the end of the year and caused Arce to send a federal force

to assume control of tobacco warehouses in the department of

Gracias which had withdrawn its recognition of Herrera's

authority.^
Influenced by the Liberals contention that Arce

intended to depose the Honduran j efe and frustrated by the

fact that the Ahuachapan Congress had failed to achieve a

quorum, Prado decided to put an end to his differences with

the federal government, In the second week of March, 1826,

the Salvadoran army crossed the Guatemalan border and

launched a civil war that would wrack the federation for the

next two years. Arce responded to this action by relinquish¬

ing his post and assuming personal command of the federal

army on March 16, 1827. Although he would return in Octo¬

ber to hold office for four more months, Arce's service as

President of the federation had--for all practical purposes--

come to an end, and he had no further opportunity to improve

his record in the eyes of historians.

It is clear that Arce was guilty of errors which con¬

tributed to the early disruption of the federation. Yet there

is reason to believe that any other individual would have

experienced a similar fate in the office of President. After
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the end of the civil war in 1829, Francisco Morazan was able

to hold the federal government together for nearly a decade,

but it appears that the federation was little more than a

facade. Morazan’s ultimate fate had been foretold by Arce's

experiences, and in both cases, the lack of success should be

attributed more to the times than to the man. Or, as

expressed by Robert S. Smith, "federal government has failed
8 2because too many people did not want it to succeed."
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSION

There can be no doubt that Arce was a Liberal in good

standing at the time of his election in 1825. It is equally

clear that he was aligned with the Conservatives by the end

of his first year in office. Yet--in the view of this writer

--the causes and consequences of this shift have been dis¬

torted by the misinterpretations passed along by several

generations of liberal Central American historians. Alejan¬

dro Marure wrote that Arce’s association with the Conserva¬

tives was responsible for "his ruin and all of the misfortunes

that the nation suffered during the period of his administra¬

tion."^ Lorenzo Montufar regarded the first President of the

federation as little more than a lackey of the Guatemalan

aristocracy, and Ramon Salazar charged that Arce "destroyed

the federation and proposed to impose centralism by force of

arms." The latter writer also thought it was unfortunate

that the Salvadoran patriot did not have "the good fortune
2

to have died shortly after independence . . . ." This tra¬

dition of unsympathetic treatment has provided the basis for

a number of standard judgements concerning Arce's political

career. The material contained in this study suggests, how¬

ever, that many of these interpretations are in need of

revision.

186
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The assertion that Arce sold out to the Conservatives

in order to win the Presidency ignores the fact that he was

equally indebted to the Liberals for his election. Some

writers have used the existence of a Conservative majority

in the 1825 Congress to charge Arce with sheer opportunism,

stating that his ambition simply caused him to cast his lot

with the stronger faction. While it is very tidy, such an

explanation is extremely superficial as it assumes that the

man was led by no principle other than expediency. Arce's

early, consistent devotion to the cause of Salvadoran auton¬

omy indicates considerably greater strength of character.

Furthermore, the resolution passed by the Congress on July

18, 1825, demonstrated that the Conservatives had not traded

their electoral support for the opportunity to deny a bish¬

opric to El Salvador. The position taken by the Conserva¬

tives in the Congressional election was largely determined

by their decision to reject Arce's opponent.

Shortly after he assumed office, there was a discern¬

ible break between the President and the Liberals. But the

assertion that Arce deserted his former colleagues can only

be viewed as an oversimplification. Available evidence sug¬

gests that any act of desertion should be attributed to the

party rather than to the man. If the Liberals evinced little

interest in cooperating with the federal executive, Arce

could have had no other choice than to look to the Conserva¬

tives for support. More to the point, the alliance with the

Conservatives was an inevitable development due to the fact
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the President was seeking to place the federation on a sound

footing while the Liberals were attempting to expand the

power of the states at the expense of the federal government.

Perhaps, the character of the split with the Liberals may

have been best expressed in the contemporary observation

that "the President was considered at the time of his elec¬

tion to be of the Liberal party. But subsequent events threw

him into the arms of the other party.(Italics mine.)

The policies which Arce pursued in regard to the Lib¬

eral government of Guatemala do not necessarily indicate that

he was acting as a tool of the Conservatives. If it may be

assumed that Arce did not accept the Presidency in order to

preside over the dissolution of the federation, there is no

need to posit Conservative control in order to explain his

responses to the actions of Juan Barrundia and the state

government. Nor is there adequate justification for allega¬

tion that the President ran roughshod over the state in order

to concentrate power in his own hands. The decisions which

Arce made in the fall of 1826 left something to be desired,

but his behavior seems to have been the product of despera¬

tion rather than ambition. A potential tyrant possessing

Arce's low level of cunning would never have issued the plea

for assistance contained in the message sent to the jefes of

the states on September 7, 1826. Arce's actions undoubtedly

contributed to the coming of the civil war, but the charge

that he caused the war by his attempt to erect a unitary

government is cut from whole cloth. While the President may
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be faulted for his willingness to submit the dispute to a

decision by arms, the conflict was primarily due to the par¬

tisan struggles between Guatemalan Liberals and Conserva¬
tives.

The distinct differences between the young Salvadoran

patriot and the President of the federation cannot be satis¬
factorily explained in terms of lust for power or lack of
will. Granting credence to Arce's explanation for his desire
to strengthen the federal army, it appears that his executive
program can be best understood as the product of an expansion
in his political horizons. San Salvador's inability to with¬
stand the power of the Mexican empire convinced the future
President that national existence would require a high degree

of mutual trust and cooperation among the states. In other

words, by the time he returned from exile in the United
States, Arce had become a Central American. His failure as

President resulted from the fact that he was surrounded by

Guatemalans, Salvadorans, Hondurans, Nicaraguans, and Costa
Ricans.
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